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05-11-15 Unapproved Minutes 
 
Chairman Brown discussed the erection of a fence with the petitioner.  The petitioner 
said there was no way to put a fence on the property line due to the trees, but would 
agree to look into putting a fence on the church property 10 to 15 feet into the property 
line.   
 
Barbara Figurski indicated that she viewed the property earlier today.  She addressed 
the trees.  She believes the trees should be cleaned up.  Some of the trees have died.  
The petitioner indicated they plan to clean up the trees. 
 
Kelly VanMarter asked about the drop off lane versus parking.  The petitioner gave a 
representation showing how the queue will work.  The traffic guards will be parents 
and/or volunteers.  The petitioner reminded the Planning Commission that traffic will be 
15 minutes in the morning and 15 minutes in the afternoon.  They anticipate 30 cars at 
any given time. 
 
Jay Johnston, a neighbor to the church addressed the Planning Commission.  He would 
like to see the dead trees replaced.  The petitioner was asked to do that in 2003 and 
has not.  He would like to see fencing for safety reasons.  The security guard at the 
skate park is not doing what should be done because the kids are racing and speeding 
through the skate park.  The police will not respond to the calls because it is private 
property.  He expressed concern about the driver testing remaining located at the 
premises. 
 
Andrea Spanstra addressed the Planning Commission.  She indicated the church has 
not been honoring their promises and guarantees to their neighbors since 2000.  She is 
concerned about what problems the traffic will create.   
 
Planning Commission recommendation of petition 

A. Recommendation of Special Use 
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (03-16-15) 
C. Disposition of Sketch Plan (05-14-14) 

 
Motion by James Mortensen to table this petition because more information is required 
to make a disposition of this petition including major traffic study and modus operandi of 
the church if this were to be approved.  Support by Barbara Figurski.  Motion carried 
unanimously.   
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3… Review of a site plan and environmental impact 
assessment for a proposed 60,000 sq. ft., three-story medical office building, located  
at 1201 S. Latson Road, Howell, Michigan, 48843, parcel # 4711-09-100-036.  
The request is petitioned by Providence Health System. 
 
Chris Lambrecht, developer for medical office building addressed the Planning 
Commission.  They are partnered with St. John Providence/Providence Health.  He 
thanked Kelly VanMarter for all of her assistance over the last six months.   
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Tim Britton addressed the Planning Commission regarding the design of the project.  A 
brief overview of the site plan was given by the petitioner. 
 
Kelly VanMarter indicated the north driveway was discussed.  The language in the PUD 
agreement encourages minimized curb cuts, but it is not exclusive of two driveways.   
The driveway to the apartments is misaligned pursuant to Kelly VanMarter.   
 
The petitioner reviewed the renderings with the Planning Commission.   The vestibule is 
over and under so that it is fully covered.  The materials are brick and stone.  Third floor 
is an EFIS material.  The windows in the main lobby allow for a flood of natural light into 
the lobby.  The stone is a combination of smooth and rough face.  The petitioner does 
not have sample boards. 
 
The petitioner is to provide sample boards. 
 
Brian Borden addressed the Planning Commission.  The proposed changes by the 
petitioner include that the building is set further back with more parking in the front.    
The EFIS calculations made by Brian Borden were incorrect and the petitioner has 
provided calculations regarding that and they are within ordinance requirements. 
 
Parking is an issue.  Phase 1 is 7 parking spaces deficient.  The applicant is seeking a 7 
space reduction for phase 1.   
 
The petitioner is seeking front yard loading.  The PUD agreement will need to be 
reviewed to determine if that is allowable.  It would be screened to some degree by the 
landscaped island.   
 
Eric Rauch discussed pedestrian walking paths in the parking lot and parking issues 
with the petitioner.  Kelly VanMarter asked if a concrete walk path could be used for 
delineation.  Eric Rauch indicated that snow removal would ruin the curb.  Chris Grajek 
asked if striping would be sufficient to prevent parking in the pathways to the front door 
through the parking lot.  The possibility of bollards were discussed.  A shorter version of 
a bollard containing a handicapped parking sign was suggested by the petitioner.  The 
Planning Commission and petitioner have agreed to changing the curb on the north side 
to a 6” curb with cut-in’s at each sidewalk.   
 
Brian Borden discussed trees and evergreen plantings.  There is a shortage of three 
shrubs, which should be overlooked given all of the changes the petitioner has agreed 
to and the changes that will be made to the plan. 
 
The bumper zones on the east and west are deficient on the proposed future phases.  
The lighting plan has a few minor clean up items according to Brian Borden.   
 
Brian Borden addressed the mobile imaging dock.  This is often done at odd hours.  He 
has requested information on lighting and noise generation, as well as proposed hours 
of operation.  The noise generation information was provided.  The MRI hours of 
operation are 8 am to 6 pm.  There will be no exterior lighting that would extend into the 
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parking lot.  The petitioner explained how the seal between the MRI truck and building 
works.   
 
James Mortensen asked about the welcome to Genoa Township sign that is proposed 
for that area.  It can be waived.  Eric Rauch indicated signage will be interested with the 
three buildings and the Township welcome sign.  Brian Borden believes the logical 
location for the Township welcome sign would be outside a future phase area.   
 
Gary Markstrom addressed the Planning Commission.  He has met with the petitioner 
and the Road Commission.  There will be public water and sanitary sewer.  A 
construction plan review will be necessary and any concerns can be addressed at that 
time.  There should be a link from the site to the sidewalk on Latson Road.  The 
petitioner agrees to do that.   
 
The petitioner requests that the PUD be amended to waive the 20 foot setback 
requirement along Latson Road.  It impacts parking and would cause the petitioner to 
be unable to meet the standard.  The Road Commission has agreed to allow the 
petitioner to plant in the right-of-way and install lighting fixtures, as well.  Brian Borden 
wondered if the waiver for the parking set back should apply to phase one only. 
 
Planning Commission recommendation of petition 

A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (05-04-15) 
B. Disposition of Site Plan (04-23-15) 

 
Motion by Barbara Figurski to recommend to the Township Board approval of the 
environmental impact assessment.  Support by John McManus.   
 
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board approval of the site 
plan dated 4/23/15, subject to: 
 

1. This recommendation does not include the conceptual plans for the properties 
or any phase facility on the northern part of the site plan; 

2. The proposed elevations and colors and materials shown in the renderings 
are acceptable to the Planning Commission subject to verification by 
Township Staff when reviewing sample boards and that they are consistent; 

3. The sample boards will become Township property; 
4. The sidewalk system within the site will tie into the sidewalk, the north/south 

sidewalk on Latson Road in the vicinity of Grand Oaks Drive; 
5. The reduction of 7 parking spaces relative to the Township ordinance as to 

phase one are acceptable given that the applicant has demonstrated that it’s 
consistent with its experience; 

6. The site plan will necessitate certain amendments to the PUD agreement, 
including a reduction of the 20 foot parking lot setback from the right-of-way 
on Latson Road; establishment of a location for an entryway sign for the 
Township on the property. Further, the amendment will have to approve 
loading for small delivery trucks such as UPS in the front yard; 
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7. The northernmost driveway is not in the most desirable location.  The 
Township attorney is requested to review whether the Township is obligated 
to permit this location under the existing PUD agreement; 

8. A curb will be added to the north side of the east/west pedestrian pavement.  
The north/south pedestrian pavement will be striped and delineated with 
signage; 

9. Minor corrections will be made to the site plan for consistency reasons as it 
relates to landscaping and lighting.  This will be resolved with Township Staff 
prior to submission to the Township Board; 

10. The requirements of the Township Engineer in his letter of 5/6/15 and the 
Brighton Area Fire Authority in their letter of 4/28/15 will be complied with; 

11. The Planning Commission recognizes that this effectively is a corner lot and 
approves two signs as depicted in the site plan. 

 
Support by John McManus.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #4… Review of a site plan and environmental impact 
assessment proposing a 19,202 sq. ft. building addition and 152 new parking  
spaces, located at 7526 Grand River Avenue, Brighton, Michigan 48116,  
parcel # 4711-13-400-018. The request is petitioned by 2|42 Community Church. 
 
Eric Rauch indicated he has a conflict in this matter as he is employed by 2|42 and is a 
part of the design team.  Motion by John McManus to recuse him from this hearing.  
Support by Barbara Figurski.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Dave Dummit addressed the Planning Commission on behalf of the petitioner.  Wayne 
Perry of Desine Engineering addressed the Planning Commission.  There will be 
changes in the parking lot and storm water detention system which will be expanded 
under the parking lot.  The sanitary sewer and handicapped parking will be relocated. 
 
The architect addressed the Planning Commission.  They proposed increasing the 
auditorium by 30 percent.  A rendering and material board were provided. 
 
Brian Borden addressed the Planning Commission.  The materials match the existing 
building.  The buffer zone requirement on the west side of the site was addressed.  The 
traffic impact study was provided.   
 
Gary Markstrom addressed the Planning Commission.  He reviewed his concerns about 
water mains and storm sewers.  The main are being relocated, so a permitting process 
will be necessary.  The traffic study was provided to him and he has reviewed it.   
 
The traffic study said there are 12.09 acres.  A portion of it, however, is in Morse Lake. 
 
Barbara Figurski asked what the percentage is between the building and the pavement.  
They are both compliant.  It is 19% building and 67% impervious surface.   
 
A call to the public was made with the following response: 
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Kathryn Poppy

From: Kelly VanMarter
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Kathryn Poppy
Subject: FW: Prentis Estates

Please add this e‐mail to correspondence for Providence.  It should also be included in Board packet.   
 

From: Frank Mancuso [mailto:fmancuso@voyager.net]  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 4:02 PM 
To: Kelly VanMarter 
Cc: Mike Archinal 
Subject: RE: Prentis Estates 
 
Kelly: 
 
I have reviewed the Howell Schools PUD file, including my notes, as well as the Board packets and minutes on this 
subject.  Your recollection is correct, that is, while the School was attempting to include a guarantee in the PUD 
Agreement to include the existing driveway to the North, after much discussion/negotiation with the Schools, the 
Township agreed to delete any mention of permitting or not permitting the second driveway on the Howell Schools PUD 
property.  The thought was that this issue would be addressed at the time of submission of a final PUD Site Plan.   The 
PUD Agreement that was approved at the June 16, 2014 Township Board meeting is silent on the issue of the second 
(North) driveway. 
 
I also acknowledge the fact that the North drive does align with the Lowes Driveway and you advise that from a planning 
perspective, it is the apartment drive that may create an issue and not the medical center North driveway.   You also 
advise that the apartment owners have not consented to be included in a shared driveway on the Medical Center (PUD) 
property. 
 
We discussed that Jim Mortensen called me when I did not have my file and that I was going by memory when I advised 
Mr. Mortensen that I recalled that the PUD Agreement did not permit the North Driveway.  After reviewing the file (and 
in summary), the issue of whether or not the second (North) driveway would be permitted on the final Site Plan is an 
issue that can and should be addressed during the final PUD Site Plan approval process. 
 
If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Regards, 
 
Frank J. Mancuso, Jr. 
Mancuso & Cameron, P.C. 
722 E. Grand River Ave. 
Brighton, MI 48116 
Ph: (810) 225-3300 
Fax: (810) 225-9110 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message and all of its contents contain information from the law firm 
of Mancuso & Cameron, P.C. which may be privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure.  The 
information is intended to be for the addressee(s) only.  If you are not an addressee, any disclosure, copying, 
distribution or use of the contents of this message, or any portion thereof, is strictly prohibited.  If you have 
received this electronic message in error, please notify us immediately at (810) 225-3300 and destroy the original 
message and all copies. 
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306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400 Royal Oak, Michigan 48067 248.586.0505 Fax 248.586.0501 www.LSLplanning.com 

May 5, 2015 
 
Planning Commission 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised site plan (dated 4/23/2015) proposing a new 
60,000 square foot medical office building for the 14.57-acre site as the first phase of a Non-Residential 
Planned Unit Development (NR-PUD).   
 
The site is located north of the new I-96 interchange on the east side of Latson Road. We have reviewed 
the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance and 
PUD Agreement for this site. 
 
A. Summary 
 
1. The proposed site plan provides more parking (and less building) along the Latson Road frontage 

than envisioned by the PUD Concept Plan. 
2. Proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are subject to review and approval by the 

Planning Commission.  
3. The applicant seeks a reduction of 7 parking spaces for Phase I development based on their history 

with medical development. 
4. The loading space is within the front yard, which is not permitted.  The applicant must either 

relocate the space or seek an amendment to the PUD Agreement allowing such. 
5. We believe the pavement markings proposed for pedestrian safety when crossing through the 

parking lot warrant further discussion. 
6. The Phase I landscape plan is deficient by 3 shrubs within the northerly buffer zone; however, there 

is an excess of 41 canopy trees in the parking lot.  
7. There are minor clean-up items on the landscape plan and it should be noted that the conceptual 

layout of future phases does not leave sufficient depth for fully compliant south and east side buffer 
zones. 

8. There are inconsistencies between the lighting plan and electrical site plan with respect to exterior 
site lighting. 

9. The Planning Commission may allow a 2nd wall sign. 
10. Further discussion is warranted with respect to the required Township entranceway landmark. 
11. We request the applicant identify the hours of operation for the mobile imaging unit and note 

whether there is exterior lighting associated with its use. 

Attention: Kelly Van Marter, AICP 
Assistant Township Manager and Community Development Director 

Subject: Livingston Ambulatory – PUD Plan Review #2 
Location: East side of Latson Road, between Grand River Avenue and I-96 
Zoning: NR-PUD Non-Residential Planned Unit Development District 
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Aerial view of site and surroundings prior to interchange construction and building demo (looking east) 

 
B. Proposal/Process 
 
The applicant requests site plan review/approval for Phase I development of the former Latson 
Elementary School property.  The project entails a new medical office building with a mobile MRI dock.  
The proposed building is 3 stories in height with a ground floor area of 20,500 square feet.   
 
Hospitals, medical centers and medical offices are all permitted by right via the PUD Agreement for this 
site.  Additionally, the PUD allows for buildings of up to 5 stories in height. 
 
Procedurally, the Planning Commission is to review the PUD site plan and Environmental Impact 
Assessment and provide a recommendation to the Township Board.  Since this is a PUD project, the 
Board has the final approval authority over both items.  
 
C. Site Plan Review 
 
1. PUD Concept Plan.  Phase I of the project is generally consistent with the approved concept plan for 

this PUD, although we should point out that the concept(s) developed envisioned a greater proportion 
of building frontage along Latson Road (and subsequently less parking).  The proposed layout does 
not preclude future development along the northerly portion of the Latson Road frontage, but this 
does not appear to be part of future plans at this time.  The applicant has acknowledged this comment 
in their response letter (dated 4/23/15). 

 
2. Dimensional Requirements.  As described in the table below, Phase I complies with the dimensional 

requirements for this PUD: 
 

District 

Lot Size  Minimum Setbacks  (feet)  
Max. 

Height Lot Coverage Lot 
Area 

(acres) 

Width 
(feet) 

Front 
Yard 

Side 
Yard 

Rear 
Yard Parking 

NR-PUD 1 120 20 10 20 10 front 
5 side/rear 75 50% building 

85% impervious 

Proposed 14.57 627 240 80 (N) 
700+ (S) 260 (E) 

 35 front 
40 side (N) 
370 side (S) 

125 rear 

56.5 3.2% building 
27.8% impervious 

 
 

Subject site 
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3. Buildings Materials and Design. Proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are subject to 

review and approval by the Planning Commission.  
 
The submittal includes elevation drawings showing a three-story building constructed of brick and 
stone with EIFS predominantly on the third story. The amount of EIFS proposed is within that 
allowed by Section 12.01. 
 
Architectural elements include varying building lines, windows, brick banding between stories, and 
an entrance designed with large windows and a hipped roof. The entrance canopy is not connected to 
the building and seems like a freestanding pavilion. It could be better integrated into the overall 
building design, especially as it relates to the multi-story glass atrium it abuts. 
 
The two facades that face existing residential (north and east) both lack the same vertical architectural 
elements that exist on the more public facades that face the interstate and Latson Road; however, the 
applicant has noted their intent “to create feature elements on those facades of the building facing the 
main road (Latson) and the highway.” 
 

4. Parking.  Based on the requirement for medical office, Phase I requires 300 parking spaces, while 
only 293 are proposed.   
 
Section 14.02.04 allows the Planning Commission to reduce the total amount of parking required 
when two or more uses/buildings with different peak demands share parking.  In response, the 
applicant has noted a long history of medical development whereby a 4.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet 
has proven adequate and that the proposed ratio is 4.88 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  If the 
Commission finds this ratio to be acceptable, they may allow the slight reduction. 

 
Proposed parking spaces and drive aisles meet the minimum standards of Section 14.06, although the 
applicant should be aware that spaces are required to be double striped. 
 
The number of barrier free spaces (31) exceeds the minimum amount required (8), which is typical 
(and generally advisable) for medical office uses.  

 
5. Loading. A 9’ by 36’ loading space is provided in the front yard. The location and dimensional 

requirements do not meet the standards of Section 14.08.   
 
The Planning Commission has discretion to modify the size requirements based upon evidence from 
the applicant that the space will function properly for the use; however, the Ordinance does not 
provide discretion for the yard location. 
 
In their response letter, the applicant indicates that the loading area is intended for short term 
deliveries (UPS, FedEx) with close proximity to a main entrance.  Additionally, the space has been 
designed so as to not disrupt traffic flow through the parking lot. 
 
If the Township is open to the proposed placement, this matter could be mitigated by an amendment 
to the PUD Agreement allowing a limited loading/unloading space in the front yard.  Conversely, the 
applicant could relocate the space to a side or rear yard. 

 
6. Vehicular Circulation.  The northerly driveway provides insufficient spacing from the adjacent 

driveway on the multiple-family property; however, these are both existing drives and the applicant 
proposes to restrict egress turning movements to right turns only.  
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During preliminary discussions with the applicant, it was suggested they contact the owner/manager 
of the multiple-family development to investigate a shared driveway between the two uses.  It is our 
understanding that these discussions did not progress to a mutual agreement. 

 
Our only additional comment is that the future side yard parking to the north will need to be modified 
to accommodate a 24-foot wide drive aisle and the mobile imaging unit. 
 

7. Pedestrian Circulation.  An 8-foot wide pathway is proposed along the east side of Latson Road, as 
required.  Internal sidewalks are proposed between the parking lot and building entrances with future 
connections shown for future phases.  Additionally, there are pedestrian aisles noted by pavement 
markings within the parking lot. 
 
The NR-PUD site design standards require protection of pedestrians from vehicular circulation, and 
while these designated aisles are intended to assist pedestrians, we believe that there is potential for 
conflict between motorists and pedestrians.  There could be an opportunity to increase safety for 
pedestrians by improving these aisles with a raised surface, alternative pavement material, additional 
signage and/or additional crossings. 
 
In response, the applicant notes the use of similar treatments to pedestrian safety on nearby 
developments, although no specific examples are provided.  If the Township is agreeable to this 
design, we are amenable; however, we felt it was worth discussion. 
 

