
 

 

 

AGENDA 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN  

PLANNING COMMISSION – REGULAR MEETING 

February 25, 2019 7PM 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 

2. PUBLIC REMARKS 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES   

A. February 11, 2019 Regular Meeting 

  

5. COMMUNICATIONS 

 A. Shawn O’Brien RE: Zoning Amendment #19030 

 B. Lynne Page RE: Zoning Amendment #19030 

 C. Jim Phillipich RE: Zoning Amendment #19030 

 D. Deborah Keyworth RE: Rezoning #19010 

 E. Megan Long RE: Rezoning #19010 

 F. Mandie Roberts RE: Rezoning #19010 

G. Jesse Green RE: Rezoning #19010 

H. Barney Fenn RE: Rezoning #19010 

I. Stephen Boyd RE: Rezoning #19010 

J. Joseph McSweeney RE: Rezoning #19020 

K. Jesse Green RE: Rezoning #19010 

L. Ray & Pat Hammerschmidt RE: Rezoning #19010 

M. Joseph McSweeney RE: Rezoning #19020 

N. Mike Kieliszewski RE: Rezoning #19010 

O. Sherry & James Fent RE: Rezoning #19010 

P. Jim & Karen Carlson RE: Rezoning #19010 

Q. Sarah Rebolloso RE: Rezoning #19010 

  

 6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. Special Use Permit #19021 (Agnew Sign Co.), install electronic changing 

message sign at 2040 Grand River Avenue. 

B. Rezoning #19020 (Meridian Township), rezone 1.52 acres (10 parcels) 

from C-1 (Commercial) to RB (Single Family-High Density) located west of 

Marsh Road, north of Lake Lansing Road, and east of Martinus Street. 

 

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Rezoning #19010 (Woda Cooper Companies, Inc.), rezone approximately 

4.6 acres of a 5.9 acre parcel identified by Parcel I.D. #17-377-031 located 

north of Grand River Avenue, east of Sirhal Drive, and west of Wardcliff 

Drive from RX (One and Two Family Residential) to RC (Multiple Family-14 

dwelling units per acre). 

B. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #18034 (Meridian Investment 

Group, LLC), construct 70,213 square foot mixed use building at 2875 

Northwind Drive. 

C. Special Use Permit #18031 (Meridian Investment Group, LLC), construct 

group of buildings greater than 25,000 square feet in size at 2875 

Northwind Drive. 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

February 25, 2019 7:00 pm 

 

Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact: Principal Planner Peter Menser, 5151 Marsh Road, 

Okemos, MI 48864 or 517.853.4576 - Ten Day Notice is Required.  

Meeting Location: 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864 Township Hall 

 

Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

D. Zoning Amendment #19030 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 of 

the Code of Ordinances and add Section 86-445 to establish the Commercial 

Medical Marihuana Facilities Overlay District. 

E. Zoning Amendment #19040 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 and 

Section 86-654 of the Code of Ordinances to add continuing care 

communities to the list of uses permitted as non-residential uses in 

residential zoning districts. 

F. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development (MUPUD) concept plan – Village of 

Okemos. 

 

8. OTHER BUSINESS  

A. 2019 PC Goals. 

B. Subcommittee meetings. 

  

9. TOWNSHIP BOARD, PLANNING COMMISSION OFFICER, COMMITTEE CHAIR, AND 

STAFF COMMENTS OR REPORTS 

10. PROJECT UPDATES 

A. New Applications 

1. Special Use Permit #19-99021 (Williams Volkswagen Inc.), amend 

existing special use permit to construct addition to new car 

dealership at 2186 Jolly Road. 

2. Special Use Permit #19041 (Williams Volkswagen Inc.), amend 

existing special use permit to construct addition to building greater 

than 25,000 square feet in size at 2186 Jolly Road. 

B. Site Plans Received – None 

C. Site Plans Approved – None  

 

11. PUBLIC REMARKS 

12. ADJOURNMENT 

13. POST SCRIPT: DAVID PREMOE 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

February 25, 2019 7:00 pm 

 

Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact: Principal Planner Peter Menser, 5151 Marsh Road, 

Okemos, MI 48864 or 517.853.4576 - Ten Day Notice is Required.  

Meeting Location: 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864 Township Hall 

 

Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

TENTATIVE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

 

March 11, 2019 

  

1. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. Wetland Use Permit #19-01 (LaFontaine Automotive Group), fill regulated 

wetland for development of new car dealership at 1448 Grand River 

Avenue. 

   

2. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  

A. Zoning Amendment #19030 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 and 

add Section 86-445 of the Code of Ordinances to establish the Commercial 

Medical Marihuana Facilities Overlay District. 

B. Zoning Amendment #19040 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 and 

Section 86-654 of the Code of Ordinances to add continuing care 

communities to the list of uses permitted as non-residential uses in 

residential zoning districts. 

C. Special Use Permit #19021 (Agnew Sign Co.), install electronic changing 

message sign at 2040 Grand River Avenue. 

D. Rezoning #19020 (Meridian Township), rezone 1.52 acres (10 parcels) 

from C-1 (Commercial) to RB (Single Family-High Density) located west of 

Marsh Road, north of Lake Lansing Road, and east of Martinus Street. 

 

 3. OTHER BUSINESS 

  A. 2019 PC Goals. 

 



 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

PLANNING COMMISSION  

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

 

February 11, 2019 

5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, MI 48864-1198 

517-853-4560, Town Hall Room, 7:00 P.M. 

 

PRESENT: Commissioners Premoe, Trezise, Cordill, Lane, Scott-Craig, Shrewsbury, 

Hendrickson and Richards.  

