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ORDINANCE NO. Z-20-02 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
GENOA BY REZONING 46.5 ACRES OF LAND INVOLVING PARCEL #4711-05-200-002 

FROM RURAL RESIDENTIAL (RR) TO LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LDR).  
 

THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF GENOA HEREBY ORDAINS that the Zoning Map shall be 
amended as follows: 
 
Real property containing 46.5 acres with parcel ID number 4711-05-200-002 situated on the southwest 
corner of Golf Club and Latson Road at 3850 Golf Club Road, Howell, which is more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
All of the northeast ¼ of the northeast ¼ of Section 5, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Michigan, except beginning in 
the centerline of Golf Club Road at a point North 89°38’19” east along the north line of said Section 5, 1248.56 
feet from the North ¼ corner of said Section 5, thence continuing along said section line and centerline of Golf 
Club Road North 89°38’19” East 200 feet; thence South 01°29’02” East 536.7 feet; thence South 89°38’19” West 
200 feet; thence North 01°29’02” West 536.7 feet to the point of beginning, being subject to easements and 
restrictions of record, if any.   
 
Shall be rezoned from Rural Residential (RR) to Low Density Residential (LDR) zoning classification. 
The Township Board, in strict compliance with the Township Zoning Ordinance and with Act 184 of the Public 
Acts of 1943, as amended, reclassified the Property as Low Density Residential (LDR) District finding that such 
classification properly achieved the purposes of Section 22.04 of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance (as amended).  
 
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 _____day of _______, 2020. 
 
 
____________________     ____________________ 
Paulette Skolarus      Bill Rogers 
Township Clerk       Township Supervisor 
 
Township Board First Reading: 07/06/2020 
Date of Publication of Proposed Ordinance:  07/05/2020 
Township Board Second Reading and Adoption: 07/20/2020 
Date of Publication of Ordinance Adoption:  TBD 
Effective Date: TBD 
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July 13, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Amy Ruthig, Zoning Official 
Genoa Charter Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Mi. 48116 
 
Re: Gary R. Boss Trust Rezoning Request, Latson and Golf Club Roads 
 
 
Dear Amy, 
 
In response to the Planning Commission Meeting held June 3rd, 2020 we do not believe 
there to be any comments or concerns that warrant modification/revisions to the plans 
for rezoning at this time. In addition to the unanimous decisions to recommend approval 
of the property rezoning as well as recommend approval of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment, the rezoning received unanimous recommendation of approval from the 
County Planning via an online meeting on June 17th.  
 
 
If you need any further information please feel free to contact me. Thank you. 
  
 
 
      Very truly yours, 
 
      BOSS ENGINEERING COMPANY 

 
      _____________________________ 
      Scott Tousignant, P.E. 
      Project Manager 
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This Meeting was conducted via Zoom Meeting 
 

GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
JUNE 3, 2020 

6:30 P.M. 
MINUTES 

  
  
CALL TO ORDER:  Chairman Grajek called the meeting of the Genoa Charter Township 
Planning Commission to order at 6:35 p.m. Present were Marianne McCreary, Chris Grajek, 
Eric Rauch, Jim Mortensen, Jeff Dhaenens, Jill Rickard and Glynis McBain. Also present was 
Kelly VanMarter, Community Development Director/Assistant Township Manager, Shelby 
Scherdt of Tetra Tech, and Brian Borden of Safebuilt Studio.  There were 42 audience members 
present. 
  
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  The pledge of allegiance was recited.  
 
Chairman Grajek reviewed the process for this evening’s Planning Commission meeting and 
how public comment can be given via Zoom Meeting.   
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Dhaenens, seconded by Commissioner Mortensen, to approve the 
agenda as presented.  The motion carried unanimously with a roll call vote. 
 
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  The call to the public was made at 6:40 pm. 
 
Mr. Don Farr of 170 Lane Drive is objecting to these proceedings because the public has not 
been afforded ample time to meet to prepare and formulate their response due to the 
Governor’s stay-at-home order.  They request that the Planning Commission delay making any 
decision this evening to allow them time to meet. 
 
Ms. VanMarter stated the applicant submitted their application and paid their fees back in 
February.  They were delayed twice due to the pandemic.  Other communities have held 
Planning Commission meetings virtually.   Unfortunately this is the reality now and the applicant 
must be afforded due process to have their application heard.  She sympathizes with the 
residents. 
 
The call to the public was closed at 6:45 pm. 
 
DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Commissioner McBain stated her personal 
residence is within 300 feet of the Boss property.  She must be excluded from this item on the 
agenda.  All Commissioners voted unanimously via a roll call vote to excuse Commissioner 
McBain due to a conflict of interest. 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING # 1… Review of a rezoning application and impact assessment to 
rezone approximately 46.5 acres from Rural Residential (RR) to Low Density Residential (LDR) 
for parcel# 11-05-200- 002. The parcel is located at 3850 Golf Club Road on the southwest 
corner of Golf Club Road and Latson Road. This request is petitioned by Bible Baptist Church. 

A. Recommendation of Rezoning Application. 
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (2-24-2020) 

 
Mr. Brent LaVanway of Boss Engineering, Pastor Tim Christoson, the applicant, and Mr. Gary 
Boss, the property owner, were present. 
 
Mr. LaVanway provided a review of the property and the applicant’s request to rezone the 
property from Rural Residential (RR) to Low-Density Residential (LDR) 
 
Pastor Christoson thanked the Township for allowing the Planning Commission meeting to be 
held virtually this evening.  They believe that the presence of a church in a community is a great 
source of love, hope, and compassion.  A core principle of being a Christian is to love your 
neighbor.  The rezoning request complies with the Master Plan and it creates a situation for the 
church to seek a development partner who will assist with the cost of much of the infrastructure, 
such as the roadway and utilities.  They are committed to a plan that preserves a high amount 
of the natural beauty of the property.  They have met with the neighbors and appreciate their 
feedback.   
 
Mr. Borden stated this first item is strictly the rezoning of the property.  He reviewed his letter of 
March 17, 2020. 

● LDR zoning is generally consistent with the rezoning criteria of Section 22.04 of the 
zoning ordinance.  

● The request is consistent with the Township Master Plan. 
● The request is anticipated to be compatible with the surrounding area. 
● The host of uses permitted in LDR is compatible with existing and planned uses in the 

surrounding area. 
● Consideration must be given to any technical comments provided by the Township 

Engineer, Utilities Director and/or Fire Authority with respect to infrastructure 
compatibility or capacity, and environmental impacts. 

 
Ms. Shelby Scherdt reviewed her letter of March 3, 2020. 

● The lot sizes shown on the LDR rezoning plan are all over 1 acre, which matches the 
LDR zoning requirement of 1 unit per acre. The general layout presented on the 
rezoning plan is acceptable. 

● The LDR zoning does not require public water and sewer utilities, but Marion, Howell, 
Oceola, and Howell Sewer and Water Authority (MHOG) water is available on the west 
side of Latson Road and sewer in the Rolling Ridge Condominiums to the south of the 
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subject site. The impact assessment states that the petitioner anticipates connecting to 
water for the proposed residential homes but does not plan on a sanitary sewer 
connection at this time. If this is the proposal for sanitary sewage disposal, perk tests 
should be presented showing that the soils are suitable for septic fields as part of the site 
condominium plan submittal. 

 
Commission Rickard is glad the applicant changed their rezoning request to comply with the 
Master Plan. 
 
Commission Mortensen confirmed that the rezoning will not guarantee a church will be 
developed on this site as it is a special use in this zoning.  Ms. VanMarter stated, “Yes.  A 
church is a Special Land Use in both the existing and the proposed zoning.”   
 
Commissioner Mortensen also noted that the Impact Assessment says “It MAY be serviced by 
water and sewer”.  He asked the petitioner for clarification.  Mr. LaVanway stated on-site well 
and septic are permitted in this zoning.  However they are proposing to use the MHOG water 
system for fire hydrants for fire protection and on-site septic systems. 
 
Commissioner Dhaenens agrees with Commissioner Mortensen.  He also questioned why 
public sanitary sewer is not going to be used if it is available.  Mr. LaVanway stated they are not 
sure if it is economically feasible to extend the public sewer into the site.  They are aware it is 
available and are pursuing it further. 
 
Commissioner McCreary questioned the franchise utility easement shown on the plan. Mr. 
LaVanway stated this is for the extension of public utilities of water, gas, and underground 
electricity.   
 
Chairman Grajek asked if Mr. LaVanway was aware of the comments from the BAFA letter 
dated March 18, 2020 and he answered, “Yes”.  
 
Commissioner Mortensen asked for confirmation that conditions cannot be put on a rezoning. 
Mr. Borden stated that conditions cannot be put on rezoning approvals.  He also asked if there 
were any engineering issues that could prohibit this rezoning.  Ms. Scherdt stated this property 
can be developed with well and septic; however, if the property is rezoned and it is determined 
that there is not adequate capacity for well and septic, the developer would be required to 
connect to municipal water and sewer.   
 
The call to the public was made at 7:12 pm 
 
Ms. VanMarter stated that 19 letters and emails were received by the Township from residents 
and all were not in support of the project.  She reviewed the names and addresses (if provided).  
The concerns were storm water runoff, tree removal, traffic, etc. 
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Ms. Dawn Izurieta of 3922 Sugarbush Drive is opposed to this rezoning.  She does not want the 
traffic through their subdivision.  She is not opposed to churches, but she knows there will be a 
lot of traffic, and not just on Sundays. 
 
Mr. Don Farr of 170 Lane Drive would like to respond to his general comment previously.  He 
reiterated his opposition to the format this evening.  He would like to know why the petitioner is 
afforded due process but the public is not.  It is biased and concerning.  There has been poor 
audio.  This is not how this process is supposed to work to give the residents adequate 
representation.  There is a significant delay between what is being heard on the call and what is 
being broadcast on YouTube.  He thinks everyone should be on the same format, and not the 
members on Zoom and the public on a call-in feature.  He is concerned with the additional 
traffic.  This corner is congested and dangerous already.  He wants to know what the Township 
plans to manage the increased traffic.  He would like the Township to have the petitioner 
upgrade the intersections to acceptable standards and those plans be presented before this is 
approved.  They have existing drainage problems on their properties and this development will 
exacerbate this situation.  What will the Township do to address this?  He wants the Planning 
Commission to tell them how the development of this corner will be consistent with the Master 
Plan.  This is a rural atmosphere.  This would not be preserving the natural quality of life in the 
Township, such as slopes, mature trees and natural ecosystems.   
 
Mr. Paul Rottach of 3897 Sugarbush.  His home is directly behind the proposed church.  He 
agrees with Mr. Farr’s comments regarding due process.  Everyone is afforded due process.  
He objects to the traffic study done in 2012, prior to I-96 and most Latson Road development so 
it does not take into account any of the existing traffic.  Everyone is aware of the traffic and 
speeding on Latson Road.  He is also concerned with privacy regarding the lighting and parking 
lot directly behind his house.  He has flood insurance because his house is low level and the lot 
next to his house floods.  When all of the trees are removed, it will cause more water to flow 
toward his house and into his lot.  He would like clarification as to what can be put on each one-
acre lot.  He also asked if the emergency access area will be paved. 
 
Mr. James Miller echoed the due process comment made by Mr. Farr as well as the technical 
difficulties that residents are having to make sure they are heard.  His main concern is traffic 
and safety and how the emergency access will open up their neighborhood to traffic.  This area 
is not adequate to support this type of development.  He questioned if this development will 
have access through Sugarbush Drive. 
 
Chairman Grajek advised that many of these items will be addressed during the next item on 
the agenda, the Site Plan review. 
 
Ms. Tammy Celmo of 3910 Sugarbush Drive.  Her concerns echo the other residents’.  She is 
also concerned about the DEQ wetlands that surround their neighborhood.  The road can barely 
handle the existing traffic.  It is a safety concern.  Their property values can go down if the trees 
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are removed from behind their homes.  A road does not belong in a subdivision and a 
subdivision does not belong on that property.  There are other properties in Howell. 
 
Mr. Bruce Macey of 3878 Sugarbush Drive lives directly across from the development.  They 
have had discussion with the applicant and he has been reasonable.  He advised his co-owners 
residents that they need not worry about a roadway through Sugarbush. There is no public land 
or ROW’s or easements here.  The lot is owned by the association.  The Board will not allow 
that to happen.  He does not believe the pastor is looking at that as an option.  He has the same 
concerns as his neighbors; but he wants to assure the pastor that they will welcome them to the 
neighborhood.  They want the two communities to work together.  They do prefer that the 
development be done within the constraints of the current zoning.  They do not see the need for 
the rezoning.   
 
Mr. Tom Lemkau of 47 Lane Drive.  His property is the catch-all for any runoff coming from the 
surrounding area.  He wants to be assured that he is not going to feel the effects of the runoff 
from this development onto his property.  He is also concerned about the traffic flow on Golf 
Club.  It is a downhill in that area and vehicles speed.   
 
Ms. Nichole Zajas of 3274 Snowden Lane stated she has the same concerns as everyone else, 
with regard to traffic.  Her road is already deteriorating and will deteriorate more if there is more 
traffic and they would.  It is currently difficult to exit left out of their neighborhood.  She is 
concerned that if it is rezoned and then the church does not develop it and questions what 
would be developed on that site.   
 
Mr. Farr reiterated his due process concerns.  He noted that there is a resident who is unable to 
connect to voice his concerns.  Ms. VanMarter stated she is following the comments on the 
YouTube video and our technician is trying to get him connected. 
 
Mr. Rottach of 3897 Sugarbush Drive stated he did not receive clarification on the definition of 
LDR.  How many units are allowed for each acre?  He reiterated the other caller’s concerns that 
if the church does not develop the site, what can be built there. 
Mr. Borden stated Low density Residential allows for minimum one-acre lots for single-family 
residences  There are only two differences between the site as it is currently zoned and what is 
being proposed; one is the density. RR requires two acres and the only use difference is that if 
there is a large RR lot, they have the option to keep livestock.  All of the other uses are exactly 
the same.   
 
Mr. Michael Siterlet of 3780 Golf Club stated he has the same concerns as the other members 
of the public, especially with the amount of traffic and the speeding.  He is concerned because 
the pond on his property is fed by the water to the south and he wants to ensure that this 
development will not stop that flow of water.   
 
The call to the public was closed at 8:01 pm. 
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Ms. VanMarter stated that the applicant has changed the zoning from their first request.  They 
had originally asked for UR, which allowed additional units per acre and allowed duplexes.  This 
is a completely different rezoning request than what was requested before.  What is allowed 
with this request is one detached single-family home per acre. 
 
Commissioner Rickard questioned the existing traffic study.  Are the trip generations based on 
what is being proposed or the maximum allowable build out?  This should be required as part of 
the rezoning.  
 
Commissioner McCreary has the same concerns as Commissioner Rickard.  The last traffic 
study was done eight years ago and there has been development since then.   
 
Ms. VanMarter reviewed the zoning ordinance and what is needed to require an updated traffic 
study.  Mr. LaVanway stated the traffic data they used for the Impact Assessment was for 23 
homes, which is the maximum build out, so their request does not meet the criteria. The current 
zoning has 189 trips in a 24 hour period and the proposed zoning has 227 trips.  So the 
difference between RR and the traffic generated by the proposed LDR is relatively minimum. 
 
Commissioner Dhaenens noted that this item is about the rezoning and not the proposed 
development.  The difference in the two zonings is 13 houses.   
 
Moved by Commissioner Mortensen, seconded by Commissioner Rickard, to recommend to the 
Township Board approval of the rezoning the property at the southwest corner of Golf Club and 
Latson Roads from Rural Residential to Low Density Residential.  This request is made 
because the PC finds that the proposal is consistent with the Township Master Plan, compatible 
with the existing building out in the surrounding area, and meets the rezoning criteria of Section 
22.04 of the Township Ordinance.  The motion carried unanimously with a roll call vote 
 
Commissioner McCreary has concerns with the Environmental Impact Assessment.  She asked 
if a wetland survey has ever been done on this property.  Mr. LaVanway stated it is in the 
Natural Features Plan as part of the rezoning packet.  She asked if this property is in a 
floodplain.  Mr. LaVanway stated there is not a FEMA-regulated floodplain in this area; however, 
there is a pond shared by the two properties.   
 
She questioned the access through Sugarbush.  Was there a legal opinion from the Rolling 
Ridge subdivision opinion that the developer does not have the right to access that area?  Ms. 
VanMarter stated they received a legal opinion from the subdivision’s attorney indicating the 
applicant does not have a right to access that area.  The applicant is allowed to submit a 
different opinion.   
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Commissioner McCreary feels there should be consistency with regard to sanitary sewer and 
septic as both are mentioned in the Impact Assessment. Mr. LaVanway said they are both 
mentioned because it is available but they are opting for septic systems. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Mortensen, seconded by Commissioner Dhaenens, to recommend to 
the Township Board approval of the Environmental Impact Assessment for residential rezoning 
of the property at the corner of Golf Club and Latson Road dated February 24, 2020. 
The motion carried unanimously with a roll call vote. 
 
Chairman Grajek called for a 10-minute break at 8:21 pm 
 
The meeting resumed at 8:31 pm. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2…Review of a request of a preliminary site plan and impact 
assessment requesting preliminary site condominium approval for a proposed 10-unit site 
condominium. The property in question is located at 3850 Golf Club Road on approximately 
46.5 acres on the southwest corner of Golf Club Road and Latson Road. The request is 
petitioned by Bible Baptist Church.  

A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (3-30-2020)  
B. Recommendation of Preliminary Site Plan  

 
Mr. Brent LaVanway of Boss Engineering, Pastor Tim Christoson, the applicant, and Mr. Gary 
Boss, the property owner, were present.   
 
Mr. LaVanway reviewed the project.  They are proposing 10 single-family residential site 
condominium units, which will be on the west side of the property and south of the pond.  The 
access point to the residential lots is from Golf Club Road and has been approved by the 
Livingston County Road Commission.  They propose utilities to include on-site septic systems 
for each lot and a combination of public water and wells.  The Fire Marshall expressed concerns 
with fire suppression since there is only one access point so they are using the public water and 
increasing the number of hydrants.  
 
Mr. LaVanway addressed the comments made during the rezoning. 

● The storm drainage for the site is to encompass the road network and will utilize storm 
drainage structures and Lots 8 and 9.  Based on the topography, they currently drain 
toward the subdivision to the south so they will be capturing that drainage and sending it 
to the north via storm sewer and the use of three fore bays, which will be utilized to 
pretreat the storm water prior to it discharging into the shared pond and the wetland, 
which is a regulated wetland.  They will need approval from EGLE.  After the preliminary 
site plan review, the Livingston County Drain Commissioner, the Livingston County Road 
Commission, and the Township Engineer will review and approve the plans. It will also 
be directed away from Lane Drive toward the east. 
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From: Barbara Hierholzer
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss rezoning request/site plan.
Date: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 10:26:41 AM

To: Genoa Township, Zoning Board Members.

We live at 3836 Sugarbush Drive, in the Rolling Ridge subdivision, directly
across from the Boss property that is up for a rezoning request. 

We realize the request to change the lots from their current 2 acre lots per
home, to one acre lots falls within the current Master Plan for that area,
however, we are concerned with the current site plan that has been
submitted by Gary Boss.

We hope (request) there are "enforceable" measures included within any
future approved site plan, that will preserve as many of the current mature
trees as possible, especially the tree line on the property,  that runs along the
border of Sugarbush Drive.  To clear cut this beautiful piece of land would be
devastating to the wildlife in that area and also would be detrimental to the
residents who live adjacent to this property. There is nothing uglier than a
new housing development that has been clear cut of mature trees! 

We also hope (request) that there is an enforceable plan included in the final
approved site plan to replace/replant trees after development has taken
place. 

Also, we are asking for the board to DELAY an approval of the current site
plan, if the zoning change is granted on June 3rd.  We have concerns about
the current site plan that need to be addressed before it is approved.  Please
grant us this extra time to vet the plan to be sure it is acceptable to all of us
who will be living with the consequences.  The residents of Rolling Ridge and
the neighbors of the Boss property will be the ones most affected on a daily
basis but this development and our concerns should be taken into
consideration before moving forward and finalizing a site plan.