8. Landscaping.  The table below contains our review of the proposed landscape plan for Phase I only: 
 

Location Requirements Proposed Comments 
Front yard 
greenbelt 

13 canopy trees 
20’ width 

14 canopy trees 
35’ width 

Requirements met 

Detention 
pond 

17 trees 
170 shrubs 

13 canopy trees 
4 evergreen trees 
170 shrubs 

Requirements met 

Parking lot 20 canopy trees 
1,950 SF landscaped area 
Hedgerow or masonry wall 

61 canopy trees 
5,800 SF landscaped area 
Hedgerow 
 

Requirement met 

Buffer Zone 
“B” (north) 

20 canopy trees 
20 evergreen trees 
78 shrubs 
6’ wall/fence or 3’ berm 
20’ width 

20 canopy trees 
22 evergreen trees 
75 shrubs 
berm 
20’ width 

Deficient by 3 shrubs 

Buffer Zone 
“B” (partial 
along I-96) 

11 canopy trees 
11 evergreen trees 
44 shrubs 
6’ wall/fence or 3’ berm 
20’ width 

11 canopy trees 
11 evergreen trees 
44 shrubs 
20’ width 

Wall/fence or berm required 
– applicant requests to defer 
this in conjunction with 
development of the south 
side of the site 

 
There are two clean-up items on the landscape plan: 
  

 The shrubs in northerly buffer zone are not identified by type; and 
 There is a note of 3 River Birch trees on the north side of the building that are not depicted. 

  
Lastly, it should be noted that future phases do not leave sufficient buffer zone depths to the south or 
east.  In response, the applicant has indicated that their depiction of future phases is only conceptual 
at this time. 
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9. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure.  Phase I includes a waste receptacle area north of the proposed 

building, in a permitted location.  The enclosure and concrete base pad also comply with Ordinance 
requirements.  

 
10. Exterior Lighting.  The revised submittal includes two different lighting plans – one of which is the 

electrical site plan.  Complicating review is the fact that the two plans contain different information.  
The applicant must correct these plans for consistency and to avoid any future confusion. 

 
The lighting plan includes 19 pole mounted light fixtures throughout the parking lot and 10 bollard 
fixtures on the south side of the proposed building (though the electrical site plan shows only 7 
bollards). 

 
Fixture details, pole heights and photometric readings comply with Ordinance standards. 
 
Lastly, the PUD Agreement and NR-PUD site design standards require ornamental lighting along 
Latson Road – the electrical site plan provides 2 decorative acorn-style fixtures (but these are not 
shown on the lighting plan). 

 
11. Signage.  The submittal proposes a number of signs, including 1 highway sign, 2 wall signs, 1 

monument sign and several directional signs (which are exempt from the sign regulations). 
 
The highway sign meets the provisions of the PUD Agreement, although it appears to be mislabeled 
as a directional sign on Sheet C1.0.  Additionally, the main wall sign and monument sign comply 
with the standards of Table 16.1, while the Planning Commission may allow the 2nd wall sign per 
Footnote (2). 
 
Additionally, the site design standards for an NR-PUD require inclusion of a Township entranceway 
landmark at the intersection of an arterial street and expressway ramp.  In response, the applicant 
notes that this was discussed with the Township previously and that they are “willing to explore the 
idea of providing land for a Township funded gateway.”  This item likely warrants further discussion, 
as it is a requirement of the Ordinance and not something, in our opinion, that necessitates Township 
funding. 

 
12. Impact Assessment.  The submittal includes a revised Impact Assessment (dated 5/4/15).  In 

summary, the Assessment notes that the project is not anticipated to adversely impact natural features, 
public services/utilities or surrounding land uses.  Given the size and nature of the proposal, a traffic 
impact study was also prepared. 
 
Additionally, we previously requested that the Assessment address the potential impacts of the mobile 
imaging unit, which is included as paragraph (K).  In summary: 
 

 The unit will be on site 2 days per week and will arrive during normal business hours (8AM 
to 6PM);  

 The tractor that drives the unit will not run during operation, while power is supplied by the 
building;  

 There is noise associated with the unit that “may” be heard from up to 150’ away, but a berm 
is proposed along the north side lot line which should help mitigate the noise. 

 
Our only remaining concerns are tied to the hours of operation for the imaging unit when located on 
site and any exterior lighting associated with its use. 
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13. Additional Considerations.  Additional NR-PUD site design standards (not already noted above) 

include: 
 

 Pedestrian gathering and seating plazas; 
 Site amenities, such as bike racks, benches, information kiosks, art, planters and streetscape 

elements; and 
 Visible detention areas shall be designed to have a natural appearance (such as variable 

shape, natural arrangement or landscape materials, aerated fountains, and boulder accent 
walls). 

 
The revised plan includes bike racks and seating areas in Phase I and the response letter provided by 
the applicant states that “the stormwater basin is natural in form and includes a naturalized planting 
scheme to enhance its appearance.” 
 
The applicant also indicates that future amenities will be evaluated during individual site plan 
reviews. 

 
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office.  We 
can be reached by phone at (248) 586-0505, or via e-mail at borden@lslplanning.com and 
foster@lslplanning.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
LSL PLANNING, INC. 
 
  
  
Brian V. Borden, AICP    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 
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Tetra Tech 
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933 

Tel 517.316.3930   Fax 517.484.8140    www.tetratech.com 

May 6, 2015 
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Livingston Ambulatory Facility Site Plan Review  
 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
We have reviewed the updated site plan documents for the Livingston Ambulatory Facility by Frauenshuh 
Healthcare Real Estate Solutions dated April 23, 2015. The site is located on the east side of Latson Road, just north 
of the I-96 off ramps on the previous Latson Elementary School site. The petitioner is planning to construct a new 
20,500 sq. ft. (footprint) medical office facility as the first phase of a development planned to include up to 74,700 
square feet of additional building coverage on the site.  
 
Tetra Tech has reviewed the documents and offers the following comments for consideration by the planning 
commission:  

SUMMARY 

1. Impact statement should include the petitioned building usage(s) on site and associated water usage calculations 
for the current proposed development. A development of this size will likely require an impact determination, 
consisting of a development-wide water main basis of design.  

2. New valve required on existing water main to complete loop.  

3. Existing sewer and manhole on site isn’t currently owned and operated by MHOG. 

4. On-site sanitary layout concerns. 

SITE PLAN 

1. The petitioner responded to our previous comment regarding our recommendation that they provide anticipated 
water demands for the entire build out of the site.  They provided documentation through email correspondence 
from MHOG and Tetra Tech that there would be adequate water supply capacity on the site with a looped 
distribution network, as shown in the attached sketches. What is being sought out is a development-wide basis 
of design for the projected usage off this distribution line. Based on the Genoa Township Equivalent User Table, 
Doctor’s Offices are considered to account for 0.6 REUs per 1,000 sq. ft. of floor space. For this phase of the 
development, that calculation would be 0.6 REU / 1000 sft x 56,060 sft (usable space) = approximately 33.6 
REU’s. Using the approved/assumed usage for the other lots within the overall development, a table could be 
generated showing all potential usage rates upon ultimate build-out. This may impact the size of piping needed 
to provide adequate service. These calculations will also be used to estimate the taps fees for this site. The 
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Tetra Tech 

petitioner should include the information in the impact assessment for discussions with the Township Utility 
Departments.  

2. Per correspondence with the Township Engineer on March 30, 2015, in order to complete the looping of the 
water main on site, a new isolation valve will be required on the existing water main, as shown on the drawings 
attached to the emails. The petitioner shows notes to utilize a tapping sleeve and valve for the eastern looped 
connection and to connect to an existing valve for the western connection. A review of MHOG record drawings 
showed that there is no existing valve to connect to for the western connection, requiring a tapping sleeve and 
valve for that tie-in also. Additionally, the isolation valve MHOG requested has not been included in the site 
plan. This valve is needed to provide a normally-closed isolation point between the two loop connections. See 
the attached sketch for clarification on the existing and proposed connections. 

3. The existing manhole the petitioner is planning to connect to for reuse was previously a private manhole.  The 
local municipality does not have any record of ownership or maintenance, and found the structure to be out of 
standard. If the petitioner is planning to reuse the existing manhole and sewer on site, a note on the drawings 
must be included to inspect and rehab the existing sewer as necessary and to repair the existing manhole to meet 
current Township Standards. This portion of sewer will also need to have an easement granted to the Township 
to perform future maintenance work. 

4. The petitioner should work closely with the Township Utility Department during development of construction 
plans for the route and discharge location of the proposed force main(s) to serve future phases on the south side 
of the site. The proposed gravity manhole to accept the future force main discharge will require an interior 
corrosion-resistant lining, per standards. There is no location for the sanitary service lateral for Building 2, so 
in order to avoid removing pavement in the future, the manhole should be moved east, or a lateral be stubbed 
outside of the Phase I paving limits. Consideration of having a single, larger force main extended across the 
parking lot to limit only one discharge pipe into the manhole is preferred. 

The Township should consider these issues in your discussion of the site plan application. Since the water 
improvements will be public infrastructure and require a plan review and permitting through MHOG and the 
MDEQ, we suggest the petitioner address the above comments in their construction plan submittal.  We have no 
other engineering-related objections to the site plan as proposed.   
 
Please call if you have any questions. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
  
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Joseph C. Siwek, P.E. 
Unit Vice President Project Engineer 
 
Copy: Chris Lambrecht, Frauenshuh Health Care Real Estate Solutions 
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April 28, 2015 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Providence Medical Office – Phase 1 
 1201 S. Latson Rd. 
 Revised Site Plan Review 
 
Dear Kelly: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan.  The plans 
were received for review on April 24, 2015 and the drawings are dated April 23, 2015.  The 
project is based on a new 3-story, 60,000 square foot Medical Office Building.  This is Phase 1 of a 
multi-phase project with multiple out lot building planned for the future.  The plan review is based 
on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition. Previous comments appear 
to be addressed by the applicant in the revised submittal.   
 
The applicant’s revised plans and rebuttal letter have addressed the majority of the fire code 
issues and the submittal is now in general conformity with the adopted fire prevention code with 
the following items to be verified. 
 
1. CORRECTED: The access roads to the buildings shall be a minimum of 26’ wide. This should 

include the access drive on the north side, south side, and the two primary north/south drives 
through the parking lots to the building. The proposed location of the Mobile Imaging Trailer 
will impede the traffic flow on the north side of the building.  The applicant needs to re-
dimension the north access drive to show that it is 26’ wide. 

IFC D105.1 
 

2. TO BE VERFIED: Access roads shall be constructed to be capable of supporting the imposed 
load of fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds and shall be designed to 
accommodate a 50’ outside turning radius.  The applicant needs to add a note to the 
paving notes that reflects this design standard. 

         IFC 503.2 
 

3. TO BE VERFIED: The access roads to the building shall posted as “No Parking – Fire Lane”.  
Additional signage is need on the north access drive. 

IFC D103.6 
 

4. CORRECTED: The drive under the canopy at the building main entrance shall be confirmed 
to have a minimum clearance of 13’ 6” above the finish grade. 

IFC 503.2.1 
 

5. CORRECTED: The following modifications shall be made to the proposed hydrant locations: 
 
A. The hydrant at the northeast corner of the property should be relocated to the end of 

the cul-de-sac turnaround or to future parking island approximately 60’ to the south of its 
current location.  The current location would be blocked future parked cars. 
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Providence Medical Office – Phase 1 
                                                                                                              1201 S. Latson   

Revised Site Plan Review 

B. The hydrant proposed near the dumpster enclosure can be eliminated.  The hydrant 
spacing is adequate without this hydrant. 

IFC C105 
 
6. CORRECTED: The building will be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance 

with NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.  The following 
revisions shall be made regarding this proposed system. 

 
A. The Fire Department Connection shall be relocated to the front/address side of the 

building (S. Latson Rd).  Suggested to remain in the area of the northwest corner of the 
building in an accessible location within 100’ of the hydrant. 

 
B. The size and a controlling gate valve for the fire protection lead shall be indicated on the 

utility site plan.  The size of the FP main is shown as 4”.  The applicant will verify with their 
FP designer that this is adequate. 

 IFC 903 
 
7. CORRECTED: During the construction process the building will be evaluated for approved 

emergency responder radio coverage.  If coverage is found to be inadequate, the 
contractor, building owner will need to provide an approved system in the building.  This is to 
ensure that public safety agencies have adequate radio coverage while operating inside 
the building.  Applicant has acknowledged the need to evaluate the radio coverage. 

   IFC 510 
 

8. CORRECTED: A KNOX rapid access box shall be located shall be located adjacent to the 
front door of the structure.  The location of a key box (Knox Box) should be indicated on 
future submittals. 

          IFC 506.1 
 

 
If you have any questions about the comments on this plan review please contact me at 810-
229-6640. 
 
Cordially, 

 
Michael Evans, EFO, CFPS 
Deputy Fire Chief 
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AMENDMENT TO

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR FORMER LATSON 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PROPERTY

THIS  AMENDMENT  TO  PLANNED  UNIT  DEVELOPMENT  AGREEMENT  (the 

"Amendment") is made and entered into by St. John Providence Health System, a Michigan 

nonprofit corporation, whose address is 28000 Dequindre, Warren, Michigan 48092 (referred to 

as “St. John”) and Genoa Charter Township, a Michigan municipal corporation, whose address 

is 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan 48____ (referred to as “Township”). 

RECITALS

A. St. John possesses fee title to certain real property situated in the Genoa Charter 

Township, County of Livingston, and State of Michigan, more particularly described in Exhibit 

A (referred to as the “Property”).  

B. The  Property  is  currently  subject  to  a  Planned  Unit  Development  Agreement 

dated  June  16,  2014,  and  recorded  on  January 15,  2015,  at  Instrument  No.  2015R-001603, 

Livingston County Register of Deeds (the "PUD").  

C. St.  John  is  in  the  process  of  developing  the  Property  and  has  met  with  the 

Township officials in connection with its site plan and proposed development plan and it has 

been  determined  that  certain  provisions  of  the  PUD  need  to  be  amended  to  accommodate 

St. John's proposed development. 

D. The Township and St. John desire to amend the PUD to reduce the required 20- 

foot  front  yard  setback,  allow short-term parking/loading/unloading  in  the  front  yard  of  the 

building for commercial delivery trucks, and to establish a location for the Township Gateway 

sign.

NOW, THEREFORE, for valuable consideration, the parties have agreed as follows:

1. Notwithstanding the current zoning ordinance adopted by the Township, the PUD 

is hereby amended by reducing the required 20' front yard parking lot setback requirement to 0' 

from the right-of-way on Latson Road.  

2. Notwithstanding  the  current  zoning  ordinance  adopted  by  the  Township,  the 

Township agrees to waive the front yard loading restriction to allow small delivery trucks such as 

Federal Express and/or UPS for a dedicated short term standing area to conduct routine business 

deliveries and package pick-ups.  
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3. The Township and St. John agree to work together to locate the entranceway, or 

"Township Gateway Feature" along the Latson Road corridor in future phases of development. 

Both  parties  agree  that  the  Township  Gateway Feature  may be  located  in  the  Latson  Road 

R.O.W.  

In  all  other respects, the PUD is hereby ratified and confirmed by the Township and 

St. John.  

The parties have executed this Amendment as of the date set forth beneath each signature 

block below.

St. John Providence Health System, 

a Michigan nonprofit corporation

By:                                                                

Its:                                                                

Date:                                                             

STATE OF MICHIGAN )

)SS

COUNTY OF ___________ )

This Amendment was acknowledged by me in _____________ County, Michigan, this _____ 

day of________,  2015,  by ___________________________________________________,  the 

________________________________________  of  St.  John  Providence  Health  System,  a 

Michigan nonprofit corporation, on behalf of the corporation.

___________________________(signature)

____________________________(printed)

Notary  Public,  ________________County, 

Michigan

My Commission Expires: ______________

Acting in the County of ________________

[Signatures continued on next page]

Genoa Charter Township, 

a Michigan municipal corporation
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By:                                                                

Its:                                                                

Date:                                                             

STATE OF MICHIGAN )

)SS

COUNTY OF ___________ )

This Amendment was acknowledged by me in _____________ County, Michigan, this _____ 

day of________,  2015,  by ___________________________________________________,  the 

________________________________________  of  Genoa  Charter  Township,  a  Michigan 

municipal corporation, on behalf of the corporation. 

___________________________(signature)

____________________________(printed)

Notary  Public,  ________________County, 

Michigan

My Commission Expires: ______________

Acting in the County of ________________

DRAFTED BY AND WHEN RECORDED

RETURN TO:

Nancy Yucha, Esq.

Hall Render Killian Heath & Lyman, PLLC

201 W. Big Beaver Rd., Suite 1200

Troy, Michigan 48084
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EXHIBIT A

Property Description

Land  located  within  the  Charter  Township  of  Genoa,  Livingston  County,  Michigan,  legally 

described as follows:

Part  of  the  Northwest  1/4  of  Section  9,  Town  2  North,  Range  5  East,  Genoa  Township, 

Livingston  County,  Michigan,  more  particularly  described  as  follows:  Commencing  at  the 

Northwest corner of Section 9; thence along the North line of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 

East, Genoa Township, Livingston County, Michigan, South 87 degrees 15 minutes, 42 seconds 

West, 3.27 feet; thence along the Proposed Latson Road construction centerline, the following 

three (3) courses: 1) Southerly along an arc right, having a length of 159.72 feet, a radius of 

10000.00 feet, a central angle of 00 degrees 54 minutes 55 seconds, and a long chord which 

bears South 00 degrees 40 minutes 20 seconds West, 159.72 feet; 2) South 01 degrees 07 minutes 

48 seconds West, 913.15 feet; 3) southerly along an arc left, having a length of 273.34 feet, a 

radius of 10000.00 feet, a central angle of 01 degrees 33 minutes 58 seconds, and a long chord 

which bears South 00 degrees 20 minutes 49 seconds West, 273.33 feet; thence North 89 degrees 

34 minutes 04 seconds East, 66.39 feet, to the Point of Beginning of the Parcel to be described; 

thence along the existing centerline of Latson Road and the West line of Section 9, North 01 

degrees 46 minutes 12 seconds West (recorded as North 02 degrees 33 minutes 37 minutes West) 

627.95 feet, said point being the following course from the Northwest corner of Section 9; along 

the existing centerline of Latson Road and West line of Section 9, South 01 degrees 46 minutes 

12 seconds East (recorded as South 02 degrees 33 minutes 37 seconds East), 718.36 feet; thence 

North 88 degrees 08 minutes 18 seconds East  (recorded as North 87 degrees 20 minutes 53 

seconds East, 700.00 feet; thence South 01 degrees 46 minutes 12 seconds East (recorded as 

South 02 degrees 33 minutes 37 seconds East), 995.34 feet; thence along the Proposed Limited 

Access Right of Way line, the following five (5) courses: 1) North 74 degrees 17 minutes 55 

seconds West, 134.50 feet (recorded as 134.45 feet); 2) North 80 degrees 34 minutes 02 seconds 

West, 243.16 feet; 3) North 88 degrees 29 minutes 51 seconds West, 222.00 feet; 4) North 45 

degrees 07 minutes 09 seconds West, 114.42 feet; 5) North 01 degrees 46 minutes 12 seconds 

West, 182.00 feet; thence South 89 degrees 34 minutes 04 seconds West, 33.00 feet, to the Point 

of Beginning.