ABSENT: None 

STAFF:  Director of Community Planning & Development Mark Kieselbach, Principal 

Planner Peter Menser, Economic Development Director Chris Buck and Park 

Naturalist Kelsey Dillion. 

 

1.    Call meeting to order 

 

Chair Scott-Craig called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. and welcomed the new Planning 

Commissioner, Scott Hendrickson, to the group. 

 

2.  Public Remarks 

 

A. Ron Calhoun, 2875 Northwind Drive, applicant with Meridian Investment Group, LLC 

introduced himself and said he would be available for questions regarding Mixed Use 

Planned Unit Development #18034 and Special Use Permit # 18031. 

B. Lynne Page, 3912 Raleigh Drive, spoke in opposition to Zoning Amendment #19030. 

  

3.  Approval of Agenda 

 

Chair Scott-Craig moved to approve the agenda as written. 

Seconded by Commissioner Premoe.    

VOICE VOTE: Motion approved unanimously.  

 

4.  Approval of Minutes 

 

 A. December 17, 2018 Regular Meeting 

B. January 14, 2019 Regular Meeting 

 

Commissioner Cordill moved to approve the minutes as written. 

Seconded by Commissioner Premoe. 

VOICE VOTE:  Motion approved unanimously. 

 

5.  Communications 

 

Principal Planner Menser noted additional communications were received after the Planning 

Commission meeting packets were assembled.  He further noted that hard copies of  

communications were distributed to the Planning Commission at their places on the dais prior to 

tonight’s meeting and would be included in the packet for the February 25, 2019 Planning 

Commission meeting. 

DRAFT 
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6.  Public Hearings 

 

A. Zoning Amendment #19030 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 of the Code of 

Ordinances and add Section 86-445 to establish the Commercial Medical Marihuana 

Facilities Overlay District. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig opened the public hearing at 7:08 P.M. 

 

Principal Planner Menser provided a brief summary of the staff report.  The Township Board 

initiated the zoning amendment and referred it to the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing 

and make recommendations.   

 

Public Comments: None 

 

Planning Commission Discussion: 

 

Chair Scott-Craig noted this is a complicated issue and the topics of discussion will include the 

overlay district area, reviewing the process and permitted locations.   

 

Commissioner Trezise mentioned the overlay map is in conflict with the proposed ordinance.  

Section 1 is zoned RR, nothing is permitted in RR.  He further noted section 3 and 4 are zoned RC 

and not allowed unless the area was rezoned.  Commissioner Trezise asked why they were included 

in the district if they are not properly zoned. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig noted the overlay map is in conflict also in section 5 as it shows a grow facility and 

Research Park is not Industrial unless rezoned.  Chair Scott-Craig further noted the Township 

Board is still making changes and he suggested maybe not discussing the boundaries at this time 

 

Commissioner Premoe expressed concerns with having six zones as this seems excessive.  He 

shared his concern that the Planning Commission will spend too much time hearing residents 

complain. 

 

Commissioner Cordill expressed concern with the overlay districts included or adjacent to 

residential districts. 

 

Commissioner Richards suggested the Commission wait to make final comments until the 

Township Board makes final decisions. 

 

Vice-Chair Lane suggested focusing on Commercial and Industrial Districts (4 and 5) and avoiding 

anything close to residential areas. 

 

Commissioner Hendrickson expressed concerns with overlay district 4. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig stated the overall number of permits are too great for the permitted locations. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearing at 8:02 P.M. 
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B. Zoning Amendment #19040 (Meridian Township), amend Section 86-2 and Section 86-654 

of the Code of Ordinances to add continuing care communities to the list of uses permitted 

as non-residential uses in residential zoning districts. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig opened the public hearing at 8:03 P.M. 

 

Principal Planner Menser provided a summary of the request.  In December 2018 a concept plan 

was presented to the Township Board for a mix of senior independent living and skilled nursing 

care housing.  The developer requested the Board amend the zoning ordinance to accommodate the 

proposed development and the Township Board voted to initiate a zoning amendment allowing 

senior living communities. 

 

Senior living communities with cooking facilities (stove and oven) are considered under the multi-

family residential zoning and if there are no cooking facilities the senior living communities are 

considered as a single-family non-residential use in a residential district. 

 

Public Comments:   

 

A. Lynne Page, 3912 Raleigh Drive, spoke in opposition to Zoning Amendment #19040. 

B. David Pierson, 1305 South Washington Avenue, attorney representing The Eyde Company 

spoke in support of Zoning Amendment #19040.  

C. Shawn O’Brien, 16948 Pine Hollow Drive, spoke in support of Zoning Amendment #19040. 

 

Planning Commission Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Richards stated the concept makes sense but has concerns with the impact to the 

single family residents to the east of the above mentioned site on Hannah Boulevard.  

Commissioner Richards also suggested tighter restrictions with setbacks and balconies that may be 

proposed on three and four story buildings, if located adjacent to single family zoning.  He also 

noted the minimum age of 55 seems too young for the senior living communities and should be 

perhaps more in the range of 70-80 years old. 

 

Commissioner Cordill expressed concern with the Hannah building height and stated a sixty foot; 

four story building should not be located fifty feet from a neighboring single family home.  

Commissioner Cordill also commented on the size of the property (10 acre lot) and wanted to know 

how many people might live in the proposed senior living community of this size and Principal 

Planner Menser replied there could be 25 units per acre based on the draft ordinance.   