Thank you,

Kurt and Barbara Hierholzer
Twenty year residents of Rolling Ridge Subdivision.
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From: Mary Farr
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss Rezoning
Date: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 1:30:48 PM

Hello Kelly, Sorry so late on getting this to you. Here are a few concerns we
have from the residents on Lane Drive.

  Thank you, Don and Mary Farr

May I  please ask if the Planning Commission would please consider the
following concerns with respect to the Open Public Hearing #1:

 

The significant road traffic at this intersection will be greatly impacted
with the additional traffic of 10-25 homes at this corner but more
concerning if a church is placed there with one access point off of Golf
Club Dr. and that access point is so close to the intersection light.  How
long will it take for vehicles to exit this development and  how backed up
will Golf Club get West of Latson?  What is the Townships plans to
manage this increased traffic at this corner as we understand any new
roads or enhancements to make roads more efficient should be at the
developments expense.  
The possible addition of the church adds a lot of hardscape in the form
of run off and drainage onto an area that has significant wetlands
already.  How will this impact neighboring communities and most
importantly the wild life that would be displaced and destroyed as this is
the only significant piece of land after the major Latson Exchange and
high density development that already exists to maintain the rural
atmosphere the master plan states is important for our community.
We ask the Planning Commission to seriously consider how the overall
development of this corner is consistent with the master plan in
developing the community with a rural atmosphere when the
development of 10 homes and church is anything but rural. The
development that will result from this re-zoning will be a disaster with
regard to preserving the natural quality of life in Genoa Township and the
county by retaining significant, sensitive natural amenities such as water
bodies, wetlands, slopes, mature trees, and natural ecosystems.

 

May I please ask if the Planning Commission would please consider the
following concerns with respect to the Open Public Hearing #2:
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Bible Baptist Church as openly stated they need to sell  lots in order to
fund the church development.  If they cannot fund the church without
the selling of this land,  there is significant concern among the residents
surrounding the development what types of corners could be cut to get
the most profit out of the development and how will that impact the
property values of surrounding homes. 
The property backs up within feet of Lane Drive itself. With a proposed
driveway/road along side Lane Drive  We ask the Planning Commission
to seriously consider the statement that “the development will require
maintaining a significant portion of the forested property.”  Serious
consideration should be given to the site plan and if there is a better way
to develop it to create a larger tree buffer on Lots 1,2 &4 as they are right
on top of Lane Drive and destroys the current rural character of this road
that makes the properties on this road so valuable.  We are unclear if
Lane Drive will be looking at the front’s or backs of homes since we can
see we are looking at a driveway/road.
We ask the Planning Commission to please ensure if approved, that a
rigorous tree protection program be put in place to create as much
natural buffer between the homes and development to maintain the
rural characteristics of the master plan and protect the property values
of the homes on Lane Drive and those in the proposed development. 

 

In closing, on behalf of the residents of  Lane Drive, we ask the Planning
Commission to please deny this request and seek alternative development
plans to ensure a consistent rural character is maintained for both Lane
Drive properties and this development as the property line currently offers
no good tree buffer between the properties and without a better
understanding of how this is developed, could create a very unattractive
development for the community and surrounding homes.
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From: Jeremy Doody
To: Kelly VanMarter; Amy Ruthig; mail@livingstonroads.org
Cc: KKline-Hudson@livgov.com; robs@livgov.com; Sbarb@livgov.com; planning@livgov.com;

TSchmitt@cityofhowell.org; TheCity@cityofhowell.org; SManor@cityofhowell.org; REllis@cityofhowell.org;
MMulvahill@cityofhowell.org; JLobur@cityofhowell.org; JAmbrose@cityofhowell.org; RGreene@cityofhowell.org;
CityManager@cityofhowell.org; Mike Archinal; administration@livgov.com; fiscal-services@livgov.com; fs-
procurement@livgov.com; dkbelcher@livgov.com; ccatanach@livgov.com; cjonckheere@livgov.com;
commissioners@livgov.com; communications@livgov.com; countyclerk@livgov.com; drain@livgov.com;
health@livgov.com; Polly; Jean Ledford; Robin Hunt; Jim Mortensen

Subject: Re: Opposition to proposed re-zoning of parcel #11-05-200-002 currently owned by Gary R. Boss
Date: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 3:57:22 PM
Attachments: original letter of protest for boss property genoa twp rezone sent 10.11.19.docx

Hello, I am writing to again oppose the [repeated and denied] proposition to rezone
and develop Genoa Twp. parcel #11-05-200-002 currently owned by Gary R. Boss
and/or affiliations. Attached is my previous letter which contains why my family
opposes this proposition. I have reviewed it and all points are still and again
applicable and I feel that most or all of my neighbors feels the same way. However, I
do have a few other concerns. Please consider each of the following:

1. How many times does one individual/entity get to make such a proposition and
plan when it has been repeatedly denied and seemingly little has changed? The plans
may physically look a little different, but none of the previous concerns for denial
seem address nor have those concerns went away. This is a waste of township,
county, and other time and funds. Not only that, is it a waste to the proposer's fellow
community members, as we have to continually live with the anxiety and/or concerns,
we must use our precious time  to again gather our thoughts and communicate our
continued opposition. Is there any type of permanent denial for these types of
requests, or at least after so many types? It seems borderline harassment to those of
us in the vacinity and/or who oppose this rezoning and development. We have a lot
more important things we'd rather be devoting our time on currently, especially during
these truly crazy times we're all having to deal with. Mr. Boss is not helping my mental
health.

2. Those of us living on the north side of Sugarbush Dr. already get a frustrating and
sometimes damaging amount of runoff from the land to the north--if it's developed and
even a fraction of the vegetation is removed, I dread constant, full-on flooding,
especially in the spring. Can the current or future landowner(s) company be held
responsible for future damages as a result of increase water coming out way post-
development?

3. I am 100% supportive of anyone subscribing to and participating any religion or
personal belief system that tickles their fancy, but the last thing this area needs is
another church, especially in our back yard. I'm not interested in increased traffic and
noise on Sundays--we have enough of that on weekdays (see attached letter
regarding traffic and road conditions, with limited views). Even throughout the stay at
home order Latson Rd. was its usual death trap. Every essential worker in the area
must use Latson because the occasional times we had to restock on supplies it was
its usual hot mess.

4. Additionally, it was previously mentioned that it was the church itself who was also
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desiring to develop the surrounding land for the purposes of housing development.
Is/was there any truth to this and is this the case again? If so, is this a church, in
presumably in some sort of nonprofit status, profiting off of developments outside of
church business, for the purpose and gain of what and who exactly? It certainly
leaves a bad taste in my mouth, even if all (some how?) above board. Either way, I
oppose that too. 

Although this message is directed toward tomorrow's township meeting, please
consider it a standing statement that can be used in any township, city, county, etc
business having to do with this topic and/or Mr. Boss. Others CC'd on this message
outside the scope of tomorrow's meeting, please keep this information in case any
related business comes across any of your desks also. Please don't hesitate to reach
out with any questions or clarifications needed at all. Happy to further digress. Please
excuse any type-o/s, as this message was written in somewhat haste.

Lastly, I appreciate that the meeting is via Zoom to encourage continued social distancing--I
will try my best to tune in.

Stay safe and healthy, 

Jeremy Doody
517-281-9759
3825 Sugarbush Dr. 

On Fri, Oct 11, 2019 at 2:42 PM Jeremy Doody <doodyj@gmail.com> wrote:

     Hello, my name is Jeremy Doody and I live at 3825 Sugarbush Dr., which currently
backs up to parcel #11-05-200-002 between our street and Golf Club Rd., and our household
strongly opposes the proposed rezoning of said property for a number of reasons that are a
detriment to our neighborhood, township, and community as a whole. I will express our
various concerns below.
     Our first and main concern would have to be traffic and safety. Latson Rd. traffic is
frequently very congested and it's often difficult to pull out of our neighborhood from
Snowden Ln. onto Latson (especially if trying to go north on Latson.. good luck!). I often
find it a scary situation having to pull out with so much traffic, especially while driving our
toddler. Adding another subdivision in such proximity will just increase this congestion
even more, making it less safe than it already is. Page 9 of the proposal document mentions
a couple traffic studies, but ones is from way back in 2012. This was before the I96/Latson
Rd. freeway ramps were built and the area was a LOT less built up in general. The estimates
for how much traffic have increased for now seem very conservative because the area has
grown at a faster rate than others lately, and thus normal growth rates seemingly would be
inaccurate. If you've driven on Latson during morning or afternoon rush hours especially,
then you know it's a complete zoo out here already.
     Section 4 of the proposal document (titled "1st submittal package") states that the
majority of traffic "will proceed northerly to Golf Club Road", however, the final page of
this proposal document has a proposed site map that shows only 7 of the 72 properties
having access to Gold Club Rd. with all the rest being connected to Latson Rd. and possibly
our street as well. 
     Sugarbush Dr. is currently a quiet, peaceful, and not at all busy street, probably mostly
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because it's a shorter, dead-end cul-de-sac. Turning it into a thoroughfare from Latson
through the new proposed neighborhood would be a disaster. First, our road already isn't
very wide, many people park on the street making it seem thinner, and there are plenty of
pot holes all the way out to Latson Rd. via Snowden Ln that already haven't been repaired in
years. An increase in traffic will just make this worse. Also, it was mentioned that most
traffic will just exit out onto Latson, but if I lived there I would certainly cut through our
neighborhood if able, as to further distance myself from the Golf Club / Latson traffic light
in hopes of getting out a little more easily. I am not sure why the right-of-way easement was
granted in the first place. It already backs up to two other much more main roads (Gold Club
and Latson). If the property to the north cannot be sold or developed without having it's own
access points to these roads, then it shouldn't be developed at all.
     The aforementioned land was zoned a certain way for a reason and certainly doesn't need
to be any more densely populated than it's currently zoned for. Sewer and water may
supposedly support the increase, but all other areas certainly cannot. Section 6 states that
there is a demand for residential in the area--if that was the case, it should have sold long
ago with it's current zoning. If it can't sell for that purpose in it's current state, then maybe it
should remain as-is, which is still a benefit to the community, township, and beyond. The
forest is beautiful and it, along with the large wetland also contained within the property,
surely provide habitats to a wide range of wildlife. There isn't much of these types of areas
remaining in our township, and it would be nice if some could be preserved.
     Yes, our family thoroughly enjoys Mr. Boss's property as it currently sits, providing our
back yard with a lovely view. When we bought the house over three years ago, though, we
DID very much understand that it could be sold and developed. Not that we want it
developed at all, but if it had to be, then it should be done so as it is currently zoned, not
made to into a more densely populated area. Rural residential (RR) would be a LOT less
burdensome to the area and most likely be more supported by the neighboring community.
     Once other concern is that all the property along Sugarbush Dr. is significantly lower
than Mr. Boss's property, and we already have plenty of drainage issues, with our back and
side yard being beyond wet into the middle of summer, then again starting in the fall until it
freezes. Taking away even a portion of the trees and other flora will most likely just make
this situation even worse, possibly wreaking havoc on our actual residence as well. 
     Sorry for the book of an email, but I wanted to make sure my opposition was noted. I
have spoken to many of our neighbors and all that I have spoken to feel the same way. I do
plan to go to the township meeting on Tuesday (with our baby) but wanted to send this
ahead of time in case something comes up. We currently love our neighborhood as-is and if
this were to go through I am afraid it may not be a good fit for our family any more. It
sounds like at least a few others feel the same way. We would very much prefer this not to
happen.
     Please feel free to contact me via telephone with any follow-up questions or need of any
clarifications.

Thank you for your time,

Jeremy Doody
517-281-9759
3825 Sugarbush Dr. 
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From: Diab Rizk
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss Property Rezoning Proposal
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:12:00 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I
have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth
for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning of the
"Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations. While
they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a large
church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling
Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our
communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times.
While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case. I urge you to see
that it is not the case here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing
market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy
the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a
neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening
commutes. 

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut
through, often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly
through, run over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch
our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should enjoy
the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I
have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external
traffic we get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and
our kids. We have people daily rip through our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing
and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come out of the taxes and
future assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park
and have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively
impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the
infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth
both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if
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it does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also
a voice for others who feel the same way. 

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be
a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many. 

Thank you,
Diab Rizk 
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From: Mark Lazar
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: "Boss" Property Development
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:24:17 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for 11 years I
have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. When we first moved here no
one had heard of Howell/Genoa Twp, and it has been great to see the growth of our lovely
community.  

However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning of the "Boss"
property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations. While they
allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a large
church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling
Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities.
I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times. While things may
look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case. I urge you to see that it is not the case
here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing
market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the
new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a
neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening
commutes. 

People that don't live in either sub, regularly "cut-thru" to avoid traffic and lights at the Grand
River and Latson Intersection.  Often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have
seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going.
Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride
bike, etc. However, I have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because
of all the external traffic we get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here....
people ignore them, and our kids. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come out
of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and
have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively
impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the
infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth both
from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. Currently a number of residents of the
Ravines of Rolling Ridge already park their car(s) in the street which makes navigating down
our street tricking.  Increasing traffic though the subdivision will only cause significant
backups and property damage.  I have never considered wanting to move to another place; but
this would be enough to start that consideration.  I know I am not the only one who feels this
way.  We are already seeing a number of our long time neighbors choosing to move.
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While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be
a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Respectfully Submitted,
W. Mark Lazar 
444 Natanna Dr.
Howell, Mi 48843
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From: Jason Hagelthorn
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Opposition to "Boss" project
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:25:52 AM

Kelly,
Writing in to voice opposition to rezoning of the "boss" project.  Traffic is high in ravines of
rolling ridge sub already. 
Additionally traffic will create a much higher danger for the many kids who live in the area.  
We respectfully request that rezoning not be allowed. 

Jason and Kendra Hagelthorn 
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From: Laura Murphy-Rizk
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Concerns over Rezoning request
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:27:59 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As a resident of
Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the
schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and
objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and
recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a
large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long
enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson
or Grand River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case.
I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The amount of traffic on
those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market and the commuters who use those
streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are
not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through, often ignoring our
children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street
and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I
have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post
signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through
our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have been denied, we
have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We
are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current
traffic and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who
feel the same way.

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in knowing that our
Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we have now, and not contribute to
the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Sincerely,
Laura Murphy-Rizk

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Christopher Morgan
To: Kelly VanMarter
Cc: Chelsea Butera
Subject: Rezoning Request - Golf Club and Latson Road
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 9:48:03 AM

Greetings,

I have come to learn that there is a planned meeting this evening (June 3, 2020) to discuss
rezoning a tract of land (parcel #11-05-200-002) from Rural Residential to Low Density
Residential.  

I still have concerns about this rezoning request, and hope they are clarified to avoid 
 negatively impacting our community.  My wife and I chose to move to Howell two years
ago.  The proposal to Low Density Residential is in keeping with the “feel” of our
community and a welcome adjustment compared to the previous proposal from October
2019.

Also it appears that the property in question would no longer require access to Grand River
and Latson through the Rolling Ridge communities.  Is this correct?  If so, this would
alleviate a concern about the usage of the two subdivisions and the creation of a “racing
thoroughfare.”  

I am still concerned with overall traffic impact to our community.  In my short time as a
resident I have become concerned with the number of cars and the rate of speed with which
they pass through our lovely community.  Residents have resorted to placing signs asking
drivers to slow down.  The traffic study does not alleviate my concerns that higher density
of traffic in the community will bring.  Higher density of drivers equates to higher instances
of passing through the community and ultimately creating a less safe environment for
pedestrians in the current configuration.  

Specifically, how many of you have tried to drive on Latson at rush hour?  Vehicles coming
from Golf Road on the approach towards Snowden already carry excessive speed making
turns very difficult.  With the proposed density of homes and subsequently higher number of
vehicles the current traffic patterns do not appear to be adequate.  There should be more of a
study to the impact of the changes these proposed areas in the community.  Side note:  to a
lesser extent the same holds true for Grand River exit from the Ravines subdivision.  

I hope that my words have given you pause to consider the rezoning proposal and require
additional safety measures to be included/recommended as part of the traffic impact study. 
The safety of all our residents remains a huge concern.  

Respectfully submitted,

Mr Christopher S. Morgan
3124 Stillriver Dr
Howell, MI 48843
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From: Ashleigh Chojnowski
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Ravines of Rolling Ridge
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:16:35 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8
years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary
growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning
of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations.
While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately
a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent
Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our
communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times.
While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case. I urge you to see
that it is not the case here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing
market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the
new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a
neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening
commutes. 

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through,
often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run
over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so
they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should enjoy the
freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I have
to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we
get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids.
We have people daily rip through our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand
River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come out of the taxes and future
assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and
have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively
impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the
infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth both
from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also
a voice for others who feel the same way. 

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be
a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 
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Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Thank you, 

Ashleigh Chojnowski 
3094 Stillriver Dr, Howell, MI 48843
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From: Jason Weber
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Bible Baptist Church Rezoning
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:17:51 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As
a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I have enjoyed this
area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I
am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read
through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations. While they allude to the existing
infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a large church, I have to doubt if those
persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact
of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand
River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the
case. I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.
 
The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market
and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson
on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive,
traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.
 
People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through,
often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls
that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase,
but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other
children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25
MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children
Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through our sub as a
thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.
 
We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have
been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire
department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while
looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth both from Genoa Township
and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it does get worse, I will consider
moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who feel the same
way.
 
While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we
have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of
greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.
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Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Jason Weber
372 Natanna Drive
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From: Hauk, Jeffrey
To: Kelly VanMarter
Cc: khauk68@gmail.com
Subject: Genoa Zoning Board Meeting
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:24:30 AM

Good  Morning Kelly, 

Tonight there is another plan up for review by the zoning commission and I wanted to voice
come concerns on the overall Plan. 

I am located at 3873 Sugarbush Dr, which directly backs up to the property under review, and
next to the common area being called out for the "emergency access" 

I fully understand it is within Mr Boss's rights to attempt to develop his land, and respect that. 
My concerns are listed below. 

1. The overall plan seems to call for the 10 houses to have Septic fields vs connecting to the
sewer system.  This is a concern as the property is currently higher than mine and the drainage
will obviously travel down.  The plan shows the septic field at the back of the property right
next to my property line. 

I am also unsure how a Church could be built without a Sewer connection so the services have
to be available? 

2. The plan calls for an Emergency exit through the south to Sugarbush.. This requires some
additional details, as to how that is going to be handled, are they expecting to pave over our
common area? will there be a gate for control? 

3. The subdivision currently owns that piece of property, has the board been approached for
approvals of that kind of use?  If not, what is Plan B? 

4. The church layout is fuzzy per the drawings, I cannot tell where the actual building and
Parking Lot will be, will there be a Lot with Lights filling up my current nice view?

5. It is stated in the document that the church building is contingent on the expansion/rebuild
of Latson road. It is my understanding from the road commission, that there is not a plan to
expand any time soon. 

6. There does not seem to be a review of potential drainage issues that this development could
cause, Currently many along that property already experience flooding in their back yards and
overly taxed Sump Pumps, without this review, I would be concerned that there could be
additional damage and flooding.

7. The plan states that there would be minimal impact on the traffic in the area, since the
opening of the Latson road exit, there has been a massive increase in traffic in the area leading
to Latson road being listed in the Livingston county most dangerous road article, TWICE.  I
would believe a full traffic study to include the additional construction in Oceola Township
should be considered, the statistics in the plan are from 2012 and extremely low. 

8. There are 2 plan's included in the proposal, one does not include a Church at all, this would

60



open the land to potentially 23(+) houses, at 9 trips per day per house that is an additional 200
cars on Latson/Golf club every day. 

9. The additional load on the Grand River/Latson area is only going to increase with the
proposed Hospital on Grand River, and the newly proposed development south of 96 on
Latson Rd.

In conclusion, I can understand if the zoning board approves the zoning request of LDR
classification, but would be concerned without additional updated studies and impact
assessments that the preliminary site plan is approved.   

-- 
Thank You
Jeff Hauk

248-756-2488
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From: Mark C
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:32:10 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8
years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary
growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning
of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations.
While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately
a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent
Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our
communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times.
While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case. I urge you to see
that it is not the case here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing
market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the
new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a
neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening
commutes. 