Tax Parcel Identification No. 11-09-100-036 
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
“LIVINGSTON AMBULATORY FACILITY”

GENOA TOWNSHIP
LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MI

03.23.15
Rev. 05.04.15

The following assessment follows the requirements of Section 18.07 “Written Impact Assessment 
Requirements” of The Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance

A. Prepared for:
     FRAUENSHUH HEALTHCARE REAL ESTATE SOLUTIONS
     c/o Mr. Chris Lambrecht
     3601 Minnesota Drive, Suite 800
     Minneapolis, MN 55435

      Prepared by:
      VIRIDIS Design Group
      313 North Burdick St. 
      Kalamazoo, MI 49007
      269.978.5143

B. Description of the site including improvements, natural feature, and location.
The 14.57 acre former Latson Elementary School site (1201 S. Latson Road) is located northeast of 
the new I-96 interchange at Latson Road. The previous buildings have been removed from the 
site with the exception of minor sanitary structure and related pipe which will be removed as 
part of the development of the first phase of the site. There are two (2) existing commercial 
drives located on the west side of the site at the Grand Oaks intersection and at the northwest 
corner of the site. The concrete drives have been constructed for three lanes each.

The site is relatively flat and gently slopes from the Northwest to the Southeast eventually surface 
draining into the MDOT R.O.W. for I-69 and the west bound Latson Road off ramp. The 
elevations range from 1017 at the Grand Oaks drive entry to 994 at the southeast corner of the 
parcel

Existing on-site utilities include an 8” sanitary sewer along Latson Road. An 8” public water main 
is located approximately 15 feet south of the north property line. And there are existing 
stormwater catch basins that previously conveyed runoff to the southern portion of the property.

Adjacent properties include:
North – Genoa Place Apartments –  Zoned - HDR
East – Genoa Place Apartments – Zoned - HDR
South – MDOT – I-96 
West – Lowes Home Centers – Zoned – NRPUD
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C. Impact on Natural Features:
The site is relatively flat gently sloping from the NW to the SE. USDA Soil conservation Service 
“Soil Survey of Livingston county, Michigan”, indicates native soils consist of:
1. MoB – Miami loam, 2-6 percent slopes. Surface runoff is slow, permeability is moderate and 
erosion hazard is slight. 

Vegetative cover for the includes low grasses and beginning succession growth. There are no 
canopy trees present on the parcel.

The national wetland inventory indicates no regulated wetland areas exist on the site.

D. Impact on stormwater management and description of soil erosion control measures 
during construction.

Surface runoff during construction will utilize BMPs and methods set forth by The Livingston 
County Drain Commissioner. These methods will include phased development, temporary and 
permanent seeding, mulching/blanketing, silt fence, silt sacks.

Construction may include periods of dust, vibration noise and smoke but will be controlled to 
the extent possible. Dust will be controlled using appropriate dust suppression measures.

The proposed development will include the construction of a site-wide stormwater detention 
basin in the southeast quadrant of the site. This basin has been sized for the entire build out and 
will include a slow release into the MDOT R.O.W. This has been design to current stormwater 
management requirements (100 year event). Runoff will be collected in a site-wide piped system 
and delivered to the basin where the first flush will be treated in a forebay before entering the 
storage facility.

E. Impact on surrounding land use: Description of proposed usage and other man made 
facilities: how it conforms to existing and potential development patterns. Effects of 
added lighting, noise or air pollution which would negatively impact adjacent 
properties.

This parcel is identified as Regional Commercial in Master Plan and will be developed as a Non-
Residential Planned Unit Development. The first phase is planned as a 3 story, 60,000 SF 
medical office building located on the northern portion of the site. This building will house 
physician offices and medical support services related to medical practice. The offices are 
compatible with normal business hours associated with retail or other allowable uses within the 
NRPUS classification. The north side of the first phase building will include a recessed dock for a 
mobile MRI trailer unit which will be periodically stationed at the site for scheduled patient 
services. The second (approximately - 10,000 SF) and third phases (approximately - 40,000 SF) 
are planned to be medical related facilities and may include additional medical office floor space 
as well as an outpatient surgical center. All of these services are consistent with similar and 
allowable uses within the NRPUD designation. The configuration of the medical portion of the 
development shields the main parking area from the adjacent residential uses. The site plan 
includes generous buffers between the adjacent uses to provide adequate separation from 

41



adjoining properties.

The south portion of the site will be developed to include allowable uses such as retail, 
restaurants or financial services. These uses generally operate within normal business hours 
between 8 AM and 10 PM. The locations of these facilities places later hour businesses further 
from the adjacent residential development. In addition the location of these services is well 
suited to the I-96 access thus reducing additional traffic impacts further north on Latson Road.

Site lighting has been designed to meet current Township standards and minimize impacts on 
adjacent properties by utilizing cut-off fixtures.

F. Impact on public facilities and services.
This development will support its share of the service costs through appropriate taxing methods. 

G. Impact on public utilities.
The development will be served by public water and sewer systems currently located on the site. 
Per the South Latson Utility Study Prepared by Tetra Tech, the existing systems have sufficient 
capacity to serve the anticipated development (See attached email from MHOG). The site plan 
includes a future looped water service main and a individual lift stations to serve the southern 
development pads. The medical related buildings will be served by gravity sanitary sewer.

H. Storage or handling of hazardous materials.
All hazardous wastes related to medical services will comply with current health requirements 
and include required emergency planning procedures and protocols. No other hazardous waste 
related uses are planned for the site. .

I. Traffic Impact Study.
Please see attached traffic impact study.

J. Historical and Cultural Resources.
There are no historical or culturally significant features related to this site.

K. Mobile Imaging Unit.
The mobile imaging unit is scheduled to be on site 2 days per week. The unit would arrive on site 
sometime during the night and would operate between 8 AM and 6 PM during those days. The 
tractor does not run during operations and the power is supplied from the building. There is a 
slight chirping sound associated with the imaging unit that may be heard from up to 150' away. 
The unit is recessed and there is a berm to the north of the dock which creates a 4' earth wall 
which should help to deflect/absorb a majority of the sound.
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REU = 218 Gallons per Day
REU Cost = $5000/unit (Water)
REU Cost = $5500/unit (Sewer)

Current Property Add. Twsp. Allowance Total REUs Available at No Cost

Current Property San REUs: 22 5
Current Property Wtr REUs: 20 5

Proposed Frauenshuh Medical Office Bldg. (1201 N. Latson Road ‐ Howell, MI)

Comparative Analysis

Facility 1: Alexander Bldg. Facility 2:  Bellevue Bldg. Facility 3:  Boardman Bldg.
Castle Rock, CO Omaha, NE Boardman, OH
Size:  57,550 SF Size:  58,169 SF Size:  57,508 SF
Usage Data Usage Data Usage Data

Q1: 111,000 Gallons Q1: 109,208 Gallons Q1: 49,200 Gallons
Q2:  92,000 Gallons Q2:  118,932 Gallons Q2:  65,900 Gallons
Q3:  105,000 Gallons Q3:  92,004 Gallons Q3:  63,200 Gallons
Q4:  125,000 Gallons Q4:  95,744 Gallons Q4:  68,300 Gallons
Days:  90/Quarter Days:  90/Quarter Days:  90/Quarter

Daily Usage (gal) Daily Usage (gal) Daily Usage (gal)
1389 1321 759 Avg. Daily Usage (gallons)

Bldg. Usage (REUs) Bldg. Usage (REUs) Bldg. Usage (REUs)

(Daily Usage/ 218 GPD) (Daily Usage/ 218 GPD) (Daily Usage/ 218 GPD)
6.37 6.06 3.48 Avg. Daily Usage (REUs)

Bldg. REUs/Bldg SF/1,000 Bldg. REUs/Bldg SF/1,000 Bldg. REUs/Bldg SF/1,000
0.11 0.10 0.06 Daily REUs/1000 SF

Recommended Factor 0.09 Avg. Daily REUs/1000 Sf

Proposed Latson Road Facility:    61,116 SF

REU Assessment:    5.61

    (0.09 REU/1000 SF X 60000 SF)     

Available Water REUs w/ Parcel:    25

Available Sanitary REUs w/ Parcel:    27

Net Available REUs After Phase 1 MOB (Water):    19.39

Net Available REUs After Phase 1 MOB (Sanitary):    21.39

Future MOB:    10,700 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   1.00 *Based on Comp. REU Value Calc. Above

Future Sugery Center:    22,400 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   7.56

     (Use 5 doctors/4000 SF)

Future Bank w/ Drive‐thru:    3600 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   1.00

Future Restaurant (Fast Food) w/ Drive‐thru:    3600 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   7.5 * Equiv. User Table ‐ 7.5 REU/premise

Future Restaurant (w/ Liquor License):    6700 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   26.8 * Equiv. User Table ‐ 4.0 REU/1000 SF

Future Restaurant (w/ Liquor License):    7200 SF

Estimated REU Assessment:   28.8 * Equiv. User Table ‐ 4.0 REU/1000 SF

Net Available REUs After Future Development (Water):    ‐53.27

Net Available REUs After Future Development (Sanitary):    ‐51.27

Estimated REU Cost (Water):    $266,357.08

Estimated REU Cost (Sanitary):    $281,992.79

Total Estimated Future REU Cost:    $548,349.87

*No Comparable Facility in Twsp. Table so use Urgent 

Care/Medical Clinics (0.27 REU/Doctor)

* Equiv. User Table ‐ 0.12 REU/employee but total not 

less than 1.0

25

Water Usage Calculation Worksheet ‐ Genoa Twsp ‐ 1201 N. Latson Road

Similar Facilities

Average of 0.11, 0.10, 0.06

Future Site Development

27
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915 Centennial Way, Suite 380  Lansing, MI 48917  Ph: 517.908.0877  Fax: 517.908.0879  www.rs-eng.com 

February 27, 2015 
 
 
 
Chris Lambrecht 
Vice President Construction and Development 
Frauenshuh Healthcare Real Estate Solutions 
3601 Minnesota Drive, Suite 800 
Minneapolis, MN 55435 
  
Regarding: Revised Traffic Impact Study for Providence Medical Building, Genoa Township, Michigan  
 

Mr. Lambrecht, 

The services of RS Engineering, LLC (RSE) were retained by Frauenshuh Healthcare Real Estate 
Solutions to provide a traffic impact study (TIS) for the proposed Providence Medical Building 
development in Genoa Township, Michigan.  The objective of this study was to determine the impact of 
the trips generated by the proposed site development on the existing and proposed adjacent roadways 
and intersections. A focus of this study was the operations of the North Site Driveway and the impact on 
the adjacent existing Prentis Apts. driveway to determine if they would operate safely, with adequate 
mobility, access and circulation. 

The final TIS dated February 3, 2015 was reviewed by both the Genoa Township (represented by their 
traffic consultant, Tetra Tech) and the Livingston County Road Commission (LCRC).  The comments 
provided by both organizations and the responses to those comments from RSE are provided herein.  In 
addition, these comments were also discussed verbally with both Tetra Tech and the LCRC to ensure all 
parties agreed upon these responses to the comments and the subsequent traffic impact study revisions. 

Genoa Township Review Comments (Tetra Tech) 

Comment #1: For the trip generation forecast, why were the medical office building sizes split out, but 
the restaurants were combined?  If the medical office sizes are combined to a single 120,000 sq. ft., the 
trip generation forecasts are the same (AM peak hour) or higher (Daily; PM peak hour). 

Response: The site plan shows the MOB in phases, it was assumed that each phase would generate 
trips as each building came on board. The restaurant land uses are currently undetermined.  A total sqft 
for the outlots was provided by the developer. Since restaurant trip generation use rates calculate trips 
they may be combined into a total amount, whereas equations are used to calculate the medical offices 
trip generation and need to be separate.  

 

Comment #2: The pass-by rate for the restaurant uses does not match the rate provided by ITE Trip 
Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition.  Additionally, the rate that is provided is only for the PM peak hour, 
yet the “assumed” rate was applied to Daily, AM and PM peak forecasts.  Similarly, a generic rate was 
applied to the Daily, AM and PM peak hours for the background developments, even though some have 
separate rates for the AM and PM peak hours.  Finally, some pass-by rates were applied to uses that 
don’t have published rates in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition. 

Response: The PM pass-by rates have a range between 23-63%, with an average of 43%.   It is expected 
that the majority of people that would access the proposed restaurants would be site generated, however 
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915 Centennial Way, Suite 380  Lansing, MI 48917  Ph: 517.908.0877  Fax: 517.908.0879  www.rs-eng.com 

some of the traffic may be pass-by on their way home from work and stop at the restaurant.  For this site 
location it was determined that a pass-by rate of 43% is too high, and a conservative number of 25% was 
applied to the PM peak hour trips only.  The use of pass-by trips during the AM and reference to daily 
pass-by calculations will be removed from the revised analysis and table. 

 

Comment #3: The internal capture reductions seemed a bit high, considering there are only two different 
land uses on the site, the great difference in sizes of those uses, and the relatively low rates provided by 
the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition.  Additionally, no rates are provided by the AM peak hour 
(although reductions were applied), there appeared to be internal capture between the medical office 
buildings (which I do not agree with), and internal capture rates were applied to the background 
developments, which I don’t believe are on the same, interconnected site. 

Response: The internal trip capture was between the medical office and the restaurants.  The internal 
trip capture will be removed from this site to provide a conservative analysis.  

 

Comment #4: I don’t agree with the same trip distributions being applied during both the AM and PM 
peak hours.  There are likely different patterns during these times. 

Response: The site distribution show is a regional distribution.  Additional trip generation exhibits will be 
created to clarify the site traffic distribution. 

 

Comment #5: The LOS analysis sheets in the back of the report were not 2010 HCM Signalized reports; 
rather the default reports provided by Synchro.  However, results likely would not be significantly different. 

Response: The signalized intersections timing plans provided by LCRC and MDOT do not conform to 
HCM standard phasing; including the yellow time, red time and phases.  Therefore, to evaluate the 
operations with the phasing provided, the Synchro methodology was used at the signalized intersections.  

 

Comment #6: Overall intersection operational results were not provided for signalized intersections, nor 
were overall approach results.  It would have been nice to have these documented in the tables in the 
report. 

Response: The overall intersection LOS and Approach LOS will be added to the tables. 

 

LCRC Comments (responses per conversation with Mike Goryl on 02/24/15) 

Comment #1:Table 1 shows very few trips in the a.m. peak for the  restaurants. Restaurants open for 
breakfast would generate about 227 trips in the a.m. versus the 29 shown. Not sure why such a low rate 
was shown, unless I am missing some info on the future use that would exclude them being open for 
breakfast. 

Response: It will be assumed for analysis purposes the proposed restaurants will not be open during 
the AM peak period and therefore no trips will be generated.  If at a later date the proposed restaurants 
are open for breakfast, the township may request the restaurants to be further evaluated. 
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  Traffic Impact Study Addendum 
   Shops of Bloomfield Place 

 
Page | 3 

 
 
 
 

915 Centennial Way, Suite 380  Lansing, MI 48917  Ph: 517.908.0877  Fax: 517.908.0879  www.rs-eng.com 

Comment #2: It seems like the volumes on Exhibit 5 are high. I agree with growing the existing Latson 
volumes per page 9, but it appears that the Table 3 volumes were also grown to get the numbers on 
Exhibit 5. Need more info on how these numbers were obtained. Also would be nice to have a distribution 
exhibit for Table 3. 

Response: Additional exhibits will be provided to show the trips generated for the adjacent land uses. 

 

Comment #3: Don’t agree with the premise on Exhibit 6 that 60 percent of the trips from the north will 
use the south drive and only 10 percent will use the north drive. The signal at the south drive should 
create adequate gaps for left turns at the north driveway. I believe that most of the medical office trips 
will enter at the north drive (unless of course there are restrictions to do so) and most of the restaurant 
trips will enter at the south drive. Likewise, there should be plenty of gaps for most of the medical office 
right-turn exiting trips to do so at the north driveway. 

Response: Per conversation with Mike Goryl, the revised distribution for the north driveway will include 
70% MOB trips enter/exiting from the north at this driveway and 30% enter/exiting from Grand Oaks. 

 

Comment #4: The entering and exiting volumes on Exhibit 7 don’t match the totals shown in Table 2. 
The a.m. trips shown on Exhibit 7 are very close to the total new trips shown in Table 2, but the p.m. trips 
are much closer to the unadjusted p.m. trips shown in Table 2. 

Response: The exhibit will be reviewed to ensure the volumes are correct. 

 

The traffic study was revised to incorporate the recommendations and revisions outlined the comments 
and provided during the conversations.  The revised traffic study is attached for your use. 

If you have any questions, comments or need anything additional, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 
Regards, 
RS Engineering, LLC 
 
 
 
 
Julie Kroll, PE, PTOE     
Traffic Engineer, Project Manager 
 
 
 
JMK/jmk 
 
Attachments 
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BUILT-IN WOOD
BENCH

FIRE DEPARTMENT
CONNECTION - SEE
MECH. DWG'S

W11
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NOTE:
SEE GENERAL NOTES FOR
ADDITIONAL ELEV.
HOISTWAY SIZE INFO.
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 0
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202' - 8"

NOTE:
NO GYP. BRD. ON FUTURE
TENANT SIDE OF NON RATED
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR
WALLS. RATED WALLS TO
HAVE GYP. BRD. TAPED AND
MUDDED. UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE ON PLANS

NOTE:
NO GYP. BRD. ON FUTURE
TENANT SIDE OF NON RATED
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR
WALLS. RATED WALLS TO
HAVE GYP. BRD. TAPED AND
MUDDED. UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE ON PLANS

NOTE:
NO GYP. BRD. ON FUTURE
TENANT SIDE OF NON RATED
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR
WALLS. RATED WALLS TO
HAVE GYP. BRD. TAPED AND
MUDDED. UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE ON PLANS

3
A5.2

KNOX BOX -
COORD. FINAL
LOCATION AND
REQUIREMENTS WITH
LOCAL FIRE
DEPARTMENT

GENERAL NOTES
1. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W1) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

2. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W2) AT ALL NON-RATED TOILET/ PLUMBING
CHASES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

3. ALL WALLS SCHEDULED TO RECEIVE EPOXY PAINT SHALL BE 5/8"
MOISTURE RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED - REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE

4. ALL WALLS CARRYING PLUMBING FIXTURES SHALL BE 5/8" MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED -
REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE.

5. PROVIDE BLOCKING IN WALLS FOR OWNER PROVIDED EQUIPMENT AS
SHOWN IN INTERIOR ELEVATIONS AND ENLARGED FLOOR PLANS.

6. ELEVATOR HOISTWAY CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY HOIST-WAY
DIMENSIONS OF ELEVATOR MANUFACTURER SELECTED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION OF HOIST-WAY WALLS AND FOUNDATION

7. SEE PLANS FOR RATED WALL REQUIREMENTS

WALL TYPES
TYP. WALL:

FIN. RM. SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
FIN. RM. SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W1

W2

W3

W4

PLUMBING / FURRING WALL:

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP. BRD. IN WET LOCATIONS UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. SEE FINISH SCHEDULE.