 

Commissioner Hendrickson asked if a comparison of the three independent senior living 

communities (Marsh Pointe, The Marquette and Meridian Stratford Place) listed in the staff report 

has been done regarding parcel size and standards. Principal Planner Menser replied that a 

comparison has not been done. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig reminded everyone the ordinance is what is being considered and not the Hannah 

project.  The projects will be limited if the proposed ten acres becomes the ordinance.   
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Commissioner Premoe shared an experience with a family member who was in Independence 

Village in East Lansing and when a senior moved into the complex they stayed in the same living 

quarters even as the skilled care levels changed from independent living thru hospice care.  He also 

noted if the density is 25 per acre with a ratio of 2:1 (independent living units verses assisted and 

skilled care units typically being one room) one has to wonder what the area would look like. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig mentioned some independent living does require moving into different size living 

accommodations based on the level of care needed.  He also talked about a senior living community 

in New Hampshire that has buildings which are connected with walkways so residents do not have 

to walk outside.  This is an example of why provisions of minimum space between buildings could 

impact future building plans. 

 

Commissioner Trezise suggested taking each proposal on a case by case basis because the details 

may vary and this would allow more flexibility. 

 

Commissioner Richards suggested a minimum setback should be more than fifty feet and the higher 

the building, the more space in setbacks and also suggested putting smaller buildings closer to the 

residential area. 

 

Commissioner Premoe agreed there is a need in our community for independent senior living and 

we don’t want to make restrictions so difficult we discourage future development. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearing at 8:48P.M. 

 

The Planning Commission took a five minute recess. 

 

7.  Unfinished Business 

 

A. Rezoning #19010 (Woda Cooper Companies, Inc.), rezone approximately 4.6 acres of a 5.9 

acre parcel identified by Parcel I.D. #17-377-031 located north of Grand River Avenue, east 

of Sirhal Drive, and west of Wardcliff Drive from RX (One and Two Family Residential) to RC 

(Multiple Family-14 dwelling units per acre). 

 

Principal Planner Menser explained the revised concept plan and reviewed the four conditions of 

the rezoning. 

 

Frank Fugate, 5000 South Front Street, Columbus, Ohio, applicant for the project re-introduced 

himself and said he was available for questions.   

 

Commissioner Premoe expressed appreciation to Mr. Fugate for listening to the Planning 

Commission concerns and also the concerns of local residents.  Commissioner Premoe is very 

comfortable with the updated proposal. 

 

Commissioner Richards asked if the property would pay taxes and he was told by Mr. Fugate yes.  

The applicant will also request payment in lieu of taxes P.I.L.O.T.   

 

Commissioner Cordill asked about the building height and was told by Mr. Fugate this would be a 

two story building with a pitched roof of twenty-five feet.   
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A straw poll indicated the Planning Commission would be in favor of recommending Rezoning 

#19010 to the Township Board and staff was asked to prepare a resolution recommending 

approval for the next meeting. 

 

B. Special Use Permit #19011 (Potterpin Investments LLC), grading and fill in floodplain for 

drain crossing at 4977 Cornell Road. 

 

Principal Planner Menser provided a brief re-cap of the Special Use Permit. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Premoe to approve Special Use Permit #19011. 

Supported by Commissioner Richards. 

 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

YEAS: Commissioners Premoe, Richards, Hendrickson, Shrewsbury, Lane, Cordill, Trezise and 

Scott-Craig. 

NAYS: None 

MOTION CARRIED:  8-0 

 

C. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #18034 (Meridian Investment Group, LLC), construct 

70,213 square foot mixed use building at 2875 Northwind Drive. 

D. Special Use Permit #18031 (Meridian Investment Group, LLC), construct group of buildings 

greater than 25,000 square feet in size at 2875 Northwind Drive. 

 

Principal Planner Menser provided an update on both agenda items since the last meeting.  The 

Planning Commission was preparing to recommend denial of Mixed Use Planned Unit Development 

#18034 and Special Use Permit #18031 but the applicant asked to come back with additional 

information to present to the Commission.  They had a flood plain zone study done by HRC 

Consultants and wanted to share the results.  In addition, the Meridian Township Engineering 

Department reviewed the study and agreed with the study results. In conclusion, there is a one 

percent chance of future flooding every year based on FEMA and information gathered. 

 

Principal Planner Menser noted the Engineering Department report was not included in the packet 

but a copy of the letter was provided to each Commissioner.   

 

Ron Calhoun representing Meridian Investment Group, LLC, 2875 Northwind Drive, reviewed the 

proposed project for redevelopment including 88 units, 107 beds, on 5 acres and discussed the 

challenges regarding the parking lot flooding. Mr. Calhoun indicated the H.R.C. study showed there 

have been 81 flood events over the past 115 years.  He further commented signs could be installed 

in the parking area noting the area is a “flood prone area” and the owner of the property is 

responsible to provide “habitable housing”.   

 

Mr. Calhoun also mentioned the building code required they build one foot above the flood zone 

and they actually built fifteen inches.  There was also another concern with the Southwest entrance 

of the building and Mr. Calhoun noted it is the lowest level of the building and there is no lower 

level as previously thought. 
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Planning Commission Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Richards expressed concerns at the previous meeting and since he has reviewed the 

report provided he is now in support of the project. 

 

Commissioner Cordill noted her concern in the third paragraph of the report where it was noted 

during the past 115 year period there were 14 events with water levels 3 feet high.  Commissioner 

Cordill stated water levels this high would ruin vehicles and may even cause them to float away. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig mentioned several reasons he is opposed this project.  The scale of the project is 

too large for the site.  The current building is a 40,000 foot two story building and the proposed 

redevelopment is a 75,000 foot four story building.  The proposed parking would include at least 70 

percent in the flood plain area.  In the past most parking was for office use and the area would be 

transitioning to primarily student resident parking with day and night use on a regular basis.  This 

is an unacceptable risk.  The traffic issues were also discussed during the July 2018 meeting and no 

updates have been addressed. 