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through,
often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run
over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so
they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should enjoy the
freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I have
to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we
get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids.
We have people daily rip through our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand
River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come out of the taxes and future
assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and
have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively
impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the
infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth both
from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also
a voice for others who feel the same way. 

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be
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a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Mark Chojnowski
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From: Amy Smart
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: The Boss property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:35:07 AM

I live in Rolling Ridge subdivision. I bought there 21 years ago.  It’s my home and my
children grew up there. Every year things are getting more congested and traffic on Latson is
worse and worse. Because of that and other reasons like more teenagers living in
our neighborhood, cars are speeding through our neighborhood often.  We need to limit any
more traffic and danger in our neighborhood and the Boss rezoning will add to our traffic and
safety issues.  

It’s rare for me to write petitions and letters such as this but the Boss proposal and ideas
driving the rezoning are bad for our  community and the families who live here. 

Please do not support this rezoning. Many 100s of families need our subdivision to be safe and
limit traffic.  Thank you

Amy Lama 
-- 
Amy Lama
313-378-5006 (cell)
amyfleserlama@gmail.com
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From: Renae
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Rezoning of Boss Property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:48:57 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As a resident of
Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for 4 years (and a Howell resident for almost 20 years) I have
enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I am
here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of
the requests and recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses,
and ultimately a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling
Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have
driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality
that is not the case. I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The amount of traffic on
those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market and the commuters who use those
streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are
not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through, often ignoring our
children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street
and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my children, and other children, to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However,
I have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post
signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through
our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Latson and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have been denied, we
have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We
are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current
traffic and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. If it does get worse, I will consider
moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who feel the same way.

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in knowing that our
Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we have now, and not contribute to
the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Thank you,
Renae Ashley
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From: Mike
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 10:50:25 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As a resident of
Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the
schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and
objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and
recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a
large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long
enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson
or Grand River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case.
I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The amount of traffic on
those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market and the commuters who use those
streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are
not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through, often ignoring our
children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street
and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I
have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post
signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through
our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have been denied, we
have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We
are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current
traffic and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who
feel the same way.

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in knowing that our
Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we have now, and not contribute to
the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Sent from my iPhone

66



From: michelle Black
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 11:09:51 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" 
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 
years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary 
growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the 
rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and 
recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional 
houses, and ultimately a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in 
our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current 
traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River 
during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not 
the case. I urge you to see that it is not the case here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. 
The amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction 
housing market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. 
While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying 
to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and 
evening commutes. 

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut 
through, often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly 
through, run over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch 
our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should 
enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. 
However, I have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the 
external traffic we get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore 
them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through our sub as a thoroughfare to cut 
between Lansing and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come 
out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park 
and have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would 
negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood 
because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic 
and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email 
in the fall that if it does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I 
know, but I am also a voice for others who feel the same way. 

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace 
in knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to 
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protect what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but 
will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Michelle Black
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From: rd3boys1
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Township planning commission
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 11:16:29 AM

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
My email to the planning commission, feel free to use if you feel the same way. Comments
must be in by noon today to kelly@genoa.org:

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8
years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary
growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning
of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations.
While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately
a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent
Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our
communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during commuting times.
While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case. I urge you to see
that it is not the case here either. 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The
amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing
market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the
new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not trying to exit a
neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through,
often ignoring our children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run
over balls that have rolled into the street and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so
they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision where I should enjoy the
freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I have
to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we
get. We post signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids.
We have people daily rip through our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand
River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that will come out of the taxes and future
assessments of the residents of both subs. 

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and
have been denied, we have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively
impact the fire department or ambulances. We are captives in this neighborhood because the
infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current traffic and growth both
from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also
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a voice for others who feel the same way. 

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be
a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense. 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.
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From: Matt Bruce
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Golf Club & Latson Property Re-Zoning
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 11:43:14 AM

June 3rd, 2020

 

Good Morning Kelly / Genoa Township Planning Commission:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss"
property. As a resident of Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for 5 years I
have enjoyed this area, the people, the schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth
for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and objections to the rezoning of the
"Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and recommendations.
While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and
ultimately a large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and
the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long enough to see the impact of the current traffic that
surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson or Grand River during
commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the
case. I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

 

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are extremely dangerous when trying to
enter. The amount of traffic on those streets is a combination of the booming new
construction housing market and the commuters who use those streets (highways) as short-
cuts. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are not
trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and
evening commutes.  It can take over 5 minutes just to turn left onto Latson / Grand River in
the afternoon.

 

People that do not live in our community heavily use our neighborhood as a “shortcut” to
bypass the horrifically designed Latson / Grand River intersection.  Our subdivision roads
are in COMPLETE disrepair because of this, and there is no plan in place to fix the roads per
the LCRC.

To the frustration of nearly all residents in our community, there are RV’s, boats, and trailers
parked throughout our community because Genoa Twp. does not have ordinances in place
to prevent people from doing so. This makes navigating out community with CURRENT
traffic levels nearly impossible on a daily basis.  It is extremely unsafe for our families as it is
today.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, speed bumps – denied, deceleration lanes
on Grand River – denied, we have asked for stop signs – denied.  No help or relief
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whatsoever from Genoa Twp or the Livingston Co Road Commission.  We are captives in
this neighborhood because of poor planning and poor infrastructure. My family and I have
already considered moving to another area to get away from this. 

 

While it will get worse, with other developments, I know we would take all take solace in
knowing that our Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect
what we have now, and not contribute to the problem. I want to raise my family here –
please do not add to the existing problems.

 

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

 

Thank you,
 
 
Matt Bruce
Email: mbruce@shannonpf.com
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From: Margaret
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Rezoning of Boss property
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 11:58:08 AM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As a resident of
Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the
schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and
objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and
recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a
large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long
enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson
or Grand River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case.
I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The amount of traffic on
those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market and the commuters who use those
streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are
not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through, often ignoring our
children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street
and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I
have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post
signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through
our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Lansing and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have been denied, we
have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We
are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current
traffic and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who
feel the same way.

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in knowing that our
Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we have now, and not contribute to
the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Thank you for your time
Peggy Evans
Rolling ridge resident
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From: Miller, James (SGRE SE R AM OPSNA N ND)
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss property rezone
Date: Monday, June 1, 2020 9:17:06 PM

Hi Kelly, 
I’m reaching out to discuss four points. I am a property owner on Sugarbush Drive and will be
impacted by the eventual development of the Boss parcel. I would appreciate a reply to these
points. Also, please consider these as remarks submitted directly to the rezoning proposal. 
 

1.  I have great concern with a June 3rd online meeting. Residents who have concerns will
not be properly represented via an online meeting. An online forum is not appropriate
given the amount potential attendants. How is the township going to ensure that
surrounding property owners who are impacted will be properly represented? 

2. It would be prudent given the current pandemic to deny approval and hold any plans
currently submitted until planning proposals are properly reviewed. Is the township still
proceeding? If so, why. 

3. I would like to ensure that no access via the easement on Sugarbush Drive will be
established to the proposed rezone. I have previously written the township on this point
specifically. An increase of vehicle traffic on Sugarbush and Snowden poses a safety
risk to current residents, specifically children. Street width, site lines, lighting, and
current conditions of the roadway are some of the reasons. 

4. Drainage and land degradation. If the south and west most tree line of the proposed
rezone is removed, drainage and flooding will become an issue. It is unclear if the
proposed plans intend to leave some of this tree line in place or not. Also what is the
townships position on this? 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.  

Sincerely, 
Jim Miller
Adjacent property owner
3828 Sugarbush Drive
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From: Mike Schniers
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Boss property re zoning
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 12:13:56 PM

To the Genoa Township Planning Commission:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed property rezoning of the "Boss" property. As a resident of
Genoa township and the Ravines of Rolling Ridge for almost 8 years I have enjoyed this area, the people, the
schools, the businesses. I support necessary growth for our area. However, I am here to voice my concerns and
objections to the rezoning of the "Boss" property. I have read through quite a bit of the requests and
recommendations. While they allude to the existing infrastructure handling the additional houses, and ultimately a
large church, I have to doubt if those persons have ever been in our sub and the adjacent Rolling Ridge sub long
enough to see the impact of the current traffic that surrounds our communities. I doubt they have driven on Latson
or Grand River during commuting times. While things may look good on paper, often, in reality that is not the case.
I urge you to see that it is not the case here either.

The Latson and Grand River exits of both subs are often treacherous when trying to leave. The amount of traffic on
those streets is a combination of the booming new construction housing market and the commuters who use those
streets (highways) as cut throughs. While I enjoy the new Latson on ramp, that too has contributed. Even if you are
not trying to exit a neighborhood and just drive, traffic is often backed up during morning and evening commutes.

People that don't live in either sub, use our "county roads" which are crumbling to cut through, often ignoring our
children and the speed limits within. I have seen people fly through, run over balls that have rolled into the street
and keep going. Thankfully, we watch our kids, so they don't chase, but what if they had? We are a subdivision
where I should enjoy the freedoms of my child and other children to be able to play and ride bike, etc. However, I
have to be an overly cautious parent, in a 25 MPH subdivision, because of all the external traffic we get. We post
signs to Drive Like Your Children Live Here.... people ignore them, and our kids. We have people daily rip through
our sub as a thoroughfare to cut between Latson and Grand River. Our crumbling roads get worse daily, and that
will come out of the taxes and future assessments of the residents of both subs.

We have asked for stop lights and been denied, we have asked for stop signs near our park and have been denied, we
have asked for speed bumps and been told that it would negatively impact the fire department or ambulances. We
are captives in this neighborhood because the infrastructure, while looking good on paper, cannot support the current
traffic and growth both from Genoa Township and outside Genoa Township. I noted in my email in the fall that if it
does get worse, I will consider moving out of the area. I am one person, I know, but I am also a voice for others who
feel the same way.

While it will get worse, with other developments, etc, I know we would take all take solace in knowing that our
Township and it's planning commission did everything it could to protect what we have now, and not contribute to
the problem. I want to be a lifer here, but will not be a victim of greed and progress when it doesn't make sense.

Please don't make what may look good on paper a mistake that impacts so many.

Michael Schniers
Jillian Baranek
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From: Polly
To: Jeremy Doody
Cc: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: RE: Opposition to proposed re-zoning of parcel #11-05-200-002 currently owned by Gary R. Boss
Date: Friday, July 10, 2020 11:51:59 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Jeremy, I am responding to your request for information regarding the proposed rezoning of
property owned by Gary Boss that abuts your land.  The first request we received from the Bible
Church was for a UR rezoning that would have allowed a development of three units per acre on
parcel 11-05-200-002.  This request was recommended for denial by both the Township Planning
Commission and Livingston County Planning.  The request never was forwarded to the Township
Board for review and was withdrawn by the petitioner.  Our zoning ordinance does not allow a
second request for the same project to come before the board in a single year.  This is probably the
reason that the request was withdrawn.  The second application is for the division of the parcel into
one-acre home sites.  This application was recommended for approval by the Township Planning
Commission and County Planning Commission and is scheduled to be heard by the Genoa Township
Board at a regular meeting of the board scheduled for July 20, 2020 at 6:30 p.m. at the Genoa
Township Hall.  An application for approval of the site plan and drainage issues  is to be reviewed by
the Township Board at that same meeting  and must meet county drainage standards before
approval is granted by the Township Board.  The Genoa Township Web site www.genoa.org will
include all documents related to this request on the Thursday before the meeting.  I hope I have
addressed all your concerns.  Sincerely, Polly Skolarus
 
Paulette Skolarus, Clerk
 

Genoa Charter Township
2911 Dorr Rd
Brighton, MI 48116
(810)227-5225

polly@genoa.org
www.genoa.org

From: Jeremy Doody [mailto:doodyj@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 2, 2020 3:52 PM
To: Kelly VanMarter; Amy Ruthig; mail@livingstonroads.org
Cc: KKline-Hudson@livgov.com; robs@livgov.com; Sbarb@livgov.com; planning@livgov.com;
TSchmitt@cityofhowell.org; TheCity@cityofhowell.org; SManor@cityofhowell.org; REllis@cityofhowell.org;
MMulvahill@cityofhowell.org; JLobur@cityofhowell.org; JAmbrose@cityofhowell.org;
RGreene@cityofhowell.org; CityManager@cityofhowell.org; Mike Archinal; administration@livgov.com;
fiscal-services@livgov.com; fs-procurement@livgov.com; dkbelcher@livgov.com; ccatanach@livgov.com;
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cjonckheere@livgov.com; commissioners@livgov.com; communications@livgov.com;
countyclerk@livgov.com; drain@livgov.com; health@livgov.com; Polly; Jean Ledford; Robin Hunt; Jim
Mortensen
Subject: Re: Opposition to proposed re-zoning of parcel #11-05-200-002 currently owned by Gary R.
Boss

Hello, I am writing to again oppose the [repeated and denied] proposition to rezone
and develop Genoa Twp. parcel #11-05-200-002 currently owned by Gary R. Boss
and/or affiliations. Attached is my previous letter which contains why my family
opposes this proposition. I have reviewed it and all points are still and again
applicable and I feel that most or all of my neighbors feels the same way. However, I
do have a few other concerns. Please consider each of the following:

1. How many times does one individual/entity get to make such a proposition and
plan when it has been repeatedly denied and seemingly little has changed? The plans
may physically look a little different, but none of the previous concerns for denial
seem address nor have those concerns went away. This is a waste of township,
county, and other time and funds. Not only that, is it a waste to the proposer's fellow
community members, as we have to continually live with the anxiety and/or concerns,
we must use our precious time  to again gather our thoughts and communicate our
continued opposition. Is there any type of permanent denial for these types of
requests, or at least after so many types? It seems borderline harassment to those of
us in the vacinity and/or who oppose this rezoning and development. We have a lot
more important things we'd rather be devoting our time on currently, especially during
these truly crazy times we're all having to deal with. Mr. Boss is not helping my mental
health.

2. Those of us living on the north side of Sugarbush Dr. already get a frustrating and
sometimes damaging amount of runoff from the land to the north--if it's developed and
even a fraction of the vegetation is removed, I dread constant, full-on flooding,
especially in the spring. Can the current or future landowner(s) company be held
responsible for future damages as a result of increase water coming out way post-
development?

3. I am 100% supportive of anyone subscribing to and participating any religion or
personal belief system that tickles their fancy, but the last thing this area needs is
another church, especially in our back yard. I'm not interested in increased traffic and
noise on Sundays--we have enough of that on weekdays (see attached letter
regarding traffic and road conditions, with limited views). Even throughout the stay at
home order Latson Rd. was its usual death trap. Every essential worker in the area
must use Latson because the occasional times we had to restock on supplies it was
its usual hot mess.

4. Additionally, it was previously mentioned that it was the church itself who was also
desiring to develop the surrounding land for the purposes of housing development.
Is/was there any truth to this and is this the case again? If so, is this a church, in
presumably in some sort of nonprofit status, profiting off of developments outside of
church business, for the purpose and gain of what and who exactly? It certainly
leaves a bad taste in my mouth, even if all (some how?) above board. Either way, I
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oppose that too.

Although this message is directed toward tomorrow's township meeting, please
consider it a standing statement that can be used in any township, city, county, etc
business having to do with this topic and/or Mr. Boss. Others CC'd on this message
outside the scope of tomorrow's meeting, please keep this information in case any
related business comes across any of your desks also. Please don't hesitate to reach
out with any questions or clarifications needed at all. Happy to further digress. Please
excuse any type-o/s, as this message was written in somewhat haste.

Lastly, I appreciate that the meeting is via Zoom to encourage continued social distancing--I
will try my best to tune in.

Stay safe and healthy,

Jeremy Doody
517-281-9759
3825 Sugarbush Dr.

On Fri, Oct 11, 2019 at 2:42 PM Jeremy Doody <doodyj@gmail.com> wrote:

 Hello, my name is Jeremy Doody and I live at 3825 Sugarbush Dr., which currently
backs up to parcel #11-05-200-002 between our street and Golf Club Rd., and our
household strongly opposes the proposed rezoning of said property for a number of reasons
that are a detriment to our neighborhood, township, and community as a whole. I will
express our various concerns below.

 Our first and main concern would have to be traffic and safety. Latson Rd. traffic is
frequently very congested and it's often difficult to pull out of our neighborhood from
Snowden Ln. onto Latson (especially if trying to go north on Latson.. good luck!). I often
find it a scary situation having to pull out with so much traffic, especially while driving our
toddler. Adding another subdivision in such proximity will just increase this congestion
even more, making it less safe than it already is. Page 9 of the proposal document mentions
a couple traffic studies, but ones is from way back in 2012. This was before the I96/Latson
Rd. freeway ramps were built and the area was a LOT less built up in general. The estimates
for how much traffic have increased for now seem very conservative because the area has
grown at a faster rate than others lately, and thus normal growth rates seemingly would be
inaccurate. If you've driven on Latson during morning or afternoon rush hours especially,
then you know it's a complete zoo out here already.

 Section 4 of the proposal document (titled "1st submittal package") states that the
majority of traffic "will proceed northerly to Golf Club Road", however, the final page of
this proposal document has a proposed site map that shows only 7 of the 72 properties
having access to Gold Club Rd. with all the rest being connected to Latson Rd. and possibly
our street as well.

 Sugarbush Dr. is currently a quiet, peaceful, and not at all busy street, probably mostly
because it's a shorter, dead-end cul-de-sac. Turning it into a thoroughfare from Latson
through the new proposed neighborhood would be a disaster. First, our road already isn't
very wide, many people park on the street making it seem thinner, and there are plenty of
pot holes all the way out to Latson Rd. via Snowden Ln that already haven't been repaired in
years. An increase in traffic will just make this worse. Also, it was mentioned that most
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traffic will just exit out onto Latson, but if I lived there I would certainly cut through our
neighborhood if able, as to further distance myself from the Golf Club / Latson traffic light
in hopes of getting out a little more easily. I am not sure why the right-of-way easement was
granted in the first place. It already backs up to two other much more main roads (Gold
Club and Latson). If the property to the north cannot be sold or developed without having
it's own access points to these roads, then it shouldn't be developed at all.

 The aforementioned land was zoned a certain way for a reason and certainly doesn't need
to be any more densely populated than it's currently zoned for. Sewer and water may
supposedly support the increase, but all other areas certainly cannot. Section 6 states that
there is a demand for residential in the area--if that was the case, it should have sold long
ago with it's current zoning. If it can't sell for that purpose in it's current state, then maybe it
should remain as-is, which is still a benefit to the community, township, and beyond. The
forest is beautiful and it, along with the large wetland also contained within the property,
surely provide habitats to a wide range of wildlife. There isn't much of these types of areas
remaining in our township, and it would be nice if some could be preserved.

 Yes, our family thoroughly enjoys Mr. Boss's property as it currently sits, providing our
back yard with a lovely view. When we bought the house over three years ago, though, we
DID very much understand that it could be sold and developed. Not that we want it
developed at all, but if it had to be, then it should be done so as it is currently zoned, not
made to into a more densely populated area. Rural residential (RR) would be a LOT less
burdensome to the area and most likely be more supported by the neighboring community.

 Once other concern is that all the property along Sugarbush Dr. is significantly lower
than Mr. Boss's property, and we already have plenty of drainage issues, with our back and
side yard being beyond wet into the middle of summer, then again starting in the fall until it
freezes. Taking away even a portion of the trees and other flora will most likely just make
this situation even worse, possibly wreaking havoc on our actual residence as well.

 Sorry for the book of an email, but I wanted to make sure my opposition was noted. I
have spoken to many of our neighbors and all that I have spoken to feel the same way. I do
plan to go to the township meeting on Tuesday (with our baby) but wanted to send this
ahead of time in case something comes up. We currently love our neighborhood as-is and if
this were to go through I am afraid it may not be a good fit for our family any more. It
sounds like at least a few others feel the same way. We would very much prefer this not to
happen.

 Please feel free to contact me via telephone with any follow-up questions or need of any
clarifications.

Thank you for your time,

Jeremy Doody
517-281-9759
3825 Sugarbush Dr.
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248.586.0505    www.safebuilt.com 

March 17, 2020 
 
 
Planning Commission  
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the application and revised submittal materials proposing 
rezoning of a 46.5-acre site from RR Rural Residential to LDR Low Density Residential.  The stated 
intent of the proposed rezoning is for development of a church campus and single-family residences on 
lots of at least 1-acre in area.   
 
This proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
A. SUMMARY 

 
1. LDR zoning is generally consistent with the rezoning criteria of Section 22.04. 
2. The request is consistent with the Township Master Plan. 
3. The request is anticipated to be compatible with the surrounding area. 
4. The host of uses permitted in LDR are compatible with existing and planned uses in the surrounding 

area. 
5. Consideration must be given to any technical comments provided by the Township Engineer, Utilities 

Director and/or Fire Authority with respect to infrastructure compatibility or capacity, and 
environmental impacts. 

 
B. PROCESS 

 
As outlined in Article 22 of the Township 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; and 
3. The Township Board considers these recommendations and takes action to grant or reject the 

rezoning request. 
 
As a reminder for the Township’s consideration, requests for conventional rezoning cannot include 
conditions. 
 

 

 

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

Subject: Proposed rezoning from RR to LDR (Review #2) 
Location: 3850 Golf Club Road – southwest corner of the Golf Club and Latson Road intersection 
Zoning: RR Rural Residential District 
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Genoa Township Planning Commission 
Bible Baptist Church 

Rezoning Review #2 
Page 2 
 

C. AREA OVERVIEW 

 

The site is located at the southwest corner of Golf Club and Latson Roads.  Current zoning, as well as 
existing and planned land uses in the area are as follows: 
 

  

Existing Land Use 

 

Site Existing residence 

North Single family residential 

East Single family residential 

South Single family residential 

West Single family residential 

  

Zoning 

 

Site RR 

North 
AR Agricultural Residential 

(Oceola Township) 

East RR and RPUD 

South MUPUD 

West RR 

  

Master Plan 

 

 

Site LDR 

North 
Low Density Residential B 

(Oceola Township) 

East 
LDR and Small Lot Single 

Family 

South MDR 

West LDR 
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Genoa Township Planning Commission 
Bible Baptist Church 

Rezoning Review #2 
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 much of the surrounding area 
as Low Density Residential.  This classification is intended for residential development on lots with a 
minimum area of 1-acre, and is compatible with the LDR zoning designation. 
 
As such, the proposal for LDR zoning is consistent with the Township Master Plan. 
 
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 site contains wetlands and a pond.  Any future development activity will require compliance with the 
Environmental Protection Regulations of the Township Zoning Ordinance (Article 13).  
 
While these environmental features will limit future development in terms of buildable area, sufficient 
upland areas remain to accommodate some amount of development under LDR zoning. 
 
The host of uses permitted under current RR zoning and proposed LDR zoning are identical, save for the 
accessory keeping of livestock, which is not be allowed in LDR. 
 
The Commission should consider any technical comments provided by the Township Engineer under this 
criterion. 
 
3. The ability of the site to be reasonably developed with one (1) of the uses permitted under the 

current zoning. 

 
As noted above, the RR and LDR districts allow a nearly identical host of uses.  The primary difference 
between the two districts is the minimum lot area required for residential development – 2 acres per unit 
in RR and 1-acre per unit in LDR. 
 
The applicant notes the need for additional residences to offset the costs of construction for a private road 
as the main reason for the rezoning request. 
 
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 previous comments, the uses allowed in RR and LDR are nearly identical.  Based on existing 
and planned conditions in the subject area, potential use/development under LDR zoning is anticipated to 
be compatible with surrounding uses. 
 
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. 

 
We defer to the Township Engineer, Utilities Director, and/or Brighton Area Fire Authority for any 
technical comments under this criterion. 
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Genoa Township Planning Commission 
Bible Baptist Church 

Rezoning Review #2 
Page 4 
 

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. 

 
This area of the Township contains a limited amount of land zoned LDR, though the site and adjacent 
properties are planned for that size/type of development.   
 
Though not required for residences on at least 1-acre of land, the site does have access to public utilities, 
which could be utilized for future development.  This aspect (access to public utilities) is relatively 
uncommon in areas zoned RR. 
 
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. 

 
Given consistency with the Master Plan, we believe the case can be made that LDR rezoning is 
reasonable, and that amending the list of permitted uses to allow greater density in RR would not 
appropriate. 
 
8. The request has not previously been submitted within the past one (1) year, unless conditions have 

changed or new information has been provided. 

 
A rezoning request for this property to UR Urban Residential was recently withdrawn by the property 
owner prior to action by the Township Board.   
 
The current request for LDR zoning has not previously been submitted. 
 
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
 
Respectfully, 
SAFEBUILT STUDIO 
 
  
  

 
Brian V. Borden, AICP 
Planning Manager 
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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 3, 2020 
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Bible Baptist Church Rezoning (Boss Property) 

Rezoning Review No. 2 

 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
Tetra Tech conducted a second rezoning plan review of the Bible Baptist Church Rezoning application. The plans, 
last dated January 29, 2020, were prepared by Boss Engineering on behalf of Bible Baptist Church. The 
development is located on 46.5 acres in the southwest quadrant of the Golf Club Road and Latson Road intersection.  
The petitioner is proposing to rezone the property from rural residential (RR) to low density residential (LDR). We 
offer the following comments: 
 
GENERAL NOTES 

 
1. The lot sizes shown on the LDR rezoning plan are all over 1 acre, which matches the LDR zoning 

requirement of 1 unit per acre. The general layout presented on the rezoning plan is acceptable. 
 

2. Eventually the Bible Baptist Church will require its own site plan for review and site plan approval.  
 
TRAFFIC/ROADWAYS 

 
1. The preliminary development plan proposes a private drive with a dead-end that is approximately 1,300 

feet long. This is longer than the maximum private road length of 1,000 feet as required in the Genoa 
Township Engineering Standards.  Given the natural features of the site and the limited access points to 
adjacent Latson Road we would support a variance for the private road length.   
 

2. The petitioner has provided a sketch plan indicating a church use on a substantial portion of the parcel.  It 
is recommended that a traffic study be performed and accompany the site plan submittal for this proposed 
use.   

 
UTILITIES 

 

1. The LDR zoning does not require public water and sewer utilities, but Marion, Howell, Oceola, and Howell 
Sewer and Water Authority (MHOG) water is available on the west side of Latson Road and sewer in the 
Rolling Ridge Condominiums to the south of the subject site. The impact assessment states that the 
petitioner anticipates connecting to water for the proposed residential homes but does not plan on a sanitary 
sewer connection at this time. If this is the proposal for sanitary sewage disposal then perk tests should be 
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Ms. Kelly Van Marter 

Re:  Bible Baptist Church Rezoning Plan Review No. 2 

March 3, 2020 

Page 2 

 

 

Tetra Tech 

presented showing that the soils are suitable for septic fields as part of the site condominium plan submittal.  
After site plan approval, construction plans will need to be submitted for approval of any water or sanitary 
sewer improvements. 
 

The petitioner has presented a plan indicating how the proposed zoning would be interpreted on the parcel.  From 
an engineering viewpoint we have no objections to rezoning the parcel to LDR.  Once more detailed site plans are 
submitted, we may have additional comments regarding the lot layout, road, drainage and utility plans.  
 
Please call or email if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Shelby Scherdt 
Vice President Project Engineer 
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March 18, 2020 
 
 
 
Amy Ruthig 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Bible Baptist Church / Pine Summit 

3850 Golf Club Road 
Howell, MI  48843 

 
Dear Amy: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above-mentioned site plan. The original                         
rezoning plans were received for review on September 10, 2019, and the drawings were dated                             
August 26, 2019. with a review conducted on September 16, 2019. The new submittal was                             
received on March 9, 2020, and is dated March 4, 2020. The project is based on an existing                                   
46.88-acre parcel that is requesting rezoning of the property from an RR to an LDR which will                                 
modify the density to 10 1+ acre parcels and future church development. The intention of the is                                 
to develop 10 of the parcels and utilize the remaining site area for the development of a                                 
multi-use church and associated parking and facilities. A full site plan evaluation with more                           
specific comments will be conducted when a complete set is produced for review.   
 
The plan review is based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2018 edition.  
 
Rezoning Review- 
 
General Comments: 
 
1. The nearest existing and new water main locations shall be shown for the project. Provide                             

the location of the proposed water mains, valves, and fire hydrants. Once proposed the                           
actual locations may be revised by the fire authority for spacing and operational necessity.                           
A minimum of three hydrants is required under an agreement with the fire authority and                             
township. The hydrants shall be located: 1) at the southern tip of the Park parcel at the                                 
shared drive entrance, 2) at the entrance to the southern shared drive at the north end of                                 
Parcel 10, 3) 350’ west of the Latson Rd. easement in the area of future church                               
development. The water main will be tapped approximately 450-feet north of the southeast                         
corner of the project boundary.  (Fire hydrants are located as agreed on) 

 
2. There is an understanding that when the improvement of Latson Rd. occurs, the one-way                           

entrance from southbound Latson Rd. will be redeveloped into a full ingress/egress access.                         
This access will be required to conform to BAFA’s access standards and is a requirement for                               
the church construction to occur. (This understanding should be documented through this                       
process for future reference) 
 

3. The residential units are proposed to be fire sprinklered in the impact assessment. The fire                             
authority fully supports this as a means of fire protection. (This note appears to be removed,                               
clarify if is no longer the intent to fire suppress the residents) 
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March 18, 2020 
           Page 2  

Bible Baptist Church/Pine Summit 
                                                                                                              3850 Golf Club Rd. 

Site Plan Review 

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, 

 
Rick Boisvert, CFPS 
Fire Marshal 
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NATURAL FEATURES NARRATIVE:

SEVERAL NATURAL FEATURES WERE IDENTIFIED DURING AN ON-SITE VISIT TO THE PROPERTY ON AUGUST 23, 2019 THAT INCLUDE WETLANDS AND
A VARIETY OF WOODLAND STANDS. BELOW IS A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF EACH NATURAL FEATURE, LABELED AS ZONES “A-V”. ALTHOUGH THE TOTAL
SITE IS MEASURED AT 46.88 ACRES, THE ZONES DESCRIBED BELOW ARE APPROXIMATELY 41.11 ACRES WHEN ADDED TOGETHER. NOTE THAT EACH
ZONE IS MEASURED TO AN APPROXIMATE SIZE AND THAT ZONES ARE SEPARATED BY A PATH THAT IS ROUGHLY 12' WIDE AND IS NOT ACCOUNTED
FOR IN THE CALCULATIONS.
ZONE “A”
AN ESTIMATED 4.62 ACRE “FRESHWATER POND”, AS DESCRIBED BY THE NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY, IS POSITIONED ON SITE AND CONTINUES
ONTO THE NEIGHBORING LOT TO THE WEST. THE ON-SITE ACREAGE IS ESTIMATED TO BE 3.88 ACRES. THE POND EDGE IS MOWN LAWN AND HAS A
SOUTHERN BORDER OF NORWAY MAPLE TREES, AND A WESTERN BORDER OF BLACK CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM, VARIOUS OAKS AND SPRUCE
TREES, SIZES RANGING FROM 4-18” AT DBH WITH TREES BEING SPACED AN AVERAGE OF 12' APART. THE POND COLLECTS STORMWATER FROM
ROUGHLY 9 ACRES OF LAND FROM THE WEST AND SOUTH, WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 10-20%.
ZONE “B”
AT APPROXIMATELY 0.9 ACRES IN SIZE, THIS ZONE IS COMPOSED OF WAWASEE LOAM SOILS WITH SLOPES BETWEEN 6-12%. TREE SPECIES
INCLUDE AN EQUAL MIX OF BLACK WALNUT, BLACK CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM, COTTONWOOD, AND BITTERNUT HICKORY SIZES RANGING
FROM 6”-30” AND AVERAGING ABOUT 10” DBH. THE UNDERSTORY IS MOSTLY NON-EXISTENT BUT CONTAINS A SCATTERING OF HONEYSUCKLE AND
VARIOUS PATCHES OF HERBACEOUS MATERIAL. AN ADDITIONAL AND APPROXIMATE 2.17 ACRES  OF MANAGED PRIVATE PROPERTY IS FOUND TO
THE WEST AND SOUTH OF THIS ZONE AND CONTAINS WAWASEE LOAM SOIL THAT SLOPES AT 6-12% TOWARDS THE POND IN ZONE "A"
ZONE “C”
ZONE "C" IS A SMALL WOODLAND POCKET APPROXIMATELY 0.17 ACRES IS SIZE IS COMPOSED OF BLACK LOCUST, VARIOUS LARGE WILLOWS, AND
BOXELDERS. TREES RANGE FROM 4-22” AT DBH. THIS POCKET IS IN A FLAT AREA THAT BORDERS FRESHATER EMERGENT WETLANDS TO THE
EAST, AND CONTAINS CARLISLE MUCK SOILS, WHICH ARE HYDRIC IN NATURE.
ZONE “D”
ZONE "D" IS SET WITHIN A MANAGED SPACE NEXT TO AN OUTBUILDING, IS APPROXIMATELY 0.13 ACRES IN SIZE, AND HAS MOWN LAWN AS AN
UNDERSTORY. SOILS ARE COMPOSED OF WAWASEE LOAMS AND THERE IS A STAND OF MATURE NORWAY SPRUCE TREES THAT ARE
ROUGHLY 12” AT DBH AND SPACED OUT ABOUT 10-15' APART.
ZONE “E”
A FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 5.45 ACRES IN SIZE WAS IDENTIFIED IN ZONE "E". THE AREA IS COMPOSED OF
CARLISLE MUCK SOILS AND IS DOMINATED BY REED CANARY GRASS, PHRAGMITES, BROADLEAF CATTAIL, AND A VARIETY OF FORBES AND RUSHES.
THIS WETLAND COLLECTS A LARGE AMOUNT OF STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM THE CONIFER STAND TO THE SOUTH, AND FROM THE ADJACENT
ROAD SYSTEMS. MANICURED LAWN  BORDERS THE NORTHERN AND EASTERN EDGES OF THIS ZONE AND MAKE UP APPROXIMATELY 1.22 ACRES.
ZONE “F”
ZONE "F" IS ANOTHER MANAGED AREA WITH MANICURED LAWN THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 0.43 ACRES IN SIZE AND HAS A SERIES OF NORWAY
SPRUCE TREES PLANTED IN A DOUBLE ROW. THE TREES ARE ROUGHLY 12” AT DBH AND SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART. SOILS ARE WAWASEE LOAMS
AND SLOPING  EAST TOWARDS THE WETLAND IN ZONE “E”. AT THE EASTERN EDGE OF THIS ZONE, THERE A SEVERAL LARGE WILLOW TREES AND
BLACK WALNUTS, SOME OF WHICH MAY QUALIFY AS LANDMARK TREES.
ZONE “G”
ZONE "G" IS A FILL AREA OF APPROXIMATELY 1.16 ACRES THAT WAS FORMERLY USED AS A SPORTS FIELD. IT HAS SINCE BECOME OVERGROWN
WITH A VARIETY OF MEADOW FORBES AND GRASSES.
ZONE “H”
ZONE “H” IS AN APPROXIMATELY 0.07 ACRE FRESHWATER EMERGENT/FORESTED WETLAND. THERE ARE POCKETS OF LARGE COTTONWOOD TREES
AND WILLOWS WITH SOME SEDGES AND WETLAND FORBES WITHIN THE DELINEATED AREA. THIS ZONE COLLECTS STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM
THE SOUTHERN HILLSIDE OF THE PROPERTY AND SLOWLY DRAINS WATER TO THE WEST INTO THE LARGER WETLAND IN ZONE “E”.
ZONE “I”
ZONE “I” IS A LARGE AREA, APPROXIMATELY 7.63 ACRES IN SIZE, AND COMPOSED ALMOST ENTIRELY OF NORWAY SPRUCE TREES RANGING
FROM 5-18” AT DBH, SPACED 10-15' APART, AND MAKE UP ROUGHLY 90% OF THE TREE POPULATION. THE REMAINING 10% OF TREE COVER IS
COMPOSED OF BLACK CHERRY, BLACK LOCUST, RED OAK, AND AMERICAN ELM, ALL OF WHICH ARE BETWEEN 6-18” AT DBH. THE UNDERSTORY IS
ALMOST NON-EXISTENT. THE EASTERN 75% OF THIS ZONE IS COMPOSED OF MIAMI LOAM SOILS WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 25-35%, AND THE
WESTERN 25% IS A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 12-18%.
ZONE “J”
ZONE “J” IS APPROXIMATELY 2.38 ACRES IN SIZE AND IS A SLIGHT TRANSITION FROM THE ZONE “I” CONIFEROUS COMMUNITY TO A MORE
DECIDUOUS FOREST STAND. THE DOMINANT SPECIES HERE ARE RED AND WHITE OAK, SHAGBARK AND BITTERNUT HICKORY, BLACK CHERRY, AND
AMERICAN ELM. THERE ARE SEVERAL LARGE NORWAY SPRUCE TREES, BUT THEY ARE NO LONGER THE DOMINANT SPECIES. ALL OF THESE TREES
ARE MATURE AND ARE 6-18” AT DBH AND SPACED ROUGHLY 10' APART. AN UNDERSTORY OF GREEN ASH, HICKORY, AND HONEYSUCKLE IS
PRESENT, THOUGH NOT OVERBEARING. SOILS ARE A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX WITH 18-25% SLOPES THAT DRAIN TO THE LARGE POND IN ZONE “A”.
ZONE “K”
ZONE "K" IS APPROXIMATELY 2.85 ACRES IN SIZE AND BORDERS MUCH OF THE SOUTHERN AND WESTERN BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE. THIS FOREST
STAND IS ALMOST ENTIRELY DECIDUOUS AND CONTAINS MATURE RED OAKS, BLACK CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM, HICKORY, AND VARIOUS MAPLE
TREES RANGING FROM 5-18” AT DBH, THOUGH THERE ARE SEVERAL LANDMARK TREES IN THIS ZONE THAT MUST BE NOTED. THE TREES ARE
SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART. THE SOILS ARE MIAMI LOAMS WITH 18-25% SLOPES THAT SHED WATER TOWARDS THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARIES OF
THE SITE.
ZONES “L”, “M”, “N”
THESE THREE ZONES MAKE UP A LARGER OPEN SPACE,  APPROXIMATELY 1.68 ACRES IN SIZE AND IS ALMOST ENTIRELY FREE OF TREE SPECIES.
INSTEAD, THE AREA IS POPULATED WITH A DOMINANCE OF GREY DOGWOOD SHRUBS, VARIOUS MEADOW FORBES, GRASSES, AND VINES. THERE
ARE A FEW LARGE BUT DEAD ELM TREES AT THE EASTERN EDGE OF ZONE “N”, AND SEVERAL NORWAY MAPLE TREES AT THE NORTHERN PORTION
OF ZONE “N”. THE LAND IS MUCH FLATTER IN THIS AREA WHERE SOILS ARE A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX WITH SLOPES AT 2-6% THAT GENTLY DRAIN TO
THE WEST.
ZONES “O” AND “P”
THESE ZONES MAKE UP APPROXIMATELY 1.31 ACRES OF THE SITE AND ARE LARGE STANDS OF DECIDUOUS TREES THAT INCLUDE SHAGBARK AND
BITTERNUT HICKORY, AMERICAN ELM, BLACK CHERRY, AND BLACK LOCUST. THE TREES ARE SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART AND RANGE
FROM 4-12” AT DBH, THOUGH THERE ARE SEVERAL LANDMARK TREES IN THIS AREA THAT MUST BE NOTED. THESE ZONES ARE AT ONE OF THE
HIGHEST POINTS OF THE SITE WITH WAWASEE LOAMS SLOPING 2-6% TO THE WEST.
ZONE “Q”
THIS ZONE IS APPROXIMATELY 1.57 ACRES IN SIZE AND HAS A DOMINANCE OF BLACK LOCUST TREES THAT MAKE UP 70% OF THE FOREST
STAND. THE REMAINING TREE SPECIES ARE AMERICAN ELM, BLACK CHERRY, AND HICKORY. ALL TREES ARE MATURE RANGING FROM 5-18” AT DBH
AND SPACED 15' APART ON AVERAGE. THE EASTERN EDGE OF THIS ZONE IS SLOPING STEEPLY AT 25-35% TO THE EAST TOWARDS LATSON ROAD
AND TO THE NORTH TOWARDS ZONE “H”. THE WESTERN AND SOUTHERN PORTIONS OF ZONE “Q” ARE RELATIVELY FLAT. THE SOILS ARE A MIX OF
WAWASEE LOAMS AND MIAMI LOAMS.
ZONE “R”
SIMILAR TO ZONE “Q”, ZONE “R”, WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY 2.60 ACRES IN SIZE, IS DOMINATED BY BLACK LOCUST TREES WHICH MAKE UP 70% OF
THE FOREST STAND, WHILE THE REMAINING 30% COVER IS COMPOSED OF AMERICAN ELM, BLACK LOCUST, AND BLACK CHERRY TREES. ALL TREES
RANGE FROM 4-18” AT DBH AND AVERAGE ABOUT 10” AT DBH SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART. THE UNDERSTORY IS MADE UP OF SEVERAL DECIDUOUS
SAPLINGS AND SOME HONEYSUCKLE, BUT OTHERWISE OPEN. STEEP SLOPES OF 25-35% RUN EAST TOWARDS LATSON ROAD, WHILE THE
SOUTHERN EDGE OF THIS ZONE SLOPES MORE GENTLY TO THE SOUTH AT ROUGHLY 10%. THE SOILS ARE A MIX OF MIAMI LOAM AND WAWASEE
LOAM.
ZONE “S”
SIZED AT APPROXIMATELY 1.73 ACRES, ZONE “S” IS A LARGE CONIFER STAND COMPOSED MOSTLY OF NORWAY SPRUCE TREES. THE SOUTHERN
PORTION OF THIS ZONE IS PLANTED WITH ROWS OF WHITE FIR TREES. ALL TREES IN THIS AREA ARE BETWEEN 4-18” AT DBH AND PLANTED
BETWEEN 6-12' APART ON AVERAGE. THE LANDSCAPE SLOPES GENTLY TO THE WEST AT ROUGHLY 2-6%. THE SOILS ARE MOSTLY WAWASEE
LOAMS, THOUGH THE SOUTHERN PORTION IS A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOIL.
ZONE “T”
ZONE “T” IS A SMALLER AND MORE OPEN AREA THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 0.64 ACRES IN SIZE. IT IS POPULATED WITH YOUNGER FRASIER FIR AND
SCOTCH PINE TREES THAT ARE NOT MUCH LARGER THAN 8” AT DBH. GRASSES AND FORBES OCCUPY THE SPACES IN BETWEEN. THIS ZONE HAS A
MIX OF FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOILS, AND WAWASEE LOAMS THAT SLOPE TO THE NORTHEAST AT ROUGHLY 2-6%
ZONE “U”
ZONE “U” IS APPROXIMATELY 1.10 ACRES IN SIZE AND POPULATED WITH SCOTCH PINE TREES AND SEVERAL NORWAY SPRUCE TREES THAT RANGE
BETWEEN 6-12” AT DBH AND ARE SPACED ABOUT 15' APART. SOILS ARE MIAMI LOAMS AND FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOILS THAT SLOPE TO THE NORTH
AT ABOUT 12%. THE UNDERSTORY IS MINIMAL, THOUGH SOME SMALLER DECIDUOUS SPECIES ARE SPROUTING.
ZONE “V”
ZONE "V" IS APPROXIMATELY 2.04 ACRES IN SIZE AND POPULATED WITH WHITE PINE TREES THAT ARE PLANTED IN ROWS ON THE SOUTHERN
EDGE, WITH A MIX OF SCOTCH PINE AND WHITE PINE ON THE NORTHERN PORTION.  THESE TREES ARE BETWEEN 6-18” AT DBH AND
SPACED 15' APART WITH NO UNDERSTORY OBSERVED. THE TREES ARE PLANTED ON A RIDGE WITH MIAMI LOAM SOILS TO THE SOUTH, AND
FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOILS TO THE NORTH WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 2-6%.