TENANT SEPARATION WALL (RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. FIRE TAPED (AT RATED WALLS ONLY)
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

FURRED OUT ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 8" CMU WALL
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W6 ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

ELEVATOR SIDE
- 8" CMU WALL
ELEVATOR SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALLS WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W7 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH ACOUSTICAL
BATT INSUL.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH ACOUSTICAL
BATT INSUL.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W8 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH ACOUSTICAL
BATT INSUL.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH ACOUSTICAL
BATT INSUL.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W9 NOT USED

W10 NOT USED

W5 NOT USED

W11 FURRING WALL AT SPANDREL LOCATIONS:

- 3 5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ FOIL FACED BATT INSULATION

TYP. AT ALL FUTURE TENANT BUILT OUT SPANDREL LOCATIONS,
SETUP AND PREP FOR FUTURE GYP. BRD. FIN.

W3A TENANT SEPARATION WALL (NOT RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

W2A FURRING WALL (TENANT FINISH):

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND

NEW NON-FIRE RATED WALL

NEW DOOR

1-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

2-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

1-HOUR SMOKE BARRIER - NFPA 101 - 8.3
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NOTE:
SEE GENERAL NOTES
FOR ADDITIONAL ELEV.
HOISTWAY SIZE INFO.

1
A7.1

SIM.

GENERAL NOTES
1. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W1) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

2. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W2) AT ALL NON-RATED TOILET/ PLUMBING
CHASES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

3. ALL WALLS SCHEDULED TO RECEIVE EPOXY PAINT SHALL BE 5/8"
MOISTURE RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED - REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE

4. ALL WALLS CARRYING PLUMBING FIXTURES SHALL BE 5/8" MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED -
REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE.

5. PROVIDE BLOCKING IN WALLS FOR OWNER PROVIDED EQUIPMENT
AS SHOWN IN INTERIOR ELEVATIONS AND ENLARGED FLOOR PLANS.

6. ELEVATOR HOISTWAY CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY HOIST-WAY
DIMENSIONS OF ELEVATOR MANUFACTURER SELECTED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION OF HOIST-WAY WALLS AND FOUNDATION

7. SEE PLANS FOR RATED WALL REQUIREMENTS

WALL TYPES
TYP. WALL:

FIN. RM. SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
FIN. RM. SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W1

W2

W3

W4

PLUMBING / FURRING WALL:

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP. BRD. IN WET LOCATIONS UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. SEE FINISH SCHEDULE.

TENANT SEPARATION WALL (RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. FIRE TAPED (AT RATED WALLS ONLY)
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

FURRED OUT ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 8" CMU WALL
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W6 ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

ELEVATOR SIDE
- 8" CMU WALL
ELEVATOR SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALLS WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W7 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W8 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W9 SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 4" C-H METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH 1" GYP. LINER PANEL.
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W10 SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 4" C-H METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH 1" GYP. LINER PANEL.
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W5 FURRED OUT ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 8" CMU WALL
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W11 SHAFT WALL:

- 3 5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION

TYP. AT ALL FUTURE TENANT BUILT OUT SPANDREL LOCATIONS,
SETUP AND PREP FOR FUTURE GYP. BRD. FIN.

W3A TENANT SEPARATION WALL (NOT RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

W2A FURRING WALL (TENANT FINISH):

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND

NEW NON-FIRE RATED WALL

NEW DOOR

1-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

2-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

1-HOUR SMOKE BARRIER - NFPA 101 - 8.3
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3004
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3010C

NOTE:
SEE GENERAL NOTES
FOR ADDITIONAL ELEV.
HOISTWAY SIZE INFO.

1
A7.1 SIM.

CAST STONE
CAP BELOW CAST STONE

CAP BELOW

SHIPS LADDER TO
ROOF ACCESS ABOVE

1' 
- 

6"

GENERAL NOTES
1. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W1) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

2. ALL WALL TYPES ARE (W2) AT ALL NON-RATED TOILET/ PLUMBING
CHASES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

3. ALL WALLS SCHEDULED TO RECEIVE EPOXY PAINT SHALL BE 5/8"
MOISTURE RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED - REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE

4. ALL WALLS CARRYING PLUMBING FIXTURES SHALL BE 5/8" MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP BOARD UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED -
REFER TO FINISH SCHEDULE.

5. PROVIDE BLOCKING IN WALLS FOR OWNER PROVIDED EQUIPMENT
AS SHOWN IN INTERIOR ELEVATIONS AND ENLARGED FLOOR PLANS.

6. ELEVATOR HOISTWAY CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY HOIST-WAY
DIMENSIONS OF ELEVATOR MANUFACTURER SELECTED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION OF HOIST-WAY WALLS AND FOUNDATION

7. SEE PLANS FOR RATED WALL REQUIREMENTS

4 5

C

D

E
A4.1

D
A4.1

37
' -

 0
"

37' - 0"

2' - 6" 32' - 0" 2' - 6"

3'
 -

 0
"

32
' -

 0
"

2'
 -

 0
"

4.2 4.8

NOTE:
SEE WALL SECTIONS
FOR WALL TYPES

EXPOSED STEEL STRUCTURE -
SEE STRUCTURAL DWG'S

WALL TYPES
TYP. WALL:

FIN. RM. SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
FIN. RM. SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W1

W2

W3

W4

PLUMBING / FURRING WALL:

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. MOISTURE
RESISTANT FIRECORE GYP. BRD. IN WET LOCATIONS UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED. SEE FINISH SCHEDULE.

TENANT SEPARATION WALL (RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. FIRE TAPED (AT RATED WALLS ONLY)
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

FURRED OUT ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 8" CMU WALL
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W6 ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

ELEVATOR SIDE
- 8" CMU WALL
ELEVATOR SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALLS WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W7 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W8 STAIR SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 8" CMU
- 3 5/8" METAL STUD WALL WITH STUDS AT 16" O.C.
- 5/8" GYB. BRD.
STAIR SHAFT

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W9 SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 4" C-H METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH 1" GYP. LINER PANEL.
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W10 SHAFT WALL:

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 4" C-H METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. WITH 1" GYP. LINER PANEL.
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W5 FURRED OUT ELEVATOR SHAFT WALL:

TENANT SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD. TAPE AND MUD (NO SANDING OR FINISHING)
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
- 8" CMU WALL
SHAFT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO ROOF DECK. PROVIDE
RATED WALL ASSEMBLY WHERE SHOWN ON PLANS.

W11 SHAFT WALL:

- 3 5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION

TYP. AT ALL FUTURE TENANT BUILT OUT SPANDREL LOCATIONS,
SETUP AND PREP FOR FUTURE GYP. BRD. FIN.

W3A TENANT SEPARATION WALL (NOT RATED):

PUBLIC SIDE
- 5/8" GYP. BRD.
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
TENANT SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

W2A FURRING WALL (TENANT FINISH):

FIN. ROOM SIDE
- 3-5/8" METAL STUDS AT 16" O.C. W/ACOUSTICAL BATT INSULATION
SHAFT / BACK SIDE

WALL ASSEMBLY TO BE FULL HEIGHT TO DECK ABOVE.

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND

NEW NON-FIRE RATED WALL

NEW DOOR

1-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

2-HOUR FIRE RATED SEPARATION

1-HOUR SMOKE BARRIER - NFPA 101 - 8.3

diekema|hamann
a r c h i t e c t u r e

612 South Park Street
Kalamazoo, Michigan  49007

TL  269.373.1108
FX  269.373.1186

C  2015 DIEKEMA|HAMANN ARCHITECTURE

This drawing, as an instrument of service, is owned
by the diekema hamann architecture, inc.
Reproduction of this document is prohibited without
express authorization from the architect.

SHEET NUMBER

SHEET TITLE

PROJECT NUMBER

ISSUED

REVISIONS

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503
100 Grandville SW

P
E

R
LI

M
IN

A
R

Y 
N

O
T

FO
R

C
O

N
S

TR
U

C
TI

O
N

PUD SUBMITTAL

LI
VI

N
G

ST
O

N
 A

M
BU

LA
TO

RY
 F

A
C

IL
IT

Y

FR
A

U
EN

SH
U

H
 H

EA
LT

H
C

A
R

E 
R

EA
LE

ST
A

T
E 

SO
LU

T
IO

N
S

12
01

 S
. L

A
TS

O
N

 R
O

A
D

G
EN

O
A

 T
O

W
N

SH
IP

, M
I 4

88
43

APRIL 1, 2015

14094.00

THIRD FLOOR PLAN
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ROOFING MEMBRANE
OVER (2) LAYERS OF 2"
THICK RIGID BASE INSUL.
OVER SLOPED STRUCTURE

ALUM. COPING SYSTEM - TYP.

MECH. UNITS WITH
INTEGRAL SCREENS -
SEE MECH. PLANS

TAPERED INSUL.

SLOPESLOPE

SL
O

PE
SL
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PE

PRE FIN. ALUM. DOWN SPOUT
DOWN TO ROOF BELOW (2) TYP.

ROOFING MEMBRANE
OVER (2) LAYERS OF 2"
THICK RIGID BASE INSUL.
OVER SLOPED STRUCTURE
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PY
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"

FACE OF EXTERIOR WALL
BELOW.

RUBBER WALKWAY
TRAFIC PADS
(36"x36")

30"x96" ROOF
HATCH

MECH. UNITS WITH INTEGRAL
SCREENS - SEE MECH.
PLANS
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STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF
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ALUM. GUTTERS AND
DOWNSPOUTS

8' - 0" 37' - 0" 8' - 0"
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 -
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37
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TAPERED
INSULATION, TYP.

GALVANIZED,
PAINTED GUARD RAIL

SL
O

PE

SNOW AND ICE
GUARDS - TYP.

WALL BELOW - TYP.

MECH. UNITS WITH
INTEGRAL SCREENS -
SEE MECH. PLANS

FORM FLAT DRIP
EDGE OVERFLOW

4 5

C

D
A4.1

B
A4.1

4.2 4.8

B

4.74.3

B.2

RD FORM FLAT DRIP
EDGE OVERFLOW

ROOF PLAN LEGEND

ROOF DRAIN WITH OVERFLOW

EXISTING EXHAUST FAN (E.F.) OR RELIEF VENT (R.V.) IN ROOF AREA

INDICATES ROOF PITCH

TYPICAL ROOF IS (FULLY ADHERED OR MECHANICALLY FASTENED) SINGLE-PLY MEMBRANE
ROOFING ON RIGID INSULATION ON METAL DECK.

GENERAL NOTES - ROOF PLAN

1. SEE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS FOR LOCATIONS OF PLUMBING VENTS, FLASH AS SPECIFIED.
2. SEE MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS FOR ADDITIONAL OPENINGS, IF ANY, IN ROOF(S).
3. TYPICAL ROOF IS SINGLE-PLY MEMBRANE ROOFING ON RIGID INSULATION ON METAL DECK.  (PROVIDE

TAPERED INSULATION TO CREATE SLOPES TO DRAINS)
4. TAPERED INSULATION LAYOUTS ARE SCHEMATIC ONLY.  FINAL LAYOUT FOR THE PROPOSED AREA SHALL BE

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR.
5. MINIMUM 1/4" PER FOOT SLOPE AT ALL NEW LOW SLOPE ROOF AREAS.

E.F.

AREAS OF TAPERED ROOF - TAPERED ROOF INSULATION

SLOPE

RUBBER WALKWAY PADS ADHERE PADS TO ROOF MEMBRANE

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF WITH ICE AND SNOW GUARDS

R.D.
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ROOF PLAN AND
DETAILS

A1.4

NORTH

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

ROOF PLAN

NORTH

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

ROOF PLAN - VESTIBULE
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ELEV. -4' - 0"
T.O.F.

ELEV. 0"
1ST FLOOR

ELEV. 15' - 4"
2ND FLOOR

ELEV. 29' - 4"
3RD FLOOR

ELEV. 44' - 4"
T.O.S.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

A
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D
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3
A5.3

4.2 4.8

2
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ALUM. COPING SYSTEM

EIFS SYSTEM

1" REVEALS  ("V")

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

ALUM. SILL FLASHING

FACE BRICK 'A'

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

FACE BRICK 'B'
BASE

4.74.3

STANDING SEAM ALUM. ROOF

WALL SIGN, INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

STONE A, ROCKED FACE

ALUM. CURTAINWALL
FRAMING SYSTEM

CAST STONE CAP

ALUM. CURTAINWALL
FRAMING SYSTEM

ALUM. CURTAINWALL
FRAMING SYSTEM

EIFS SYSTEM

PRE-FINISHES ALUM. GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUTS

RTU EQUIPMENT SCREENS

RTU EQUIPMENT SCREENS

AUTO SLIDING DOOR

EIFS

12' - 8"

3'
 -

 1
"

SNOW AND ICE GUARDS - TYP.

ACCENT SCONCES, TYP 4

ELEV. -4' - 0"
T.O.F.

ELEV. 0"
1ST FLOOR

ELEV. 15' - 4"
2ND FLOOR

ELEV. 29' - 4"
3RD FLOOR

ELEV. 44' - 4"
T.O.S.

CDEF

E
A4.1

C
A4.1

B
A4.1

ELEV. 13' - 4"
DOCK CANOPY T.O.S.

B A

ALUM. COPING SYSTEM

EIFS SYSTEM

1" REVEALS ("V")

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

B.2

STANDING SEAM METAL
ROOF

WALL SIGN, INTERNALLY
ILLUMINATED

WALL SIGN BUILDING
ADDRESS NUMBER, 18" TALL
NUMBERS, FINAL NUMBER
TBD

STANDING SEAM
METAL ROOF

STONE A, ROCKED FACE

ALUM. SILL FLASHING

FACE BRICK 'A'

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

FACE BRICK 'B'
BASE

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

RTU EQUIPMENT SCREENS

PRE-FINISHES ALUM. GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUTS

STONE A, ROCKED FACE
W/ CAST STONE CAPS

EIFS SYSTEM

4'
 -

 4
"

18' - 11 1/2"

SNOW AND ICE GUARDS -
TYP.

SNOW GUARDS,
TYPICAL

3
A5.2

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION
- SEE MECH. DWG'S
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" 
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A
R

St. John Providence

10" X 10" LOGO

URGENT CARE

ASC NAME

MOB 1 NAME

RETAIL 1
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 -
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"

1' 
- 

4"

TY
P

10
"

4' - 0" 4' - 0" 4' - 0"

12' - 0"

BRICK BASE W/ CAST STONE CAP
(MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS)

SJP BLUE METAL W/ WHITE
LETTERS AND LOGO.  6"
LETTERS

1' 
- 

4"

RED PANEL WITH WHITE
BACK LIT LETTERS

METAL SIGN PANELS WITH DIE CUT
WHITE BACK LIT LETTERS.  METAL
COLOR TO MATCH BUILDING

MOB 2 NAME

RETAIL 2 RETAIL 3

11
' -

 5
"

18
' -

 7
"

16' - 0"

30
' -

 0
"

St. John Providence24" X 24" LOGO

URGENT CARE
ASC NAME

MOB 1 NAME RETAIL 1

SJP BLUE METAL W/ WHITE
LETTERS AND LOGO.  12"
LETTERS

MOB 2 NAME RETAIL 2

RETAIL 3

RED PANEL WITH WHITE
BACK LIT 8" LETTERS

METAL SIGN PANELS WITH DIE
CUT WHITE BACK LIT 8"
LETTERS.  METAL COLOR TO
MATCH BUILDING

TY
P

1' 
- 

8"

8' - 0" 8' - 0"

14
' -

 0
"

3' - 0"

BRICK BASE W/ CAST STONE CAP
(MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS)

2'
 -

 0
"

6"

EDGE PROFILE

TRANSLUCENT INTERNALLY LIT EDGE

3'
 -

 0
"

1' - 4"

METAL SIGN PANELS WITH
WHITE LETTERS.  METAL
COLOR TO MATCH MONUMENT
SIGN.  COPY TBD.
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A3.1

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

SOUTH ELEVATION

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

WEST ELEVATION

SCALE:   3/8" = 1'-0"A3.1

MONUMENT SIGN ELEVATION2

SCALE:   1/4" = 1'-0"A3.1

POST SIGN ELEVATION1

SCALE:   1/2" = 1'-0"A3.1

DIRECTIONAL SITE SIGN (TYP 4)3
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ELEV. -4' - 0"
T.O.F.

ELEV. 0"
1ST FLOOR

ELEV. 15' - 4"
2ND FLOOR

ELEV. 29' - 4"
3RD FLOOR

ELEV. 44' - 4"
T.O.S.

1234567
A

A4.1
D

A4.1
1

A5.2

ELEV. 13' - 4"
DOCK CANOPY T.O.S.

INSULATED OVERHEAD DOOR AND
INFLATABLE DOCK SEAL

15
' -

 4
"

14
' -

 0
"

15
' -

 0
"

PAINTED GALV. H.M. DOOR AND
FRAME

ALUM. COPING SYSTEM

EIFS SYSTEM

1" REVEALS ("V")

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

STANDING SEAM
METAL ROOF

ALUM. SILL FLASHING

FACE BRICK 'A'

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

FACE BRICK 'B'
BASE

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

RTU EQUIPMENT SCREENS
(TYP - 3)

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION
- SEE MECH. DWG'S

SNOW AND ICE
GUARDS - TYP.

ELEV. -4' - 0"
T.O.F.

ELEV. 0"
1ST FLOOR

ELEV. 15' - 4"
2ND FLOOR

ELEV. 29' - 4"
3RD FLOOR

ELEV. 44' - 4"
T.O.S.

C D E F

E
A4.1

C
A4.1

B
A4.1

ELEV. 13' - 4"
DOCK CANOPY T.O.S.

BA

15
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

15
' -

 4
"

B.2

STANDING SEAM ALUM.
ROOF

STANDING SEAM ALUM. ROOF

ALUM. COPING SYSTEM

EIFS SYSTEM

1" REVEALS ("V")

ALUM. STOREFRONT
WINDOW SYSTEM WITH
INSUL. TINTED GLAZING

ALUM. SILL FLASHING

FACE BRICK 'A'

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

FACE BRICK 'B'
BASE

BRICK BAND, BRICK 'B'

INSUL. TINTED SPANDREL
GLAZING, TYP.

RTU EQUIPMENT SCREENS

PRE-FINISHES ALUM. GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUTS

STONE A, ROCKED FACE
W/ CAST STONE CAPS

EIFS FASCIA
AND SOFFITEIFS FASCIA

AND SOFFIT

SNOW AND ICE GUARDS - TYP.

PRE-FINISHES ALUM. GUTTER
AND DOWNSPOUTS

SNOW AND ICE GUARDS - TYP.