 

Commissioner Hendrickson shared his concerns relating to the parking area and noting 51 of 81 

occurrences relating to past flooding had levels of 12 inches of water or more during the past 115 

years and it is not acceptable to take future risks.  He further noted if a change were to be made by 

raising the parking structure above the flood plain then he would reconsider his decision. 

 

Commissioner Richards noted the proposed redevelopment is a walkable, bike able site for 

students to Michigan State University and this should be considered when discussing the traffic 

issues in the area.  He suggested that the traffic light could also be adjusted at the intersection near 

Whole Foods to help with traffic flow at Northwind Drive. 

 

Commissioner Cordill reviewed the January 14, 2019 staff packet and suggested reducing the 

density of the project in order to scale down the waver requests so they don’t seem as significant.  

 

A straw poll indicated the Planning Commission would not be in favor of recommending approval 

for Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #18034 and Special Use Permit #18031 to the Township 

Board and staff was asked to prepare a resolution to recommend denial for the next meeting. 

 

E. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development (MUPUD) concept plan – Village of Okemos. 

 

This item was removed from the meeting agenda by the developer prior to the meeting.  It was 

instead scheduled for the Planning Commission’s next meeting on February 25, 2019. 

 

8. Other Business 

 

A. Commission Review #19013 (Parks Commission), review of location, character, and extent 

for potential land donation at W. Sleepy Hollow Lane. 

 

Principal Planner Menser provided an overview of the potential land donation.  The property 

donation is one lot being proposed to the Meridian Township Parks Commission and is located 

adjacent to Brattin Woods Park and the property has never been developed.  Principal Planner 

Menser introduced Kelsey Dillon and expressed appreciation to her for waiting so patiently to 

speak with the Planning Commission. 
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Park Naturalist Kelsey Dillon provided an overview of the proposed land donation.  The one acre 

piece of property includes many mature trees, wildlife and boarders the Brattin Woods Park.  The  

property is being considered for the Park Commission because of the connection to the current 

park and the possible future pedestrian pathway that may be constructed.  If the property were to 

be considered for Land Preservation the pathway would not be a consideration. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Premoe to approve Commission Review #19013. 

Supported by Commissioner Hendrickson. 

 

ROLL CALL VOTE:   

 YEAS: Commissioners Premoe, Hendrickson, Trezise, Cordill, Lane, Shrewsbury, Richards and 

Scott-Craig. 

NAYS: None 

MOTION CARRIED:  8-0 

 

B. 2019 PC Goals. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig moved this item to a future meeting. 

 

C. Subcommittee meetings. 

 

Chair Scott-Craig moved this item to a future meeting. 

 

9. Township Board, Planning Commission Officer, Committee Chair, and staff comments or 

reports  

 

Commissioner Premoe provided an update from attending the Environmental Commission meeting 

last week.  He also wanted to note a member of the public attended their meeting and they expressed 

an interest in expanding the chicken and rabbit ordinance so the Planning Commission may see this 

come to a meeting in the near future. 

 

Commissioner Trezise provided an update from attending the Downtown Development Authority 

meeting last week. 

 

Commissioner Richards provided an update from attending the Transportation Committee meeting 

last week. 

 

10.  Project Updates 

 

A. New Applications 

1. Wetland Use Permit #19-01 (LaFontaine Automotive Group), fill regulated wetland 

for development of new car dealership at 1448 Grand River Avenue.  

2. Special Use Permit #19031 (Okemos Retail Mgmt., LLC), construct shopping center 

with five tenants and drive-through window at 2085 Grand River Avenue. 

B. Site Plans Received – None 

C. Site Plans Approved – None 
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11.  Public Remarks 

 

A. Lynne Page, 3912 Raleigh Drive, spoke as post script to Zoning Amendment #19030.  

 

12.  Adjournment 

 

All Commissioners moved to adjourn the meeting. 

Supported by All Commissioners. 

VOICE VOTE: Motion carried unanimously.   

 

Chair Scott-Craig adjourned the regular meeting at 9:50 P.M. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Debbie Budzynski  

Recording Secretary 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
February 8, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Frank Walsh 
Township Manager 
Meridian Charter Township 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 
 
RE: Medical Marihuana District Expansion/2025 East Saginaw  

 
Dear Mr. Walsh: 

 
I represent Todd and Penny Setter, the owners of Barnum & Tenny Body Shop 
at 2025 East Saginaw.  Todd and Penny are desirous of selling ±4-7.7 acres at 
the site.  
 
This land could be redeveloped to create a higher and better use for the site.  
The property has 535’ frontage on East Saginaw and over 400’ frontage on 
Towner Road.  A good portion of the south end of the property is within the 
500’ setback “halo” of the church located on Towner Road; however the 
balance of the excess property could be desirable for a developer. Several 
acres of frontage along East Saginaw could be rezoned to C-2, similar to what 
occurred at the adjacent property, at 1999 East Saginaw.  
 
As you may be aware, as a commercial real estate professional, I am focused 
on selling under-utilized commercial parcels in the Township to retail users 
and developers, and I believe that the expansion of the Medical Marihuana 
Overlay District would do a lot to spur on development in this under-
developed commercial corridor.  
 
