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AGENDA 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
A. April 4, 2024 

6. CALL TO THE PUBLIC (FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA) 

7. PUBLIC HEARING 
A. Culver's 

Property described as parcel number 12-20-276-035, located on the north 
side of Highland Road (M-59) and west of Bogie Lake Road, with a project 
area on the parcel consisting of approximately 1.69 acres, currently zoned 
(PB) Planned Business District. 
Request: 
1) Preliminary site plan approval 
Applicant: Katie Schmitt 
 

B. 8357 Pontiac Lake - Rezoning Request 
Location: Property described as 8357 Pontiac Lake Road, identified as parcel number 
12-13-454-002, located on the south side of Pontiac Lake Road, north of Highland Road 
consisting of approximately 0.41 acre. 
Request: Applicant requests to rezone the parcel from R1-C (Single Family 
Residential) to RM-1 (Attached Single Family) or any other appropriate zoning 
district. 
Applicant: Kathryn Chipman 

8. CONTINUING BUSINESS 

9. NEW BUSINESS 

10. OTHER BUSINESS 

A. Master Plan Executive Summary Review 
B. 8285 Highland Road (Former General RV Site) Concept Presentation 

11. LIAISON'S REPORT 

12. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

13. COMMUNICATIONS 

14. NEXT MEETING DATE:  May 16, 2024 

15. ADJOURNMENT 

Procedures for accommodations for persons with disabilities: The Township will follow its normal 
procedures for individuals with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this 
meeting. Please contact the Township Clerk’s office at (248) 698-3300 X-164 at least two days in 
advance of the meeting. An attempt will be made to make reasonable accommodations. 1



 

WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 4, 2024 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chairperson Seward called the meeting to order at 6:30 P.M. 
 
Roll was called: 
 
Present: 
T. Joseph Seward, Chairperson 
Steve Anderson  
Debby Dehart 
Pete Meagher 
Matt Slicker 
Merrie Carlock, Vice Chairperson 
Mona Sevic 
 
Absent: 
Robert Seeley 
Scott Ruggles, Township Board Liaison 
 
Others: 
Sean O’Neil, Community Development Director 
Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner 
Mike Leuffgen, DLZ 
John Iacoangeli, Beckett & Raeder 
Hannah Kennedy-Galley, Recording Secretary 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
MOTION by Commissioner Carlock, seconded by Commissioner Anderson to approve the agenda as 
presented. The motion carried with a voice vote: (7 yes votes). 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. March 7, 2024 
 
Chairperson Seward noted a correction to the minutes: Page 2, the name Seifman needed to be 
corrected. 
MOTION by Commissioner Anderson, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to approve the minutes 
of March 7, 2024 as corrected. The motion carried with a voice vote: (6 yes votes, Meagher abstained). 
 
CALL TO THE PUBLIC (FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA) 
None. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
A. Gateway Crossing 

Property described as parcel numbers 12-20-426-003 (6350 Highland Road) and 12-20-
402-003 (6340 Highland Road), located at the southwest corner of Bogie Lake Road and 
Highland Road, consisting of approximately 5.36 acres. 
Request: Preliminary site plan and special land use approvals 
Applicant: Najor Companies 

 
Staff Planner Quagliata gave a brief overview of the applicant’s request. 
 
Commissioner Sevic asked staff for clarification regarding ingress and egress to the property. Staff 
Planner Quagliata said it would be right in, right out only on M-59, and there was another proposed 
driveway on the east side of Bogie Lake Road 
 
Commissioner Meagher asked staff if the distance from Bogie Lake to the driveway was an MDOT or 
Township issue. Staff Planner Quagliata confirmed it was a Township issue, and the applicant would need 
to seek a variance from the ZBA. 
 
Commissioner Slicker asked for clarification regarding the traffic on the east side of the property. Staff 
Planner Quagliata said it was proposed to have traffic enter from the east driveway Bogie Lake Road to 
avoid drive thru traffic on the north and west, as a driveway on Highland Road.  There was discussion to 
remove parking on the northeastern corner of the site to relieve traffic at the northwestern side of the 
building and to provide more safety to customers navigating the site. He added that there would be 
steady traffic within the site, and keeping the internal traffic moving safely was important. 
 
Commissioner Anderson asked staff about the sidewalk. Staff Planner Quagliata said the developer was 
required to remove the existing shoulder and convert it to greenbelt. Sidwalk would be installed along 
the property’s Highland Road frontage. 
 
Commissioner Dehart asked staff if there would be a left turn lane on Bogie Lake Road. Staff Planner 
Quagliata said no, there was a right-hand taper that would need to be improved to the Road Commission 
standards.  
 
Mr. Leuffgen briefly went over his engineering review. 
 
Commissioner Anderson asked Mr. Leuffgen if the traffic study was reviewed. Mr. Leuffgen confirmed, 
DLZ reviewed the study and was in agreement with the findings. 
 
Brian Najor, Najor Companies, was present to speak on behalf of his request. He had owned the property 
for many years, and was hoping to add to the Township’s growth. His development was demand driven, 
and tried to put his best foot forward in coming up with a plan for the site. The site was challenging due 
to the elevation changes. He had previously worked with Redwood to provide necessary easements, and 
had a good rapport with Redwood. 
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Scott Tousignant, Boss Engineering, clarified a few items. He said regarding the drive approaches, he had 
spoken with MDOT and they were satisfied with those locations. If the M-59 approach was shifted, the 
construction feasibility would be minimal, and it would be the same with the Bogie Lake approach if it 
were shifted south due to the change in elevation. The one-way stub near Bogie Lake Road would help 
direct drivers to the drive thru lane. In regards to the circulation, the elimination of three parking spaces 
would help alleviate some of the concern. The site circulation would be kept predictable and there would 
potentially be the opportunity for a turn around. 
 
Beau Wynn, Detroit Architectural Group, said the property would be well maintained and taken care of 
because it would remain a family-owned business. He briefly went over the building’s elevations and 
materials.  
 
Commissioner Carlock asked staff where the ordering and pick up areas would be. Staff Planner 
Quagliata said the drive thru would be on the south side of the building, and the window for pickup 
would be on the northeast area of the building. 
 
Commissioner Carlock asked Mr. Wynn about the panels on the elevations. Mr. Wynn said they were 
decorative brick.  
 
Commissioner Carlock asked staff about window coverage. Staff Planner Quagliata said the zoning 
ordinance required 30% window coverage on the east elevation of the building, and the applicant only 
proposed 9.27% coverage on their plan. The applicant would need to seek a variance for the reduction 
in coverage. 
 
Commissioner Anderson asked Mr. Wynn if drivers westbound be able to see mechanical units on the 
top of the building. Mr. Wynn said it was possible due to the elevation of the site. 
 
Commissioner Anderson asked Mr. Najor if all of the tenants were confirmed for the development. Mr. 
Najor said he was in talks with a few different tenants, and was in the process of securing the anchor 
tenant. 
 
Commissioner Dehart asked if the drive thru lane was missed, would a driver have to turn around to get 
into the lane. Mr. Tousignant said yes. 
 
Chairperson Seward opened the public hearing at 7:18 P.M. 
 
Paul Cronenwett, pastor of Grace Church, wanted to know if there was impact to his church’s driveway 
easement. It was confirmed there would be a positive impact due to the connection of the sidewalk 
pathway. 
 
Chairperson Seward closed the public hearing at 7:20 P.M. 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Meagher, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to approve the special 
land use for Gateway Crossing, identified as parcel numbers 12-20-426-003 (6350 Highland Road) and 
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12-20-402-003 (6340 Highland Road), subject to addressing staff and consultant’s comments and 
approval of ZBA variances. The motion carried with a voice vote: (7 yes votes). 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Meagher, seconded by Commissioner Sevic, to recommend Township 
Board approve the preliminary site plan for Gateway Crossing, identified as parcel numbers 12-20-426-
003 (6350 Highland Road) and 12-20-402-003 (6340 Highland Road), subject to addressing staff and 
consultant comments and approval of ZBA variances. The motion carried with a voice vote: (7 yes 
votes). 

 
B. 2024 Master Plan 

 
Mr. Iacoangeli briefly reviewed the Master Plan process for the audience. 
 
Director O’Neil confirmed this was the only public hearing for this matter. The next step in the process 
was for the Planning Commission to take action to approve the Master Plan, and then the Township 
Board would take action as well.  
 
Director O’Neil thanked Mrs. Mary Earley for her help on editing the document on grammatical issues 
 
Chairperson Seward opened the public hearing at 7:33 P.M. 
 
Steve Woodard, 955 Schuyler, shared his concerns regarding the focus areas on the plan, in particular 
the area of Bogie Lake Road and Cedar Island Road. Mr. Iacoangeli said that focus area was reworked 
with the comments from resident participation and the Planning Commission. 
 
Jim Runestad, 2210 Teggerdine, spoke in concern over an abundance of proposed apartments and 
potential congestion in the Township. He wanted the Master Plan to reflecting the concerns and desires 
of the Township residents.  
 
Director O’Neil said a lot of the land use categories didn’t change in the plan, and multiple family uses 
were seen south of M-59, and the market has demanded the ranch style attached product that was 
geared toward empty nesters. There was interest in both purchasing and renting. 
 
Commissioner Slicker stated that internal community members may not want multiple family housing, 
but future residents might want multiple family housing. Director O’Neil said as time and demands 
changed, it would be difficult to predict what the demand for people looking to move to the Township 
would want. 
 
Mary Earley, 5925 Pine Ridge Court, had read the Master Plan in its entirety three times. She placed her 
trust in the Planning Commission and Township staff, and stated that Mr. Runestad’s comments were 
fearmongering. 
 
Director O’Neil said there was a letter from a developer that was concerning the Pontiac Lake Gateway 
District. 
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The Planning Commission favored a lower building height for the Pontiac Lake Gateway district. 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Meagher, seconded by Commissioner Sevic to adopt by resolution the 2024 
White Lake Master Plan and recommend approval to the Township Board. The motion carried with a 
roll call vote: (7 votes). 
(Meagher/yes, Dehart/yes, Carlock/yes, Seward/yes, Anderson/yes, Sevic/yes, Slicker/yes). 
 

C. Zoning Ordinance amendments 
 
Director O’Neil said he had not received a lot of feedback regarding the amendments. He highlighted the 
sections regarding height in the Pontiac Lake Gateway district. He added the ZBA saw countless variances 
regarding lot coverage, and it made sense to increase the allowable lot coverage by 5% - 10%, depending 
on lot size. There was discussion on renaming Agricultural and Suburban Farm. The Planning Commission 
favored leaving the districts as is. Parking was another significant standard that was discussed. The 
ordinance standard would remain the same, but the change would make the minimum the maximum, 
effectively reducing the standard by 75%. If an applicant wanted more than the maximum allowed 
parking, they would need to seek a variance. 
 