1' 
- 

8"

3
A5.2

14
' -

 4
" 

C
LE

A
R

BRICK BASE W/ CAST STONE CAP
(MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS)

P.T. WOOD GATE 10'-0" W x 6'-0"H
EACH

PAINTED STEEL TUBE DOOR
JAMBS (3 TOTAL)

7'
 -

 0
"

BRICK BASE W/ PRE CAST STONE
CAP (MATCH BUILDING
MATERIALS)

7'
 -

 0
" BRICK BASE W/ CAST STONE CAP

(MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS)

7'
 -

 0
"

9
A3.2

A3.24

A3.2

3

A3.2

2

CONC. SLAB  SLOPE TO
DRAIN OUT THROUGH GATES

4" BRICK VENEER ON 8"
CMU BLOCK WALL

P.T. WOOD GATE 10'-0" W
x 6'-0"H EACH

6" CONC. FILLED PAINTED
STEEL PIPE BOLLARDS W/
TOP - SEE SITE DETAILS

12
' -

 4
"

1' - 4" 19' - 8" 1' - 4"

1' - 0" 20' - 4" 1' - 0"

11
' -

 4
"

1' 
- 

0
"

22' - 4"
CL

PAINTED STEEL TUBE
DOOR JAMBS (3 TOTAL)

19' - 0"

1' - 0"

17' - 0"

1' - 0"

1' 
- 

0
"

14
' -

 0
 8

5/
25

6"

15
' -

 0
 8

5/
25

6"

6" CONC. FILLED PAINTED STEEL PIPE
BOLLARDS W/ TOP - SEE SITE DETAILS

BRICK BASE W/ PRE CAST STONE
CAP (MATCH BUILDING MATERIALS)

CHAIN LINK FENCE AND SLIDING GATE
(GATE TO BE 5'-0" CLEAR)

A3.2

8

A3.26

A3.2

7

SLIDING GATE

CONC. SLAB  SLOPE TO DRAIN OUT
THROUGH GATES

NOTE:
FINAL SIZE TO BE COORD. IN FIELD
TO ACCOMODATE FINAL OXYGEN
STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

9
A3.2

7'-0" HIGH FENCE

6" CONC. FILLED PAINTED
STEEL PIPE BOLLARDS W/
TOP - SEE SITE DETAILS

PRE CAST STONE CAP

7'
 -

 0
"

9
A3.2

BRICK BASE W/ PRE CAST STONE
CAP (MATCH BUILDING
MATERIALS)

7'
 -

 0
"

PRECAST STONE CAP

1' - 3"

1/
2"

3"

THROUGH WALL FLASHING
WITH S.S. DRIP EDGE

CONT. DRIP

SEALANT

SEE STRUCTURAL FOR REINF.

GROUT SOLID

EYE HOOK AND PIN AT EACH
CAP JOINT - SEE STRUCT.
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A3.2

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

NORTH ELEVATION

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

EAST ELEVATION

SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

FRONT ELEVATION2

SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

SIDE ELEVATION4 SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

BACK ELEVATION3
SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"

DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE PLAN

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

OXYGEN STORAGE ENCLOSURE
SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

OXYGEN STORAGE FRONT
ELEVATION8

SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

OXYGEN STORAGE SIDE
ELEVATION6

SCALE:   1/8" = 1'-0"A3.2

OXYGEN STORAGE BACK
ELEVATION7

SCALE:   1 1/2" = 1'-0"A3.2

TOP OF WALL DETAIL9
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EXTERIOR 3D VIEWS

A3.3

3D VIEW - LOOKING SOUTH EAST

3D VIEW - BIRDS EYE LOOKING NORTH EAST

3D VIEW - LOOKING NORTH EAST

3D VIEW - LOOKING NORTH WEST
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Proposed Site Luminaire Package at: 
 
 
 

Livingston Ambulatory Facility 
Howell, Michigan 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

4/1/2015 
DHAE Project # 14094.00 

 
 
 

PREPARED BY: Brent Meyer 
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DSX1 LED

Series LEDs Drive current Color temperature Distribution Voltage Mounting Control options Other options Finish (required) 

DSX1 LED Forward
optics
30C 30 LEDs 

(one 
engine)

40C 40 LEDs 
(two 
engines)

60C 60 LEDs 
(two 
engines)

Rotated
optics 1

60C 60 LEDs 
(two 
engines)

530 530 
mA

700 700 
mA

1000 1000 
mA 
(1 A)

30K 3000 K (80 
CRI min.)

40K 4000 K (70 
CRI min.)

50K 5000 K(70 
CRI)

AMBPC Amber 
phosphor 
converted 2

T1S Type I short
T2S Type II short
T2M Type II 

medium
T3S Type III short
T3M Type III 

medium
T4M Type IV 

medium
TFTM Forward 

throw 
medium

T5VS Type V very 
short

T5S Type V short
T5M Type V 

medium
T5W Type V wide

MVOLT 3

120 3

208 3

240 3

277 3

347 4

480 4

Shipped included
SPA Square pole 

mounting
RPA Round pole 

mounting
WBA Wall bracket 
SPUMBA Square pole 

universal 
mounting 
adaptor 5

RPUMBA Round pole 
universal 
mounting 
adaptor 5

Shipped separately 6 

KMA8  
DDBXD U

Mast arm 
mounting 
bracket adap-
tor (specify 
finish)

Shipped installed
PER NEMA twist-lock 

receptacle only (no 
controls) 7

DMG 0-10V dimming 
driver (no controls) 8 

DCR Dimmable and 
controllable 
via ROAM® (no 
controls) 9

DS Dual switching 10.11

PIR Motion sensor, 8-15’ 
mounting height 12

PIRH Motion sensor, 
15-30’ mounting 
height 12

BL30 Bi-level switched 
dimming, 30% 11,13

BL50 Bi-level switched 
dimming, 50% 11,13

Shipped 
installed
HS House-

side 
shield 14

WTB Utility 
terminal 
block 15

SF Single fuse 
(120, 277, 
347V) 16

DF Double 
fuse (208, 
240, 
480V) 16

L90 Left 
rotated 
optics 17

R90 Right 
rotated 
optics 17

DDBXD Dark 
bronze

DBLXD Black
DNAXD Natural 

aluminum
DWHXD White
DDBTXD Textured 

dark 
bronze

DBLBXD Textured 
black

DNATXD Textured 
natural 
aluminum

DWHGXD Textured 
white

D-Series Size 1
LED Area Luminaire

Specifications

Ordering Information EXAMPLE: DSX1 LED 60C 1000 40K T3M MVOLT SPA DDBXD

NOTES
1	 Rotated optics only available with 60C.
2	 AMBPC only available with 530mA or 700mA.
3	 MVOLT driver operates on any line voltage from 120-277V (50/60 Hz). Specify 

120, 208, 240 or 277 options only when ordering with fusing (SF, DF options).
4	 Not available with single board, 530mA product (30C 530, or 60C 530 DS). Not 

available with DCR, BL30 or BL50.
5	 Available as a separate combination accessory: PUMBA (finish) U; 1.5 G vibration 

load rating per ANCI C136.31.
6	 Must be ordered as a separate accessory; see Accessories information. For use 

with 2-3/8” mast arm (not included).
7	 Photocell ordered and shipped as a separate line item from Acuity Brands 

Controls. See accessories. Not available with DS option. 
8	 DMG option for 347v or 480v requires 1000mA
9	 Specifies a ROAM® enabled luminaire with 0-10V dimming capability; PER option 

required. Not available with 347 or 480V. Additional hardware and services 
required for ROAM® deployment; must be purchased separately. Call 1-800-442-
6745 or email: sales@roamservices.net. N/A with BL30, BL50, DS, PIR or PIRH.

10	 Requires 40C or 60C. Provides 50/50 luminaire operation via two independent 
drivers on two separate circuits. N/A with PER, DCR, WTB, PIR, or PIRH.

11	 Requires an additional switched circuit.
12	 PIR specifies the SensorSwitch SBGR-10-ODP control; PIRH specifies the 

SensorSwitch SBGR-6-ODP control; see Motion Sensor Guide for details. 
Dimming driver standard. Not available with DS or DCR.

13	 Dimming driver standard. MVOLT only. Not available with DCR.
14	 Also available as a separate accessory; see Accessories information. 
15	 WTB not available with DS.
16	 Single fuse (SF) requires 120, 277 or 347 voltage option. Double fuse (DF) requires 

208, 240 or 480 voltage option.
17	 Available with 60 LEDs (60C option) only. 
18	 Requires luminaire to be specified with PER option. Ordered and shipped as a 

separate line item from Acuity Brands Control.

D
ri

lli
ng

Catalog 
Number

Notes

Type

Introduction
The modern styling of the D-Series is striking 
yet unobtrusive - making a bold, progressive 
statement even as it blends seamlessly with its 
environment. 
The D-Series distills the benefits of the latest in 
LED technology into a high performance, high 
efficacy, long-life luminaire. The outstanding 
photometric performance results in sites with 
excellent uniformity, greater pole spacing and 
lower power density. It is ideal for replacing 100 – 
400W metal halide in pedestrian and area lighting 
applications with typical energy savings of 65% 
and expected service life of over 100,000 hours.

A
cc

es
so

ri
es

Or
de

re
d a

nd
 sh

ipp
ed

 se
pa

ra
te

ly.
 

DLL127F 1.5 JU Photocell - SSL twist-lock (120-277V) 18

DLL347F 1.5 CUL JU Photocell - SSL twist-lock (347V) 18

DLL480F 1.5 CUL JU Photocell - SSL twist-lock (480V) 18

SC U Shorting cap 18

DSX1HS 30C U House-side shield for 30 LED unit

DSX1HS 40C U House-side shield for 40 LED unit

DSX1HS 60C U House-side shield for 60 LED unit

PUMBA DDBXD U* Square and round pole universal mount-
ing bracket adaptor (specify finish)

KMA8 DDBXD U Mast arm mounting bracket adaptor 
(specify finish) 6

For more control options, visit DTL and ROAM online.

EPA: 1.2 ft2

(0.11 m2)

Length: 33”
(83.8 cm)

Width: 13”
(33.0 cm)

Height: 7-1/2”
(19.0 cm)

Weight 
(max):

27 lbs
(12.2 kg)

One Lithonia Way  •  Conyers, Georgia 30012  •  Phone: 800.279.8041  •  Fax: 770.918.1209  •  www.lithonia.com
© 2011-2015 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc.  All rights reserved.	

Top of Pole

0.563”

2.650”

1.325”
0.400”
(2 PLCS)

Template #8

Hit the Tab key or mouse over the page to see all interactive elements.

	 Tenon O.D. Single Unit 2 at 180° 2 at 90° 3 at 120° 3 at 90° 4 at 90°

2-3/8” AST20-190 AST20-280 AST20-290 AST20-320 AST20-390  AST20-490

2-7/8” AST25-190 AST25-280 AST25-290 AST25-320  AST25-390  AST25-490

4” AST35-190 AST35-280 AST35-290 AST35-320 AST35-390 AST35-490

Tenon Mounting Slipfitter **

Visit Lithonia Lighting’s POLES CENTRAL to see our wide selection of poles, accessories and educational 
tools.

*Round pole top must be 3.25” O.D. minimum.
**For round pole mounting (RPA) only.

L

H

L

H

WW

DSX1 shares a unique drilling pattern with the AERIS™ family. Specify 
this drilling pattern when specifying poles, per the table below. 

	 DM19AS	 Single unit 	 DM29AS	 2 at 90° *
	 DM28AS	 2 at 180° 	 DM39AS	 3 at 90° *
	 DM49AS	 4 at 90° *	 DM32AS	 3 at 120° **

Example: SSA 20 4C DM19AS DDBXD
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DSXB LED

Series LEDs Drive current Color temperature Distribution Voltage Control options Other options Finish (required) 

DSXB LED Asymmetric
12C 12 LEDs1

Symmetric
16C 16 LEDs2

350 350 mA
450 450 mA 3,4

530 530 mA
700 700 mA

30K 3000 K
40K 4000 K
50K 5000 K
AMBPC Amber phosphor 

converted
AMBLW Amber limited 

wavelength 3,4

ASY Asymmetric 1

SYM Symmetric 2

MVOLT 5

120 5

208 5

240 5

277 5

347 4

Shipped installed
PE Photoelectric 

cell, button 
type 

DMG 0-10V dim-
ming driver 
(no controls) 

ELCW Emergency 
battery 
backup6

Shipped installed
SF Single fuse  

(120, 277, 
347V) 4,7

DF Double fuse  
(208, 240V) 4,7

H24 24” overall height
H30 30” overall height 
H36 36” overall height 
FG Ground-fault 

festoon outlet 
L/AB Without anchor 

bolts 
L/AB4 4-bolt retrofit base 

without anchor 
bolts 8

DWHXD White
DNAXD Natural 

aluminum

DDBXD Dark bronze
DBLXD Black
DDBTXD Textured dark

bronze
DBLBXD Textured

black
DNATXD Textured

natural
aluminum

DWHGXD Textured
white

MRAB U Anchor bolts for DSXB 8

Accessories
Ordered and shipped separately. 

D

H

D-Series
LED Bollard

Specifications

Ordering Information

Catalog 
Number

Notes

Type

Introduction

The D-Series LED Bollard is a stylish, energy-
saving, long-life solution designed to perform 
the way a bollard should—with zero uplight. An 
optical leap forward, this full cut-off luminaire 
will meet the most stringent of lighting codes. 
The D-Series LED Bollard’s rugged construction, 
durable finish and long-lasting LEDs will provide 
years of maintenance-free service.

Diameter: 8” Round
(20.3 cm)

Height: 42”
(106.7 cm)

Weight 
(max):

27 lbs
(12.25 kg)

One Lithonia Way  •  Conyers, Georgia 30012  •  Phone: 800.279.8041  •  Fax: 770.918.1209  •  www.lithonia.com
© 2012-2014 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc.  All rights reserved.	

Hit the Tab key or mouse over the page to see all interactive elements.

EXAMPLE: DSXB LED 16C 700 40K SYM MVOLT DDBXD

NOTES

1	 Only available in the 12C, ASY version.
2	 Only available in the 16C, SYM version.
3	 Only available with 450 AMBLW version.
4	 Not available with ELCW.
5	 MVOLT driver operates on any line voltage from 120-277V (50/60 

Hz). Specify 120, 208, 240 or 277 options only when ordering 
with fusing (SF, DF options), or photocontrol (PE option).

6	 Not available with 347V. Not available with fusing. Not available 
with 450 AMBLW.

7	 Single fuse (SF) requires 120, 277, or 347 voltage option. Double 
fuse (DF) requires 208 or 240 voltage option. 

8	 MRAB U not available with L/AB4 option.

66

http://www.lithonia.com
http://www.lithonia.com
http://www.lithonia.com/Micro_Webs/NightTimeFriendly/
http://www.designlights.org
http://www.lightingfacts.com/default.aspx?cp=content/products
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AL25 LED

Rev. 2/13

AL25 LED
Acorn Style

CATALOG #

Project

Type

 Max EPA: 1.30 sq feet

 Max Height: 36-1/2 (92.7cm)

 Max Width: 18-1/4” (46.4cm)  

 Max Weight: 27 lbs (12.2  kg)

 

*N3 distribution only available with 24 LED 700MA source and wattage selection 

This acorn styled luminaire consists of a decorative luminaire base with an integral globe holder/ballast housing and 
an acorn shaped globe.

• Acorn globe in clear textured acrylic

• Optional Caged Globe available

• Stainless steel hardware

• 9 different styles of bases coordinate with this luminaire

• TGIC powder coat fi nish 

• 3” O.D. x 3” tall tenon required for mounting 

• Rated for -40° to 50° ambient (based on driver)

• ≥ 50,000 hrs. L70 40°C

• ≥ 70,000 hrs L70 25°C

• Performance Comparable to 70W-100W MH (3600-5600 delivered lumens)

• Input watts of 77 @ 700mA 

• Driver life of 100,000hrs. at 25° C - all drive currents

• Optional surge protection to C62.41 C-Low (SPDL option)

• 5 year limited warranty

Fixture Base

A

AU

D

E

K

M

N

W

X

Color 
Temp

3K

4K

5K

Source & 
Wattage

32LED 525MA

32LED 700MA

24LED 700MA

Lens
Option

ACT

Voltage

MVOLT

347

480

Trim

FPF

MT

DCP

Distribution

N5

N3*

Electrical
Options

SF

DF

PER

PE1

PE3

PE4

PE7

PEB1

PEB2

Ordering Guide:

AL25

Finish

DBL

DDB

DNA

DWH

CS

CM

ANBK

ANDB

ANDG

ANVG

AL25

Fixture

E

Base

3K

Color
Temp

32LED 525MA

Source & Wattage

ACT

Lens
Option

MVOLT

Voltage

FPF

Trim

N5

Distrib.

SF

Electrical 
Options

Sample Catalog number:

DBL

Finish
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AL25 LED
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Base

Source & Wattage

Color Temp

Select Your Options From

3K

4K

5K

3000K

4000K

5000K

Lens Option

Select Your Choice From

ACT Acrylic, Clear Textured (Standard)

The luminaire has an acorn globe in 
clear textured acrylic or optional clear 
or white textured polycarbonate with 
a cast-aluminum base/ballast housing.

26-3/4”
(67.9cm)

16”
(40.1cm)

Notes: 
• Items in bold have shorter lead times.
• Consult factory for wattages available for LDB option.
• LDB option is not available with photocontrol
  options PEB1 and PEB2.

E

A

K
AUAU

W

8”
(20.3cm)

3-3/4” O.D.
(9.5cm)

11-1/2”
(29.2cm)

4-3/4” O.D.
(12.1cm)

14-1/4”
(36.2cm)

4” O.D.
(10 2cm)

8-1/4”
(21.0cm)

4-3/4” O.D.
(12.1cm)

9”
(22.9cm)

4” O.D.
(10.2cm)

13”
(33.0cm)

4-1/2” O.D.
(11.4cm)

6-3/4”
(17.1cm)

3-3/4” O.D.
(9.5cm)

Select Your Choice From

XD

A

AUAU

D

E

 K K

M

N

W

Mount to 3” O.D. x 3” tall tenon: 3T3
   

  X

Select Your Options From

32LED 525mA

32LED 700mA

24LED 700mA (Available in N3 Distribution Only)

M

11”
(27.9cm)

5” O.D.
(12.7cm)

13-1/2”
(34.2cm)

3-7/8” O.D.
(9.9cm)

N
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Voltage

MVOLT

347

480

MVOLT

347V

480V

Select Your Options From

Trim

FPF

MT

DCP

Finial

Metal Top and Finial

Decorative Cage & Finial

Select Your Options From

Medallion & Finial are matched to luminaire fi nish

Electrical Options

31-1/4”
(79.4cm)

16”
(40.1cm)

16”
(40.1cm)

31-1/4”
(79.4cm)

35-1/4”
(89.6cm)

18-3/4”
(47.6cm)

FPF
(Optional Cast 

Aluminum Finial)

MT
(Optional

Metal Top and Finial)

dcp
(Optional Decorative 

Cage and Finial)

*Twist & Lock Photoelectric Cell Options
available with luminaire bases AU only.

4” O.D.
(10.2cm)

AU

Select Your Options From

Fuse Not Included 
SF  Single Fuse

DF Double Fuse

PER Twist-Lock Photocontrol Receptacle

PE1 NEMA Twist & Lock PE 120, 208, 240 volt

PE3 NEMA Twist & Lock PE 347 volt

PE4 NEMA Twist & Lock PE 480 volt

PE7  NEMA Twist & Lock PE 277 volt 

PEB1 Photoelectric Cell Button 120 volt

PEB2 Photoelectric Cell Button 208, 240, 277 volt

Notes: 
• Twist-lock photocontrol only available with AU base.
• PER is required when PE1, PE3, PE4 or PE7 is used.