I support extending the overlay district along Towner Road west to the 
Towner/East Saginaw intersection so that the MM Overlay district takes 
advantage of the East Saginaw traffic and accessibility.  I think trying to 
utilize Towner Road is not the best way to support expanded commercial 
development.  
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In my professional opinion, property values along the E. Saginaw corridor on 
both the north and south side of the highway would be positively impacted 
with the expanded overlay district.  It is also likely Meridian Township would 
gain the benefit developers helping pay for the cost of extending public 
utilities to the northern border as well.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
MARTIN COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES 

Shawn H. O’Brien, CCIM 
Senior Vice President, Brokerage Services   
 
SO/jml 
 
cc. Todd Setter, Barnum & Tenny Body Shop  

Mark Kieselbach, Community Planning and Development Director 
 
 
Y:\POOL\a LANSING RETAIL TEAM\0 LOCATIONS\M78 2025\Township Letter Feb 8 2019.docx 
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Peter Menser

From: Deborah Keyworth <debsarmy@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 5:38 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Re: Woda Cooper 

Well I hear the board is gonna approve the rezoning . It doesn’t matter that our whole neighborhood is 

against it . Meridian township is owned by businesses and corporations . I was born here and I put every 

single dollar I made into my home ... I still do. I suppose the cut thru will go in also . How do you look at 

yourself in the mirror each day ?  

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

> On Jan 8, 2019, at 12:34 PM, Deborah Keyworth <debsarmy@aol.com> wrote: 

>  

> I live at 2684 Mansfield Dr. My whole family moved to Wardcliff Dr in 1990. I bought my home on 

Mansfield in 1993 . I moved right around the corner. My Mom , sister , and 11 family members raised 

their kids on Wardcliff . I am now almost 60 and disabled . I love my neighborhood . I run my dog on my 

scooter twice a day . I see my neighbors walking their dogs and their kids. We are good hard working 

people . We have fought to keep Greencliff from being a cut thru for many years . If you allow this it will 

ruin the lives of the people that live here . Traffic will increase and kids , pets  and the elderly will be in 

peril as they walk and play  . I recently put an addition on my home . I moved my laundry upstairs so I 

could continue to live here as I age . I will sell my home if this goes thru. Please do not allow these 

developers to use their money and clout to run over good people .... you have to know it will hurt our 

property values also. Will you or Woda Cooper buy me out ? My home is all I have and I’ve worked hard 

to keep it . My neighbors have also . We aren’t the ultra rich of Okemos ( even tho I was born in Tacoma 

Hills ) ... we are working hard to make this area a nice place to live . This development will ruin it . Please 

do all you can to stop this from going thru. There will be other better developments to choose from . It’s 

funny but when I look at all the beautiful parks in Okemos ( those ultra wealthy places ) I think .. why not 

make it a beautiful park ? Doesn’t Whole  Foods have enough money ... and the township too for that 

matter ?  When is enough , enough ?  Again , please oppose this as I do .  

>  

>  
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Peter Menser

From: meganlong <longneedle@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 10:40 AM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Rezoning of property behind Whole Foods

Dear Mr. Menser,  

 

I just received a notification that you are planning to rezone the property behind Whole Foods.  

 

Can you please tell me why?  

 

At the very least, can you assure me and all of my neighbors on Greencliff and the surrounding streets, 

that you are NOT going to approve a cut through onto Greencliff? Otherwise, this is disastrous news with 

real impact on the value of our homes and property. It will also impact the quality of our lives.  

 

Please don’t change the zoning.  

 

Sincerely,  

Megan Long 
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Peter Menser

From: Mandie <mandielstevens@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 12:44 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: WODA Development 

Hello Mr Menser 

I’m writing in opposition to the WODA development that is proposed in the Wardcliff neighborhood.  This 

development brings various concerns to the neighborhood.  The most concerning is the increase in traffic. 

 

I live at the north end of the sub at the corner of Park Lake and Burcham.  The traffic increase from Costco 

has been beyond imagine.  They are also doing more development at Burcham.  This residential area can 

not handle the additional traffics this will bring.   

 

Mandie Roberts 

2612 Raphael Rd 

East Lansing  

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Peter Menser

From: Jesse Green <email.jesse.green@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 12:58 PM

To: Peter Menser

Cc: Wifer; Barbara Curtis; BETSY MONTGOMERY; Bets Calwell; Todd Houser; Kay L; Ginny 

and Ron; Mike Kieliszewski; Elizabeth Blair; Edie Sekmistrz easekmis@cs. com; Jesse 

Green

Subject: Rezoning #19010

Mr. Menser, 

 

I am writing to express my adamant opposition to rezoning proposal #19010, the Woda proposal. 

 

I can't say that 100% of my neighbors oppose the rezoning and development. I've not talked to 100% of the 

people in this area. But after talking to many neighbors I've not found any who support it.  Not one. I'll go out 

on a limb and posit 99% oppose.  Go with 98% to be safe. I feel pretty good about that guess.  It seems anything 

above 50% should get your attention.  

 

What I have found is that the majority of people in the Wardcliff neighborhood are not aware of this 

proposal.  Woda made a woefully inadequate effort to notify neighbors. It seems no one beyond the 

Wardcliff/Roseland cross street was informed at all.  And the residents of the Meridian Stratford Place Senior 

apartments told the first Woda meeting there had been one (1) flyer left at the building, for all of their 

residents.  One. 

 

Nonetheless--despite this passive effort to all-but-hide the issue--the entire room was filled with residents who 

strongly opposed the development. "Standing room only" is the appropriate description. 

 

It's not far fetched to posit the halls would have been filled as well if a reasonable effort had been made to 

inform the entire neighborhood.  Most people I speak with still have no idea this is going on. None of them are 

in favor of this rezoning and development.  None. Zero. 

 

I'll not quibble about what is "legally sufficient" notice or what Woda was mandated to do.  I'd rather talk about 

this huge and destructive proposed change to our quiet little neighborhood and the bad-faith effort to pretend 

residents were notified. 

 

Our neighborhood chat room is full of comments predicting the Planning Commission has "already made up its 

(collective) mind" to approve this proposal. I worked downtown in Lansing for 15 years on legislative issues 

and I am familiar with how such decisions are made beforehand.  "Counting votes" is the correct phrase. 