Commissioner Slicker was concerned with parking problems in the future with strip centers with 
different use retailers. Director O’Neil said it was a possibility that parking could fall short in that 
instance, but for the most part, the change would be beneficial. 
 
The Planning Commission shared their support of the change to the parking minimum/maximum. 
 
ZBA approvals were extended to 12 months, and final site plan approvals were extended to 2 years. 
 
Chairperson Seward opened the public hearing at 8:24 P.M. 
 
There was one letter regarding the amendments to be included into the record. 
 
Chairperson Seward closed the public hearing at 8:24 P.M. 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Meagher, seconded by Commissioner Carlock recommend the Township 
Board adopt the Zoning Ordinance amendments, subject to the omittance of sections 11, 12, 14, and 
15. The motion carried with a roll call vote: (7 yes votes). 
(Slicker/yes, Sevic/yes, Anderson/yes, Seward/yes, Carlock/yes, Dehart/yes, Meagher/yes). 
 
CONTINUING BUSINESS 
None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
None. 
 

6

Item A.



WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
APRIL 4, 2024 

6 | P a g e  
 

LIAISON'S REPORT 
The ZBA had three cases last month; three approvals were received. Triangle Trail construction was 
underway. The contract was awarded for Stanley Park Phase 1, the construction contract was waiting 
on approval. Hess-Hathaway was holding their sheep shearing on April 27. 
 
DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
The second reading of the Six Lake/Filling Station was approved; the Board made the decision to rezone 
the properties to General Business. The new Civic Center building designs were due May 15. The pre-con  
for the Elizabeth Lake Road reconstruction project was scheduled for the near future. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

A. New Hope White Lake PDA amendment 
 
Director O’Neil gave a brief overview of the request. 
 
Rumi Shazad, owner, was present to speak on behalf of his request. He said the addition of Sokol 
Healthcare Training on site would help staff his building, as well as provide training opportunities. The 
request was for the company to rent the office building on the property. 
 
Stephanie and Doug Sokol, were present. They stated they were a family and veteran owned business, 
and the building would have three staff. Classes would be run every two weeks for 10 days. They were 
licensed through the state, and held licenses to hold the CNA courses. They also held clinical training, 
which was another benefit of sharing the location with the assisted living.  
 
Commissioner Anderson asked Ms. Sokol what the criteria was of the applicants who would be attending 
the training. Ms. Sokol said she received a lot of applicants through Michigan Works, and accepted 
applicants from 17 years old. The applicants had to have a clear background check and a negative TB skin 
test. The majority of her students were high school and college graduates; the busiest time for training 
was late spring/early summer. 
 
Director O’Neil asked Mr. Shahzad if there would be any additional signage needed. Mr. Shazad said 
there would be signage outside of the office building. Director O’Neil said the sign on Williams Lake Road 
could be changed to include Sokol Healthcare. Mr. Shahzad said he would also be utilizing digital 
marketing. Mr. Sokol suggested basic vinyl sign on the window of the office building. 
 
Commissioner Dehart was in favor of the request. She added that more nurses were needed everywhere. 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Meagher, seconded by Commissioner Carlock to recommend the Township 
Board approve of New Hope’s Planned Development Agreement, including signage amendments as 
discussed, subject to staff working with the developer on language. The motion carried with a voice 
vote: (7 yes votes). 
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B. Walmart temporary use request 
 
MOTION by Commissioner Carlock, second by Commissioner Dehart to recuse Commissioner Sevic 
from the Walmart temporary use request due to Walmart being her employer. The motion carried 
with a voice vote: (6 yes votes). 
 
Director O’Neil briefly went over the request.  
 
MOTION by Commissioner Slicker, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, to approve Walmart’s 
temporary use request subject to staff memo conditions. The motion carried with a voice vote: (6 yes 
votes). 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
There would not be a meeting on April 18. 
 
NEXT MEETING DATE:  May 2, 2024. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
MOTION by Commissioner Carlock, seconded by Commissioner Meagher to adjourn at 9:02 P.M. The 
motion carried with a voice vote: 
(7 yes votes). 
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Director’s Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

☒Public Hearing  ☐Special Land Use 

☒Initial Submittal  ☐Rezoning 

☐Revised Plans  ☐Other: 

☒Preliminary Approval 

☐Final Approval 

 

Contact Consultants 
& 

Departments 

Approval Denial Approved 
w/Conditions 

Other Comments 

Sean 
O’Neil 

Planning 
Director 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒  

DLZ Engineering 
Consultant 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ See letter dated 03/03/2024. 

Justin 
Quagliata 

Staff Planner ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ See letter dated 04/03/2024. 

Jason 
Hanifen 

WLT Fire 
Marshal 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ See letter dated 04/02/2024. 

Project Name: Culver’s 

Description:  Preliminary site plan approval 

Date on Agenda this packet pertains to:  May 2, 2024 
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March 3, 2024 

 

Sean O’ Neil 
Community Development Department 
Charter Township of White Lake 
7525 Highland Road 
White Lake, Michigan 48383 
 

RE:  Culver’s- Preliminary Site Plan Review – 2nd Review 

Ref: DLZ No. 2445-7696-04   Design Professional: Griggs Quaderer, Inc.  
 
  
Dear Mr. O’ Neil, 

Our office has performed a Preliminary Site Plan review for the above-mentioned revised plan dated March 
18, 2024.  The plans were reviewed for feasibility based on general conformance with the Township 
Engineering Design Standards. 

General Site Information 

This 1.69 acre site is located north of M-59, west of Bogie Lake Road, and southeast of Meijer.      

Site Improvement Information: 

 Construction of a 4,085 square foot drive thru restaurant. 
 Associated paved and curbed parking area, including three (3) ADA parking spaces. 
 Two entrances off Meijer Service Drive. 
 Water and sanitary sewer service. 
 Storm water management facilities. 

 
The following items should be noted with respect to Planning Commission review: 

Please note that comments from our February 26, 2024 review are in italics.  Responses to those comments 
are in bold.  New comments are in standard font. 

 
a) Cover sheet C000- Correct spelling of Bogie Lake Road.  Currently spelled “Boagie.’  Comment 

addressed.  Spelling has been corrected. 
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b) Sheet C100- Show existing watermain easement for watermain along Bogie Lake Road frontage.  In 
addition, any work within the existing easement shall require permission from the Township.  
Comment addressed and remains as a notation regarding permission for work within the existing 
easement.  The 20’ wide recorded watermain easement along Bogie Lake Road has now been 
shown. 

c) Sheet C100- Indicate whether there is an existing easement for the existing on site electric/power line.  
If so, permission from DTE shall be required for work within this easement.  Comment addressed.  Per 
the design engineer, no DTE easement was found during the title search. 

d) Sheet C100- Indicate whether there is an existing easement for the existing on site storm sewer (EX1 
to EX2).  Comment addressed.  Per the design engineer, no easement for storm sewer was found 
during title search.  This portion of the existing storm sewer shall require an easement since it is 
outside of the existing ROW. 

e) Sheet C100- Storm MH EX1- Verify rim and invert elevations. Per attached Meijer storm sewer as built 
plan, rim and invert as built elevations shown on the Culver’s survey differ by approximately 2-3 feet.  
Comment addressed; grades were confirmed by surveyor. 

f) Sheet C100- Storm MH EX2- The following pipe sizes appear in error based on attached Meijer storm 
sewer as built plan a) 24” should be 21” diameter b) 15” should be 18” diameter.   Comment 
addressed.  Pipe sizes have been revised. 

g) Sheet C100- It appears that the existing storm sewer in Bogie Lake Road to the east is also mislabeled 
in terms of pipe diameter.  Meijer as built plan shows 21” and 36” diameters respectively.  Please 
verify.   Comment addressed.  Pipe sizes have been revised.  

h) Sheet C100-Benchmark #2 elevation (1003.52) shown appears to deviate by approximately 1.05’ 
versus the identical benchmark (1004.57’) provided on the survey(attached) for the adjacent 
(proposed Panera Bread) property to the southwest.  Please clarify.  Comment addressed; grades 
were confirmed by surveyor. 

i) Sheet C100- The following three distances in the Property Description are missing from the property 
metes and bounds sketch: a) Second paragraph- Line 1-331.37’; b) Second paragraph-Line 4-51.59’; c) 
Second paragraph-Line 8-90.99’.  Comment addressed.  Lengths of curves have now been added to 
the property metes and bounds sketch. 

j) Sheet C200- It is not clear why bumper blocks are being proposed where the ADA parking + one 
regular parking space abut the proposed sidewalk.  Although the sidewalk abutting the spaces with 
bumper blocks will not be raised, the sidewalk to the south at a point would still need a sloped 
sidewalk/ramp up to allow ADA customers access to the restaurant door since the southern portion of 
this sidewalk does indicate a 6” raised sidewalk.  Please review. Comment addressed and remains as 
a notation.  The design engineer notes the sidewalk adjacent to the bumper blocks shall be flush 
with the pavement area, with a ramp up to the main entrance proposed.  Details for ramp up to 
main entrance along with proposed grades (meeting ADA requirements) shall be provided on the 
FSP/FEP. 

k) Sheet C200-The 15’ wide one way driveway on the south side of the restaurant does not meet the 
Township minimum 20’ width requirement for one way drives.  We defer to the Township Planning 
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Department regarding this item. Comment addressed and remains as a notation.  Per the design 
engineer, Culver’s shall be requesting a variance for the reduced drive width.  We continue to defer 
to the Township regarding this item. 

l) Sheet C200- Clarify the sidewalk easement intent for the existing sidewalks along the Meijer Service 
Drive and Bogie Lake Road.  Is the easement proposed or existing?  In addition, we defer to the 
Township Planning Department as to whether the existing sidewalk along Bogie Lake Road shall be 
required to be extended to the northwest along the Bogie Lake Road frontage per Township Zoning 
Ordinance requirements.  Comment addressed and remains as a notation.  A portion of the existing 
sidewalk is within the Culver’s property and the design engineer has stated the intent to grant 
pedestrian access along the existing sidewalk to allow for continued use.  We continue to note the 
requirement for a sidewalk easement for the portion of sidewalk on the Culver’s property that is 
outside the Bogie Lake Road ROW.  We continue to defer to the Township as to whether the 
existing sidewalk along Bogie Lake Road shall be required to be extended to the northwest along 
the Bogie Lake Road frontage. 

m) Provide plan indicating standard length fire truck access and turning radii so as to demonstrate 
adequate fire truck accessibility to and within the site.  Comment addressed.  A fire truck 
accessibility plan has now been provided. 

n) Sheet C300- A note shall be added to the proposed retaining wall to reference the wall detail on Sheet 
C501.  Comment addressed.  References to the detail on Sheet C501 have now been added to the 
requested sheets. 

o) Sheet C300- Add note to ends of proposed sidewalk replacement sections to match existing sidewalk 
grades.  Comment addressed.  Notes have been added. 