Cast aluminum door

*Optional twist-lock photocontrol (PE1)

*Optional twist-lock receptacle (PER)
Safety cable

(1) 10-24 Button head socket cap screw
(door to base)

*Cast aluminmum luminaire base (AU Shown)

Notes: 
*Available in only 24 LED 700MA selection

Select Your Options From

N5

N3*

No Refractor, Type V

No Refractor, Type III
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Finish

Select Your Choice From

DBL

DDB

DNA

DWH

CS

CM

ANBK

ANDB

ANDG

ANVG

Black

Dark Bronze

Natural Aluminum

White

Custom Select (RAL colors)

Custom Match

ASL Black

ASL Dark Bronze

ASL Dark Green

ASL Verde Green

The luminaire has a powder coat fi nish utilizing a premium TGIC polyester 
powder. The fi nish is a three-stage process which consists of drying, powder 
application and curing. Before coating, the parts are treated with a fi ve-stage 
pretreatment process, consisting of a heated alkaline cleaner, rinse, phosphate 
coating, rinse and sealant.

For a complete listing of colors, visit:
www.acuitybrandslighting.com/architecturalcolors

Refer to website

Notes:
• Consult factory for CM option.
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Recommended Poles & Arms

16’

12’

ACA Series
Crossarms &

Wall Brackets

New York Series
Cast Aluminum Post

Iron & Steel Post

Sussex Series
Cast Aluminum Post

Capitol Series
Iron & Steel Post

PX NY17 14 F4

ACAWB

AL25 E

AL25 A DCP

AL25 A

AL25 A FPF

AL25 E FAB

ASC30

AL25 W

PZ NY17 15

For detailed product specifi cations for Poles and Arm/Wall Mount see the Antique Street Lamps website.

PA S13 14 PI C17 11A PX PTFB18 10 F4

AL25LED
Acorn Style Luminaire

6’

Peachtree

Series
Cast Aluminum Post
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ORDINANCE NO. Z-15-02 
 

AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED “AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP  
OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF GENOA BY REZONING APPROXIMATELY 4.19 ACRES 
LOCATED AT 6253 GRAND RIVER AVENUE (PARCELS 4711-11-300-021, 4711-11-300-027, and 

4711-11-300-028) FROM GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT/TOWN CENTER OVERLAY 
(GCD/TC) TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (GCD)”.   

 

THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF GENOA HEREBY ORDAINS that the Zoning Map, as incorporated 
by reference in the Charter Township of Genoa’s Zoning Ordinance, is hereby amended as follows: 
 
Real property situated on the north side of Grand River Avenue, east of Hughes Road and west of Kellogg Road 

is part of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 11, T2N-R5E, Genoa Charter Township, Livingston County, Michigan, 

more particularly described as follows: 

 
Shall be rezoned from General Commercial District/Town Center Overlay (GCD/TC) to General Commercial 

District (GCD) Classification. 

 

Severability If any provision of this Ordinance is found to be invalid, than the remaining portions of this 

Ordinance shall remain enforceable. 

 

Effective Date This Ordinance shall be effective upon publication in a newspaper of general circulation 

as required by law. 

 

On the motion to adopt the Ordinance the following vote was recorded: 

Yeas:  ____________ 

Nays:  _____________ 

Absent: ______________ 

 

I hereby approve the adoption of the foregoing Ordinance this 1
st
 day of June, 2015. 

 

____________________   ____________________ 

Paulette Skolarus    Gary McCririe 

Township Clerk    Township Supervisor 
 
 

Township Board First Reading:  May 18, 2015 

Date of Publication of Proposed Ordinance:  May 29, 2015 
Township Board Second Reading and Public Hearing:  June 1, 2015 

Township Board Adoption:   

Date of Publication of Ordinance Adoption:   
Effective Date:  
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Livingston County Department of Planning  

 
 

 
 

 Robert A. Stanford 
 AICP, PEM 
 Principal Planner 

 
 

Scott Barb 
AICP, PEM 
Principal Planner 

 

Administration Building 
304 E. Grand River Avenue 

Suite 206 
Howell, MI  48843-2323 

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

Web Site 
co.livingston.mi.us 

Department Information 

 

 

 
           

  Kathleen J. Kline-Hudson   
  AICP, PEM 
  Director 

 
 
 

 
 
May 21, 2015 

 
 
 

Genoa Township Board of Trustees 
c/o Polly Skolarus, Clerk 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 

 
Re: Planning Commission Review of Rezoning Request Z-21-15.                                                                                                  

 
Dear Board Members: 

 
The Livingston County Planning Commission met on Wednesday, May 20, 2015 
and reviewed the rezoning request referenced above.  The County Planning 
Commissioners made the following recommendation: 

 
     Z-21-15 Approval.  Staff believes the proposed rezoning is consistent with 

the overall objectives of the Genoa Township Master Plan and the 
Livingston County Comprehensive Plan. 

  
Copies of the staff review and Livingston County Planning Commission meeting 
minutes are enclosed.  Please do not hesitate to contact our office should you 
have any questions regarding county action. 
 

  
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Kathleen Kline-Hudson  
 

sb 
 

Enclosures 
 
    c:   Ron Akers, Township Zoning Administrator 
        
 

Meeting minutes and agendas are available at: 
http://www.livgov.com/plan/agendas.aspx  
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LIVINGSTON COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT – ZONING REVIEW 

CASE NUMBER:  Z-21-15 LOCATION:  Genoa Township 
SECTION NUMBER:  Section 11 
TOTAL ACREAGE:  4.19 acres (3 parcels)                         

 

 

 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Chestnut 
Development, LLC 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CURRENT ZONING: GCD/TCOD  
General Commercial District/Town Center Overlay 
District 
 
PERMITTED USES (Not all inclusive): 
 
GCD Permitted: Retail establishments and shopping 
centers, banquet halls, business services, child care 
centers, funeral homes, bed and breakfast, hotels, 
Laundromats, personal service establishments, 
restaurants, banks and credit unions, professional 
offices, medical offices and urgent care facilities, others 
uses as detailed. 
 
TCOD: The intent is to facilitate the development of a 
traditional, pedestrian-oriented town center with mixed-
use buildings containing retail and service uses on the 
first floor and residential or office on upper floors, similar 
to the traditional downtown character of Brighton and 
Howell. 
 
MINIMUM LOT AREA: 1 Acre  
 

REQUESTED ZONING: GCD 
General Commercial District  
 
PERMITTED/SPECIAL USES (Not all inclusive): 
 
Permitted:  Retail establishments and shopping centers, 
banquet halls, business services, child care centers, funeral 
homes, bed and breakfast, hotels, Laundromats, personal 
service establishments, restaurants, banks and credit unions, 
professional offices, medical offices and urgent care facilities, 
others uses as detailed. 
 
Special: Automobile sales, commercial outdoor storage and 
display, conference centers, kennels, drive in restaurants and 
coffee shops, auto repair and leasing, adult day care 
facilities, veterinary clinics, miniature gold, indoor recreation 
facilities, other uses as detailed in Ordinance. 
 
 
MINIMUM LOT AREA: 1 Acre 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ZONING:  
 
 

 
 
 

 

LAND USE:    
 
 

 

 
TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATION AND PUBLIC COMMENTS:  
 
The Genoa Township Planning Commission 
recommended APPROVAL of this request at its April 13, 
2015 public hearing.  The minutes of the meeting reflect 
minor comments regarding the proposed rezoning.   
 
 
 
 

ESSENTIAL FACILITIES: 
 
SANITARY SEWER: Public sewers available 
 
WATER SUPPLY:  Public water supply available 
 
ACCESS ROAD(S): Property will be accessed via Grand 
River Avenue  
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ANALYSIS BY:  Scott Barb  DATE: May 13, 2015 CASE NUMBER: Z-21-15  PAGE: 2 

 
EXISTING CONDITIONS:  
 
The site proposed for the rezoning request is located in Section 11 of Genoa Township.   
   
Natural Areas: According to the map "Livingston County's High Quality Natural Areas”, there are no priority areas 

designated on or near the subject parcels proposed for rezoning.   
 
Land Use:        The site is currently vacant.  A small pond is located on site with a vacant building on the forward parcel. 
 
Soils:                Numerous soil types are found on the site.  Due to availability of public water and sewer, no potential 

concerns are anticipated. 
   
Wetlands:   The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) indicates that the parcels are classified as uplands. 
  
Topography:    Predominantly flat with very minor changes in elevation throughout.  A small pond is located on site. 
 
Vegetation: The site is in its natural state; typical grass, small pond, etc.  No major development at this time. 
 
     
 

 
CURRENT LAND USE, ZONING, AND MASTER PLANNING MATRIX: 
 

 

 
NORTH 

 

 
Existing Land Use:  
Residential 
 
Zoning:   
LDR Low Density Residential 
 
Master Plan:  
Mixed Use Town Center 

SUBJECT SITE 

WEST 

 
Existing Land Use:  
Multi-tenant office service 

Existing Land Use:   
Vacant   

Existing Land Use:   
Office/shop and nursery 

EAST 
 
Zoning:  
GCD/TCOD and NSD/TCOD 

Zoning:   
GCD/TCOD General Commercial 
w/ Town Center Overlay  

Zoning:  
NSD/TCOD Neighborhood 
Service District/Town Center 
Overlay 

Master Plan:  
Mixed Use Town Center 

Master Plan:  
Mixed Use Town Center 

Master Plan:  
Mixed Use Town Center 

  
Existing Land Use:  
Office/showroom and vacant 

 

 
Zoning: 
NSD/TCOD and OSD 
Neighborhood Service/Town 
Center/and Office Service 
 
 
Master Plan: 
Mixed Use Town Center 

SOUTH 

N 
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ANALYSIS BY:  Scott Barb  DATE: May 13, 2015 CASE NUMBER: Z-21-15  PAGE: 3 

 
TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN:   
 
The Future Land Use map of Genoa Township designates the subject parcels as General Commercial with a Mixed 
Use Town Center Overlay.  This particular future land use category is intended for a mix of uses that can be combined 
with traditional style developments of homes along with commercial, office, and retail related uses. 
 
It is the intent of the petitioner to simply develop the parcel as General Commercial which requires the Town Center 
Overlay to be removed from the subject site.  The proposed site plan for the site reflects a conventional development that 
is feasible under the General Commercial zoning, but is not compatible with the general goals and objectives outlined in 
the Mixed Use Town Center classification.  The Mixed Use Town Center classification would require the developer to 
incorporate some elements of residential and non-residential which are not intended at this time.  Furthermore, existing 
development along Grand River in this particular area is already in place under the General Commercial zoning and is 
compatible with current uses.  
 
 
 
 
COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 
The Livingston County Comprehensive Plan designates the site as a New Growth Area.  According to the County 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 
“New growth areas represent locations where development has occurred or is planned to occur in the future…   
 
Genoa Town Center 
The intersection of Grand River Avenue, Dorr and Hughes Roads has been designated by Genoa Township as the Genoa 
Town Center.  This area is planned to become a mixed use town center with local neighborhood service establishments, 
businesses, and traditional residential neighborhoods that will provide a wide range of housing types including apartments 
above commercial areas, traditional townhouses and single family homes on smaller lots.  The plan is intended to create a 
pedestrian friendly area that connects community parks and other activity centers and provides a defined sense of place 
for Genoa Township.   
 
The Township has created a Town Center Overlay Zone with specific design standards to create a highly successful 
mixed use development, which includes utilizing traditional architecture, sidewalks and streets in an interconnected 
pattern, a vertical mixture of uses, and creating a system of neighborhood parks to serve as focal points and to provide 
recreational amenities.  Streetscape and open space guidelines also serve as a component to the plan by creating an 
identity for the Township.  Preservation of natural features and the use of materials, textures, and colors that are in 
context with the area’s surrounding character are included in the plan to ensure the area becomes a focal point for Genoa 
Township.” 
 
 
 
 
COUNTY PLANNING STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
The Genoa Township Master Plan has designated the areas near Hughes Road and Grand River as a general 
commercial area with an overlay that encourages mixed use planning involving a variety of residential, neighborhood, and 
commercial services. To date, there appears to be little interest in development under this zoning classification of 
GC/TCOD as doing so would result in having to comply with the specific standards and guidelines of the Town Center 
Overlay District.  The petitioner has requested a rezoning to essentially remove the Town Center Overlay from the subject 
parcels, which will allow the parcels to be developed under the General Commercial zoning classification.  Currently, the 
existing properties along Grand River in the immediate area have already been developed by these GC standards.  The 
Livingston County Comprehensive Plan has designated the area as a new growth area that will continue to grow due to its 
proximity and visibility along the Grand River and Hughes Road area.  Due to existing properties that have been 
developed under traditional commercial zoning, staff can find no reason to not support the proposed rezoning back to 
General Commercial.  There doesn’t appear to be any concerns with removing the overlay from the subject parcels, but 
county planning staff is in agreement with the Township’s planning consultant that a re-evaluation of the overlay district 
may be in order so as to avoid future inconsistencies in the future land use plan of this area.  Master plans are intended to 
be general guides for future planning and occasional changes from that vision are acceptable.   
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ANALYSIS BY:  Scott Barb  DATE: May 13, 2015 CASE NUMBER: Z-21-15  PAGE: 4 

 
 STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Approval.  Planning staff is recommending approval of the proposed rezoning from GCD/TCOD (General Commercial 
District/Town Center Overlay District) to GCD (General Commercial District).  The proposed rezoning is compatible with 
existing commercial zoning along the Grand River/Hughes Road area and the general intent of the Genoa Township 
Master Plan and the Livingston County Comprehensive Plan.   
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LIVINGSTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  PAGE 2 
DRAFT - MINUTES OF MEETING MAY 20, 2015 
  

7.    ZONING REVIEWS  
 

A. Z-21-15 GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP - REZONING  
 

Current Zoning: General Commercial District/Town Center Overlay District (GCD/TCOD) 
Proposed Zoning: General Commercial District (GCD) 
Proponents: Chestnut Development, LLC 
 
Township Master Plan: The Genoa Township Master Plan adopted in 2013 designates this site as 
Regional Commercial. Land uses within this category include higher intensity commercial uses that serve 
the comparison shopping needs of the entire community and the regional market. Uses include big box 
retail, large shopping centers, restaurants (including fast-food) and automobile service centers. Such land 
uses rely on higher traffic volumes and easy access via a major arterial or highway. Development within 
such areas should occur within a planned, integrated commercial setting. Site design for these uses should 
include high quality architectural and landscape design with parking areas and access points that promote 
safe and efficient circulation throughout the site. The location of this land use designation shall be focused 
along the Grand River Avenue corridor between Latson Road and Grand Oaks Drive to create a focused 
regional commercial center so that the Township, County and State agencies can more efficiently focus the 
infrastructure and services needed to support this regional center. 
 
County Comprehensive Plan: The Livingston County Comprehensive Plan (as amended) designates this 
site as Residential and Howell-Brighton Growth Corridor. The Plan describes these designations as 
follows: 
 
Township Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval. The Genoa Township Planning 
Commission recommended Approval of this request at its April 13, 2015 public hearing. The minutes of 
the meeting reflect minor comments regarding the proposed rezoning. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approval. Planning staff is recommending Approval of the proposed rezoning 
from GCD/TCOD (General Commercial District/Town Center Overlay District) to GCD (General 
Commercial District). The proposed rezoning is compatible with existing commercial zoning along the 
Grand River/Hughes Road area and the general intent of the Genoa Township Master Plan and the 
Livingston County Comprehensive Plan. 
  
Commission Discussion: Commissioner Sparks inquired as to the overall size of the parcel. Commissioner 
Clum asked why this was being proposed.  Principal Planner Barb stated that there is a lack of enthusiasm 
in the marketplace to develop this location as mixed use.  Commissioner Clum asked if sidewalks were still 
required.  Principal Planner Barb stated that they would still have to provide access to all modes of traffic, 
both motorized and non-motorized (sidewalks). 

 
Public Comment: None. 

 
 

Commissioner Action:  IT WAS MOVED BY COMMISSIONER PROKUDA TO RECOMMEND 
APPROVAL, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KENNEDY-CARRASCO. 

All in favor, motion passed. 6-0 
 

B. Z-22-15 MARION TOWNSHIP - PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ZONING ORDINANCE: 
Article XX Amendments (Conditional Rezoning).  

 
The Marion Township Planning Commission proposes to revise Article XX, specifically adding new 
language regulating Conditional Rezoning. 
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04-13-15 Approved Minutes 
 

GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
APRIL 13, 2015 

6:30 P.M. 
MINUTES 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting of the Genoa Township Planning Commission was 
called to order at 6:31 p.m.  Present were Chairman Doug Brown, James Mortensen, 
Barbara Figurski, Eric Rauch, Diana Lowe, and Chris Grajek. Also present were Kelly 
VanMarter, Township Community Development Director and Assistant Township 
Manager; Brian Borden of LSL; Gary Markstrom of Tetra Tech.   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  Upon motion of Barbara Figurski and support of James 
Mortensen, the agenda was approved as submitted. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  No one wished to address the Planning Commission. 
(Note: The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.) 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1… Review of a rezoning application, environmental impact  
assessment, and site plan for approximately 4.19 acres in Section 11, located at  
6253 Grand River Avenue between Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell, Michigan 
(Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28). The applicant has requested a rezoning to remove 
the Town Center Overlay District from the property (GCD/TC to GCD). The request  
is petitioned by Chestnut Development, LLC. 
 
David LeClair of Livingston Architects and Heather Brandenberg of Lindhout Associates 
addressed the Planning Commission.  The proposed site plan is for professional and 
medical offices.  The project would be built in two phases.  Each building is 14,500 
square feet approximately.  Each building would be split into two or four tenants.  The 
existing drive would be reconfigured to align with the new development.  The homes in 
back of the property have an easement currently and they would receive an easement 
for a new drive.   
 
The materials are brick with stone banding above and below windows.  There is a metal 
fascia, asphalt shingles and a similar style to the office buildings built at a later time.  
Photographs of the proposed materials were shown to the Planning Commission. 
 
The petitioner is requesting the Town Center overlay designation be removed.  The 
pond is not a wetland per the DEQ.  The petitioner has obtained a permit for the portion 
of the wetland that will be interrupted.  The outlet is to a county drain.   The parking 
calculations reflect an abundance of parking.  The petitioner is willing to do banked 
parking on the property along the back of the building.  The front of the site appears to 
be sufficiently set up for parking.  The petitioner believes the proposed plan is in line 
with what is currently along Grand River.   

Page 1 of 8 
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04-13-15 Approved Minutes 
 
 
Mr. Borden reviewed his letter of March 17, 2015.  Currently, the zoning and master 
plan are consistent.  If changes are made to the zoning, then it’s conceivable other 
changes may be needed.  The two residences to the north are not part of the town 
center zoning, so they will not need to be considered.   
 
Ms. VanMarter discussed expanding the area. The ordinance does not allow for staff to 
initiate rezoning.  Mr. Mortensen discussed the history of the town center overlay briefly.  
He is of the opinion that it’s time to address the overlay district as a whole.  Ms. 
VanMarter indicated that there have been no inquiries about development in the overlay 
district in the last year. Chairman Brown expressed concern that the overlay district is 
proper.     
 
Mr. Grajek discussed the fact that while this parcel is not developed and could be 
removed from the district easily, the neighboring parcels would not be since they were 
previously developed.   He feels there’s a reason that the district was established as it 
was, but at this point there is no need for a downtown area.   
 
Mr. Rauch is in favor of removing this parcel, but would prefer to protect the areas at 
Hughes Road and Grand River as well as Dorr Road and Grand River. Ms. Figurski 
expressed agreement.   
 