 

I have no doubt the Planning Commission has "counted its votes" already.  I'll not ask you to deny this.  Let's 

just say it's my informed opinion.  Forgive me if I'm wrong and Iv'e offended you.  We'll consider that a side 

issue--sad, but not critical to my opposition.  

 

The Woda proposal will render our very quiet little neighborhood unsafe.  Families pushing stroller, joggers, 

people walking dogs and number of residents in wheelchairs daily pass through the area where Woda proposes 

to dump the exit from their new higher density development. 
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Neighbors have been working for almost a year to persuade the school board to reopen our local elementary 

school.  Woda proposes to dump its traffic on the adjoining street. 

 

A cross street between the very high traffic Brookfield/Sirhal intersection will turn Greencliff  (and the other 

streets) into handy, high-speed cut throughs for those intent on avoiding the traffic on Grand River.  It's an open 

secret that the planning commission has declared an unofficial moratorium on new outlets to Grand River, so 

that prediction should not surprise you.  

 

Woda's grudging and insufficient attempts to address this concern (They are going to insert a turn into their 

exit?  How will this affect all of the above, and other, concerns about traffic? It won't.) are nothing more than an 

insult. 

 

I'm not the only one who feels this entire project has been railroaded through to this upcoming meeting (aka: 

approval). 

 

This proposal will be very destructive to our quiet little neighborhood.  The process so far to notify and involve 

local residents has been sadly lacking.  There is is absolutely no support for this proposal in the neighborhood 

(I'm sure you could find two people (possibly landlords) if you looked. Doesn't change the point at all. 

 

Given all that and the other problems with this proposal, a vote to approve this proposal can not be made in 

good faith. 

 

I hope that a bad faith one won't take place on February 25th. 

 

Count me and my family as opposed, angry, frustrated and disappointed.  

 

Please defeat this proposal, or postpone a decision until Woda has agreed to make more of an effort not to 

destroy one of the quietest covers of our neighborhood, 

 

Regards, 

 

Jesse Green 

5244 Blue Haven, 

East Lansing,  MI. 48823 

517-204-4671 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

--  
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Peter Menser

From: Barney Fenn <bjfenn11@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 3:43 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Woda Cooper Rezoning vote.

 

I live 2767 Brentwood ave. In Meridian Township since 1981. I want the board to know I am 100% 

against this rezoning. If this board approves this, it tells me no one went to the job site, if you had you see 

the major traffic problems this will create to the wardcliff neighborhood. Thank-you and read my email 

into the minute s. 

Sent from my iPad 
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Peter Menser

From: STEPHEN BOYD <stephenaboyd@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, February 16, 2019 12:56 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Oppose rezoning #19010

I want to express my opposition to the WODA-Cooper proposal for the Wardcliff neighborhood. This 
rezoning will negatively impact the neighborhoods in the Wardcliff area.  The proposed road cut into 
the existing neighborhood from the Brookfield & Sirhal corner would rout about an additional 200 cars 
a day into that area which is comprised of single family residences particularly attractive to first time 
home owners and retirees. The Costco project has already substantially increased traffic in this area 
and especially on Park Lake Road. I am also aware of plans to expand the Burcham Hills retirement 
center, which further increases traffic on Park Lake and in the Wardcliff neighborhood. The Wardcliff 
area has already suffered the closing of Wardcliff elementary school.  Please allow us to maintain our 
neighborhood in its present form and not keep packing more high density housing and development 
into this area.  Sincerely, 

 

Stephen Boyd 

2567 Heather Circle 

East Lansing, MI 48823 

 

 

Stephen Boyd, Ph.D. 

University Distinguished Professor 

Environmental Chemistry 

Michigan State University 

517 881 0579 
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Peter Menser

From: Joseph McSweeney <joseph@jfmars.com>

Sent: Monday, February 18, 2019 10:34 AM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: RESPONSE TO PROPOSED REZONING #19020 

Peter Menser, 

                I am writing to you because I received a notice from Meridian Township about a proposed rezoning to my 

property at 5978 Martinus. I hope to be at the planning commission meeting on Monday, February 25, 2019 at 7 PM but 

I felt that I had better write out my opinion in advance as there is the possibility I will not be able to be there. 

                I have owned and occupied this property since 1978 and I do consider it my home so I feel that it is important 

to make sure that my opinion is heard. To my best knowledge the property has always been zoned 

commercial/residential in the 40 years I have occupied it. For multiple reasons I have no desire to see that fact change. I 

do stand firmly against the proposed change to purely residential. 

                Being a curious person I would like to know why the planning commission proposes the change and perhaps 

you can be of assistance in explaining what ever rationale may be behind the proposal. Realizing that I have yet to 

present any justifications for my opinion at this point I have also learned to not waste my time communicating without 

some response. So I will hope for some reply from you soon as you are listed as the principal planner and have given 

your name as a contact for the Township. 

 

Joseph McSweeeney your source for Musical Knowledge 

517-339-2789 [ please leave a text or voicemail ] 

joseph@jfmars.com 
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Peter Menser

From: Jesse Green <email.jesse.green@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 2:22 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Rezoning #19010

Mr. Menser, 

 

After speaking with some neighbors about the first meeting with Woda back in November I was reminded that 

the Woda representatives had promised Woda would conduct a traffic study prior to submitting a proposal to 

the planning commission. 

 

1). As you know, traffic into our quiet little neighborhood is our strongest opposition to the rezoning and 

redevelopment. 

 

The Meridian Township Rezoning Application requires that Woda conduct such a study. 