p) Sheet C301- Based on the existing storm sewer invert (per Meijer storm sewer as built plan) for EX1 of 
984.85, storm drainage would back up in proposed Stormceptor (MH1) and remainder of proposed 
pipe (CB2 -EX1) and into CB2. Please review and revise, including storm sewer calculations, as 
necessary.  In addition, please reference comment e) above. Comment addressed, grades were 
confirmed by surveyor and positive drainage is anticipated. 

q) Sheet C301-The proposed storm sewer is too close to the proposed retaining wall.  Please shift sewer 
further to the east.  Comment addressed.  Storm sewer layout has been revised such that storm 
sewer is now shifted away from proposed retaining wall. 

r) Sheet C400-The proposed sanitary sewer pipe diameter shall be required to be 8” diameter (8” 
required if pipe length > 150’).    Comment addressed.  6” lead will suffice based on conversation 
with our office. 

s) Sheet C400- The proposed sanitary sewer lead will be required to be lowered at water service crossing 
UC3 to achieve the minimum required 18” vertical pipe separation.  Comment addressed.  The water 
lead has been lowered and placed a minimum of 18” vertical separation  under the sanitary lead. 

t) The applicant will need to provide information detailing whether this site falls under the Meijer Storm 
Water Management Facilities Easement, Maintenance Agreement and Lien document or if a new 
agreement will be required for this development. Likely a new agreement in the form of a 
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nonexclusive stormwater discharge agreement (see attached sample) will be required and supporting 
exhibits will need to be provided.  Comment addressed and remains as a notation.  The engineer 
notes that no information was found as to whether the site falls under the Meijer agreement and 
has thus indicated that a new agreement will be drafted and finalized during the FSP/FEP phase.   

u) ADA parking spaces will need to meet ADA standards in terms of slopes and dimensions; further 
details will be required at the time of Final Site Plan/Final Engineering Plan submittal/review.   
Comment remains as a notation. 

v) Preliminary grading of the site has been proposed and demonstrates general drainage patterns.  A 
more detailed grading review will be provided at the time of Final Engineering Plan submittal/review.  
Comment remains as a notation. 

w) We defer to the Township Fire Department regarding hydrant coverage.  Comment addressed.  Per 
the design engineer, all fire department requirements including for hydrant coverage have been 
met per the Fire Marshall. 

x) Sheet C500- There are several locations where proposed trees are shown too close to proposed 
sanitary sewer, water service, and storm sewer.  Please provide a minimum of 10’ horizontal 
separation between trees and these utilities.  We have attached a red lined copy of this plan sheet for 
exact locations.  Comment addressed.   Landscape plan has now been revised.  All proposed trees 
are now shown a minimum of 10’ away from proposed sanitary sewer, water service, and storm 
sewer. 

 
Recommendation 
 

The plan now demonstrates feasibility, and we recommend approval subject to any remaining above 
comments being addressed on the Final Site Plan/ Final Engineering Plan. 

Please feel free to contact our office should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

DLZ Michigan        

 

Michael Leuffgen, P.E.      Victoria Loemker, P.E. 
Department Manager      Senior Engineer 
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Cc: Justin Quagliata, Community Development, via email 
 Hannah Kennedy-Galley, Community Development, via email 
 Aaron Potter, DPS Director, White Lake Township, via email 
 Jason Hanifen, Fire Marshall, White Lake Township, via email 
 

X:\Projects\2024\2445\769604 WLT Culvers\PSP-Review.02\Review.02.docx 
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

REPORT OF THE  
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sean O’Neil, AICP, Community Development Director 
 

Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner 
 
DATE: April 3, 2024 
 
RE:  Culver’s 
  Preliminary Site Plan – Review #2 
 

 
Staff reviewed the revised site plan prepared by Griggs Quaderer, Inc. (revision date March 18, 

2024).  The following comments from the first review dated February 26, 2024 are listed below.  

Responses to those comments are provided in (red). 

 

Katie Schmitt has requested preliminary site plan approval to construct a 4,085 square foot drive-

thru Culver’s restaurant on 1.69 acres of Parcel Number 12-20-276-035.  The subject site is part 

of a Meijer outlot, zoned PB (Planned Business), and located north of Highland Road (M-59) 

and west of Bogie Lake Road.  Prior to final site plan submission, a land division application 

shall be submitted to the Assessing Department to separate the proposed outlot from the 

remaining Meijer property.  (Comment remains as a notation.  This requirement has been 

acknowledged by the Applicant’s engineer in the response letter provided to the first 

review). 

 

Meijer must provide a letter of authorization allowing the Applicant to submit a site plan 

application on their behalf, or, a Meijer representative must sign the application.  A letter 

of authorization must include a legal description for the area of the proposed land division, 

as the parcel of land (outlot) for the project has not yet been created.  (Comment 

addressed.  A letter of authorization from Meijer has been provided). 
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Culver’s 

Preliminary Site Plan – Review #2 

Page 2  

 

Master Plan 

 
The Future Land Use Map from the Master Plan designates the subject site in the Planned 

Business category.  All development in Planned Business is required to adhere to strict access 

management principles in order to minimize traffic conflict and maximize safety throughout the 

M-59 corridor.  Connections to and segments of the Township community-wide pathway system 

are required as an integral part of all Planned Business development. 

 

The Future Land Use Map from the draft 2024 Master Plan designates the subject site in the 

Commercial Corridor category, which is intended to provide regional goods and services (such 

as large box-stores and drive-thrus) to residents and non-residents. 

 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

 

 
 

Zoning 

 

Drive-thru restaurants are principal permitted uses with site plan review and approval in the PB 

zoning district.  A minimum lot area of 10 acres is required in the PB District (the PB district 

does not have a minimum lot width requirement).  Label the dimensions of the proposed 

property lines on Sheet C200.  (Comment addressed.  The property dimensions are now 

labeled on Sheet C200).  The subject site (proposed parcel) contains 1.69 acres of lot area.  

While the lot area does not meet the minimum requirement, the Meijer outlots were 

contemplated at the time of the initial development.  A waiver from the minimum area 

requirement is not necessary.   
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ZONING MAP 

 

 
 

Physical Features 

 

Currently the site is undeveloped.  The Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and 

Energy (EGLE) Wetland Map and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood 

Insurance Rate Map indicate neither wetlands nor floodplain are present on or near the site. 

 

Access 

 

Two proposed driveways to the Meijer private drive would provide access to the site.  The 

Zoning Ordinance states the number of driveways permitted for a site shall be the minimum 

number necessary to provide safe and efficient access for regular traffic and emergency vehicles.  

The westerly driveway should be eliminated.  Revise accordingly.  (Comment remains as a 

notation.  The Applicant is requesting a secondary driveway be allowed on the west side of 

the site.  Staff defers to the Planning Commission on this request.  It should be noted the 

Applicant is also requesting a waiver to reduce the required drive aisle width for a one-way 

drive along the south side of the building from 20 feet to 15 feet).  If not removed, the 

westerly driveway is deficient in width (one-way undivided driveways must have a width of 

20 feet) and shall be widened accordingly (dimension this driveway width on Sheet C200).  

(Comment addressed.  The drive width has been labeled with dimensions on Sheet C200).    

 

Staff discussed with the Applicant’s engineer aligning (centerline-to-centerline) the 

proposed Culver’s driveway with the proposed project driveway to the south.  The 

driveways have not been aligned.  The latest conceptual final site plan for the project to the 

south will be provided to the Applicant’s engineer for reference.  Revise accordingly.   
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Sidewalk along portions of the property frontage were constructed by Meijer at the time of the 

initial development.  The Applicant shall be required to repair/replace any broken sections of 

concrete within the frontage sidewalk, as determined by the Township Engineering Consultant; 

this is noted on Sheet C200. 

 

Utilities 

 

Municipal water and sanitary sewer are available to serve the site.  The Township Engineering 

Consultant will perform an analysis of utilities, stormwater, and grading to ensure compliance 

with all applicable ordinances as well as the Township Engineering Design Standards. 

 

Staff Analysis 

 

When reviewing the preliminary site plan, the Planning Commission should consider if the 

project meets the design standards for Planned Business developments found in Article 6, 

Section 7 of the Zoning Ordinance, the appropriateness of the requested waivers, and the site 

standards and development procedures for a PB development as outlined in Articles 5 and 6, 

respectively, of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

The Planned Business development review process is summarized by the following steps: 

 

1. Preliminary Site Plan: During this review, the site layout and use(s) are established, the 

amount of open space is determined, and other project details are decided upon.  The 

Planning Commission holds a public hearing, reviews the PB proposal, and makes a 

recommendation to the Township Board.  The Township Board takes final action, approving 

or denying the preliminary site plan. 

 

2. Final Site Plan: At this time building materials and colors, landscaping, and outdoor lighting 

are finalized and all conditions of preliminary site plan approval must be satisfied.  The 

Planning Commission reviews and takes action to approve or deny the final site plan, and 

also reviews the proposed Development Agreement and makes a recommendation to the 

Township Board. 

 

3. Development Agreement: Upon recommendation by the Planning Commission, the 

Township Board takes final action on the Development Agreement. 

 

The following standards for drive-thrus found in Section 4.17 of the Zoning Ordinance must also 

be utilized: 

 

A. A front yard setback of at least sixty (60) feet shall be required.  The proposed front yard 

setback from the south property line is 85.3 feet.  The building setback (at its closest point) 

from the north (front) property line shall be dimensioned on the site plan.  Also, revise 

the required front yard building setback from 50 feet to 60 feet on Sheet C200.  

(Comment addressed.  The building to property line dimension on the north side of the 

building has been added to the plan.  The front yard building setback is now shown and 

labeled as 60 feet).  
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B. Entrance and exit drives shall be at least one hundred (100) feet from any street intersection and 

two hundred (200) feet from any residential district.  The nearest street intersection (Bogie 

Lake Road and Meijer private drive – to the east) is approximately 125 feet from the 

proposed easterly driveway.  Additionally, the proposed driveways exceed the minimum 

200-foot setback from a residential zoning district. 

 

C. An outdoor lighting plan shall specify the type of fixtures to be used, light intensity, and 

method of shielding the fixtures so that light does not project onto adjoining properties or on 

any public or private street or right-of-way.  Dropped fixtures shall not be allowed.  The site 

plan shall include a photometric plan and catalog details for all proposed fixtures.  Outdoor 

lights must meet the performance standards of Section 5.18.  See the Outdoor Lighting 

section of this review. 

 

D. An obscuring fence, screen wall, or land form buffer shall be provided in accordance with 

the provisions of Section 5.19 on all sides abutting a residential district.  The property does 

not abut a residential district. 

 

E. Adequate off-street waiting space shall be provided to prevent drive-through customers from 

waiting on a public or private street.  Fast food restaurants with indoor seating require 

minimum stacking (per lane) of eight (8) vehicles inclusive of the vehicle at the window.  

The site plan shows 13 stacking spaces and seven (7) order waiting spaces.     