A call to the public was made. No one wished to address the Planning Commission 
regarding this agenda item. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Recommendation regarding Environmental Impact Assessment 
B. Recommendation regarding Rezoning from GCD/TC to GCD. 

 
Motion by Barbara Figurski to recommend to the Township Board adoption of the 
environmental impact assessment dated March 4, 2015. Support by Diana Lowe.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board approval of the 
rezoning of the property at 6253 Grand River Avenue from Town Center Overlay District 
to its original underlying zoning of General Commercial District. This recommendation is 
made because the use is consistent with the existing properties immediately to the east 
and west. Further, the Planning Commission is of the opinion that a township overlay 
type of building on this site in the absence of development of township overlay 
characteristics in the neighboring properties would be inappropriate. Further, the 
Planning Commission as part of this recommendation encourages Township Staff to 
commence an investigation and study of the township overlay zoning on all properties in 
the district for subsequent review by the Planning Commission and possible eventual 
recommendation to the township board.  Support by Barbara Figurski.   
 
Ayes:  Lowe, Mortensen, Figurski, Rauch (4) 
Nays:  Grajek (1) 
Motion carried. 
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306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400 Royal Oak, Michigan 48067 248.586.0505 Fax 248.586.0501 www.LSLplanning.com 

 

March 17, 2015 
 
 
Planning Commission  
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the proposed rezoning of the vacant 4.19-acre site from 
GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District to simply GCD General 
Commercial District.  This proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the Genoa Township Zoning 
Ordinance and Master Plan. 
 
A. SUMMARY 
 
1. The Master Plan Future Land Use map identifies the site and adjacent parcels as Mixed-Use Town 

Center, which is consistent with current zoning in the subject area. 
2. Granting of the request has the potential to impact the overall goal/vision of the Mixed-Use Town 

Center/TCOD. 
3. The site plan submitted is for a conventional suburban office development and is not generally 

consistent with the goals/design standards of the Mixed-Use Town Center/TCOD. 
4. The distinction between current and proposed zoning is primarily related to design standards, rather 

than uses.  As such, development under simply the GCD would likely result in a project that is 
compatible with the area and capacity of infrastructure. 

5. If the Township considers removing the site from the TCOD, we suggest consideration be given to 
also removing the adjacent properties to the north and east so as to not create a “hole” in the TCOD 
boundary. 

6. The Planning Commission and/or Township Board have the authority to initiate a rezoning in 
accordance with Article 22. 

7. Prior to initiating rezoning of a larger area, the Township must decide whether the original Town 
Center vision remains feasible or if the concept/zoning boundary need to be re-evaluated. 

 
B. PROCESS 
 
As described in Article 22 of the Zoning Ordinance, the process to amend the Official Township Zoning 
Map is as follows: 
 

1. The Township Planning Commission holds a public hearing on the rezoning and makes its 
recommendation to the Township Board. 

2. The Livingston County Planning Commission reviews the request and makes its recommendation 
to the Township Board. 

3. The Township Board considers the recommendations and takes action to grant or deny the 
rezoning request. 

 

Attention: Kelly Van Marter, AICP 
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director 

Subject: Proposed rezoning from GCD/TCOD to GCD – Review #1 
Location: 6253 Grand River Avenue – north side of Grand River, east of Hughes Road 
Zoning: GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District 

86



Genoa Township Planning Commission 
GCD/TCOD to GCD Rezoning 
Review #1 
Page 2 
 
C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The site is located on the north side of Grand River Avenue, east of Hughes Road.  Current zoning, as 
well as existing and planned land uses in the area are as follows: 
 

 Existing Land Use 

ADD AERIAL 

Site Vacant 

North 
 

Residential 
 

East Office/shop and nursery 

South Office/showroom and vacant 

West Multi-tenant office/service 
 Zoning  

Site GCD/TCOD 

North LDR 

East NSD/TCOD 

South NSD/TCOD and OSD 

West GCD/TCOD and NSD/TCOD 
 Master Plan  

 
 
 

ADD FLU EXCERPT 

Site Mixed-Use Town Center 

North Mixed-Use Town Center 

East Mixed-Use Town Center 

South Mixed-Use Town Center 

West 
Mixed-Use Town Center and 

Small Lot Single Family 
Residential 
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Genoa Township Planning Commission 
GCD/TCOD to GCD Rezoning 
Review #1 
Page 3 
 
D. REZONING REVIEW 
 
1. Consistency with the goals, policies and future land use map of the Genoa 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 Township Master Plan and Future Land Use map identify the site and most of the surrounding area as 
Mixed-Use Town Center.  This future land use category is intended for “a mixture of uses integrated into 
a traditional-style development of high density single family homes, attached and detached, along with 
various commercial uses including retail and office.”  The site’s inclusion within the TCOD is consistent 
with this description. 
 
In the submittal, the applicant states that “the TCOD may not achieve the intended purposes as originally 
contemplated” and references the lack of construction activity within the TCOD.  Meanwhile, the site 
plan submitted for the property depicts a conventional suburban office development that does not 
generally reflect the goals outlined for the Mixed-Use Town Center. 
 
2. Compatibility of the site's physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental features with 

the host of uses permitted in the proposed zoning district. 
 
The 4.19-acre site is currently vacant.  The site plan submittal shows an existing wetland/small pond that 
will be filled in to accommodate the project.  The Impact Assessment indicates that the applicant is 
currently in the review process with MDEQ for this activity, which would likely be needed regardless of 
whether or not the site remains within the TCOD boundary. 
 
Aside from the wetland/pond, there do not appear to be any other environmental conditions that would 
impact development of the site with or without the TCOD standards. 
 
3. The ability of the site to be reasonably developed with one (1) of the uses permitted under the 

current zoning. 
 
Aside from the ability to incorporate some mixture of residential and non-residential, the host of uses 
under current (GCD/TCOD) and proposed (GCD) zoning remain essentially the same.  The distinctions 
between the two are primarily in the design standards. 
 
In the submittal, the applicant states that “the TCOD design requirements present significant functional 
and cost challenges that jeopardize the feasibility of the project.”   
 
4. 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. 
 
Similar to the statement above, the TCOD allows a mixture of uses not permitted in the GCD on its own.  
Aside from that, the differences lie within the design requirements.  Generally speaking, development of 
the site with or without TCOD design standards would not be expected to have an adverse impact on most 
of the conditions noted under this criterion.   
 
However, one concern is that the Mixed-Use Town Center category in the Master Plan accounts for only 
0.9% of the acreage within the Township.  While the percentage change would be somewhat negligible, 
the removal of 4 acres from the TCOD has the potential to erode the feasibility of the original vision. 
 
Furthermore, given the site’s proximity within the overall TCOD, its removal could adversely impact the 
adjacent properties to the north and east and would create a “hole” in the overall TCOD boundary. 
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If the Township sees merit in removing the subject site from the TCOD, we suggest consideration be 
given to also removing the adjacent properties to the north and east.  This likely warrants additional 
analysis and discussion and should not be undertaken lightly as it would have an even greater impact on 
the overall feasibility of developing a Town Center as outlined in the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
 
5. The capacity of Township infrastructure and services sufficient to accommodate the uses permitted 

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

 
The site has access to existing public sewer, water and streets.  The allowable uses are not expected to 
adversely impact the capacity of public infrastructure and services.  With that being said, the Township 
should also consider any comments provided by the Township Engineer or Fire Department with respect 
to this criterion. 
 
6. The apparent demand for the types of uses permitted in the requested zoning district in the 

Township in relation to the amount of land in the Township currently zoned to accommodate the 

demand. 

 
Similar to statements above, our biggest concern under this criterion is the impact removal of the TCOD 
designation would have on the overall area planned/zoned as Mixed-Use Town Center/TCOD.   
 
7. Where a rezoning is reasonable given the above criteria, a determination the requested zoning 

district is more appropriate than another district or amending the list of permitted or Special Land 

Uses within a district. 

 
Since the distinction between existing and proposed zoning is primarily design related, we do not believe 
that amending TCOD uses is an appropriate option. 
 
In our opinion, creating a hole in the TCOD is not a reasonable approach.  Similar to statements above, if 
the Township deems the rezoning request reasonable, then thought should be given to also removing the 
adjacent properties to the north and east from the TCOD.  
 
Ultimately, the Township must decide if original TCOD concept still has merit or warrants re-evaluation.   
 
8. The request has not previously been submitted within the past one (1) year, unless conditions have 

changed or new information has been provided. 

 
No rezoning applications have been submitted for this property within the past year. 
 
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office.  We 
can be reached by phone at (248) 586-0505, or via e-mail at borden@lslplanning.com and 
foster@lslplanning.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
LSL PLANNING, INC. 
 
  
  
Brian V. Borden, AICP    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 
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Tetra Tech 
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933 

Tel 517.316.3930   Fax 517.484.8140    www.tetratech.com 

March 17, 2015  
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Grand River Avenue Office Complex Rezoning Review  
 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
We have reviewed the rezoning application for the Grand River Office Complex dated March 1, 2015, 
from Chestnut Development LLC. The site is located on the north side of Grand River Avenue between 
South Hughes and Kellogg Roads. The petitioner is planning to construct two new 15,480 sft medical 
office buildings in two separate phases. The existing parcel is zoned for General Commercial District/ 
Town Center Overlay District (GCD/TCOD) and the petitioner is requesting the property to just be 
General Commercial District (GCD).  
 
The petitioner argues that the adjacent sites to the east and west were complete prior to the application of 
the TCOD zoning, and that meeting the TCOD requirements would present significant functional and cost 
challenges to the site development. 
 
Tetra Tech has reviewed the documents and did not find any engineering issues regarding site drainage, 
or water and sewer utilities that would arise from this change in zoning classification.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Joseph C. Siwek, P.E. 
Unit Vice President Project Engineer 
 
copy: Steve Gronow, Chestnut Development, LLC 
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March 16, 2015 
 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Chestnut Landing 
 6253 E. Grand River  
 Rezoning Review 
 
Dear Kelly: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan for rezoning.  
The plans were received for review on March 9, 2015 and the drawings are dated December 1, 
2014.  The project is an existing B-use building and its associated property and rezoning it to be 
joined as a part of the proposed future two phase development of two (2) Type VB multi-tenant 
B-use structures.  The plan indicates a single 15,480 square foot building with shared parking and 
access drive for phase one and a similar type development for phase two.  There is no indication 
whether both phases will take place simultaneously or at different times.  The plan review is 
based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.   
 
The fire authority sees no negative impact by the rezoning of the property; however the site 
development must meet the fire authority site development requirements identified below as 
copied from the plan review letter dated December 8, 2015. 
 

1. Based upon Allowable Building Heights and Areas table square footage limitations, 
each building shall be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance 
with NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.  

IFC 903 
MBC Table 503 

A. The FDC shall be located in an approved and agreed upon location by the general, 
fire suppression contractors and fire authority through plan review.   

 
B. The location, size, gate valve, and connection of the fire protection lead for each 

structure shall be indicated on the utility site plan.   
 
C. There shall be a hydrant located within 100 feet of the FDC. 

 
2. Based upon the construction type and square footage, the building is required to be 

fully fire suppressed.  By providing each structure with an NFPA 13 compliant fire 
suppression system, a hydrant spacing increase is allowed up to 500 feet.  Provide an 
additional fire hydrant for Phase 2 in the peninsula greenbelt area along the west 
edge of the drive.  Also, relocate HYD11 sixty feet to the east adjacent to the 
dumpster enclosure.    

IFC C 105 
3. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in 

the title block.   
       IFC 105.4.2 
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                                                                                                                                      Chestnut Landing 
                                                                                                   6253 W. Grand River   

Rezoning Plan Review 

4. The building shall include the building address on the building.  The address shall be a 
minimum of 6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street.  
The location and size shall be verified prior to installation.   

          IFC 505.1 
5. The drives around both phases of building are considered access roads into the site 

and shall be a minimum of 26’ wide.  With a width of 26’ wide, one side of the street 
shall be marked as a fire lane.  Include the location of the proposed fire lane signage 
and include a detail of the fire lane sign in the submittal.  Access roads to site shall be 
provided and maintained during construction.  Access roads shall be constructed to 
be capable of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least 
75,000 pounds. 

      IFC D 103.6 
      IFC D 103.1 
      IFC D 102.1 
      IFC D 103.3 

6. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with a turning radius of 50’ 
outside and a minimum vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet. 

 
7. Each building vestibule shall be provided with a Knox Box.  The location of Knox Box shall 

be indicated on future submittals.  The Knox box will be located adjacent to the vestibule 
door of the structure.   

          IFC 506.1 
      8.  Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, 

contractor, architect, on-site project supervisor. 
 
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the 
building plans and occupancy).  If you have any questions about the comments on this plan 
review please contact me at 810-229-6640. 
 

Cordially, 

 
Capt. Rick Boisvert 
Fire Inspector 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
(REZONING) 

 
March 25, 2015 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please be advised that the Planning Commission of Genoa Charter Township will 
conduct a public hearing on Monday, April 13, 2015, commencing at 6:30 p.m. at 
the Genoa Charter Township Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan, as 
required under the provisions of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act.  
 
As required by state law, you are receiving this notice because you have been 
identified as an owner or occupant of real property within 300 feet of the subject 
parcel. The property in question is approximately 4.19 acres in Section 11, located 
at 6253 W. Grand River Avenue between Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell, 
Michigan (Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28). 
 
The applicant has requested a rezoning to remove the Town Center Overlay District 
from the property (GCD/TC to GCD). The request is petitioned by Chestnut 
Development, LLC. 
 
You are invited to attend this hearing. If you are unable to attend, written comments 
may be submitted by writing to the Planning Commission at the Genoa Township 
Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, MI 48116 or via email at kathryn@genoa.org up to 
the date of the hearing and may be further received by the Planning Commission at 
said hearing. In addition, all materials relating to these requests may be examined at 
the Township Hall during normal business hours.  
 
Genoa Charter Township will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aids and 
services to individuals with disabilities at the meeting/hearing upon seven (7) days' 
notice to the Township. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or 
services should contact the Township in writing or by calling at (810) 227-5225.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kelly VanMarter 
Assistant Township Manager / Community Development Director 
KKV/kp 
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SBN HOLDING LLC 
1172 CRAVEN DR 
HIGHLAND, MI 48356 
 

   
CHRISTENSEN RALPH & LAURA 
1789 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
1797 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

 
DAVID & CAROL CARY 
1813 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

   
WADE ORTWINE 
1835 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

BORDINE INVESTMENT CO. 
1835 S ROCHESTER RD 
ROCHESTER, MI 48307 
 

 
OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
1843 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

   
AMANDA BECKWITH & MARK 
IGNATOWSKI 
1847 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
1869 S HUGHES RD 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

 
DAKKOTA INTEGRATED SYSTEMS, LLC 
1875 HOLLOWAY DR. 
HOLT, MI 48842 
 

   
RUSSELL & PHILLIS THOMAS 
22246 VIRGINIA ST 
EASTPOINTE, MI 48021 
 

JASON & TIFFANY LINDER 
233 WALLACE WAY 
HOWELL, MI 48843 
 

 
PUSTE ANDREA REVOCABLE TRUST 
2772 GOLF CLUB RD 
HOWELL, MI 48843 
 

   
CHESTNUT DEVELOPMENT LLC 
3800 CHILSON RD 
HOWELL, MI 48843 
 

PUSTE ANDREA REVOCABLE TRUST 
6135 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48116 
 

 
OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
6161 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48116 
 

   
SCOTT WEXLER 
6201 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

TJS, LLC 
6236 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

 
MITTEN MANAGEMENT, INC 
6241 GRAND RIVER AVE #300 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

   
SHOWALTER EDWARD 
6243 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

HOWELL MACHINE PRODUCTS 
6265 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

 
OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
6270 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

   
PUNCH & PAT INVESTMENTS LLC 
6300 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
 

OWNER OR OCCUPANT 
6347 W GRAND RIVER 
BRIGHTON, MI 48116 
 

 
JUDITH STRONG 
6905 VALLEY GREEN 
WILLIAMSBURG, VA 23188 
 

   
TJS, LLC 
7200 CHALLIS 
BRIGHTON, MI 48116 
 

CRAIG & JUDITH TOLLES 
7831 DEBORA 
BRIGHTON, MI 48114 
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04-13-15 Approved Minutes 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a site plan and impact assessment for a 
proposed 15,480 sq. ft. office building, located at 6253 Grand River Avenue between 
Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell, Michigan (Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28).  
The request is petitioned by Chestnut Development, LLC. 
 
Mr. Borden addressed his letter of March 17, 2015 as it relates to this parcel. Approval 
of this site plan is inherently tied to the requested rezoning. The building will be 100% 
brick. The petitioner will submit a new drawing.  The petitioner is requesting approval of 
phase one and phase two. Ms. VanMarter believes approval should be sought 
separately for phase two. Mr. Borden indicated phase one does not have sufficient 
parking for full occupancy.  An area should be set aside for deliveries to occur without 
disrupting traffic around the site. Mr. LeClair anticipates UPS type deliveries but no 
other trucks.  He will add that to the environmental impact assessment. They are 
deficient on the parking lot landscaping plan by one tree. Mr. LeClair agreed to add  
the tree. There is no anticipated outdoor lighting except wall packs on the building.   
Ms. VanMarter does want to see lighting plans and a photo metric.   
 
Mr. Markstrom of Tetra Tech addressed his letter of April 2, 2015 with the Planning 
Commission.  If a pump station is needed to service the lower building, it can be inside 
the building and maintained privately.  The water main may need to be moved to 
prevent overlapping on the neighboring property.  A lot of the storm water drainage is 
addressed in phase two, which caused concern.  He has requested more information 
from the petitioner.  The sewer line near Bordine’s is shallow and this must be taken into 
consideration when grading.  The plans should be re-submitted, splitting up what’s done 
in each phase.  Once usage is known, staff will make the final calculations for REU.  
The rates are $15,100.00 per REU. (They have been increased). 
 
The letters from the Livingston County Drain Commission and Brighton Area Fire 
Authority were reviewed.  The requirements of the Brighton Area Fire Authority will be 
met, subject to further conversations regarding fire suppression systems. 
 
Ms. VanMarter indicated that banked parking for phase two should be permitted.   
 
Mr. Rauch inquired about the property immediately west of the phase one building.  The 
parking for phase one encroaches onto that parcel of property.  Mr. LeClair indicated 
that there is reciprocal parking with that neighbor.  Mr. Borden reviewed ordinance 
section 14.06.11 and it indicates the Planning Commission may reduce setbacks where 
there is shared parking. 
 
A call to the public was made. David Cary of Hughes Road addressed the Planning 
Commission.  His property abuts phase two. His property is also adjacent to the drain 
for the swamp. He is concerned about runoff.  The drain on the west side of Hughes 
Road is choked with weeds and is working poorly.  He is concerned about the flooding 
risk to his property.   
 
The Drain Commission has met with Tetra Tech and the petitioner regarding the 
drainage issue and the petitioner has addressed those concerns.   
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Carol Cary of Hughes Road addressed the Planning Commission, as well.  She would 
like to see mature trees planted in the back corner.  She is also concerned about the 
lighting plan.   
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (12-01-14) 
B. Disposition of Site Plan. (02-27-15) 

 
Motion by Barbara Figurski to recommend to the Township Board adoption of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment dated 12/01/14, subject to them addressing the 
following additions: 
 

1. REU’s to be noted on the plans; 
2. Banked parking; 
3. No large trucks using the site; 
4. DEQ permit will be provided. 