 

93



Engineering

E
n

g
in

ee
ri

n
g

31
21

 E
. G

RA
ND

 R
IV

ER
 A

VE
.

HO
W

EL
L,

 M
I. 

 4
88

43
51

7.
54

6.
48

36
  F

AX
 5

17
.5

48
.1

67
0

En
gin

ee
rs 

   S
ur

ve
yo

rs 
   P

lan
ne

rs 
   L

an
ds

ca
pe

 A
rch

ite
cts

94



Engineering

E
n

g
in

ee
ri

n
g

31
21

 E
. G

RA
ND

 R
IV

ER
 A

VE
.

HO
W

EL
L,

 M
I. 

 4
88

43
51

7.
54

6.
48

36
  F

AX
 5

17
.5

48
.1

67
0

En
gin

ee
rs 

   S
ur

ve
yo

rs 
   P

lan
ne

rs 
   L

an
ds

ca
pe

 A
rch

ite
cts

95



96



Moved by ____________________, seconded by ______________________, to approve the Impact 
Assessment dated March 30, 2020 related to preliminary site condominium approval for Pine Summit 
with the following condition: 

Option 1 – All lots shall be served by municipal water.  

Option 2 – All lots shall be served by private wells.    

 

Moved by ____________________, seconded by ______________________, to approve the 
preliminary site condominium plan for Pine Summit dated May 20, 2020, subject to the following: 

1. The existing residence, park/nature preserve, and future church site are not included in the 
condominium. These properties must be separated from the existing parcel. 

2. Condominium documents (Master Deed and By-Laws) must be provided with the final plan 
submittal. Language must be included ensuring protection of the wetlands, natural features, 
setbacks, and undisturbed wooded areas. Use and maintenance provisions for the park must 
also be provided. 

3. The existing accessory building will become non-conforming as it will be located in a front yard 
via construction of the private road.  If the applicant unable to obtain a variance for this 
condition the building will need to be removed.  

4. The requirements of the Township Engineer’s letter dated April 23, 2020 and the BAFA letter 
dated April 9, 2020 will be met. 

5. The applicant must provide a Private Road Maintenance Agreement, as required by the 
Township.  This document must include provisions for access, maintenance, and financial 
obligations for use by parcels not included in the condominium. 

6. Final plan submittal must include a detailed landscape plan demonstrating compliance with the 
street tree requirements. 

7. During construction, protection fencing must be provided around wooded areas/trees to be 
preserved. 

8. Special land use approval is required for the encroachments into the 25-foot natural features 
setback (private road, landscape wall, grading, and storm water management structures). 

9. Any activities within the wetland areas are subject to review and approval by EGLE. 

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Assistant Township Manager/Community Development Director 
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Commissioner McCreary feels there should be consistency with regard to sanitary sewer and 
septic as both are mentioned in the Impact Assessment. Mr. LaVanway said they are both 
mentioned because it is available but they are opting for septic systems. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Mortensen, seconded by Commissioner Dhaenens, to recommend to 
the Township Board approval of the Environmental Impact Assessment for residential rezoning 
of the property at the corner of Golf Club and Latson Road dated February 24, 2020. 
The motion carried unanimously with a roll call vote. 
 
Chairman Grajek called for a 10-minute break at 8:21 pm 
 
The meeting resumed at 8:31 pm. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2…Review of a request of a preliminary site plan and impact 
assessment requesting preliminary site condominium approval for a proposed 10-unit site 
condominium. The property in question is located at 3850 Golf Club Road on approximately 
46.5 acres on the southwest corner of Golf Club Road and Latson Road. The request is 
petitioned by Bible Baptist Church.  

A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (3-30-2020)  
B. Recommendation of Preliminary Site Plan  

 
Mr. Brent LaVanway of Boss Engineering, Pastor Tim Christoson, the applicant, and Mr. Gary 
Boss, the property owner, were present.   
 
Mr. LaVanway reviewed the project.  They are proposing 10 single-family residential site 
condominium units, which will be on the west side of the property and south of the pond.  The 
access point to the residential lots is from Golf Club Road and has been approved by the 
Livingston County Road Commission.  They propose utilities to include on-site septic systems 
for each lot and a combination of public water and wells.  The Fire Marshall expressed concerns 
with fire suppression since there is only one access point so they are using the public water and 
increasing the number of hydrants.  
 
Mr. LaVanway addressed the comments made during the rezoning. 

● The storm drainage for the site is to encompass the road network and will utilize storm 
drainage structures and Lots 8 and 9.  Based on the topography, they currently drain 
toward the subdivision to the south so they will be capturing that drainage and sending it 
to the north via storm sewer and the use of three fore bays, which will be utilized to 
pretreat the storm water prior to it discharging into the shared pond and the wetland, 
which is a regulated wetland.  They will need approval from EGLE.  After the preliminary 
site plan review, the Livingston County Drain Commissioner, the Livingston County Road 
Commission, and the Township Engineer will review and approve the plans. It will also 
be directed away from Lane Drive toward the east. 
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● No access to Sugarbush Drive is proposed.  There will be a single-point of access on 
Golf Club Drive. 

● They have received all of the review letters from the Township consultants and 
understand that meeting all of those requirements will be needed for approval of the final 
site plan approval.   

 
Mr. Borden reviewed his letter dated May 6, 2020. 

● Favorable action must be conditioned upon granting of the LDR rezoning request. 
● The existing residence, park/nature preserve, and future church site are not included in 

the proposed site plan. These properties must be separated from the existing parcel. 
● Condominium documents (Master Deed and By-Laws) must be provided with the final 

plan submittal. He recommends language be included ensuring protection of the 
wetlands, natural features setback, and undisturbed wooded areas. Use and 
maintenance provisions for the park must also be provided. 

● There is an existing accessory building that will be located in a front yard via 
construction of the private road. The applicant notes that they will seek a variance from 
the ZBA to mitigate this condition. If a variance is not obtained, the building will need to 
be removed. Favorable action on this request must include a condition addressing the 
accessory building.  

● Technical review of the private road and shared residential driveways shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Township Engineer and Brighton Area Fire Authority; however, it 
should be noted that Planning Commission approval is needed to reduce the easement 
width and extend the maximum cul-de-sac length. 

● The applicant must provide a Private Road Maintenance Agreement, as required by the 
Township. If needed, this document must include provisions for use by parcels not 
included in the condominium. 

● Final plan submittal must include a detailed landscape plan demonstrating compliance 
with the street tree requirements. 

● During construction, protection fencing must be provided around wooded areas/trees to 
be preserved. 

● Special land use approval is required for the encroachments into the 25-foot natural 
features setback (private road, landscape wall, grading, and storm water management 
structures). 

● Any activities within the wetland areas are subject to review/approval by EGLE. 
 
Ms. Scherdt reviewed her letter of April 23, 2020 

● The plan proposes a private drive with a dead-end that is approximately 1,400 feet long. 
This is longer than the maximum private road length of 1,000 feet as required in the 
Genoa Township Engineering Standards. Given the natural features of the site and the 
limited access points to adjacent Latson Road, she supports a deviation for the private 
road length. 
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● The private road entrance on Golf Club Road will need to be approved by the Livingston 
County Road Commission, and approval should be provided to the Township for final 
site plan approval. 

● The site plan shows a 12-foot franchise easement. The Petitioner extended the franchise 
easement through the future church area to Latson Road, rather than extending it north 
on the private drive to the Golf Club Road intersection as previously requested. This 
alternate route is acceptable. 

● Detailed storm sewer sizing calculations should be included in the final site plan and the 
size of the proposed storm sewer and storm structures should be shown on the final site 
plan. 

● The LDR zoning does not require public water and sewer utilities, but Marion, Howell, 
Oceola, and Howell Sewer and Water Authority (MHOG) water is available on the west 
side of Latson Road and sewer in the Rolling Ridge Condominiums to the south of the 
subject site. The petitioner is proposing to connect to the existing water stub on Latson 
Road to provide service to the future church and to 4 of the 10 units. We recommend 
that if municipal water is being provided to some of the lots, it should be provided to all 
10 units. 

● The petitioner is proposing a dead-end water main with a stub to the south for potential 
future connection to the existing 8-inch water main on Sugarbush Drive. Looping the 
water main is more desirable than a dead end main as it provides increased water 
quality and reliability. We therefore recommend that the water main be connected to the 
existing water main on Sugarbush Drive as part of this phase of the development to 
benefit the proposed homes, rather than possibly being done in the future. The petitioner 
should also include a 25-foot utility easement to the edge of the property to facilitate this 
connection. 

● The petitioner is not proposing municipal sanitary sewer service for the proposed units 
and is instead proposing to install septic systems for sanitary sewer disposal. Perk tests 
should be presented showing that the soils are suitable for septic fields as part of the 
final site condominium plan submittal. 

● After final site plan approval, construction plans will need to be submitted to MHOG 
Sewer and Water Authority for approval of any water improvements and permitting. 

● The preliminary plan shows adequate access to the site and except for the comments 
above, a satisfactory concept for the public infrastructure.  

● The final site plan should be submitted with the required documents and agreements. 
 
To address other concerns of the residents, Mr. LaVanway showed the grading plan.  They 
understand the need for preservation of trees, the topography of the land, and all of the natural 
features on this site.  They want these to be estate homes.  With regard to the outbuilding, they 
are going to seek a variance from the ZBA as they would like to keep it as it has been there for 
many years. 
 
The call to the public was made at 9:01 pm.  
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Mr. Rottach of 3897 Sugarbush Drive noted that the traffic and environmental impact studies are 
done solely by the petitioner’s engineers, so there is bias.  These items are obvious concerns by 
the community. 
 
Mr. Farr of 170 Lane Drive noted that the church has stated that they need to sell the lots in 
order to fund the church development.  What is the additional development that can occur if the 
church is not built?  The property backs up within feet along Lane Drive and asked the 
Township to consider the statement around the development rule will require maintaining a 
significant portion of the forested property so what is the setback of that road?  They would like 
a large buffer on the road and the lots.  It will change the rural character and affect their home 
values. He would like a rigorous tree protection plan to be put in place.  He believes these 
homes should be connected to the municipal sewer system.   
 
Mr. Don Putkela of 3366 Snowden Lane stated his concerns have been stated by other 
members of the public.  The public was told not to consider the traffic the church would have 
with the rezoning and now in this item, the church is not listed so it cannot be considered again.  
He wants to understand what the actual maximum build out would be without the church. 
 
Ms. Nichole Zajas of 3274 Snowden Lane she is concerned about the lighting that would be 
used for the church parking lot.  They have commercial lighting from Meijer to the south and 
now there would be commercial lighting to the north.  She has the same concerns about what is 
the true buildout capacity. 
 
Mr. Steve Trudeau of 312 Conover Court is concerned with the traffic that would be generated 
from the church, light pollution from the church and will they maintain the buffer so he will not 
see the church.  Will the sidewalk be extended from Snowden to Golf Club along this property? 
 
Mr. Lemkau of 47 Lane Drive would like more information regarding the road off of Gold Club.  
There is a hill in this area and drivers speed.  There is no more traffic needed on this road and 
he is totally against it.  He also questioned if the sidewalk will be extended on Latson and also 
on Golf Club. 
 
Mr. Borden noted that the proposal before the Planning Commission is not for a church.  It is for 
a site condominium with a private road; however, if a church is proposed, it will need to go 
through a formal special land use and site plan review and approval.  The township does have 
regulations for lighting, including maximum intensity, downward directed, landscaping, buffering, 
parking number maximums, etc.   
 
Commissioner Grajek noted that the maximum capacity is 23 homes if the church is not 
developed.  Mr. LaVanway confirmed this, which includes the existing residence.  The reason is 
due to the pond, the regulated wetlands, the roadway, etc. so the density is below the allowable 
one-unit per acre. Commissioner Mortensen confirmed that if this property was not rezoned, 
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there could be 20 homes on this site, including the existing home.  So the difference is minimum 
with regard to the two zonings.   
 
Mr. Bruce Macey of 3878 Sugarbush Drive questioned why the property was rezoned if the 
church is not an issue with this preliminary site plan.  Ms. VanMarter stated the purpose of the 
rezoning is to gain three additional residential lots.  Mr. LaVanway added that the LDL zoning 
allows them to work better with the topography and the natural features of the property.   
 
Mr. Mike Siterlet of 3780 Golf Club is upset because he thought the meeting was over so he left 
and did not hear the beginning of the discussion.  He does not like the format of this meeting.  
The Impact Assessment states there are no deed restrictions but they have an easement that 
allows them access to the dam.  Mr. LaVanway reviewed their plans for regulating the pond 
level and that he and Mr. Boss will work with Mr. Siterlet to ensure it is to his benefit.   
 
The call to the public was closed at 9:30 pm. 
 
Commissioner McCreary questioned why not all of the parcels would receive municipal water 
and the reason for the decreased easement for the road width.  Mr. LaVanway stated the 
decreased easement for the road width is because most of it would be storm sewer and there 
would not be any other public utilities.  Due to the extended road length, the Fire Marshall felt a 
reasonable compromise to this longer road width would be for the developer to provide public 
water with fire hydrants that they can access should they need to.   
 
Commissioner Mortensen is not in favor of a mixture of municipal water and wells. He would like 
all 10 homes to be serviced by municipal water.  Chairman Grajek does not see it as an issue if 
the Health Department is in agreement.   
 
Commissioner Rauch believes that the new proposal has a significantly diminished impact from 
what was presented and good for the community. 
 
Commissioner Rickard is concerned with the way they are creating these lots.  They have left 
the existing home with no lot created and the remainder of the property with no defined lot.  She 
would like these to be defined prior to preliminary site plan approval.  Additionally, they are 
creating the need for a variance with the proposed road.  She agrees with Commissioner 
Mortensen in that all lots should have water or none should have it.  There is no landscaping 
plan and she would like to see buffers and she does not like to see them encroaching into the 
regulated wetlands.  A master grading plan should be presented to address the concerns of the 
residents.  She would like to see a connection of the road onto Latson Road. She would like to 
see these issues addressed. 
 
Mr. LaVanway stated they will parcel out the lots when the condominium is recorded and will be 
available for final site plan approval.  A variance will be required the outbuilding.   The access 
off of Golf Club is what is acceptable by the Livingston County Road Commission and due to the 
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topography, wetlands, etc. they felt they had approached it in an appropriate manner to balance 
those.  They do know they encroach into the natural features setback but there is a very narrow 
width between the pond and the wetlands so they have very little room for the roadway.   
 
Commissioner Dhaenens understands that it is preliminary; however, he agrees with 
Commissioners Mortensen and Rickard.  Water and sewer should be brought to all of the 
homes.  He would also like to see more separation between those lots and Lane Drive 
 
Commissioner Mortensen moved to recommend to the Township Board approve the 
Environmental Impact Assessment for the property at the southwest corner of Golf Club and 
Latson roads dated March 30, 2020, subject to the following: 

● All homes on the property will have public water 
Commissioner Rauch seconded the motion.  He asked if this condition should be placed on an 
item for a preliminary site plan approval.  He also noted that since the Health Department 
approved it, it should be sufficient. Mr. LaVanway noted that they were going to use well and 
septic; however the fire marshal required them to connect to the water for fire suppression, and 
the homes near them would be serviced by municipal water.  The remaining lots would be on 
wells.  All Commissioners and the applicant participated in the discussion and each provided 
their opinion on the requirement to have all homes connected to municipal water.  After the 
discussion, the motion carried with a roll call vote (Mortensen - yes; Rauch - no; Rickard - 
yes; Dhaenens - yes; McCreary - yes; Grajek - no). 
 
Commissioner Mortensen moved to recommend to the Township Board approval of the 
Preliminary Site Plan dated May 20, 2020 for the property located at the southwest corner of 
Golf Club and Latson roads, subject to the following: 

● Favorable action must be conditioned upon granting of the LDR rezoning request. 
● The existing residence, park/nature preserve, and future church site are not included in 

the condominium. These properties must be separated from the existing parcel. 
● Condominium documents (Master Deed and By-Laws) must be provided with the final 

plan submittal. Language must be included ensuring protection of the wetlands, natural 
features, setbacks, and undisturbed wooded areas. Use and maintenance provisions for 
the park must also be provided. 

● There is an existing accessory building that will be located in a front yard via 
construction of the private road. The applicant notes that they will seek a variance from 
the ZBA to mitigate this condition. If a variance is not obtained, the building will need to 
be removed. Favorable action on this request must include a condition addressing the 
accessory building. 

● The requirements of the Township Engineer’s letter dated April 23, 2020 and the BAFA 
letter dated April 9, 2020 will be met. 