 

Building Architecture and Design 

 

Exterior building materials should be comprised primarily of high quality, durable, low 

maintenance material, such as masonry, stone, brick, glass, or equivalent materials.  Buildings 

should be completed on all sides with acceptable materials (consideration shall be given to all 

four facade designs as each side of the building would be visible from a street).  (See 

response to following comment in this paragraph).  The proposed materials for the 18-foot-

tall building (23-foot-tall parapets) are a mix of EFIS (exterior insulation finishing system) and 

stone veneer, with canvas awnings.  A majority of the building material is EFIS, with stone 

veneer as an accent around the base of the building.  EFIS is not considered a high-quality 

building material.  Staff recommends 70 percent of all elevations of the building be covered 

with some type of brick or stone veneer product.  (Comment addressed.  In the response 

letter provided to the first review, the Applicant’s engineer stated all building faces have a 

minimum of 70% brick and/or stone veneer product.  Percentage of EFIS has been 

provided for each of the building elevations). 

   

The Zoning Ordinance states all buildings should have windows at eye level covering at 

least 30 percent of the front facade.  The exterior elevations should be revised to provide 

the required windows, and a window coverage calculation shall be provided on the building 

elevations at final site plan.  (Comment outstanding.  A waiver is required because 30% 

window coverage on front facades is not provided.  The east and north elevations are also 

considered front facades (due to fronting on roads) and shall be labeled as such on Sheet A-

3, with window coverage calculations provided for those facades.  Also, revise requested 

waiver seven on Sheet C000 to reflect the three affected facades).     
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Note the exterior elevations and site details shall be sealed by the registered architect who 

prepared the plans.  (Comment addressed.  The floor plan, exterior elevations, and site 

details sheet have been sealed by the architect). 

 

A sample board of building materials to be displayed at the Planning Commission meeting 

and elevations in color are required by the Zoning Ordinance and must be submitted at 

final site plan.  (Comment remains as a notation).  Additionally, the address (street 

number) location shall be shown on the building.  Six-inch-tall numbers visible from the 

street shall be required.  (Comment addressed.  Address location has been depicted on the 

south building elevation).  The address location is subject to approval of the Fire Marshal.  

(Comment remains as a notation.  This requirement is noted on Sheet A-3). 

 

Parking 

 

In addition to the required stacking spaces (which must be provided as described on Page 4 of 

this review), one parking space per 75 square feet of gross floor area is required for the drive-

thru restaurant (54 spaces).  55 parking spaces are proposed east of the building.  The required 

number of barrier-free parking spaces are also provided. 

 

Off-Street Loading Requirements 

 

The Zoning Ordinance requires one loading space for a development of this size.  Such loading 

and unloading space must be an area 10 feet by 50 feet, with a 15-foot height clearance.  One 

loading space is proposed.  General Note 5 on Sheet C200 states deliveries would occur off-

hours as to not conflict with customer traffic flow. 

 

Trash Receptacle Screening 

 

The Zoning Ordinance requires dumpsters to be surrounded by a six-foot-tall wall (but not more 

than eight feet high) on three sides and an obscuring wood gate on a steel frame on the fourth 

side, located on a six-inch concrete pad extending 10 feet in front of the gate, with six-inch 

concrete-filled steel bollards to protect the rear wall and gates.  Furthermore, the Zoning 

Ordinance states dumpsters and trash storage enclosures shall be constructed of the same 

decorative masonry materials as the buildings to which they are accessory.  Brickform concrete 

(simulated brick pattern) or stained, decorative CMU block are not permitted where the principal 

building contains masonry.  Plain CMU block is also prohibited.  Dumpster enclosure and 

elevations details were provided on Sheet C-1.  The proposed enclosure is located adjacent to the 

north side of the building.  An 8’–6” wall (stone veneer over CMU screen wall) is proposed on 

the sides of the dumpster enclosure, with an aluminum-backed synthetic wood gate on the east 

side of the enclosure (the color of the gate shall be provided at final site plan).  (Comment 

remains as a notation.  This requirement has been acknowledged by the Applicant’s 

engineer in the response letter provided to the first review).  The screen wall shall be 

reduced six inches in height or a waiver is required.  (Comment addressed.  The screen wall 

height has been reduced to meet the eight-foot maximum height). 
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The proposed enclosure is located north of the building.  The Zoning Ordinance prohibits trash 

enclosures within a required front yard setback, and does not allow enclosures closer to the front 

lot line than the principal building.  The proposed dumpster enclosure is located closer to the 

Meijer private drive than the building.  A waiver is required to allow the dumpster enclosure 

to project into the front yard.  (Comment remains as a notation.  This requirement has 

been acknowledged by the Applicant’s engineer in the response letter provided to the first 

review). 

 

Landscaping and Screening 

 

Landscaping must comply with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and should be designed 

to preserve existing significant natural features and to buffer service areas, parking lots, and 

dumpsters.  A mix of evergreen and deciduous plants and trees are preferred, along with seasonal 

accent plantings.  A landscape plan is not required as part of the preliminary site plan, but was 

provided for consideration and will be reviewed in detail during final site plan review if the 

preliminary site plan is approved.  Following are initial comments on the landscape plan: 

 

• All required landscape areas in excess of 200 square feet shall be irrigated to assist in 

maintaining a healthy condition for all plantings and lawn areas.  An irrigation plan shall be 

provided at final site plan.  (Comment remains as a notation.  This requirement has 

been acknowledged by the Applicant’s engineer in the response letter provided to the 

first review). 

 

• Transformer and Mechanical Equipment Screening: all ground mounted transformers, 

climate control, and similar equipment shall be screened from view from any street or 

adjacent property by a wall constructed of the same decorative exterior materials as the 

building and not less than the height of the equipment to be screened.  As an alternative, the 

equipment may be screened by landscaping approved by the Planning Commission.  All 

rooftop climate control equipment, transformer units, and similar equipment shall be 

screened.  The materials used to screen the equipment shall be compatible in color and type 

with exterior finish materials of the building.  All rooftop equipment shall conform to the 

maximum height regulations of the Zoning Ordinance.  The plans do not show proposed 

locations for mechanical units or provide the method of screening.  The plans shall be 

revised accordingly to provide the location(s) and method of screening at final site plan.  

(Comment addressed.  The mechanical units are located on the roof of the building (see 

Sheet A-3) and screened by parapet walls). 

 

• Note areas for snow storage are depicted on Sheet C200. 

 

• Trees shall not be planted closer than four feet to a property line.  Add note to landscape 

plan at final site plan.  (Comment addressed.  Note 19 has been added to Sheet C500). 
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• The Planting Requirements Table on Sheet C500 shall be revised.  The minimum 

requirement listed for the west side buffer is incorrect.  A greenbelt 10 feet in width 

planted with 1 large deciduous or evergreen tree and 8 shrubs for every 30 linear feet is 

required.  Revise accordingly.  (Comment partially addressed.  While the greenbelt 

requirement has been added, the following wording still needs to be removed: “Land 

Form Buffer A-2 =”).   

 

• 18 trees are required for interior landscaping and 7 trees are proposed.  Therefore, a 

waiver is required.  (Comment outstanding.  A waiver is required.  Note 10 trees are 

now proposed, so the waiver requested is for eight trees). 

 

• Unless waived by the Planning Commission, the landscape plan shall be prepared by a 

landscape architect registered in the State of Michigan.  The landscape plan is signed 

and sealed by a professional engineer.  Revise accordingly, or a waiver is required.  

(Comment outstanding.  However, a waiver is being requested). 

 

Outdoor Lighting 

 

Site lighting is required to comply with the Zoning Ordinance.  Information on site lighting was 

provided and will be reviewed in detail during final site plan review.  Following are initial 

comments on the lighting (photometric) plan: 

 

• Lighting shall be shielded from adjacent properties and designed to reflect continuity with 

the pedestrian orientation of the area.  Floodlights, wall pack units, and other types of 

unshielded lights, and lights where the lens or bulb is visible outside of the light fixture are 

not permitted except in service areas where the lights will not generally be visible by the 

public or adjacent residential properties.  Lights underneath canopies must be fully recessed 

into the canopy to minimize glare from the light source. 

 

• Complete catalog details (lighting fixture specification sheets) for all proposed fixtures 

shall be provided at final site plan.  Light fixture selections and colors are subject to 

review and approval by the Township.  (Comment remains as a notation.  This 

requirement has been acknowledged by the Applicant’s engineer in the response letter 

provided to the first review).   

 

• Revise the Lighting Statistics Table to include footcandle information at the building, 

driveway, and parking.  It appears the information provided is only for the general site.  

(Comment outstanding.  The table has not been updated as required.  Separate rows 

with data for each of the aforementioned areas shall be provided in the table.  This 

revision can be made at final site plan).  The allowable average footcandle for the entire 

site is 0.5, which is currently proposed. 

 

• Note no wall pack units are currently proposed on the building.  (The building wall sconces 

have been added to the photometric plan). 
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Signs 

 

Per the Meijer Development Agreement, freestanding signs are prohibited from being located on 

any individual outlot.  If allowed by Meijer, Culver’s may be identified on the freestanding sign 

at the northwest corner of Bogie Lake Road and Highland Road. 

 

A maximum of one wall sign is permitted for each principal building.  In instances where a 

parcel has frontage on two streets, an additional wall sign may be permitted on the building 

facing the secondary thoroughfare, which is no greater than five percent of the wall area on 

which the sign is placed.  Where permitted, wall signs must be located flat against the building's 

front facade or parallel to the front facade on a canopy.  The exterior elevations show four wall 

signs on the building (one sign on the north, south, east, and west facades).  The wall sign on 

the west elevation and the wall sign on the north elevation shall be removed, or waivers are 

required).  (Comment addressed.  Wall signs on the west and north elevations have been 

removed).  Additionally, wall signs cannot extend above the roofline of a building.  Waivers 

are required to install wall signs above the roofline of the building.  (Comment outstanding.  

Contrary to the response letter, the two wall signs shown on Sheet A-3 are above the 

roofline.  At this time, waivers are still required.  However, the Planning Commission 

should note per the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment to the definition of above-the-

roof signs, a waiver for the sign locations would not be required).  Staff does not support 

signage waivers.  The exterior elevations should be revised to comply with the sign standards. 

 

The exterior elevations of all four sides of the building indicate the cornice contains 

optional blue LED accent lighting.  Trim accent lighting at or above the roofline is 

prohibited signage and a waiver would be required to install such lighting.  Staff suggests 

Sheet A-3 be revised to remove the optional blue LED accent lighting.  (Comment 

addressed.  The blue LED accent lighting has been removed from the building elevations).   

 

Outdoor Dining 
 

Outdoor dining is subject to the following standards found in Section 4.18 of the Zoning 

Ordinance: 

 

A. The Planning Commission shall determine that the use is designed and will be operated so as 

not to create a nuisance to property owners adjacent to or nearby the eating establishment.  