 

1. A rezoning traffic study prepared by a qualified traffic engineer based on the most current edition of the handbook 

entitled Evaluating Traffic Impact Studies: A Recommended Practice for Michigan Communities, published by 

the State Department of Transportation, is required for the following requests: 

1. Rezonings when the proposed district would permit uses that could generate more than 100 additional 

directional trips during the peak hour than the principal uses permitted under the current zoning. 

2. Rezonings having direct access to a principal or minor arterial street, unless the uses in the proposed 

zoning district would generate fewer peak hour trips than uses in the existing zoning district. 
(Information pertaining to the contents of the rezoning traffic study will be available in the Department of 

Community Planning and Development.) 

 

 

The Meridian Township copy of the local National Functional Classification of our roads designates Park Lake 

Road as a minor arterial road.  The Woda development would use our neighborhood as a driveway leading onto 

this Minor Arterial road, but Woda has not shared a traffic study or offered proof it has conducted one.  It 

appears Woda has failed to comply with 1(b) 

 

The Woda comments at the November meeting and as reflected minutes do not show Woda has considered new 

traffic flow from the heavily congested Sirhal/Brookfield corner (home to many student housing units, a gas 

station, an outdoor supply store, two massage/yoga studios and an entire office complex (Gables) through the 

Woda development into our neighborhood to reach Park Lake. The Woda development would provide a 

shortcut through our neighborhood (current on a dead-end residential street). onto Park Lake where such extra 

traffic could travel South to Principal Artery Grand River or North to Principle artery M43.  This would mean 

Woda has failed to meet requirements 1(a) and (1(b). 

 

This extra traffic flow could likely meet the "100 cars per hour") requirement of 1 (a).  Yet Woda has failed to 

comply with this requirement nor shown any evidence that do not have to comply. 

 

In addition, of course, the Woda representatives told a community meeting which they themselves organized 

that such a study would be conducted. 
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2) I've also noticed (I believe) that the Meridian Township Future Land Use map doesn't indicate plans to 

rezone this parcel for higher density rental housing units like Woda proposes to build.  So there is no way, for 

example, current owners could have predicted the proposed use of the property Woda wants to rezone. 

 

3)  The Meridian Township Master plan lists the township's "goals, objectives and strategies" and the number 

one listed objective is to "preserve and strengthen residential neighborhoods." 

 

An overwhelming number (approaching 100%) of residents of this neighborhood are opposed to the Woda 

rezoning and redevelopment.  Yet there have beeb no significant changes to the redevelopment plan to reflect 

the damage it would cause to this quiet, middle class neighborhood.  

 

Beyond strident opposition, (which seems to have been ignored) there can be no doubt using any credible, 

objective, criteria that the Woda rezoning and redevelopment will harm our thriving little neighborhood. It will 

change the very nature of the neighborhood.   

 

The Woda proposal will dump traffic into the quietest and most remote corner of our neighborhood.  As I 

mention earlier, the area is now used by joggers, dog-walkers, families with stroller and young children and 

bicyclists as well as by at least two nearby residents who use motorized wheelchairs on those very streets.  

 

Woda's proposal will render pedestrian travel in the entire area south of the Wardcliff school dangerous and all-

but impossible. The Wardcliff school playground is sued by families from all parts of the neighborhood and 

even by families from the adjoining area of East Lansing.  These children and families can currently walk to the 

school grounds do to the very low level of traffic flow.  The Woda redevelopment would no longer allow that.  

 

The area Woda proposes to use for an exit is not only quiet, not only a series of dead end roads, not only next to 

a school ground/playground, not only populated by a very high percentage of families with children,  but it is 

also currently a tree-lined green space.  

 

In fact, the property Woda wishes to redevelop is itself a green space. Woda described this land as "blighted" 

and "in the city" during their general cluelessness about the area, during the November meeting.  They are 

entitled to their collective corporate option, but residents adamantly disagree.  That property may contains the 

remnants of the former trailer park (because they were apparently not required to clean it up?)  but it is still a 

quiet, wooded, fenced green space that enhances the living experiences of those whose properties adjoin. 

 

4). My understanding of property law is that new property owners are required to conform to the existing uses 

of new buyers.  I cannot buy a parcel of land next to your home and expect you to change or halt your previous 

legal use of the land to accommodate me.  The current use of existing land controls.  

 

Woda's proposal (specifically their desire to create a heavily traveled exit onto a quiet dead end residential street 

with no sidewalks or other allowances for off-road pedestrian access) would override the existing neighborhood 

residential use and render it impossible.  Why should we detrimentally change our neighborhood for Woda? 

 

In short, there exists no reasonable, credible, argument to support the Woda rezoning and redevelopment other 

than they want it and the PlanningCommision seems set on giving it to them. 

 

There are a number of mechanisms that would allow Woda to route traffic on to Grand River. The only 

difficulty seems to be that the PlanningCommision has already created dangerous and overcrowded main artery 

on Grand River.  That is entirely the fault of the Planning Commission, not residents living near the proposed 

Woda property. 

 

Creating another dangerous, over crowded situation in our quiet family neighborhood is not a solution.  
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Woda can exit to Grand River or they (and the Planning Commission) can recognize the proposal is not a 

suitable use for this property, or they can change it, or take it elsewhere.   

 

Thank you for you time and attention to these issues. 

 

 

Jesse. Green 

5244 Blue Haven 

East Lansing, MI 48823 

 

 

 

 

  

 
Preserve open space and natural areas. strategies and goal number one reads as such: " 
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Peter Menser

From: Pat Hammerschmidt <hammersp@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 7:19 PM

To: Peter Menser

Cc: Ray Hammerschmidt

Subject: Regarding Rezoning #19010 

Dear Principal Planner Menser and Planning Commission Members, 

 

We have lived in the Wardcliff neighborhood since 1981 and have been following the Woda Cooper development plan 

with interest (Rezoning #19010). We feel that the type of housing proposed is a needed addition to Township, however, 

we have significant concerns regarding the probable increased traffic in our neighborhood that would result from the 

project as currently designed. We would appreciate the Planning Commission's thoughtful consideration of our concerns 

and questions detailed below. 