● The applicant must provide a Private Road Maintenance Agreement, as required by the 
Township. If needed, this document must include provisions for use by parcels not 
included in the condominium. 
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● Final plan submittal must include a landscape plan demonstrating compliance with the 
street tree requirements. 

● During construction, protection fencing must be provided around wooded areas/trees to 
be preserved. 

● Special land use approval is required for the encroachments into the 25-foot natural 
features setback (private road, landscape wall, grading, and storm water management 
structures). 

● Any activities within the wetland areas are subject to review and approval by EGLE. 
Commissioner Rickard seconded the motion noting she would like to see a detailed landscape 
plan, buffering plans, a tree survey, ROW lines, a grading plan, etc. Mr. LaVanway stated this is 
a unique situation because it is already heavily wooded and they feel they have addressed this 
in the landscape plan provided.  There was a discussion regarding these items and the 
remaining Commissioners agreed that these items can be addressed at final site plan approval. 
The motion carried with a roll call vote (Mortensen - yes; Rauch - yes; Rickard - no; 
Dhaenens - yes; McCreary - yes; Grajek - yes) 
 
 
Commissioner McBain rejoined the meeting. 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3…Review of a request for a minor amendment to the special land 
use site plan for a previously approved special use permit for outdoor storage for Home Depot 
located at 3330 Grand River Avenue. The request is petitioned by Scott A. Mommer. 

A. Disposition of minor amendment to special land use site plan (04-29-20)  
 
Ms. Janay Mommer, and Mr. Scott Mommer, representing Home Depot, was present. They 
would like to amend their previously-approved site plan to allow for merchandise display in front 
of the garden center.  It was labeled to be for tool rental and that was an error. 
 
Ms. VanMarter stated that grills were being displayed in the area that was submitted as the 
tractor display area. Staff has been struggling with this particular store regarding compliance 
with the plan that was previously approved.  She reminded the Commission that the Township 
was very specific on what items can be displayed in which locations.   
 
Chairman Grajek visited the store yesterday and he noted that it was not per the plan.  They are 
not following what was approved.  
 
Commissioner Dhaenens asked why the store manager did not follow the plan that was 
approved.  Mr. Mommer stated that both areas were identified as “rental areas”, and they should 
have said “merchandise display”.  It was an error in the wording on the plan and that is the 
change that needs to be made.  He addressed the concerns of Chairman Grajek.  The store has 
been receiving a lot of shipments now due to the backup due to the pandemic.  The issues they 
had before were with the previous store manager, and there is a new store manager. 
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July 13, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Kelly VanMarter, AICP 
Community Development Director 
Genoa Charter Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Mi. 48116 
 
Re: Preliminary Pine Summit Site Condominium 
 
Dear Kelly, 
 
In response to the Planning Commission Meeting held June 3rd, 2020 we do not believe 
there to be any comments or concerns that warrant modification/revisions to the plans 
for the Preliminary Pine Summit Site Condominium at this time. All items can be stated 
and clarified in letter format and are contained herein. 
 
 We would like to start with acknowledgements of items to be completed and/or 
provided at a later time.  

 This Preliminary Site Plan is conditioned upon the favorable granting of the 
rezoning request.  

 The park/nature preserve, existing residence, and future church areas will not be 
included in the condominium. These properties will be separated, and 
documentation provided during the Final Site Plan process. 

 The Master Deed and By-Laws, and Private Road Maintenance Agreement 
documents will be provided during the Final Site Plan process. 

 Pending favorable action upon a variance being sought for the existing 
outbuilding. If a variance is not obtained, the outbuilding is to be removed. 

 All requirements of the Township Engineer’s letter and BAFA letter will be met 
during Final Site Plan. 

 A landscape plan demonstrating compliance with street tree requirements will be 
provided as part of the Final Site Plan Process. 

 A Special Land Use approval will be required for the encroachment into the 25-
foot natural features setback. 

 Any activity within the regulated wetland will need review and approval by 
Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy. 
 

The petitioner acknowledges the items above are needed during and for Final Site Plan 
approval.  
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In addition to the items mentioned above, there was discussion at the Planning 
Commission meeting regarding the plans for septic/Sanitary sewer and wells/municipal 
water. This 10-unit development contains lots that are a minimum 1-acre in size, all of 
which meet the zoning requirements for the sought rezoned parcel (concurrently 
working through rezoning process). MHOG and the Livingston County Health 
Department(LCHD) do not require municipal utilities for lots that are 1-acre in size as 
they would for lots ½ acre or smaller. With this being said, the plans meet the 
requirements of the Township. At this time, Pine Summit is moving forward with the 
intention of utilizing wells and septic fields for all 10-units. Initial soils work has been 
completed for all septic fields. The individual wells are still subject to LCHD final 
approval. Brighton Area Fire Authority requires that the Private Road have fire 
protection(fire hydrants) at the locations of the shared drives. These hydrants are 
included on the plans. It shall be clarified that water and sewer are available at Latson 
Road. At this time, it is not economically feasible to move forward with the full municipal 
utility service to the 10-units. 
 
 
If you need any further information please feel free to contact me. Thank you. 
  
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
BOSS ENGINEERING COMPANY 

 
_______________________  _ 
Scott Tousignant, P.E. 
Project Manager 
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248.586.0505    www.safebuilt.com 

May 6, 2020 
 
 
Planning Commission 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised preliminary condominium plan (dated 3/30/20) 
for Pine Summit.  The applicant proposes a 10-unit residential development with minimum 1-acre lots 
along a new private road. 
 
We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
A. SUMMARY 
 
1. Favorable action must be conditioned upon granting of the LDR rezoning request. 
2. The existing residence, park/nature preserve, and future church site are not included in the 

condominium.  These properties must be separated from the existing parcel. 
3. Condominium documents (Master Deed and By-Laws) must be provided with the final plan 

submittal.  We recommend language be included ensuring protection of the wetlands, natural features 
setback and undisturbed wooded areas.  Use and maintenance provisions for the park must also be 
provided. 

4. There is an existing accessory building that will be located in a front yard via construction of the 
private road.  The applicant notes that they will seek a variance from the ZBA to mitigate this 
condition.  If a variance is not obtained, the building will need to be removed.  Favorable action on 
this request must include a condition addressing the accessory building. 

5. We defer technical review of the private road and shared residential driveways to the Township 
Engineer and Brighton Area Fire Authority; however, it should be noted that Planning Commission 
approval is needed do reduce the easement width and extend the maximum cul-de-sac length. 

6. The applicant must provide a Private Road Maintenance Agreement, as required by the Township.  If 
needed, this document must include provisions for use by parcels not included in the condominium. 

7. Final plan submittal must include a landscape plan demonstrating compliance with the street tree 
requirements. 

8. During construction, protection fencing must be provided around wooded areas/trees to be preserved. 
9. Special land use approval is required for the encroachments into the 25-foot natural features setback 

(private road, landscape wall, grading, and stormwater management structures). 
10. Any activities within the wetland areas are subject to review/approval by EGLE. 

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

Subject: Pine Summit – Preliminary Condominium Plan Review #2 
Location: 3850 Golf Club Road – southwest corner of the Golf Club and Latson Road intersection 
Zoning: RR Rural Residential District 
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Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north) 

 

B. PROPOSAL/PROCESS 
 
The applicant proposes a 10-unit site condominium development along a new private road with lots of at 
least 1-acre in area. 
 
The subject site is currently being reviewed for LDR rezoning (from RR).  Rezoning is necessary to 
accommodate the 1-acre lot sizes proposed in this development.  As such, favorable consideration of this 
proposal must be conditioned upon granting of the rezoning request. 
 
Section 12.07 requires both preliminary and final approval for condominium plans.  Procedurally, both 
reviews go through the Planning Commission for a recommendation to the Township Board, who has 
final approval authority. 
 
Additionally, the revised submittal notes that the existing residence, park/nature preserve, and future 
church site are not part of the condominium and will be split from the development site via the land 
division process.   
 
C. CONDOMINIUM PLAN REVIEW 
 
1. Submittal Requirements.  If preliminary approval is granted, the applicant will need to provide 

condominium documents (Master Deed and By-Laws) with their final plan submittal.  These 
documents should be reviewed by the Township Attorney. 
 
As noted in our initial review letter, we recommend the condominium documents identify and 
emphasize protection of ponds, wetlands, and the natural features setback for future owners.   
 
Furthermore, given the significant amount of wooded areas, the condominium documents should 
identify and provide for protection of these trees outside of building envelopes/construction zones. 
 
The cover letter included with the revised submittal indicates that the applicant will address these 
items in the condominium documents. 
 

Subject site 
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2. Dimensional Requirements.  The LDR District requires minimum lot sizes of 1-acre (area) and 150 

feet (width).  Each of the Units proposed meets or exceeds the minimum lot area and width 
requirements of the LDR District.  
 

Building envelopes that meet or exceed minimum LDR setbacks are also depicted, though we view 
the north side of Unit 1 as a rear yard (depicted as a side yard). 
 
As noted in our initial review letter, construction of the private road will result in an accessory 
building in a front yard, which is not permitted by Section 11.04.  The applicant has indicated that 
they will apply for a variance to mitigate this condition.  If a variance is not granted, the applicant will 
need to remove the accessory building. 
 
Favorable consideration of the private road must include a condition addressing the accessory 
building. 
 

3. Pedestrian Circulation.  Per Section 12.05, internal sidewalks are not required for the proposed 
development. 
 

4. Private Road and Shared Residential Driveways.  The project includes a private road, which 
connects to Golf Club Road, as well as 2 internal shared driveway extensions.   
 

The shared residential driveways meet or exceed the requirements of Section 15.04 with respect to the 
number of residences served (4 units proposed, which is the maximum allowed), easement width (33’ 
proposed, which is the minimum requirement) and driveway width (20’ proposed, while the minimum 
allowed is 16’).  We defer to the Township Engineer with respect to the construction standards. 
 
The private road is 26’ wide within a 50’ easement.  Section 15.05 requires a 66’ wide easement, 
though the Planning Commission has the ability to reduce the width to 50’, per Section 15.05.03(b). 
 
The proposed cul-de-sac road exceeds the maximum length allowed by Section 15.05.03(d) – 1,400’ 
proposed vs. 1,000’ maximum allowed.  However, the Planning Commission has the authority to 
modify this requirement based on input from the Township Engineer and Brighton Area Fire 
Authority. 
 
We defer to the Township Engineer and Brighton Area Fire Authority for technical review of the 
private road design and construction. 
 
Lastly, the applicant must provide a Private Road Maintenance Agreement demonstrating the 
financial and maintenance assurances required by the Township.  If access to the existing residence, 
park/nature preserve and future church site is proposed via the private road, this document must also 
include provisions for use by the parcels not included in the condominium. 

 

5. Landscaping.  The submittal includes a landscape plan (Sheet 7), which states that no new plantings 
are proposed and that required plantings will be provided via preservation of existing mature trees.   
 
The preliminary grading plan identifies the limits of grading/clearing related to infrastructure 
construction.  A landscape plan must be included with the final plan submittal depicting the required 
street trees (either existing to be preserved or newly proposed, due to the extent of grading/clearing). 
 

As previously noted, we recommend the applicant incorporate tree protection language into the 
condominium documents to ensure preservation of these areas.  Furthermore, during construction, 
tree protection fencing must be provided around the wooded areas to be preserved.  The applicant has 
acknowledged such in the cover letter included with the revised submittal.  
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6. Natural Features.  Portions of the private road, landscape wall on the east side of the private road, 

and the south forebay encroach into the 25-foot natural features setback.  The limits of 
grading/clearing also encroach into this protected area. 

 
The applicant has indicated that the wetlands are regulated.  As such, the applicant must apply for and 
obtain special land use approval for the encroachments noted above (Section 13.02.04).  The 
applicant may apply for special land use review/approval simultaneously with the request for final 
plan review.  
 
Any activities within the wetlands themselves are subject to review/approval by the Department of 
Environment, Great Lakes and Energy (EGLE); although, the applicant has indicated that the 
landscape wall can be constructed from the upslope so as to avoid disturbance within the wetland. 

 
7. Park/Open Space.  Though not required, a park is included in the condominium development north 

of Unit 3.  As previously noted (and acknowledged by the applicant), the condominium documents 
must provide use and maintenance provisions for the park. 

 
8. Lighting.  The cover letter included with the revised submittal notes that street lighting is not 

proposed as part of this project. 
 
9. Buildings.  The cover letter included with the revised submittal notes that sample building elevations 

will be included with the final plan submittal. 
 
10. Signs.  The submittal includes details for a residential identification sign.  The proposed size, height 

and setbacks comply with the requirements of Section 16.07.06.   
 

The applicant has acknowledged the need to obtain a sign permit from the Township prior to 
installation. 

 
11. Grading, Drainage, and Utilities.  We defer to the Township Engineer for review and comment on 

the site engineering elements of the proposal. 
 

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
 
Respectfully, 
SAFEBUILT STUDIO 
 
  
  

 
Brian V. Borden, AICP 
Planning Manager 
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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 23, 2020 
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Pine Summit  

Preliminary Site Plan Review No. 2 

 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
Tetra Tech performed a second plan review of the Pine Summit Development preliminary plans. The plans, last 
dated March 30, 2020, were prepared by Boss Engineering on behalf of Bible Baptist Church. The development is 
located on 46.5 acres in the southwest quadrant of the Golf Club Road and Latson Road intersection.  The petitioner 
is proposing 10 single-family homes in the southwest corner of the property, with the southeast portion of the 
property being reserved for a future church. The proposed units will be serviced by a 1,400-foot private drive and 
two shared driveways. We offer the following comments: 
 
GENERAL NOTES 

 
1. The lot sizes shown on the LDR rezoning plan are all over 1 acre, which matches the LDR zoning 

requirement of 1 unit per acre. The general layout presented on the site plan is acceptable. 
 

2. Eventually the Bible Baptist Church will require its own site plan for review and site plan approval.  
 
TRAFFIC/ROADWAYS 

 
1. The plan proposes a private drive with a dead-end that is approximately 1,400 feet long. This is longer than 

the maximum private road length of 1,000 feet as required in the Genoa Township Engineering Standards.  
Given the natural features of the site and the limited access points to adjacent Latson Road we would support 
a deviation for the private road length.   
 

2. The private road entrance on Golf Club Road will need to be approved by the Livingston County Road 
Commission, and approval should be provided to the Township for final site plan approval. 
 

3. The site plan shows a 12-foot franchise easement.  The Petitioner extended the franchise easement through 
the future church area to Latson Road, rather than extending it north on the private drive to the Golf Club 
Road intersection as previously requested. This alternate route is acceptable.   
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Tetra Tech 

DRAINAGE/GRADING 

 

1. Storm sewer sizing calculations should be included in the final site plan and the size of the proposed storm 
sewer and storm structures should be shown on the final site plan.  

 
UTILITIES 

 

1. The LDR zoning does not require public water and sewer utilities, but Marion, Howell, Oceola, and Howell 
Sewer and Water Authority (MHOG) water is available on the west side of Latson Road and sewer in the 
Rolling Ridge Condominiums to the south of the subject site. The petitioner is proposing to connect to the 
existing water stub on Latson Road to provide service to the future church and to 4 of the 10 units. We 
recommend that if municipal water is being provided to some of the lots, it should be provided to all 10 
units.  
 

2. The petitioner is proposing a dead-end water main with a stub to the south for potential future connection 
to the existing 8-inch water main on Sugarbush Drive. Looping the water main is more desirable than a 
dead end main as it provides increased water quality and reliability. We therefore recommend that the water 
main be connected to the existing water main on Sugarbush Drive as part of this phase of the development 
to benefit the proposed homes, rather than possibly being done in the future. The petitioner should also 
include a 25-foot utility easement to the edge of the property to facilitate this connection.   
 

3. The petitioner is not proposing municipal sanitary sewer service for the proposed units and is instead 
proposing to install septic systems for sanitary sewer disposal. Perk tests should be presented showing that 
the soils are suitable for septic fields as part of the final site condominium plan submittal.  
 

4. After final site plan approval, construction plans will need to be submitted to MHOG Sewer and Water 
Authority for approval of any water improvements and permitting. 
 

The preliminary plan shows adequate access to the site and except for the comments above, a satisfactory concept 
for the public infrastructure.  The final site plan should be submitted with the required documents and agreements. 
The preliminary site plan comments can be addressed in the final site plan documents and submitted for further 
review. 
 
Please call or email if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Shelby Scherdt 
Vice President Project Engineer 
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April 9, 2020 
 
 
 
Amy Ruthig 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Bible Baptist Church  

3850 Golf Club Road 
Howell, MI  48843 

 
Dear Amy: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above-mentioned site plan. The new                         
submittal was received on April 8, 2020, and is dated March 30, 2020. This project is based on an                                     
existing 46.88-acre parcel that is requesting rezoning of the property from an RR to an LDR which                                 
will modify the density to 10 1+ acre parcels and future church development. The intention of                               
the is to develop 10 of the parcels and utilize the remaining site area for the development of a                                     
multi-use church and associated parking and facilities. A full site plan evaluation with more                           
specific comments will be conducted when a complete set is produced for review. 
 
The plan review is based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2018 edition.  
 
All previous comments and concerns have been addressed on this recent submission. 
 
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, 

 
Rick Boisvert, CFPS 
Fire Marshal 
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 2 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this Impact Assessment (IA) Report is to show the effect that the proposed residential 
development has on various factors in the general vicinity of the use. The format used for presentation 
of this report conforms to the Submittal Requirements For Impact Assessment/Impact Statement 
Guidelines in accordance with Section 13.05 of the published Zoning Ordinance for Genoa Township, 
Livingston County, Michigan. 
 
 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

A. Name(s) and address(es) of person(s) responsible for preparation of the Impact Assessment 
and a brief statement of their qualifications. 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Steven R. Morgan PLS 
4432 Glen Eagles Ct. 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 
And 

Brent LaVanway PE 
Boss Engineering 
3121 E Grand River 
Howell, Michigan 48843 
 
Prepared for: 
 
Applicant:        Owner: 
Bible Baptist Church       Gary R. Boss  
2258 E. Highland Rd.      3850 Golf Club Road 
Howell, Mi 48843        Howell, Mi 48843 
 
 
 

B. Description of the site, including existing structures, man made facilities, and natural 
features, all-inclusive to within 10’ of the property boundary.  

 
The subject property is located in the NE ¼ of Section 5, Genoa Township, Livingston County, 
MI.  
Part of Tax ID 11 05 200 002 
The subject site is located on the southwest corner of Golf Club Road and Latson Road.  
The subject site is bordered: 
 North by the 3 acre +/- pond and adjacent single family residence (circa 1928) which is 

proposed LDR  
 East by a parcel anticipated to become a Church campus which is proposed LDR 
 South by an existing Subdivision, Sugar Bush Drive,  (zoned RPUD, 10 units per acre)  
 West by large parcels, (zoned RR). 
 
 Current Zoning of the subject site is Rural Residential (RR) however is anticipated to be 
rezoned to Low Density Residential (LDR). Sewer and Water is along entire the Easterly line 
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(Latson Road) of the parent parcel  and accessible at the Southerly Property line at Sugarbush 
Drive. 
 
As noted above the proposed zoning is LDR (1 unit/Acre). The residential development plan 
proposes 10 site condominium units of one acre or larger.  
 
 

C. Impact on natural features: A written description of the environmental characteristics 
of the site prior to development, i.e., topography, soils, vegetative cover, drainage, 
streams, creeks or ponds. 

 
GENERAL OVERVIEW (Parent Tract) 
AREA 1 
The Northwesterly 10 Acres of the site is the location of the existing residence. This Area 
consists of two parts: The House, located on the top of a gently rolling hill, and the Pond 
adjacent to the House along the southerly and westerly portions. The private entrance road to 
the proposed residential development will cross the easterly portion of this area. 
 
AREA 2 
The Northeasterly 10 Acres of the site is relatively flat of which aprox. 5 acres is a wetland. 
There are 2 man-made ditches within this wetland that flow northerly under Golf Club Road 
into a small wetland in Oceola Township. 
 
AREA 3 
The Southerly 26+ Acres is gently sloped to moderately steep slopes. The entire area is heavily 
wooded with a mixture of evergreens and hardwoods. The northerly portion of Area 3 flows 
naturally north to the existing lake and or the existing wetland. The southerly portion of Area 3 
flows generally southeast into an existing drainage area along Latson Road. 
 