As such, the proposed use shall meet the following minimum criteria: 

 

i. The establishment may operate only during the following hours: 

• Monday thru Thursday: 8:00 a.m. – 12:00 midnight  

• Friday: 8:00 a.m. – 2:00 a.m.  

• Saturday: 10:00 a.m. – 2:00 a.m.  

• Sunday: 10:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.  

The hours of operation pertain to the outdoor dining hours, not hours of operation for the 

restaurant.  Outdoor dining at Culver’s would be limited to said hours of operation. 
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ii. The use of exterior loudspeakers is prohibited where the site abuts a residential 

district or use.  The noise level at the lot line shall not exceed 70 dB.  

Culver’s would be required to adhere to said performance standard. 

 

iii. An outdoor lighting plan shall specify the type of fixtures to be used, light intensity, 

and method of shielding the fixtures so that light does not project onto adjoining 

properties or on any public or private street or right-of-way.  Dropped fixtures shall 

not be allowed.  The site plan shall include a photometric plan and catalog details for 

all proposed fixtures.  Outdoor lights must meet the performance standards of Section 

5.18.  

Information on site lighting was provided and will be reviewed in detail during final site 

plan if the preliminary site plan is approved.  Initial comments on the lighting 

(photometric) plan were previously provided in this report.  

 

B. Additional parking spaces must be provided according to the following: 

 

i. Outdoor dining areas for more than 30 people or which include either permanent or 

seasonal structures, such as awning, roofs, or canopies, may be required to provide 

additional parking according to the following:  

 

a. If the outdoor seating is 25% of the indoor seating or less, no additional parking 

is necessary. 

b. If the outdoor seating is 26%-50% of the indoor seating, the restaurant may be 

required to provide up to 125% of the parking required for the indoor space.  

 
c. If the outdoor seating is over 50% of the indoor seating capacity, the restaurant 

may be required to provide up to 150% of the parking required for the indoor 

space.  

An outdoor patio with 20 seats (five tables) is proposed on the south side of the 

building.  Label the size (square footage) of the patio on Sheet C200.  (Comment 

addressed.  A note has been added to Sheet C200 indicating the patio is 675 

square feet in size). 
 

Community/Public Benefit 

 

A waiver from the Community Impact Statement (CIS) requirement should be requested.  

(Comment addressed.  This request has been noted on Sheet C000).  While staff supports 

waiving submission of a CIS, a community/public benefit must be provided to qualify for 

development in the PB district.  (See response to following comment in this paragraph).  

For PB developments, a public benefit(s) must be provided to offset the impact(s) of 

development on the Township.  Community benefits are intended to be for the use and 

enjoyment of the public-at-large and must be commensurate with the waivers requested for the 

project.  Note donations to charitable organizations do not constitute a Township 

community/public benefit.  A community/public benefit has not been proposed.  (Comment 

addressed.  The Applicant is proposing to donate $10,000 to the Corridor Improvement 

Authority.  The Township Board must determine if the proposed donation is acceptable). 
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Planning Commission Options / Recommendation 

 

The Planning Commission may recommend approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the 

preliminary site plan to the Township Board.  Staff recommends the plans be revised and 

resubmitted to address the items identified in this memorandum.  A response letter 

detailing changes made to the plan shall be provided upon resubmission.  A list of 

requested waivers shall also be provided, along with a proposed community/public benefit.  

The majority of staff comments have been addressed.  While there are waivers required, 

the plan demonstrates land use feasibility.  Concerns remain regarding the proposed 

secondary driveway on the west side of the site, and coordinating alignment of driveways 

with the project south of this site.  These items should be resolvable during final site plan.  

Staff recommends approval of the preliminary site plan subject to the items identified in 

this memorandum being addressed at final site plan.   
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Site / Construction Plan Review   
 
To: Sean O’Neil, Planning Department Director 
 
Date: 4/2/2024 
 
Project: Culver’s 
  
Job #: 230601 
 
Date on Plans: 3/18/2024                                                                                                                                               
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
The Fire Department has the following comments with regards to the 2nd review of the site plans for the project known as 
Culver’s. 
 

1. The Fire Dept. has no further comments at this time 
 

 
 

 
Jason Hanifen 
Fire Marshal 
Charter Township of White Lake 
(248)698-3993 
jhanifen@whitelaketwp.com 
 
Plans are reviewed using the International Fire Code (IFC), 2015 Edition and Referenced NFPA Standards.  
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given of a public hearing by the White Lake Township 
Planning Commission on Thursday, May 2, 2024, at 6:30 P.M. at the White 
Lake Township Annex, 7527 Highland Road, White Lake, Michigan, 48383 
to consider an additional building to be constructed within the Planned 
Business Development District. 
Property described as parcel number 12-20-276-035, located on the north 
side of Highland Road (M-59) and west of Bogie Lake Road, with a project 
area on the parcel consisting of approximately 1.69 acres, currently zoned 
(PB) Planned Business District. 
The purpose of this public hearing is to receive public comment on 
the proposed preliminary site plan for the above Planned Business 
District zoned property, consisting of a 4,085 square foot building with 
a drive thru restaurant.
Persons interested are requested to be present. Pertinent information 
relative to this rezoning request is on file at the Community Development 
Department and may be examined at any time during the Township’s 
regular business hours; Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. 
Persons interested may visit the Community Development Department, 
contact the Community Development Department by telephone at 248-698-
3300, ext. 5, or attend the Public Hearing on the date specified. Written 
comments are also welcome at 7525 Highland Road, White Lake, MI 
48383. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should 
contact the Clerk’s Office at least 5 days before the hearing.

Sean O’Neil, AICP
Community Development Director

White Lake  - 31
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Director’s Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

☒Public Hearing  ☐Special Land Use 

☒Initial Submittal  ☒Rezoning 

☐Revised Plans  ☐Other:__________ 

☐Preliminary Approval 

☐Final Approval 

 

Contact Consultants 
& 

Departments 

Approval Denial Approved 
w/Conditions 

Other Comments 

Sean 
O’Neil 

Community 
Development 

Director 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ Based on comments from the Staff 
Planner 

Justin 
Quagliata 

Staff Planner ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ See letter dated 
04/23/2024 

Project Name:  8357 Pontiac Lake Road 

Description:  Rezoning Request 

Date on Agenda this packet pertains to: May 2, 2024 
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION

REPORT OF THE  
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Sean O’Neil, AICP, Community Development Director 

Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner 

DATE: April 23, 2024 

RE: 8357 Pontiac Lake Road (Parcel Number 12-13-454-002) 
Rezoning – Review #1 

Kathryn Chipman has requested the rezoning of approximately 0.41 acre located at 8357 Pontiac 

Lake Road from R1-C (Single-Family Residential) to RM-1 (Attached Single-Family).  The site 

is located on the south side of Pontiac Lake Road, north of Highland Road (M-59) and contains 

approximately 51.05 feet of frontage on Pontiac Lake Road. 

The Future Land Use Map from the 2024 Master Plan designates the subject site in the Suburban 

Residential category, which is intended to provide large lot, low density residences with open 

space preservation in residential subdivisions.  The density of Suburban Residential areas is 

planned to range between 0.5 and 3.0 dwelling units per acre (du/a). 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

44

Item B.



8357 Pontiac Lake Road 

Rezoning – Review #1 

Page 2  

 

Zoning 

 

The subject site is currently zoned R1-C, which requires a minimum of 100 feet of lot width and 

16,000 square feet of lot area.  The requested RM-1 zoning district requires a minimum of 100 

feet of lot width and 10,000 square feet of lot area for the first unit with each additional unit 

requiring additional lot area (as promulgated by Section 3.1.8.E of the Zoning Ordinance).  With 

approximately 51.05 feet of lot width on Pontiac Lake Road and 0.41 acre of lot area, the site 

does not comply with the lot width requirement of the existing and proposed zoning districts.  

However, the site meets the minimum standard for lot area of the existing and proposed zoning 

districts.  The following table illustrates the lot width and lot area standards for the existing R1-C 

and proposed RM-1 zoning districts:  

 

ZONING DISTRICT LOT WIDTH  LOT AREA 

R1-C 100 feet 16,000 square feet 

RM-1 100 feet 

10,000 square feet, plus 

additional area based on the 

number of units 

 

ZONING MAP 

 

 
 

Physical Features 

 

A single-family house and shed occupy the center/northern portion of the parcel.  Relative to 

topography, there is a depression of several feet in the southern portion of the property.  The 

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) Wetland Map indicates 

the presence of potential wetland in the southern portion of the parcel.  Prior to any development 

in this area, a wetland delineation would be required.  The Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map indicates floodplain is not present on the site. 
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Access 

 

The site fronts on Pontiac Lake Road, which along the subject property is a paved, public road 

designated a local road by the National Functional Classification System (NFCS) utilized by the 

Road Commission for Oakland County (RCOC).  The most recent (2022) traffic count 

information from the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) Regional Traffic 

Count Database for Pontiac Lake Road, from Highland Road to Teggerdine Road, showed a total 

of 2,400 vehicles in a 24-hour period.  It is staff’s understanding Pontiac Lake Road between 

Kingston Steet and Margie Drive will be paved by the RCOC in 2026.  It is likely paving the 

aforementioned portion of Pontiac Lake Road will result in increased traffic. 

 

Utilities 

 

The property is currently not served by public utilities; however, sanitary sewer is available to 

serve the site. 

 

Staff Analysis 

 

In considering any petition for an amendment to the zoning map, the Planning Commission and 

Township Board must consider the following criteria from Section 7.13 of the Zoning Ordinance 

in making its findings, recommendations, and decision: 

 

A. Consistency with the goals, policies and future land use map of the White Lake Township 

Master Plan, including any subarea or corridor studies.  If conditions have changed since 

the Master Plan was adopted, the consistency with recent development trends in the area.  

The Future Land Use Map from the 2024 Master Plan designates the subject site in the 

Suburban Residential category, which does not align with the proposed RM-1 zoning district.  

However, the proposed rezoning is compatible with surrounding land uses (see Item K on 

Page 5).   

 

B. Compatibility of the site's physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental 

features with the host of uses permitted in the proposed zoning district.  If the property is 

rezoned to RM-1, it would not directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the 

natural resources of the Township. 

 

C. Evidence the applicant cannot receive a reasonable return on investment through developing 

the property with one (1) of the uses permitted under the current zoning.  No such evidence 

has been submitted. 

 

D. The compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district with 

surrounding uses and zoning in terms of land suitability, impacts on the environment, 

density, nature of use, traffic impacts, aesthetics, infrastructure and potential influence on 

property values.  The permitted principal uses in the RM-1 district are compatible with the 

surrounding uses and the nature of the uses anticipated in the Township Master Plan.  Only 

the Township Assessor may provide comment on property values.  
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E. The capacity of Township utilities and services sufficient to accommodate the uses permitted 

in the requested district without compromising the "health, safety and welfare" of the 

Township.  The site is in an area intended to be serviced by sanitary sewer.  The Community 

Development Department defers to the Director of Public Services and Township 

Engineering Consultant on this matter.   