 
This recommendation is subject to approval by the Township Board of the rezoning 
request.  Support by Diana Lowe.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board adoption of the site 
plan subject to: 
 

1.  Approval by the Township Board of the rezoning of this property from 
Township overlay district back to its original zoning of general commercial; 

2. The Planning Commission recommends approval of the building elevations.  
The materials will be 100% brick rather than the block shown on the lower 
portion of the building.  Petitioner will supply the materials board to the 
Township and it will become Township property; 

3. The parking will be phased-in in such a way as to not be insufficient if 
sizeable medical use occurs in phase one.  Consideration will be given to 
banking some of the parking in phase two if possible; 

4. The petitioner understands that the granting of approval by the Township 
Board site plan is approved for one year with a potential of renewal each year 
for the next two years by Township staff; 

5. The proposed spacing requirements between the two commercial driveways 
is recommended for approval in that it’s indicated there’s compliance with site 
distance standards; 

6. Loading space will be provided at the northeast corner of the building in 
phase one; 

7. One canopy tree will be added to the landscape plan on the west side of the 
property; 

8. The petitioner understands that the lighting must comply with the Township 
standard in the ordinance.  Further, the site plan includes no overhead 
lighting fixtures and is limited to wall packs on the building; 

9. The Planning Commission recommends approval of the removal of the 
parking setback because of the presence of a shared driveway; 
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10. Further, this recommendation is conditioned upon the petitioner obtaining the 
easement to the property to the immediate west and the residential properties 
to the north; 

11. The petitioner will comply with the requirements of the Township Engineer in 
his letter of 04/2/15. These requirements will be accomplished prior to the 
submission of the packet to the Board; 

12. The requirements of the Livingston County Drain Commissioner in his letter of 
03/25/15 will be complied with; 

13. The requirements of the Brighton Area Fire Authority in their letter of 03/16/15 
shall be complied with.  It is understood that the petitioner will be discussing 
the requirements of a sprinkler system with the fire chief and that item may 
change. 

 
Support by Barbara Figurski.   Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3… Review of a special use, environmental impact 
assessment, and site plan for a proposed remote bank ATM in an existing parking lot, 
located at 3599 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan, parcel # 4711-05-400-031. 
The request is petitioned by Chase Bank. 
 
Andy Andre from Bud Design and John Krissoff from Chase Bank addressed the 
Planning Commission. They are hoping to install a remote ATM within the Grand River 
Plaza.  The proposed light is smaller than the existing poles in the parking lot.  There 
are three branch offices within 10 miles.  They previously had a branch within Meijers, 
but no longer do.   
 
Mr. Borden addressed the Planning Commission. Because it is a stand-alone ATM, it 
requires special scrutiny and a special use permit. The general special use standards 
have been met. The number of stacking spaces caused him concern.  He believes a 
summary of the queuing study should be provided to the Township Board.  It would  
be preferable to have a branch at this site, but the Township cannot require that.   
Mr. Mortensen inquired as to whether this site interfered with traffic.  Mr. Rauch agreed.   
 
Mr. Borden addressed the potential of a blind spot and traffic conflict.  He believes it to 
be the most important consideration.  The petitioner will install a “No Right Turn” sign.  
He believes this is an underutilized portion of the property and therefore, it should not 
be an issue.  Mr. Mortensen disagrees.  Moving it down a few traffic spots was 
discussed.  The petitioner indicated that their margin for profit may not allow it. 
 
Mr. Grajek inquired as to whether petitioner would be amenable to adding brick or 
another material to dress it up.  Mr. Rauch asked about the six signs that are currently 
proposed. Mr. Rauch suggested moving the angle of the drive thru and ATM.   
 
The construction would take approximately three weeks. 
 
A call was made to the public. Rob Vedro from Blue Frog Books addressed the 
Planning Commission.  He would like to see the road between the parking lot and the 
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306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400 Royal Oak, Michigan 48067 248.586.0505 Fax 248.586.0501 www.LSLplanning.com 

March 30, 2015 
 
 
Planning Commission 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised site plan (dated 2/27/2015) proposing a new 
office development on a vacant 4.19-acre site.  We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance. 
 

A. Summary 

 
1. The applicant is currently seeking to remove the subject site from the TCOD. 
2. The proposed project complies with the dimensional standards of the GCD. 
3. The Planning Commission has approval authority over the building elevations. 
4. We request the applicant provide wall material calculations. 
5. Planning Commission approval is needed for the excess parking proposed (approximately 138% of 

that required).  The applicant should present information supporting the need for excess parking. 
6. Phase I does not have enough parking to be occupied solely by medical office. 
7. The proposal does not meet the spacing requirements between two commercial driveways along 

Grand River Avenue; however, the applicant supplied a review from the Road Commission noting 
compliance with sight distance standards.  The Commission has the authority to reduce the spacing 
requirements. 

8. The required loading spaces are not identified. 
9. The landscape plan is deficient by 1 canopy tree in the parking lot. 
10. The submittal does not include a lighting plan. 
 

B. Proposal/Process 

 
The applicant requests site plan review and approval for new office development to be constructed in two 
phases.  Phase I includes a 15,480 square foot building and 74 parking spaces in the southerly half of the 
site, while Phase II entails another 15,480 square foot building and 105 parking spaces on the northerly 
half. 
 
The cover sheet includes parking calculations indicating that half of the square footage will be for 
professional office and the other half for medical office.  Professional and medical offices greater than 
15,000 square feet are permitted by right in the GCD. 
 
As a side note, the applicant is currently seeking a rezoning of the site from GCD/TCOD to simply GCD.  
As such, we have reviewed the revised site plan based only on conventional GCD requirements.  (Our 
original site plan review letter (12/17/14) includes comments based upon TCOD requirements.) 

Attention: Kelly Van Marter, AICP 
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director 

Subject: Grand River Office Complex – Site Plan Review #2 
Location: 6253 Grand River Avenue – north side of Grand River, east of Hughes Road 
Zoning: GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District 
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Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north) 

 
C. Site Plan Review 
 
1. Dimensional Requirements.  As described in the table below, the proposed project meets the 

dimensional standards of the GCD: 
 

District 

Lot Size  Minimum Setbacks  (feet)  
Max. 

Height Max. Coverage Lot Area 
(acres) 

Width 
(feet) 

Front 

Yard 
Side 

Yard 
Rear 

Yard 
Parking 

GCD 1 150 35 15 50 20 front 
10 side/rear 35’ 35% building 

75% impervious 

Proposal 4.19 260 37.4 74 (E) 
53 (W) 93.1 

39 front 
8 side (N) 

100 side (S) 
18.4’ 17% building 

63.6% impervious 

 
2. Building Design and Materials.  Proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are subject to 

review and approval by the Planning Commission.   
 
The submittal includes elevation drawings showing a pitched roof building constructed of brick and 
split face block.  Architectural elements include a linear stone band, stone arches above the doorways 
and brick soldier courses above the windows. 
 
We request the applicant provide calculations for wall materials to ensure compliance with the 
standards of Section 12.01.  More specifically, use of split face block is limited to no more than 25%. 
 

3. Parking.  Based on a 50/50 split of medical and professional office uses, the full project requires 130 
parking spaces, while 179 are proposed.  This amount of parking represents approximately 138% of 
the minimum requirement; therefore, Planning Commission approval is needed for excessive parking 
in accordance with Section 14.02.06.  The applicant should provide the Township with a rationale 
for/evidence in support of the amount of parking. 
 

Additionally, the Phase I parking is not adequate if the building is fully occupied by medical office.  
While we do not believe this is the applicant’s intent, they should be aware of this limitation. 
 
Proposed parking spaces and drive aisles meet or exceed the minimum standards of Section 14.06, 
although the applicant should be aware that spaces are required to be doubled striped.   
 

Subject site 
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Lastly, the number of barrier free spaces exceeds the minimum amount required, which is generally 
advisable for medical office uses. 

 
4. Pedestrian Circulation.  The site plan identifies an existing 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk within the 

Grand River right-of-way.  Internal sidewalks are proposed around both buildings, with connections 
to the public sidewalk. 
 

5. Vehicular Circulation.  The plan includes a shared drive with the adjacent property to the west, as 
well as a new drive on the east side of the subject site.  As was noted in our first review letter, Section 
15.06.02 requires 300 foot spacing between commercial driveways, while the plan provides 
approximately 225 feet.  However, the revised submittal includes a sight distance review by the 
Livingston County Road Commission indicating compliance with their standards. 
 

Section 15.06 gives the Planning Commission the ability to modify spacing requirements when the 
applicant can demonstrate that pre-existing conditions prohibit compliance. 
 

6. Loading.  Section 14.08.08 requires 1 loading space for each building, although the revised plan does 
not depict a dedicated loading space.  Given the excess amount of parking proposed, the applicant 
may wish to remove some parking to accommodate the loading spaces. 

 
7. Landscaping.  The following table is a summary of the landscaping required by Section 12.02: 
 

Location Requirements Proposed Comments 

Front yard 
greenbelt 

7 canopy trees 
20’ width 

7 canopy trees 
37’ width 

Requirements met 

Detention 
pond 

12 trees 
120 shrubs 

12 evergreen trees 
120 shrubs 

Requirements met 

Parking lot 15 canopy trees 
1,491 SF landscaped area 

14 canopy trees 
3,469 SF landscaped area 

1 additional canopy tree 
required (discrepancy is due 
to the revised parking lot) 

Buffer Zone 
“B” (rear) 

15 canopy trees 
15 evergreen trees 
60 shrubs 
6’ wall/fence or 3’ berm 
20’ width 

15 canopy trees 
15 evergreen trees 
60 shrubs 
3’ berm 
20’ width  

Requirements met 

 
8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure.  The site plan identifies a waste receptacle and enclosure 

southeast of the Phase II building, which is essentially centered on the two buildings to allow for 
convenient use of a common dumpster.  Sheet 6 includes details showing a masonry enclosure faced 
with brick to match the building along with a wooden gate as required.   

 
9. Exterior Lighting.  The revised submittal does not include a lighting plan.  A full lighting plan is 

required, including location and details of all proposed exterior fixtures and a photometric plan. 
 
10. Signs.  The site plan identifies a ground sign along Grand River.  Details show an approximately 20-

square foot sign on a brick base/surround with a limestone cap.  The proposed size, height and 
setback comply with Ordinance standards, although the applicant will be required to obtain a sign 
permit prior to installation (if the site plan is approved). 

 
11. Impact Assessment.  The submittal includes an Impact Assessment (dated 12/1/14), which notes that 

the proposed project is not expected to adversely impact natural features, public services/utilities, 
surrounding land uses or traffic. 
 
Additionally, the revised submittal includes a permit from MDEQ (issued on 2/12/15) authorizing the 
work within the pond and wetland area. 122



Genoa Township Planning Commission 
Grand River Office Complex 

Site Plan Review #2 
Page 4 
 
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office.  We 
can be reached by phone at (248) 586-0505, or via e-mail at borden@lslplanning.com and 
foster@lslplanning.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
LSL PLANNING, INC. 
 
  
  
Brian V. Borden, AICP    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 
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Tetra Tech 
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933 

Tel 517.316.3930   Fax 517.484.8140    www.tetratech.com 

April 2, 2015 
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2 

 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
We have reviewed the site plan documents for the Grand River Office Complex dated February 27, 2015, 
from Livingston Engineering which were delivered to the Township on March 3, 2015. The site is located 
on the north side of Grand River Avenue between South Hughes and Kellogg Roads. The petitioner is 
planning to construct two new 15,480 sft medical office buildings in two separate phases.  
 
Tetra Tech has reviewed the updated documents and offers the following comments for consideration by 
the planning commission:  
 

SUMMARY 

 

1. Impact statement and plans failed to note the proposed water and sewage usage rate. 
2. MDEQ permit to fill the wetland must be obtained. 
3. Sanitary sewer service to be provided via gravity sewer service to the public sewer main located 

near the front of the parcel. Private lift stations shall be installed inside buildings that cannot be 
serviced by gravity. 

4. All sanitary sewer and water main and lateral sizes should be dimensioned and labeled on the 
drawings.  

5. Show all proposed public utility easements on the drawings.  
6. Clarify the project phasing and timing and provide information on any interim site conditions 

between phasing. 
7. Detail the plan for removal of the existing gravel driveway along the eastern property line and any 

changes to local access.  
8. Review number and location of driveway openings for the site. 
9. Show grading for area between building and ROW. 
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Ms. Kelly Van Marter 

Re:  Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2 

April 2, 2015 

Page 2 

 

Tetra Tech 

SITE PLAN 

 

1. A 31,000 sft doctor’s office use will result in an estimated 18.6 REUs (0.6 REUs/1000 sft * 31,000 
sft). 

2. The site plan cannot be approved until a copy of an approved permit to fill in the existing wetland 
is provided from the MDEQ. A permit to place riprap in the existing wetland detention area was 
submitted, but the bigger concern is that according to the MDEQ wetland map viewer, a good 
portion of the site area to be developed is shown as a wetland, and the site plan and permit provided 
do not address this work, please clarify if a wetland delineation has been completed showing the 
impacts on the site to be minimal. 

3. Per the Genoa Township Sanitary Sewer and Water Design Standards, July 2008, proposals for 
sanitary sewage pumping stations are to be discussed in detail with the Authority Engineer and the 
Authority prior to formalization of plans. With gravity sewer currently available in the front of the 
property, the development shall connect there. Buildings that cannot be serviced by gravity shall 
be served by a private pump station located inside the building to be owned and maintained by the 
private property owner. If the public sanitary sewer manhole is to be used for the pumped sewer 
lateral discharge, it must be coated to prevent deterioration of the concrete from hydrogen sulfide 
gases as part of the development. 

4. Include labels and dimensions for pipe diameters, lengths and critical offsets on the utility plan. 
All piping and services should be depicted in their final arrangements, including proposed method 
of connection. Service details shall be in accordance with Authority details. Drawings should 
include MHOG & GO standard sewer and water details, which can be found online at: 
http://www.genoa.org/articles/article/watersewerdesignstandards 

5. Public water main requires a minimum 25-foot-wide permanent easement. Review alignment of 
water main along the east side of the property to maintain adequate distances from both the county 
drain and the adjacent property line. 

6. The drawings should include some more detail regarding the project phasing and timing. Some of 
the utility work is clearly identified to be completed in either Phase 1 or 2. If Phase 2 will not be 
constructed for a prolonged period of time, the developer should consider the construction of the 
water main as part of Phase 1 to reduce future construction impacts along the proposed route and 
to provide better fire protection coverage through the installation of the proposed hydrant. The 
grading plan shows a high point close to the proposed phasing line, and those interim conditions 
should be reviewed for the need to expand any potential soil erosion or other measures to isolate 
the completed work from the undeveloped land/future construction site.  

7. There is an existing easement for ingress and egress along the eastern property line. The plans 
show a curb cut in the parking lot that will connect to the gravel drive as it heads north of the site. 
Is the plan to allow access through the complex parking lot to the properties adjacent to the site to 
the north? This new access easement should be detailed on the drawings and secured prior to 
approval of the project. 

8. The eastern drive will have Grand River curb drainage running onto the site towards the new catch 
basin.  We recommend a curb catch basin be installed where the concrete spillway is currently 
located to collect Grand River drainage in the road curb line.  The driveway can then be sloped out 
to Grand River, as is typically seen. 
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Ms. Kelly Van Marter 

Re:  Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2 

April 2, 2015 

Page 3 

 

Tetra Tech 

9. The front yard grading is not provided on the grading plan.  This area is of concern, as the sanitary 
sewer has minimal cover and any grading that lowers the site grade may be detrimental to the 
utility. Proposed grading should be designed to maintain adequate cover (>4 feet) over the entire 
length of the sanitary sewer laterals. 

 
The Township should consider these issues in your discussion regarding the site plan application. The 
petitioner should revise and resubmit the site plan to address the above comments prior to approval. Please 
call if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Joseph C. Siwek, P.E. 
Unit Vice President Project Engineer 
 
copy: Timm Appleton, P.E., Livingston Engineering 
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March 16, 2015 
 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Chestnut Landing 
 6253 E. Grand River  
 Site Plan Review – 2nd Review 
 
Dear Kelly: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan.  The plans 
were received for review on December 4, 2014 and the drawings are dated December 1, 2014.  
The project is based on a proposed two phase development of two Type VB multi-tenant B-use 
structures.  The plan indicates a single 15,480 square foot building with shared parking and 
access drive for phase one and a similar development for phase two.  There is no indication 
whether both phases will take place simultaneously or at different times.  The plan review is 
based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.   
 
1. Based upon Allowable Building Heights and Areas table square footage limitations, each 

building shall be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with NFPA 13, 
Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.  

IFC 903 
MBC Table 503 

A. The FDC shall be located in an approved and agreed upon location by the general, fire 
suppression contractors and fire authority through plan review.   

 
B. The location, size, gate valve, and connection of the fire protection lead for each 

structure shall be indicated on the utility site plan.   
 

C. There shall be a hydrant located within 100 feet of the FDC. 
 
2. Based upon the construction type and square footage; the building is required to be fully fire 

suppressed.  By providing each structure with an NFPA 13 compliant fire suppression system, 
a hydrant spacing increase is allowed up to 500 feet.  Provide an additional fire hydrant for 
Phase 2 in the peninsula greenbelt area along the west edge of the drive.  Also, relocate 
HYD11 sixty feet to the east adjacent to the dumpster enclosure.   (HYD11 was relocated on 
plan) 

IFC C 105 
3. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in the title 

block.   
       IFC 105.4.2 

4. The buildings shall include the building address on them.  The address shall be a minimum of 
6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street.  The location and 
size shall be verified prior to installation.   

          IFC 505.1 
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  March 16, 2015 
  Page 2  

                                                                                                                                      Chestnut Landing 
                                                                                                   6253 W. Grand River   

Site Plan Review 

5. The drives around both phases of building are considered access roads into the site and shall 
be a minimum of 26’ wide.  With a width of 26’ wide, one side of the street shall be marked 
as a fire lane.  Include the location of the proposed fire lane signage and include a detail of 
the fire lane sign in the submittal.  Access roads to site shall be provided and maintained 
during construction.  Access roads shall be constructed to be capable of supporting the 
imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds. 

      IFC D 103.6 
      IFC D 103.1 
      IFC D 102.1 
      IFC D 103.3 

6. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with a turning radius of 50’ outside 
and a minimum vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet. 

 
7. Each building vestibule shall be provided with a Knox Box.  The location of Knox Box shall be 

indicated on future submittals.  The Knox box will be located adjacent to the vestibule door 
of the structure.   

          IFC 506.1 
8. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, contractor, 

architect, on-site project supervisor. 
 
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the 
building plans and occupancy).  The applicant is reminded that the fire authority must review 
the fire protection systems submittals (sprinkler & alarm) prior to permit issuance by the Building 
Department and that the authority will also review the building plans for life safety requirements 
in conjunction with the Building Department. 
 
If you have any questions about the comments on this plan review, please contact me at 810-
229-6640. 
 
Cordially, 

 
Capt. Rick Boisvert 
Fire Inspector 

 
www.brightonareafire.com 129
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