All lots, a portion of the private road and the stormwater management will be located in this 
area. Clearing of trees will be kept to a minimum by use of curb and gutter for the private road, 
use of shared drives instead of roads and no clearing on lots except for necessary utilities. 
 
SPECIFIC OVERVIEW 
The soils and natural features throughout the site are specified on the Natural Features map 
(Sheet 2 of the attached site plan indicates the development footprint). 
 

D. Impact on storm water management: description of soil erosion control measures 
during construction. 

 
The preliminary site plan indicates stormwater management basins to be constructed during 
the infrastructure construction. These basins will pre-treat the stormwater prior to discharge to 
the pond and wetland. The detailed construction plans will be reviewed by the Township 
Engineer and the Soil Erosion Control permit will be reviewed and issued by the Livingston 
County Drain Commissioner. 
 
 

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 could negatively impact adjacent 
properties. 
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 4 

 
The Residential Development of this site will require a Private Road from Golf Club Road, 
proceeding southerly to a Cul-de-Sac. A possible future “emergency only” connection to   
Sugarbush Drive at the southerly property line, (for health, safety, and welfare purposes), may 
be considered, if allowed. The normal traffic pattern will be along the Collector Road, to the 
North, exiting unto Golf Club Road. 
 
This development will have little, if any, impact on the northerly 15 acres of the site. The 
development will require maintaining a significant portion of the existing forested property along 
the westerly, easterly and southerly property lines. These natural buffers will minimize lighting 
and noise to existing developed, adjacent properties. The Low density residential development 
will have minimal air pollution impact. 
 
 

F. Impact on public facilities and services: Description of number of residents, 
employees, patrons, and impact on general services, i.e., schools, police, fire. 

 
 
The Site Plan for this Development is for a 10 Unit Residential Development in the 
Southwesterly Portion of the Parent Tract with approximately 35 residents. There may be the 
potential of 10-15 students added to the Howell School District. 
 
This Development will use “onsite” sewer and a combination of individual wells and MHOG 
water on each unit.   
 
Normal police and fire protection services should remain unchanged. 
 

G. Impact on public utilities: description of public utilities serving the project, i.e., water, 
sanitary sewer, and storm drainage system. Expected flows projected in residential 
units. 

 
As noted above on site septic systems are anticipated for each home. The water supply will be 
a combination of individual wells and MHOG public water. 
 
The Storm Water Management Plan will outlet into the existing pond and wetlands at the 
northern portion of the property. 
 

H. Storage or handling of any hazardous materials: Description of any hazardous 
materials used, stored, or disposed of on-site. 

 
No storing or handling of any hazardous materials on this residential property. 
 

I. Impact on traffic and pedestrians:  Description of traffic volumes to be generated and 
their effect on the area. 

 
According to the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) website the two way 
traffic on Golf Club Road (2018 count) between Eager and Latson Roads is 7140 trips per day. 
Using 3% per year increase the current two way traffic count is 7354 trips. The two way traffic 
on Latson Road (2012 count) between Aster Drive and Golf Club Road is 17,650 trips per day. 
Also using a 3% annual increase the adjusted 2019 count is 21,707 trips per day. Based on 
the ratio of traffic on Latson Road and Golf Club Road it is anticipated that any development 
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will result in approximately 75% of the traffic utilizing Latson Road and 25% utilizing Golf Club 
Road. 
 
The proposed development plan consists of 10 single family residential homes. 
 
According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers 10th Edition there can be anticipated 9.44 
trips per day for a single family detached residence. One trip is defined as a one way traffic 
movement. The proposed Low Density Residential zoning will result in a total of 94.4 trips per 
24 hour period. The additional trips per day will have a negligible impact on the existing 
roadway network and will keep the levels of service the same for both Golf Club and Latson 
Roads (1% increase on Golf Club Road and 0.03% increase on Latson Road). 
 
The Livingston County Road Commission will be required to review and approve the private 
road entrance at Golf Club Road. 
 
 

J. Special provisions:  Deed restrictions, protective covenants, etc. 
 
There is a document addressing shared maintenance of the existing pond between the Gary 
R. Boss Trust and the adjacent owner to the northwest. 

 
K. Description of all sources: 

 
 Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance 
 “Soil Survey of Livingston County Michigan” Soil Conservation Services, USDA 
 Livingston County Road Commission/SEMCOG Traffic counts 
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Engineering
3121 E. GRAND RIVER AVE.

HOWELL, MI.  48843
517.546.4836  FAX 517.548.1670
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CONSTRUCTION NOTES
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING NOTES AND ANY WORK INVOLVED SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE CONTRACT.
1.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HOLD HARMLESS THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL, MUNICIPALITY, COUNTY, STATE AND ALL OF ITS SUB CONSULTANTS, PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES, AND LANDOWNERS FOR DAMAGES TO INDIVIDUALS AND PROPERTY, REAL OR OTHERWISE, DUE TO THE OPERATIONS OF
THE CONTRACTOR AND/OR THEIR SUBCONTRACTORS.
2.  DO NOT SCALE THESE DRAWINGS AS IT IS A REPRODUCTION AND SUBJECT TO DISTORTION.
3.  A GRADING PERMIT FOR SOIL EROSION-SEDIMENTATION CONTROL SHALL BE OBTAINED FROM THE GOVERNING AGENCY PRIOR TO THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION.
4.  IF DUST PROBLEM OCCURS DURING CONSTRUCTION, CONTROL WILL BE PROVIDED BY AN APPLICATION OF WATER, EITHER BY SPRINKLER OR TANK TRUCK.
5.  ALL CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL MUNICIPAL STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
6.  THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL REQUIRED TOWNSHIP, COUNTY, AND STATE OF MICHIGAN PERMITS.
7.  PAVED SURFACES, WALKWAYS, SIGNS, LIGHTING AND OTHER STRUCTURES SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A SAFE, ATTRACTIVE CONDITION AS ORIGINALLY
DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED.
8.  ALL BARRIER-FREE FEATURES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO MEET ALL LOCAL, STATE AND A.D.A. REQUIREMENTS.
9.  ANY DISCREPANCY IN THIS PLAN AND ACTUAL FIELD CONDITIONS SHALL BE REPORTED TO THE  DESIGN ENGINEER PRIOR TO THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION.   CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION OF ALL SETBACKS, EASEMENTS AND DIMENSIONS SHOWN
HEREON BEFORE BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION.
10.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT ALL OWNERS OF EASEMENTS, UTILITIES AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, PRIOR TO THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION.
11.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH ALL OWNERS TO DETERMINE THE LOCATION OF EXISTING LANDSCAPING, IRRIGATION LINES & PRIVATE
UTILITY LINES.   THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGE TO EXISTING LANDSCAPING, IRRIGATION LINES, AND PRIVATE UTILITY LINES.
12.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL TRASH AND DEBRIS FROM THE SITE UPON COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT.
13.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN THE SITE IN A MANNER SO THAT WORKMEN AND PUBLIC SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM INJURY, AND ADJOINING
PROPERTY PROTECTED FROM DAMAGE.
14.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP THE AREA OUTSIDE THE "CONSTRUCTION LIMITS" BROOM CLEAN AT ALL TIMES.
15.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CALL MISS DIG A MINIMUM OF 72 HOURS PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.
16.  ALL EXCAVATION UNDER OR WITHIN 3 FEET OF PUBLIC PAVEMENT, EXISTING OR PROPOSED SHALL BE BACKFILLED AND COMPACTED WITH SAND (MDOT
CLASS II).
17.  ALL PAVEMENT REPLACEMENT AND OTHER WORKS COVERED BY THESE PLANS SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
TOWNSHIP, INCLUDING THE LATEST MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (MDOT) SPECIFICATIONS FOR HIGHWAY
CONSTRUCTION.
18.  THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL DAMAGE TO EXISTING UTILITIES.
19.  NO ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION WILL BE PAID TO THE CONTRACTOR FOR ANY DELAY OR INCONVENIENCE DUE TO THE MATERIAL SHORTAGES OR
RESPONSIBLE DELAYS DUE TO THE OPERATIONS OF SUCH OTHER PARTIES DOING WORK INDICATED OR SHOWN ON THE PLANS OR IN THE
SPECIFICATION OR FOR ANY REASONABLE DELAYS IN CONSTRUCTION DUE TO THE ENCOUNTERING OR EXISTING UTILITIES THAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE
SHOWN ON THE PLANS.
20.  DURING THE CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT PERFORM WORK BY PRIVATE AGREEMENT WITH PROPERTY OWNERS
ADJACENT TO THE PROJECT.
21.  IF WORK EXTENDS BEYOND NOVEMBER 15, NO COMPENSATION WILL BE DUE TO THE CONTRACTOR FOR ANY WINTER PROTECTION MEASURES THAT MAY
BE REQUIRED BY THE ENGINEER.
22.  NO TREES ARE TO BE REMOVED UNTIL MARKED IN THE FIELD BY THE ENGINEER.
23.  THE CONTRACTOR  SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGE TO THE PROPERTY BEYOND THE CONSTRUCTION LIMITS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO
EXISTING FENCE, LAWN, TREES AND SHRUBBERY.
24.  ALL AREAS DISTURBED BY THE CONTRACTOR BEYOND THE NORMAL CONSTRUCTION LIMITS OF THE PROJECT SHALL BE SODDED OR SEEDED AS
SPECIFIED OR DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.
25.  ALL ROOTS, STUMPS AND OTHER OBJECTIONABLE MATERIALS SHALL BE REMOVED AND THE HOLE BACKFILLED WITH SUITABLE MATERIAL.  WHERE GRADE
CORRECTION IS REQUIRED, THE SUBGRADE SHALL BE CUT TO CONFORM TO THE CROSS-SECTION AS SHOWN IN THE PLANS.
26.  TRAFFIC SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING ALL SIGNS AND TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVICES.  FLAG PERSONS SHALL BE PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR IF DETERMINED NECESSARY BY THE ENGINEER.  ALL SIGNS SHALL CONFORM TO
THE MICHIGAN MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES AT NO COST TO THE TOWNSHIP.  NO WORK SHALL BE DONE UNLESS THE
APPROPRIATE TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES ARE IN PLACE.
27.  ALL DEMOLISHED MATERIALS AND SOIL SPOILS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE AT NO ADDITIONAL COST, AND DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH
LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS.
28.  AFTER REMOVAL OF TOPSOIL, THE SUBGRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF ITS UNIT WEIGHT.
29.  ALL GRADING IN THE PLANS SHALL BE DONE AS PART OF THIS CONTRACT.  ALL DELETERIOUS MATERIAL SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SUBGRADE PRIOR
TO COMPACTING.
30.  NO SEEDING SHALL BE DONE AFTER OCTOBER 15 WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEER.
31.  ANY EXISTING APPURTENANCES SUCH AS MANHOLES, GATE VALVES, ETC. SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO THE PROPOSED GRADE  AND SHALL BE CONSIDERED
INCIDENTAL TO THE CONTRACT.
32.  SOIL EROSION MEASURES SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY THE CONTRACTOR UNTIL VEGETATION HAS BEEN RE-ESTABLISHED.
33.  ALL PERMANENT SIGNS AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST REVISION OF THE MICHIGAN MUTCD MANUAL
AND SHALL BE INCIDENTAL TO THE CONTRACT.
34.  ACCESS ROADS TO  THE SITE SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO BE CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING THE IMPOSED
LOAD OF FIRE APPARATUS WEIGHING AT LEAST 75,000 POUNDS.
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NATURAL FEATURES NARRATIVE:

SEVERAL NATURAL FEATURES WERE IDENTIFIED DURING AN ON-SITE VISIT TO THE PROPERTY ON AUGUST 23, 2019 THAT INCLUDE
WETLANDS AND A VARIETY OF WOODLAND STANDS. BELOW IS A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF EACH NATURAL FEATURE, LABELED AS
ZONES “A-V”. ALTHOUGH THE TOTAL SITE IS MEASURED AT 46.88 ACRES, THE ZONES DESCRIBED BELOW ARE
APPROXIMATELY 41.11 ACRES WHEN ADDED TOGETHER. NOTE THAT EACH ZONE IS MEASURED TO AN APPROXIMATE SIZE AND THAT
ZONES ARE SEPARATED BY A PATH THAT IS ROUGHLY 12' WIDE AND IS NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE CALCULATIONS.

ZONE “A”

AN ESTIMATED 4.62 ACRE “FRESHWATER POND”, AS DESCRIBED BY THE NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY, IS POSITIONED ON SITE
AND CONTINUES ONTO THE NEIGHBORING LOT TO THE WEST. THE ON-SITE ACREAGE IS ESTIMATED TO BE 3.88 ACRES. THE POND
EDGE IS MOWN LAWN AND HAS A SOUTHERN BORDER OF NORWAY MAPLE TREES, AND A WESTERN BORDER OF BLACK
CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM, VARIOUS OAKS AND SPRUCE TREES, SIZES RANGING FROM 4-18” AT DBH WITH TREES BEING SPACED AN
AVERAGE OF 12' APART. THE POND COLLECTS STORMWATER FROM ROUGHLY 9 ACRES OF LAND FROM THE WEST AND SOUTH, WITH
SLOPES RANGING FROM 10-20%.

ZONE “B”

AT APPROXIMATELY 0.9 ACRES IN SIZE, THIS ZONE IS COMPOSED OF WAWASEE LOAM SOILS WITH SLOPES BETWEEN 6-12%. TREE
SPECIES INCLUDE AN EQUAL MIX OF BLACK WALNUT, BLACK CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM, COTTONWOOD, AND BITTERNUT HICKORY
SIZES RANGING FROM 6”-30” AND AVERAGING ABOUT 10” DBH. THE UNDERSTORY IS MOSTLY NON-EXISTENT BUT CONTAINS A
SCATTERING OF HONEYSUCKLE AND VARIOUS PATCHES OF HERBACEOUS MATERIAL. AN ADDITIONAL AND APPROXIMATE 2.17
ACRES  OF MANAGED PRIVATE PROPERTY IS FOUND TO THE WEST AND SOUTH OF THIS ZONE AND CONTAINS WAWASEE LOAM SOIL
THAT SLOPES AT 6-12% TOWARDS THE POND IN ZONE "A"

ZONE “C”

ZONE "C" IS A SMALL WOODLAND POCKET APPROXIMATELY 0.17 ACRES IS SIZE IS COMPOSED OF BLACK LOCUST, VARIOUS LARGE
WILLOWS, AND BOXELDERS. TREES RANGE FROM 4-22” AT DBH. THIS POCKET IS IN A FLAT AREA THAT BORDERS FRESHATER
EMERGENT WETLANDS TO THE EAST, AND CONTAINS CARLISLE MUCK SOILS, WHICH ARE HYDRIC IN NATURE.

ZONE “D”

ZONE "D" IS SET WITHIN A MANAGED SPACE NEXT TO AN OUTBUILDING, IS APPROXIMATELY 0.13 ACRES IN SIZE, AND HAS MOWN
LAWN AS AN UNDERSTORY. SOILS ARE COMPOSED OF WAWASEE LOAMS AND THERE IS A STAND OF MATURE NORWAY SPRUCE
TREES THAT ARE ROUGHLY 12” AT DBH AND SPACED OUT ABOUT 10-15' APART.

ZONE “E”

A FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 5.45 ACRES IN SIZE WAS IDENTIFIED IN ZONE "E". THE AREA IS
COMPOSED OF CARLISLE MUCK SOILS AND IS DOMINATED BY REED CANARY GRASS, PHRAGMITES, BROADLEAF CATTAIL, AND A
VARIETY OF FORBES AND RUSHES. THIS WETLAND COLLECTS A LARGE AMOUNT OF STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM THE CONIFER
STAND TO THE SOUTH, AND FROM THE ADJACENT ROAD SYSTEMS. MANICURED LAWN  BORDERS THE NORTHERN AND EASTERN
EDGES OF THIS ZONE AND MAKE UP APPROXIMATELY 1.22 ACRES.

ZONE “F”

ZONE "F" IS ANOTHER MANAGED AREA WITH MANICURED LAWN THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 0.43 ACRES IN SIZE AND HAS A SERIES OF
NORWAY SPRUCE TREES PLANTED IN A DOUBLE ROW. THE TREES ARE ROUGHLY 12” AT DBH AND SPACED
ROUGHLY 15' APART. SOILS ARE WAWASEE LOAMS AND SLOPING  EAST TOWARDS THE WETLAND IN ZONE “E”. AT THE EASTERN
EDGE OF THIS ZONE, THERE A SEVERAL LARGE WILLOW TREES AND BLACK WALNUTS, SOME OF WHICH MAY QUALIFY AS LANDMARK
TREES.

ZONE “G”

ZONE "G" IS A FILL AREA OF APPROXIMATELY 1.16 ACRES THAT WAS FORMERLY USED AS A SPORTS FIELD. IT HAS SINCE BECOME
OVERGROWN WITH A VARIETY OF MEADOW FORBES AND GRASSES.

ZONE “H”

ZONE “H” IS AN APPROXIMATELY 0.07 ACRE FRESHWATER EMERGENT/FORESTED WETLAND. THERE ARE POCKETS OF LARGE
COTTONWOOD TREES AND WILLOWS WITH SOME SEDGES AND WETLAND FORBES WITHIN THE DELINEATED AREA. THIS ZONE
COLLECTS STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM THE SOUTHERN HILLSIDE OF THE PROPERTY AND SLOWLY DRAINS WATER TO THE WEST
INTO THE LARGER WETLAND IN ZONE “E”.

ZONE “I”

ZONE “I” IS A LARGE AREA, APPROXIMATELY 7.63 ACRES IN SIZE, AND COMPOSED ALMOST ENTIRELY OF NORWAY SPRUCE TREES
RANGING FROM 5-18” AT DBH, SPACED 10-15' APART, AND MAKE UP ROUGHLY 90% OF THE TREE POPULATION. THE
REMAINING 10% OF TREE COVER IS COMPOSED OF BLACK CHERRY, BLACK LOCUST, RED OAK, AND AMERICAN ELM, ALL OF WHICH
ARE BETWEEN 6-18” AT DBH. THE UNDERSTORY IS ALMOST NON-EXISTENT. THE EASTERN 75% OF THIS ZONE IS COMPOSED OF MIAMI
LOAM SOILS WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 25-35%, AND THE WESTERN 25% IS A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM
12-18%.

ZONE “J”

ZONE “J” IS APPROXIMATELY 2.38 ACRES IN SIZE AND IS A SLIGHT TRANSITION FROM THE ZONE “I” CONIFEROUS COMMUNITY TO A
MORE DECIDUOUS FOREST STAND. THE DOMINANT SPECIES HERE ARE RED AND WHITE OAK, SHAGBARK AND BITTERNUT HICKORY,
BLACK CHERRY, AND AMERICAN ELM. THERE ARE SEVERAL LARGE NORWAY SPRUCE TREES, BUT THEY ARE NO LONGER THE
DOMINANT SPECIES. ALL OF THESE TREES ARE MATURE AND ARE 6-18” AT DBH AND SPACED ROUGHLY 10' APART. AN UNDERSTORY
OF GREEN ASH, HICKORY, AND HONEYSUCKLE IS PRESENT, THOUGH NOT OVERBEARING. SOILS ARE A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX
WITH 18-25% SLOPES THAT DRAIN TO THE LARGE POND IN ZONE “A”.

ZONE “K”

ZONE "K" IS APPROXIMATELY 2.85 ACRES IN SIZE AND BORDERS MUCH OF THE SOUTHERN AND WESTERN BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE.
THIS FOREST STAND IS ALMOST ENTIRELY DECIDUOUS AND CONTAINS MATURE RED OAKS, BLACK CHERRY, AMERICAN ELM,
HICKORY, AND VARIOUS MAPLE TREES RANGING FROM 5-18” AT DBH, THOUGH THERE ARE SEVERAL LANDMARK TREES IN THIS ZONE
THAT MUST BE NOTED. THE TREES ARE SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART. THE SOILS ARE MIAMI LOAMS WITH 18-25% SLOPES THAT SHED
WATER TOWARDS THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE.