 

F. The capability of the street system to safely and efficiently accommodate the expected traffic 

generated by uses permitted in the requested zoning district.  A rezoning traffic study 

(RTS) shall be provided as described in Section 6.3 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Staff 

recommends the Planning Commission postpone action on the proposed rezoning 

request until a RTS is submitted for staff and consultant review. 

 

G. The apparent demand for the types of uses permitted in the requested zoning district in 

relation to the amount of land in the township currently zoned and available to accommodate 

the demand.  Evidence of the demand in the Township for additional RM-1 zoned property 

has not been submitted.  However, the location is appropriate for property zoned as such, 

given the traffic, residential units, and general density in the area. 

 

H. The boundaries of the requested rezoning district are reasonable in relationship to its 

surroundings, and construction on the site will be able to meet the dimensional regulations 

for the zoning district listed in the Schedule of Regulations.  Redevelopment of the site is not 

proposed at this time.  Factors that may impact future redevelopment of the site, such as, but 

not limited to, soils, topography, site layout, landscape and screening, stormwater/drainage, 

and utilities would be considered during site plan review.  

 

I. The requested zoning district is considered to be more appropriate from the township's 

perspective than another zoning district.  The permitted principal uses allowed in the RM-1 

district are appropriate for the site.  Some of the special land uses allowed in the RM-1 

district are appropriate for the site. 

 

J. If the request is for a specific use, is rezoning the land more appropriate than amending the 

list of permitted or special land uses in the current zoning district to allow the use?  The 

Applicant indicated desire to utilize the property, and its access to Pontiac Lake on the north 

side of Pontiac Lake Road, as a launch point to shuttle children to Gale Island for their Skull 

Island Camp business.  The Applicant would also like to use their Puppy Pirates property at 

8330 Highland Road as a drop-off/pick-up point for the camp.  Childcare centers require 

special land use approval from the Planning Commission in the RM-1 zoning district.  The 

Puppy Pirates site plan would also need to be amended to facilitate the required site 

improvements on that property.  It should be noted at the August 16, 2018 Planning 

Commission meeting (when the special land use for the Puppy Pirates commercial kennel 

was discussed), the Applicant stated the Puppy Pirates property would not be used for the 

Skull Island Camp business.  At the time staff noted concern with pedestrians crossing 

Pontiac Lake Road.  One of the special land use review criteria states particular attention 

shall be paid to minimizing child-vehicle interfacing, and the proposed use shall be of a 

nature that will make vehicular and pedestrian traffic no more hazardous than is normal for 

the district involved. 
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K. The requested rezoning will not create an isolated and unplanned spot zone.  The site is 

bordered by R1-C zoning to the north and east, RM-2 (Multiple-Family) zoning to the west, 

and GB (General Business) zoning to the south.  In terms of residential development, RM-1 

and RM-2 are compatible zoning districts.  The proposed rezoning is within context of the 

surrounding neighborhood. 

 

L. The request has not previously been submitted within the past one (1) year, unless conditions 

have changed or new information has been provided.  This request is a new application. 

 

M. An offer of conditions submitted as part of a conditional rezoning request shall bear a 

reasonable and rational relationship to the property for which rezoning is requested.  This 

standard is not applicable.   

 

N. Other factors deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission and Township Board.  The 

Planning Commission and Township Board could also consider other factors which may be 

relevant to the rezoning request. 

 

Rezoning the property from R1-C to RM-1 will render the current single-family use of the 

property nonconforming, as detached single-family dwellings are not permitted in the RM-1 

district.  Nonconforming uses of land and nonconforming structures cannot be altered, 

enlarged/increased, or extended.  If a nonconforming structure or portion of a structure 

containing a nonconforming use becomes physically unsafe or unlawful due to lack of repairs 

and maintenance, and is declared by the Building Official to be unsafe or unlawful by reason of 

physical condition, it may be structurally altered as permitted by the Building Official to restore 

it to a safe condition provided the cost of such work does not exceed 50 percent of the State 

Equalized Valuation of such building or structure at the time such work is done. 

 

Planning Commission Options / Recommendation 

 

The Planning Commission may recommend approval or denial of the rezoning request, or it may 

recommend a different zoning designation than proposed by the Applicant to the Township 

Board.  As submitted, the rezoning application is incomplete without provision of a RTS.  Staff 

recommends the Planning Commission postpone action on the proposed rezoning request 

until a RTS is submitted for staff and the Township’s traffic engineering consultant review. 

 

Attachment: 

1. Minutes of the August 16, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF WHITE LAKE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

7525 Highland Road, White Lake, Michigan 48383-2900
248-698-3300, Ext. 163

APPLICATION TO REZONE PROPERTY

D^e: MARCH 18, 2024

Appnon,: KATHRYN CHIPMAN

Address:. 8357 PONTIAC LAKE RD, WHITE LAKE 48386
,. 248-789-2223

E-mail:

Phone No.: ^-+0" / O^-^^^O _ Fax No.:.

„. SKULLISLANDCAMP@GMAIL.COM

Applicant's Interest in Property:

p^.rt.o»n.r: SAME AS ABOVE

Owner's Address:

Phone No.: _ _ Fax No.:

Location o, Property: 8357 PONTIAC LAKE RD

s,dwenNo<s,.:Y-12-13-454-002

Total area of change: •~r ' _ acres

I, the undersigned (owner, attorney, or option holder) hereby request that this property now classified

)NBA6±teaAWWA'

[<m i
pehfflA&yfe€hiwewA??i»ffleaf-

as • n-^i^i-K i K-II- _ District, be reclassified as • -.—..-...--..—....-. D,st,.ict.

Applicant's Signature:
(If owner does not sign applicatioriT^ttach lefttefsi^ned-by owner, requesting zoning change.)

Please P,in. Nan,.: KATHRYN CHIPMAN

Required Attachments:
ATTACHED <\. Legal description of the property proposed to be rezoned.

2. Location map

.3. Rezoning sign location map

.4. Statement indicating why change is requested

.5. Review fee (check payable to the Charter Township of White Lake)
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Skull Island Camp
2400 Gale Rd

White Lake, Ml 48386
249-789-2223

March 18, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

We are applying an application to rezone our property located at 8357
Pontiac Lake Rd, White Lake, Ml 48386 from 'Residential' to the 'Pontiac
Lake Gateway District".

We would like to develop our above property and our adjoining property
behind it located at 8330 and 8335 Highland Rd. We are simply looking for
temporary parking for parents from 7:30 to 9:30 in the morning from June
10 to Aug 30 and in the afternoons from 3 to 6pm. Understand that this is
just to act as a drop off and pick up area for the children.

In utilizing this area it will allow us 2 emergency drop zones 8357 Pontiac
Lake and 8330 Highland Rd to get the children safely off the island to
shelter if needed in the case of developing dangerous weather.

Reason below.

On March 2, 2024 Waits Point decided that they were no longer interested
in doing business with us unless they increased our fee to $150,000 paid
in full by May 1 , 2024. Please see attached letter. We scrambled and have
a pending lease with Mike Zeer who owns the 8300 Pontiac Lake (old
trailer park). This lease is to simply use the open land for the 12 weeks for
$45,000. Upon further discovery we have realized that in the case of
tornado like weather there is no safe place for the children to be housed
for their parents. This option is only a bandaid and has the elements of
possibly putting children in harms way. We would like to petition the city to
rather than lease another 45k away but to develop the property we have
and put the money back into further development of the Gateway Project.
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given the Planning Commission of the Charter Township of 
White Lake will hold a public hearing on Thursday, May 2, 2024, at 6:30 P.M. 
at the Township Annex, 7527 Highland Road, White Lake, Michigan 48383, 
to consider the following changes to the zoning map:
Property identified as Parcel Number 12-13-454-002 (8357 Pontiac Lake 
Road), located on the south side of Pontiac Lake Road, north of Highland 
Road, consisting of approximately 0.41 acres. 
Applicant requests to rezone the parcel from R1-C (Single Family Residential) 
to RM-1 (Attached Single-Family) or any other appropriate zoning district.
Persons interested are requested to be present. Pertinent information 
relative to this rezoning request is on file at the Community Development 
Department and may be examined at any time during the Township’s regular 
business hours; Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. Persons 
interested may visit the Community Development Department, contact the 
Community Development Department by telephone at 248-698-3300, ext. 5, 
or attend the Public Hearing on the date specified. Written comments are 
also welcome at 7525 Highland Road, White Lake, MI 48383. Individuals 
with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact the 
Clerk’s Office at least 5 days before the hearing.

Sean O’Neil, AICP
Community Development Director

White Lake  - 30
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 26, 2024

TO: Joe Seward, Chairperson
Planning Commission

FROM: Sean O'Neil, Community Development Director

SUBJECT: 2024 Master Plan Executive Summary

Please find attached, the final draft of the Executive Summary version of 2024 White Lake
Township Master Plan. This "magazine style" document was part of the original proposal

from Beckett & Raeder and will provide readers with the highlights of the plan if they do
not wish to review the entire adopted Master Plan. We intend to publish both versions on

the Township's website.

The Planning Commission is being asked to provide any feedback on this document at
your May 2" meeting. If you have any questions, or require additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact the office.

Thank you.
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INTRODUCTION
White Lake Township’s Master Plan presents an 
opportunity to set the course for sustainable growth 
and development over the next decade. This 2024 
Master Plan update occurs at a favorable time: 
following a decade of rapid growth, the pace of 
growth is slowing down, household compositions 
are changing, the population is aging, housing 
preferences are diversifying, value for natural features 
and open space is exponentially growing in this post 
COVID-19 pandemic era, and land use patterns 
are undergoing a transformation. To capture these 
shifting trends, this Plan is comprehensive in scope; it 
evaluates existing data, trends, and land use patterns 
to develop and coordinate strategies for managing 
natural features, housing, transportation, economic 
development, and future land use in the Township. 
Propelled by community input, this Master Plan 
establishes a vision of the future, defines community 
goals and objectives, and details actions and land 
use patterns consistent with the defined goals and 
visions of the Township. 

What is a Master Plan?

The Michigan Planning Enabling Act (PA 33 of 
2008) enables municipalities to write a Master Plan 
that broadly guides development to meet current 
and future needs and promotes the health, safety, 
and general welfare of its residents. A Master Plan 
is a long-range, comprehensive document that 
guides decisions about future development based 
on existing and forecasted conditions and trends, 
community needs and preferences, and plans best 
practices. The Plan is intended to represent the 
community’s consensus and serve as a guide for 

decision-making regarding the Township’s future. 
The Michigan Planning Enabling Act (MPEA) also 
requires all municipalities to review its Master Plan 
every five years to determine if an update is needed. 
Since the adoption of White Lake Township’s Master 
Plan for Land Use 2010-2011, changes in Township 
demographics and socio-economic compositions 
have warranted a re-evaluation of the Township’s 
policies with respect to growth, development, 
and land use. To this end, White Lake Township’s 
2024 Master Plan update aims to chart a path for 
a desirable future with a strong emphasis on short- 
and long-term goals and action strategies. 