ZONES “L”, “M”, “N”

THESE THREE ZONES MAKE UP A LARGER OPEN SPACE,  APPROXIMATELY 1.68 ACRES IN SIZE AND IS ALMOST ENTIRELY FREE OF
TREE SPECIES. INSTEAD, THE AREA IS POPULATED WITH A DOMINANCE OF GREY DOGWOOD SHRUBS, VARIOUS MEADOW FORBES,
GRASSES, AND VINES. THERE ARE A FEW LARGE BUT DEAD ELM TREES AT THE EASTERN EDGE OF ZONE “N”, AND SEVERAL NORWAY
MAPLE TREES AT THE NORTHERN PORTION OF ZONE “N”. THE LAND IS MUCH FLATTER IN THIS AREA WHERE SOILS ARE A FOX-BOYER
COMPLEX WITH SLOPES AT 2-6% THAT GENTLY DRAIN TO THE WEST.

ZONES “O” AND “P”

THESE ZONES MAKE UP APPROXIMATELY 1.31 ACRES OF THE SITE AND ARE LARGE STANDS OF DECIDUOUS TREES THAT INCLUDE
SHAGBARK AND BITTERNUT HICKORY, AMERICAN ELM, BLACK CHERRY, AND BLACK LOCUST. THE TREES ARE SPACED
ROUGHLY 15' APART AND RANGE FROM 4-12” AT DBH, THOUGH THERE ARE SEVERAL LANDMARK TREES IN THIS AREA THAT MUST BE
NOTED. THESE ZONES ARE AT ONE OF THE HIGHEST POINTS OF THE SITE WITH WAWASEE LOAMS SLOPING 2-6% TO THE WEST.

ZONE “Q”

THIS ZONE IS APPROXIMATELY 1.57 ACRES IN SIZE AND HAS A DOMINANCE OF BLACK LOCUST TREES THAT MAKE UP 70% OF THE
FOREST STAND. THE REMAINING TREE SPECIES ARE AMERICAN ELM, BLACK CHERRY, AND HICKORY. ALL TREES ARE MATURE
RANGING FROM 5-18” AT DBH AND SPACED 15' APART ON AVERAGE. THE EASTERN EDGE OF THIS ZONE IS SLOPING STEEPLY
AT 25-35% TO THE EAST TOWARDS LATSON ROAD AND TO THE NORTH TOWARDS ZONE “H”. THE WESTERN AND SOUTHERN
PORTIONS OF ZONE “Q” ARE RELATIVELY FLAT. THE SOILS ARE A MIX OF WAWASEE LOAMS AND MIAMI LOAMS.

ZONE “R”

SIMILAR TO ZONE “Q”, ZONE “R”, WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY 2.60 ACRES IN SIZE, IS DOMINATED BY BLACK LOCUST TREES WHICH
MAKE UP 70% OF THE FOREST STAND, WHILE THE REMAINING 30% COVER IS COMPOSED OF AMERICAN ELM, BLACK LOCUST, AND
BLACK CHERRY TREES. ALL TREES RANGE FROM 4-18” AT DBH AND AVERAGE ABOUT 10” AT DBH SPACED ROUGHLY 15' APART. THE
UNDERSTORY IS MADE UP OF SEVERAL DECIDUOUS SAPLINGS AND SOME HONEYSUCKLE, BUT OTHERWISE OPEN. STEEP SLOPES OF
25-35% RUN EAST TOWARDS LATSON ROAD, WHILE THE SOUTHERN EDGE OF THIS ZONE SLOPES MORE GENTLY TO THE SOUTH AT
ROUGHLY 10%. THE SOILS ARE A MIX OF MIAMI LOAM AND WAWASEE LOAM.

ZONE “S”

SIZED AT APPROXIMATELY 1.73 ACRES, ZONE “S” IS A LARGE CONIFER STAND COMPOSED MOSTLY OF NORWAY SPRUCE TREES. THE
SOUTHERN PORTION OF THIS ZONE IS PLANTED WITH ROWS OF WHITE FIR TREES. ALL TREES IN THIS AREA ARE BETWEEN 4-18” AT
DBH AND PLANTED BETWEEN 6-12' APART ON AVERAGE. THE LANDSCAPE SLOPES GENTLY TO THE WEST AT ROUGHLY 2-6%. THE
SOILS ARE MOSTLY WAWASEE LOAMS, THOUGH THE SOUTHERN PORTION IS A FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOIL.

ZONE “T”

ZONE “T” IS A SMALLER AND MORE OPEN AREA THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 0.64 ACRES IN SIZE. IT IS POPULATED WITH YOUNGER
FRASIER FIR AND SCOTCH PINE TREES THAT ARE NOT MUCH LARGER THAN 8” AT DBH. GRASSES AND FORBES OCCUPY THE SPACES
IN BETWEEN. THIS ZONE HAS A MIX OF FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOILS, AND WAWASEE LOAMS THAT SLOPE TO THE NORTHEAST AT
ROUGHLY 2-6%

ZONE “U”

ZONE “U” IS APPROXIMATELY 1.10 ACRES IN SIZE AND POPULATED WITH SCOTCH PINE TREES AND SEVERAL NORWAY SPRUCE
TREES THAT RANGE BETWEEN 6-12” AT DBH AND ARE SPACED ABOUT 15' APART. SOILS ARE MIAMI LOAMS AND FOX-BOYER COMPLEX
SOILS THAT SLOPE TO THE NORTH AT ABOUT 12%. THE UNDERSTORY IS MINIMAL, THOUGH SOME SMALLER DECIDUOUS SPECIES
ARE SPROUTING.

ZONE “V”

ZONE "V" IS APPROXIMATELY 2.04 ACRES IN SIZE AND POPULATED WITH WHITE PINE TREES THAT ARE PLANTED IN ROWS ON THE
SOUTHERN EDGE, WITH A MIX OF SCOTCH PINE AND WHITE PINE ON THE NORTHERN PORTION.  THESE TREES ARE
BETWEEN 6-18” AT DBH AND SPACED 15' APART WITH NO UNDERSTORY OBSERVED. THE TREES ARE PLANTED ON A RIDGE WITH
MIAMI LOAM SOILS TO THE SOUTH, AND FOX-BOYER COMPLEX SOILS TO THE NORTH WITH SLOPES RANGING FROM 2-6%.
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GENERAL NOTES

1. THE EXACT ROUTE OF THE FRANCHISE EASEMENT IS TO BE COORDINATED WITH
THE UTILITY COMPANIES.

2. ALL OUTDOOR LIGHTS SHALL BE SHIELDED TO REDUCE GLARE AND SHALL BE
ARRANGED TO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE VISION OF PERSONS ON ADJACENT
ROADWAYS OR ADJACENT PROPERTY.

3. ALL SIGNS SHALL MEET LOCAL MUNICIPALITY ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS.
4. FUTURE ACCESS DRIVE FROM LATSON ROAD TO CONFORM TO BAFA'S ACCESS

STANDARDS.
5. THE SINGLE FAMILY HOMES SHALL INCLUDE THE BUILDING ADDRESS A MINIMUM 4"

HIGH LETTERS OF CONTRASTING COLORS AND BE CLEARLY VISIBLE FROM THE
STREET. THE LOCATION AND SIZE SHALL BE VERIFIED PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. THE
CHURCH ADDRESS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 6" IN HEIGHT.

6. ONE SIDE OF THE STREET SHALL BE MARKED AS A FIRE LANE AND SHALL HAVE
APPROPRIATE SIGNAGE.

7. ACCESS ROADS TO THE SITE SHALL BE PROVIDED AND MAINTAINED DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

8. ACCESS ROADS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO BE CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING THE
IMPOSED LOAD OF FIRE APPARATUS WEIGHING AT LEAST 84,000 POUNDS.

9. A MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE OF 13.5 FEET SHALL BE MAINTAINED
THROUGHOUT THE SITE. THIS INCLUDES ENCROACHMENTS FROM LARGE TREE
CANOPIES, LIGHTING, ETC.

10. THE SHARED DRIVEWAYS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH PROPERLY DESIGNED AND
DIMENSIONED TURNAROUNDS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE IFC, APPENDIX D.

11. THE CUL-DE-SAC DIMENSIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH IFC, APPENDIX D.

RESIDENTIAL LOT INFO:

1. LOT AREA: 1 ACRE MINIMUM
2. FRONT SETBACK: 50 FT
3. REAR SETBACK: 60 FT
4. SIDE SETBACK: 30 FT
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UTILITY  NOTES

1. ALL WATERMAIN TO BE CENTERED IN A 25 FOOT WIDE WATERMAIN EASEMENT.
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LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS
1. ZONING:  LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LDR)

ARTICLE 12.02.02 - RESIDENTIAL STREET TREES:
REQUIREMENT: "TWO (2) CANOPY STREET TREES SHALL BE
PROVIDED ALONG A PUBLIC STREET OR PRIVATE ROAD FOR
EACH RESIDENTIAL UNIT.

10 LOTS x 2 TREES/LOT = 20 TREES REQUIRED.
NOTE: THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY ALLOW EXISTING
TREES (3) INCH CALIPER OR GREATER, PRESERVED IN GOOD
CONDITION, TO BE COUNTED TOWARDS THIS REQUIREMENT."

PROVIDED: ZERO (0) NEW TREES PROVIDED AS EACH LOT
CONTAINS MULTIPLE MATURE TREES OVER THREE (3) INCHES
CALIPER AND IN GOOD CONDITION ALONG THE PRIVATE
ROADS AND SERVICE DRIVES.

TREES THAT ARE BEING UTILIZED TO MEET THE LANDSCAPE
REQUIREMENTS WILL BE PROVIDED DURING FINAL SITE PLAN.
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2911 Dorr Road 

Brighton, Ml 48 l 16 

810 227.5225 

810 227 3420 fax 

genoa.org 

SUPERVISOR 
Bil l Rogers 

CLERK 
Paulette A. Skolarus 

TREASURER 

Robin L Hunt 

TRUSTEES 

Jean W. Ledford 

H James Mortensen 

Terry Croft 

Di ana Lowe 

MANAGER 

Michael C. Archinal 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

Honorable Board of Trustees 

Kelly Van Marter, Assistant Township Manager/Community Development 

Director 

July 16, 2020 

S. Latson Rezoning - First Reading 

Ordinance No. Z-20-03 

MANAGERS REVIEW: �------------c:.?£!�----------------·-....-.,:.:..;.;=.;.;....-

In consideration of the recommendations by the Township Planning Commission on June 11, 2020 

and the Livingston County Planning Commission on July 15, 2020 please find the attached 
proposed rezoning ordinance for your review. The applicant is requesting to rezone 
approximately 195 acres involving the parcels in the table below from Country Estates (CE) to 
Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development (CAPUD) and Interchange Commercial Planned 
Unit Development (ICPUD). The request is petitioned by Todd Wyett, Versa Development. 

Parcel ID No. Address Acreage Proposed Zoning 

4711-08-400-004 1908 S. Latson 4.79 CAPUD 

4 711-08-400-006 1896 S. Latson 5.18 CAPUD 

4711-08-400-012 vacant Cloverbend Ct. 2.29 CAPUD 

4711-08-400-013 vacant Cloverbend Ct. 1.87 CAPUD 

4 711-08-400-014 vacant Cloverbend Ct 1.87 CAPUD 

4711-08-400-015 vacant Cloverbend Ct 1.87 CAPUD 

4 711-08-400-020 1882 S. Latson Road 18.82 CAPUD 

4711-09-300-040* vacant Beck Road 6.96 ICPUD 

4711-09-300-031 1895 S. Latson Road 10.44 CAPUD 

4711-17-200-008 vacant S. Latson Road 140.3 CAPUD 

As required pursuant to the Charter Township Act (Act 359 of 1947) the Board is being asked to 

introduce and conduct the first reading on the proposed rezoning ordinance. Staff is requesting 

the second reading, public hearing and consideration for adoption be set for the Monday, 

August 3'd, 2020 regularly scheduled meeting. A draft publication as required by law is also 

attached. 

As such please consider the following action: 

Moved by _____ , supported by _____ to introduce and conduct the first 

reading on proposed ordinance number Z-20-03 and to set the second reading, public 

hearing and consideration for adoption before the Township Board on Monday, 

August 3, 2020 for the purpose of considering the proposed zoning map amendment. 

(*formerly 001)
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ORDINANCE NO. Z-20-03 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF GENOA BY 
REZONING PARCELS 4711-08-400-004, 006, 012, 013, 014, 015, 020, 4711-09-300-031 and 4711-17-200-
008 INTERCHANGE CAMPUS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CAPUD) AND PARCEL 4711-09-
300-001 TO INTERCHANGE COMMERCIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (ICPUD).  

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: 
 
1. Real property containing 5 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-004 located at 1908 S. Latson Road on 

the west side of S. Latson Road north of Cloverbend Court which is more particularly described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  The north 5 acres of the south 20 acres of the east half of the 
southeast quarter 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   

 
2. Real property containing 5 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-006 located at 1896 S. Latson Road on 

the west side of S. Latson Road north of Cloverbend Court which is more particularly described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  The north 5 acres of the south 25 acres of the east half of the 
southeast quarter 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   

 
3. Real property containing approximately 2.29 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-012 located at 3799 

Cloverbend Court (vacant land) on the north side of Cloverbend Court west of S. Latson Road which is more 
particularly described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  SEC 8 T2N R5E BEG AT A POINT N 252.46 FT ALONG THE E 
LINE OF SEC 8 & S 88*44'11"W 899 FT FROM THE SE COR OF SEC 8, TH CONT S 88* 44'11"W 394.80 
FT, TH N 00*04'39"E 252.53 FT, TH N 88*44'11"E 394.46 FT, TH S 252.52 FT TO POB 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   
 

4. Real property containing approximately 1.87 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-013 located at 3796 
Cloverbend Court (vacant land) on the south side of Cloverbend Court west of S. Latson Road which is more 
particularly described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  SEC 8 T2N R5E BEG AT A POINT ON THE S LINE OF SAID SEC, 
DISTANT S 88*44'11"W 970.62 FT FROM SE COR, TH CONT ALONG THE S LINE, S 88* 44'11"W 323.54 
FT, TH N 00*04'39"E 252.47 FT, TH N 88*44'11"E 323.45 FT, TH S 00*03'29"W 252.47 FT TO THE POB 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   

 
5. Real property containing approximately 1.87 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-014 located at 3854 

Cloverbend Court (vacant land) on the south side of Cloverbend Court west of S. Latson Road which is more 
particularly described as follows: 
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A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows: SEC 8 T2N R5E BEG AT A POINT ON THE S LINE OF SAID SEC, 
DISTANT S 88*44'11"W 647.08 FT FROM SE COR, TH CONT ALONG THE S LINE, S 88* 44'11"W 323.54 
FT, TH N 00*03'29"E 252.47 FT, TH N 88*44'11"E 323.45 FT, TH S 00*02'20"W 252.46 FT TO POB 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   
 

6. Real property containing approximately 1.87 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-015 located at 3912 
Cloverbend Court (vacant land) on the south side of Cloverbend Court west of S. Latson Road which is more 
particularly described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows: SEC 8 T2N R5E BEG AT A POINT ON THE S LINE OF SAID SEC, 
DISTANT S 88*44'11"W 323.54 FT FROM SE COR, TH CONT ALONG THE S LINE, S 88* 44'11"W 323.54 
FT, TH N 00*02'20"E 252.46 FT, TH N 88*44'11"E 323.45 FT, TH S 00*01'10"W 252.46 FT TO POB 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   

 
7. Real property containing approximately 18.97 acres with parcel ID number 4711-08-400-020 located at 1882 

S. Latson Road on the west side of S. Latson Road north of Cloverbend Court which is more particularly 
described as follows: 
A part of the Southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  SEC. 8 T2N, R5E, COMM AT SE COR TH N01*46'00"E 841.83 FT 
TO POB TH N89*29'06"W 1293.30 FT TH N01*51'05"E 912.72 FT TH S62*03'36"E 88.07 FT TH 
S65*50'11"E 526.88 FT TH S69*36'45"E 765.54 FT TH S01*46'00"W 400.43 FT TO POB  
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification. 
   

8. Real property containing approximately 10.372 acres with parcel ID number 4711-09-300-031 located at 
1895 S. Latson Road on the east side of S. Latson Road north of Sweet Road which is more particularly 
described as follows: 
A part of the Southwest quarter of Section 9, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows:  SEC 9 T2N R5E BEG 542.26 FT N01*46'E FROM SW COR TH 
N01*46'E 700 FT TH S69*36'45"E 400.78 FT TH S01*46'W 559.96 FT TH S89*53'30"W 380 FT TO POB 
AND ALSO BEG 380 FT N89*56'30"E TH N01*46'E 542.26 FT FROM SW CORNER TH N01*46'E 559.96 
FT TH S69*36'45"E 469.33 FT TH S01*46'W 395.96 FT TH S89*56'30"W 445 FT TO POB  
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.   
 

9. Real property containing approximately 140.79 acres with parcel ID number 4711-17-200-008, vacant land 
located on the west side of S. Latson Road north of Beck Road which is more particularly described as 
follows: 
A part of the Northeast quarter of Section 17 and southeast quarter of Section 8, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, 
Genoa Township, Livingston County, Michigan, described as follows SEC. 17  T2N, R5E, THE N 1/2 OF NE 
1/4 AND ALSO SEC 8 T2N R5E THE W 1/2 OF THE SE 1/4 LYING SOUTH OF C & O RR 
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development District 
(CAPUD) zoning classification.  
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10. Real property containing approximately 5.7 acres with parcel ID number 4711-09-300-040 (formerly 09-300-
001), vacant land  located on the south side of Beck Road east of S. Latson Road which is more particularly 
described as follows: 
A part of the Southwest  quarter of Section 9, Town 2 North, Range 5 East, Genoa Township, Livingston 
County, Michigan, described as follows: SEC. 9 T2N, R5E, BEG AT W 1/4 COR TH N86*45'25"E 768.85 FT 
TH S01*28'50"E 855.68 FT FOR POB TH N39*34'08"E 398.76 FT, TH S01*29'40"E 1148.99 FT TH 
N72*52'20"W 276.61 FT TH N01*28'50"W 760 FT TO POB  
shall be rezoned from the Country Estate (CE) to Interchange Commercial Planned Unit Development District 
(ICPUD) zoning classification.   

 
 
The Township Planning Commission and Township Board, in strict compliance with the Township Zoning 
Ordinance and with Act 184 of the Public Acts of 1943, as amended, reclassified the Property as General 
Commercial District/Redevelopment Planned Unit Development District (GCD/RDPUD) finding that such 
classification properly achieved the purposes of Section 22.04 of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance (as amended).  
 
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 _____ day of ____, 2020. 
 
 
____________________     ____________________ 
Paulette A. Skolarus      Bill Rogers 
Township Clerk       Township Supervisor 
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP, 

LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN 
 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 
AUGUST 3, 2020  

 
Pursuant to Michigan Public Act 359 of 1947, (the Charter Township Act), Michigan Public Act 110 of 2006 
(the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act) and the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance, notice is hereby given that 
the Genoa Charter Township Board will conduct a public hearing to consider ordinance number Z-20-03 to 
amend the official zoning map at 6:30 p.m. on Monday, August 3, 2020.  The rezoning request is from Country 
Estates (CE) to Interchange Campus Planned Unit Development (CAPUD) and Interchange Commercial 
Planned Unit Development (ICPUD) for approximately 195 acres along S. Latson Road south of I-96.  The 
subject property includes 177 acres on the west side of S. Latson Road, 10 acres on the east side of S. Latson 
Road and 6 acres on Beck Road east of S. Latson Road.   The properties include the following parcels requested 
to be rezoned to CAPUD: 4711-08-400-004, 006, 012, 013, 014, 015, 020, 4711-09-300-031 and 4711-17-200-
008.  Parcel 4711-09-300-040(formerly 09-300-001) is requested to be rezoned to ICPUD. 
 
The complete text of the proposed ordinance is available for public inspection at the Township Hall located at 
2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan 48116, Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  You are 
invited to attend this hearing. If you are unable to attend, written comments may be submitted by writing to the 
Township Board at the Genoa Township Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, MI 48116 or via email at 
kelly@genoa.org up to the date of the hearing and may be further received by the Board at said hearing. In 
addition, all material relating to this request 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. 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Assistant Township Manager/Community Development Director 
 
(Press/Argus 07-19-20) 
(Mailed USPS 07-17-20) 
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