Relationship to Zoning Ordinance

The Master Plan is not a binding agreement but 
rather a planning framework. The Zoning Ordinance, 
on the other hand, is local land use law. The Zoning 
Ordinance is a set of regulations that provide the 
details for how and where development can locate to 
exacting specifications. Thus, the Zoning Ordinance 
implements the Master Plan; and, as outlined in 
the MPEA, a direct relationship between the two 
documents is required. For example, if it emerges 
through community engagement and research the 
housing types available do not adequately serve 
the population, then a vision statement in the 
Master Plan could read “to plan for housing types 
that meet all the preferences of all age groups, 
income levels, and disabilities.” To ensure that this 
vision is implemented, a municipality would revisit 
the Zoning Ordinance to determine if the land use 
code is preventing a particular type of development 
through height restrictions or lot size requirements. 
Only when the two documents are in sync can they 
be effective planning tools.
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LAND USE FRAMEWORK

FUTUREFUTURE
DRAFT
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The Future Land Use Framework Map (FLUM) identifies preferred future land uses in the Township. It is a 
general framework, a land-use visualization of intended future uses, that guide land use and policy decisions 
within the Township over the next 10-20 years. It should drive changes to the Zoning Ordinance and inform 
development review decisions. In the FLUM, preferred locations for future development types are displayed, 
allowing the community to identify where certain land uses should expand or contract without committing 
to it by law. 
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Future Land Use Framework 3,000
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Future Land Use and Zoning

Future Land Use Description Examples of 
Use*

Residential Density 
(DU/Acre)

Corresponding 
Zoning District(s)

Recreation/
Open Space

Large recreation spaces including 
the Highland State Recreation Area, 
White Lakes Oaks Golf Course, 
Pontiac Lake State Recreation Area, 
and Township parks.

Parks, golf 
courses, 
ski resorts, 
conservation 
areas

 N/A ROS

Agriculture/
Rural 
Residential

Maintains agricultural land and 
rural living through large lots and 
limited residential development. 
Subdivision residential development is 
discouraged.

Large-lot 
single family, 
agriculture, 
farm-stands, 
cider mills

0.2 AG, SF

Suburban 
Residential

Provides large lot, low density 
residences with open space 
preservation in residential 
subdivisions. Residential lots tend 
to be smaller than those in the 
Agriculture/Rural Residential future 
land use classification. 

Large-lot single 
family, parks, 
churches, 
public facilities 
or institutions 
(e.g., schools)

0.5 – 3.0 R1-A, R1-B

Neighborhood 
Residential

Maintains existing neighborhoods 
and provides for denser residential 
development in places where there is 
infrastructure to support the density 
and ensuring density is within context 
of the surrounding neighborhood.

Small-lot 
single family, 
duplexes, multi-
family, parks, 
convalescent or 
nursing homes

2.0 – 8.0
R1-C, R1-D, 

RM-1, RM-2, PD

Manufactured 
Residential

Includes existing manufactured 
housing developments. 

Manufactured 
housing

3.0 – 6.0 MHP

Neighborhood 
Commercial

Provides neighborhood scale 
commercial establishments that have 
daily goods and services for residents. 
Creates centers of neighborhood life, 
encouraging a mix of compatible 
retail, service, office, and residential 
uses in a walkable environment.

Professional 
services/office, 
personal care, 
restaurants, 
mixed-use

6.0 – 10.0; 
varies based on 
development

LB, RB, NB-O, 
NMU

Commercial 
Corridor

Provides regional goods and services 
to residents and non-residents. 
Includes large box stores and drive 
thrus.

Large grocery, 
outlet, mixed-
use, restaurants

Varies based on 
development

PB, GB, LB, PD, 
TC, NMU

Pontiac Lake 
Gateway

Creates a welcoming gateway 
offering a mix of local and regional 
goods and services. Uniform 
development and design standards 
create a defined sense of place.

Professional 
services, 
multi-family, 
personal care, 
restaurants, 
entertainment

Varies based on 
development

PG, GB, RM-1, 
RM-2

Production/
Technology

Serves community’s need for 
research facilities and light industrial 
opportunities.

Light 
manufacturing

N/A LM, ROP

* Not an exhaustive list of uses.
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DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Analysis of the Township’s economic position, 
prominent industries, employment patterns, and 
barriers to growth can be considered alongside 
community engagement results to determine 
the “highest and best” use of available land. 
Determining the highest and best use of parcels 
prime for development or redevelopment matches 
these spaces with the land uses and businesses in 
highest demand within the community. However, 
due to the size, shape, and surroundings of each 
parcel, sites may not be suitable for the most 
requested types of uses.

Community Insights

The White Lake Township community survey 
assessed resident perceptions of the local economy, 
including their preferences regarding commercial 
developments and how their economic needs fit in 
with other Township goals and priorities such as the 
preservation of natural and open spaces. It is worth 
emphasizing “undesirable commercial development” 
ranked fourth out of 11 options for respondents to 
identify the top three challenges facing the Township 
over the next decade. To address the prospect of 
appropriate commercial development, respondents 
overwhelmingly supported approaching commercial 
development through the revitalization of former 
commercial buildings that have become vacant and/
or retrofitting strip malls to support new commercial 
activities. The preference for these approaches aligns 
with respondent concerns about the potential loss 
of open and/or natural spaces as new commercial 
areas are developed. Furthermore, revitalizing 
vacant spaces presents the opportunity to utilize 
existing sites instead of developing new ones. 

Increased traffic was also a prominent concern in the 
discussion of additional commercial development.

When asked about the types of retail establishments 
respondents would like to see in the Township, food 
and beverage stores and restaurant and drinking 
establishments received the greatest support as uses 
respondents would patronize on a daily or weekly 
basis. Respondents specifically expressed support for 
the Township’s development of additional restaurants 
and bars, farm-to-table eating establishments, 
family-friendly restaurants, cafes, and breweries, 
with each eating and drinking option receiving 
support from 50% or more of all survey takers.

Redevelopment Sites  

On August 17, 2023 the Planning Commission 
hosted a workshop to gather public input on five 
sites of possible redevelopment. The workshop was 
held between 5 p.m. and 7 p.m. in the Township 
Annex, and approximately 100 members of the 
public attended.

The central aim of the workshop was to begin a 
conversation among residents about the potential 
of five sites selected for consideration by the 
Planning Commission. Though some sites identified 
for this workshop are currently vacant, two sites 
were part of the Township’s Master Plan update in 
2012. Concepts for future development and use at 
both sites were developed during the last planning 
process, and both concepts were presented again 
during the workshop. The other three sites provided 
blank slates for residents to share their ideas based 
on the site surroundings as well as general desires for 
development in the area. The Planning Commission 
picked three of the sites as prime redevelopment 
opportunities for evaluation in this Master Plan.
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PONTIAC LAKE GATEWAY 
Purpose The redevelopment concept envisions the area as a key and welcoming gateway into the 

community. At the northern intersection of Pontiac Lake Road and Highland Road/M-59 
is a two-story mixed-use concept with frontage along the roads and the lake, with 
parking located in the middle. The mixed-use concept includes restaurants, retail, and 
residential on the second floor. This area is intended to be walkable and integrated into 
the shoreline of Pontiac Lake. People can access this area via foot, bike, car, or boat. 
Boaters can dock along the boardwalk and walk to restaurants or shops. Along Highland 
Road/M-59 is traditional commercial development but an emphasis is placed on fronting 
buildings on M-59 and locating parking in the rear. There are limited curb cuts and the 
properties are served by access roads at the rear. At the western edge of the gateway is 
a cluster of townhomes. The northern end of the gateway is maintained as undeveloped 
open space.

Regulated 
Uses 

Non-Residential

	» Low-scale local retail along M-59

	» Restaurants, local dining with no drive-
thru’s

	» Office and professional services

	» Boat docks, no launches

Residential / Open Space

	» Townhomes, Owner Occupied

	» Upper Story Residential

	» Lakefront Open Space

Built Form Building Height: Residential - No more than two stories, or 30 feet above grade. Mixed-
use buildings no more than three stories, or 42 feet above grade. 

Parking: In the rear of the buildings; minimal ingress-egress on M-59

Road Frontage: Setbacks from ROW is 25 feet to allow for a landscape zone with street 
trees and an 8’ to 10’ pedestrian sidewalk. 

Exterior Building Materials: Primarily high-quality, durable, low-maintenance material, 
such as masonry, stone, brick, glass, or equivalent materials. All buildings should be 
completed on all sides with acceptable finishing materials. Materials such as vinyl, 
aluminum, and other metal siding should be avoided. Metal and portable buildings 
should be prohibited.

Design: Architectural design should be consistent with pedestrian-oriented development 
with a minimum of 10-foot-wide sidewalks to allow for outdoor dining and seating.
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LAKES TOWN CENTER
Purpose Small scale mixed-use development that provides a transition between the regional 

shopping center east of Elizabeth Lake Road and the single-family development to the 
west along Elkinford Drive. Retail uses would be internalized within the development 
surrounded by single family residential. 

Regulated 
Uses 

Non-Residential

	» Assisted Living Facilities

	» Local/Regional Retail; small scale

	» Child and Family Care Facilities

	» Independent and Congregate Care 
Facilities

Residential / Open Space

	» Single Family - Detached and Attached

	» Upper Story Residential

	» Duplexes

	» Home Occupations

Built Form Building Height: Residential -No more than two and one-half stories, or 35 feet above 
grade. Mixed-use Buildings - three stories, or 42 feet above grade.

Road Frontage: Setback along Highland Road would be 40 feet with no ingress/egress. 
Ingress/egress would be from Elizabeth Lake Road. 

Building Type: Small scale, retail and restaurant clustered in a walkable Village concept 
that allows for outdoor dining, events, and possible farmers market. Traditional single 
family neighborhoods would surround the retail.  Upper story residential would be 
encouraged.  
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CEDAR ISLAND ROAD AND BOGIE LAKE ROAD
Purpose This redevelopment site is located in the southern part of the Township and is in close 

proximity to three primary/secondary schools (Lakewood Elementary School, White Lake 
Middle School, and Lakeland High School) as well as the Brentwood Golf Club and 
Banquet Center. This site’s location on Bogie Lake Road provides a direct connection to 
M-59, making it accessible from across the Township.

The redevelopment concept envisions this area as a community anchor in the southwest 
section of the Township. The main entrance to the site is along Cedar Island Road, near 
the intersection of Bogie Lake Road. Development would include single-family detached 
and attached dwellings with adequate area reserved for outdoor recreation for both 
active and passive activities.

Regulated 
Uses 

Non-Residential

	» Local Business with no drive-thru’s 
focused only on the southeast corner 

Residential / Open Space

	» Single Family; Attached and Detached

	» Active and Passive Recreation Areas

	» Home Occupations

Built Form Building Height: No more than two and one-half stories, or 35 feet above grade. 

Road Frontage: Setbacks from Bogie Lake Road would allow for a landscape zone with 
street trees and a shared pathway. The setback line for residential single-family homes 
would be 35 feet from the ROW.  Access points on Bogie Lake Road and Cedar Island 
Road would serve an internalized street network, in order to reduce traffic.

Building Type: Traditional single family neighborhoods. Residential densities along Bogie 
Lake Road would be one dwelling per acre. Internal residential development could be 
higher  if developed adjacent to the recreation open space.DRAFT
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GOALS  &&    
IMPLEMENTATION
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Good planning uses data and community preferences 
to shape a preferred course of action. In this section, 
findings from previous chapters of the Master Plan 
and community engagements are used to build an 
Action Plan of strategies. This Action Plan is intended 
to advance White Lake Township toward its goals by 
providing guidance for future planning efforts. 

The following vision from the 2012 Master Plan was 
shared through the community survey at the start of 
the master planning process: 

“Strive for a sustainable White Lake Township that 
balances the community’s economic, environmental, 
and social needs. Promote the identity of White 
Lake Township as a small country town with big city 
amenities by protecting and preserving natural features, 
encouraging redevelopment of obsolete properties, 
and directing growth and development to a central 
community core.”

When asked if this vision still aligned with their vision 
of White Lake, 77% of respondents stated it did. The 
2012 vision is carried forward with this Master Plan. 
In addition to the 2012 vision, the following 10 goals 
were identified and shared through the community 
survey at the start of the master planning process. 
The survey asked respondents to select their top three 
goals; the results are detailed in the table below.

Based on community feedback, the goals were 
revised to the following:

A.	Invest in infrastructure and implement 
appropriate regulations and policy measures to 
preserve and protect natural features, including 
wetlands, floodplains, lakes, woodlands, and 
other natural features.

B.	Enhance the quality of life and make the 
community more appealing by providing a 
variety of recreational facilities.

C.	Maintain the small-town rural character of 
existing single-family residential areas while 
pursuing opportunities to meet the Township’s 
housing needs. 

D.	Address the community’s needs for efficient 
and safe multi-modal transportation (walking, 
biking, automobile, etc).

E.	 Support businesses providing goods and 
services, and implement infrastructural 
upgrades to meet current and future needs of 
Township residents.

F.	 Improve the Township’s tax base and provide 
job opportunities by encouraging beneficial 
development/redevelopment projects.

Goal All Survey 
Respondents

White Lake 
Residents

Preserve and protect natural features including wetlands, floodplains, lakes, 
woodlands, and other natural features.

69% 69%

Maintain the small-town rural character of existing single family residential areas. 49% 49%

Provide adequate infrastructure that preserves and protects White Lake Township’s 
natural features.

46% 46%

Address the community’s needs for efficient and safe multi-modal access (walking, 
biking, auto).

31% 32%

Enhance the quality of life and make the community more appealing by providing 
a variety of recreational facilities.

26% 26%

Provide goods and services that meet the current and future needs of Township 
residents.

22% 22%

Address the community’s needs for sewer and water systems. 20% 20%

Provide efficient public services that adequately and safely support the existing and 
future population of White Lake Township.

17% 17%

Encourage high tech, research, and light industrial developments to improve the 
tax base and provide job opportunities.

7% 7%

Provide a variety of housing opportunities. 3% 3%
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Action Plan

Action Item Applicable 
Goal(s) Timeframe

Retain residents between the ages of 25 and 34 by responding to 
demand for more housing units, including affordable housing options.

C, E Medium term

Support an increasing senior population by assessing and responding to 
the demand for additional assisted living facilities, nursing homes, and 
appropriate healthcare facilities.

C, E Medium term

Accommodate the needs of the Township’s disabled population by 
enforcing ADA compliant design.

E Ongoing

Recognize the economic hardship that faces households earning below 
the ALICE threshold by encouraging affordable housing and economic 
opportunities.

E, F Short term

Encourage protection of wetlands and installation of green infrastructure 
along FEMA zones to mitigate harm caused by flooding. 

A Short term

Designate areas around floodplain as conservation areas to limit 
development and impervious surfaces.

A, B Short term

Regulate lakefront development by mandating greenbelts with native 
vegetation in a buffer zone between the setback and the water’s edge 
to reduce flooding impacts.

A Medium term

Provide information about voluntary conservation easements to 
residents, especially those living in environmentally-sensitive areas.

A Short term

Encourage green infrastructure placement during the site plan review 
process and/or planned development process.  

A Ongoing

Preserve natural and open spaces by pursuing commercial development 
in vacant buildings and/or retrofitting strip malls to support new 
commercial activities.

A, B Medium term

Increase housing supply to meet demand for residences in the Township. C Medium term

Ensure aging housing stock receives appropriate maintenance and 
renovation to promote its habitability to the greatest extent and to avoid 
deterioration and demolition.

C, E Medium term

Address increasing housing costs and the limited availability of starter 
homes valued between $150k and $250k by increasing the Township’s 
supply of housing to match the demand.

C Medium term

DRAFT
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Action Item Applicable 
Goal(s) Timeframe

Accommodate future community housing preferences by matching 
the size and types of housing construction to needs. For example, 
while single-family homes remain the most prominent preference for 
Township residents, support attached single-family structures (such as 
duplexes).

C Short term

Pursue CDBG funds to support the revitalization of housing units that 
are deteriorating and/or uninhabitable in order to put them back into 
the housing market.

C, E Ongoing

Rezone commercial districts and corridors to allow for mixed-use 
developments.

C, F Ongoing

Support commercial development by revitalizing buildings that 
have become vacant and/or retrofitting strip malls to support new 
commercial activities.

F Medium term

Ensure redevelopment plans align with community-guided ideas at 
Pontiac Lake Gateway, Cedar Island and Bogie Lake Roads, and around 
Lakes Town Center.

F Long term

Support efforts of the Corridor Improvement Authority to promote 
a sense of place, connectivity, and various activities in commercial 
corridors across the Township.

E, F Ongoing

Implement traffic calming techniques along Cooley Lake Road and 
M-59 (east of Teggerdine Road) to ease commuter congestion en route 
to outside communities. 

D Ongoing

Address the volume of crashes that take place at intersections along 
M-59 by improving road safety measures and implementing biking and 
pedestrian infrastructure.

D Ongoing

Educate and share information with Township residents about 
implementation plans for non-motorized infrastructure that includes a 
signed bicycle route, bicycle lanes, and shared-use paths.

D Ongoing

Educate and share information with Township residents about public 
transportation options, including upcoming changes in operation.

D, E Ongoing
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WHITE LAKE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

REPORT OF THE  
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

 
 

TO:  Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Sean O’Neil, AICP, Community Development Director 
 

Justin Quagliata, Staff Planner 
 
DATE: April 24, 2024 
 
RE:  8285 Highland Road (Former General RV Site) 
  Concept Plan – Used Car Dealership 
 

 
In March the Community Development Department received a Change of Use 

application from Michigan Automotive Group to establish a used car dealership at 8285 

Highland Road.  The 6.2-acre site, formerly occupied by General RV, is located on the 

south side of Highland Road, west of Pontiac Lake Road and zoned GB (General 

Business).  New and used automobile sales require special land use approval from, and a 

public hearing at, the Planning Commission.  Additionally, as part of the Change of Use 

process the Zoning Ordinance requires existing buildings/properties to be improved in 

order to bring it into reasonable compliance with the standards of the Zoning Ordinance.  

The Zoning Ordinance states those improvements shall be completed prior to issuance of 

a Change of Use permit. 

 

Staff has identified several items which need to be evaluated and addressed on this site, 

including (but not limited to): 

 

• Building facade – the northerly building looks unsightly and needs to be improved. 

 

• Parking lot layout, design, and construction – the parking lot is in poor condition and 

will be required to be resurfaced with a minimum 2-inch overlay. 

o Removal of excess asphalt/impervious surface will be required.  Part of the 

property was previously paved without permission from the Township.  

Certain areas of the site would benefit from pavement removal and installation 

of landscaping.   

 

• Sidewalks – remove the paved shoulder along Highland Road and construct a 

frontage sidewalk in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance. 
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• Signage – removal of nonconforming pylon sign. 

 

• Barrier-free accessibility – building and parking need to be compliant. 

 

• Accessory building – staff believes improvements were made without permits from 

the Township.  Additionally, based on the size and what would be stored in the 

building, fire suppression may be required.  The Fire Department will review this 

matter during site plan review. 

 

• Exterior lighting – existing outdoor lighting is nonconforming and must be replaced 

with new conforming outdoor lighting.  This would be reviewed via a photometric 

plan and catalog details from lighting fixture specification sheets (cut sheets). 

 

• Outdoor storage – vehicles for sale must be located in compliance with Section 4.34 

of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

• Landscape and screening – landscape improvements, such as, but not limited to: 

installation of a frontage greenbelt landscaped in accordance with the Zoning 

Ordinance; parking lot landscaping; interior landscaping. 

 

The Township recently updated its Land Use Master Plan, and the plan contains the 

Pontiac Lake Gateway District focus area.  This property is located within the focus area.  

The plan contains standards for built form and a description of appropriate land uses.  A 

car dealership is not the type of use the Planning Commission envisioned for 

redevelopment of property in this area.  Since the current zoning of the property allows a 

special land use to be requested for automobile sales, the Planning Commission should 

focus on the look and function of this property; this should drive high design standards 

and site improvements. 

 

Planning Commission Options 

 

No action is being requested.  The Applicant is seeking feedback from the Planning 

Commission on the proposed use of the site. 

 

Attachments: 

1. Letter from Michigan Automotive Group requesting Planning Commission feedback. 

2. Concept plan. 
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Dear White Lake Township Planning Commission, 

I hope this letter finds you well. I am writing to formally request an informal hearing at 
the upcoming May 2nd meeting to discuss a potential proposal for the use of a car 
dealership on a property at 8285 Highland rd. White Lake Township. 

We believe it is essential to engage in open dialogue and transparent communication 
regarding any proposed developments that could impact the township. I respectfully 
request that the planning commission schedule an informal hearing at the May 2nd 
meeting to facilitate constructive discussion and ensure that all perspectives are heard 
and taken into account. 

By holding an informal hearing, we can provide an opportunity for the planning 
commission, to voice their opinions, share insights, and address any questions or 
concerns they may have regarding the proposed car dealership. 

Please let me know if there are any specific procedures or requirements, I need to follow 
to formalize this request further. I am committed to working collaboratively with the 
planning commission and fellow community members to ensure that any potential 
developments align with the best interests of White Lake Township. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward to the opportunity to engage 
in meaningful dialogue and contribute to the decision-making process regarding the 
proposed car dealership. 

Sincerely, 

Josh Tauriainen. President 

Michigan Automo�ve Group 
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