 

We joined many other neighbors in attending the November 13, 2018 informational meeting held by Woda Cooper staff. 

From our perspective, two major concerns were expressed by a majority of neighbors at the meeting: 

 

1.      One concern was the undesirable possibility of the housing becoming college-student housing. Woda Cooper 

appears to have this under control with the type of housing and funding source they are proposing. We would 

appreciate the Planning Commission checking that this is true. We are opposed to housing in this location that would 

primarily accommodate college students. 

 

2.      The second major concern was the probable increased traffic flow through our neighborhood. We are strongly 

opposed to the current plan to have exits at both Sirhal Dr. and Greencliff Dr. At the November 13th meeting Woda 

Cooper representatives indicated the potential for 106 cars to be housed within the complex. This large number, along 

with drivers who would use Sirhal to Greencliff as a cut-through to avoid Grand River Ave., is highly undesirable and 

would make our now-quiet neighborhood dangerous to the many walkers, bikers, and families with children who 

regularly use the neighborhood streets. We do not have sidewalks. Woda Cooper staff at the meeting said they would 

do a traffic study. The Minutes of the January 14, 2019 Planning Commission meeting state "Commissioner Cordill asked 

the staff if the two local streets could support the additional traffic generated by the development and Principal Planner 

Menser stated the Ingham County Road Commission could address this issue in a future meeting." Has this traffic issue 

been addressed? It makes much more sense to us to have traffic from the development exit past Whole Foods to the 

traffic light at Grand River. Is this a possibility? If we are remembering correctly the trailer park that formerly was on this 

property exited to Grand River without benefit of a traffic light. 

 

In addition, we would like the Planning Commission to address these two additional points: 

 

•         The letter from Frank Fugate found in the Planning Commission packet for the January 28, 2019 meeting 

mentions Woda Cooper's "quality communications with ..township residents."  However it does not appear that 

Woda Cooper made any adjustments related to the traffic concerns expressed by residents at the meeting The 

project design in the Planning Commission packet appears almost identical to the one distributed at the 

November residents meeting, in particular as related to the entrance/exits. Please question the developer on 

why adjustments were not made on this major issue. 

 

•         Lastly, we are confused by the statement in the minutes of the January 14, 2019 Planning Commission meeting 

that "Principal Planner Menser provided a brief summary of the staff report and reminded everyone to focus on 

the rezoning and determine if the proposed zoning district is appropriate for this property. The plan and 

proposal submitted by the applicant are not the focus of discussion at this meeting." Does the Planning 
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Commission not have authority on the issue of increased (unwanted) traffic on Greencliff and Sirhal as part of 

the rezoning? If not who will consider this issue? 

 

Thank you. 

 

Ray and Pat Hammerschmidt 

5225 Blue Haven Drive 
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Peter Menser

From: Joseph McSweeney <joseph@jfmars.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2019 2:49 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: RE: RESPONSE TO PROPOSED REZONING #19020 

Peter, 

                Thank you for your reply and explaining the reasoning behind the proposed rezoning. I do however feel that the 

rationale is rather weak at best. I not know if you  or the existing planning commission are aware that the planning 

commission attempted to do the exact same thing close to a decade ago. I successfully opposed the change at that time 

along with a management company representing a family trust that owned many of the properties in this section. 

Considering what has actually occurred over this last decade I am very thankful that I stood in strong opposition to the 

rezoning at that time. As for the present proposal I feel even stronger against a rezoning. 

                I notated in my first communication to you that I had multiple reasons for opposing the current rezoning. I 

much appreciate that you are willing to forward my opinions to the planning commission so that they have the 

opportunity to make a good decision. 

                In the early 1990s I began my home business out of this property. I do music teaching and digital recording. I 

know that I would not have done that without the confidence of the knowledge that the property was also commercial. 

So the fact that it is commercial and residential has always been a value to me. I view a change to being purely 

residential as a devaluing of my property and not only to myself but also my son as I have recently added his name to 

the deed. Change and options for change are a valuable component of freedom. Why would any property owner want 

less of that? 

                It seems to me that the Township had good reason for making these properties commercial/residential in the 

first place. In the 40 years I have been here I have seen steady if at times slow improvements. I know that these 

improvements were begun before I arrived in Oak Grove Park which has a history that goes back to the end of the 19
th

 

century. I have found a lot of really old horseshoes from real horses on my property. If the Township had rezoned these 

properties as residential a decade ago that progress would have halted. The rentals would probably still be managed by 

some out-of-state entity and continue renting to low income folks that simply love the yards to let their dogs bark in. 

                The long-standing parking dilemma in the neighborhood would never have had a solution which it presently 

seems to have resolved entirely on its own by facilitating the sale of several rundown residential homes to be 

repurposed for parking. This never could've occurred if these properties were not also commercial/residential. My 

gardening passion loves all the new sunshine because of all  the neglected weed trees  have been removed. I do regret 

the loss of one swamp white oak tree that was well over 300 years old. I suppose it was sold to help cover the expense 

of teardown and preparation for the parking lot. 

                On that subject, I think it might be a really good thing for the planning commission to consider some real 

protection for our truly old trees. This neighborhood and these properties in particular have quite a few of those and in 

the 40 years I have been here I've seen a lot of them lost for no good reason. I even take the blame for some of that loss 

of trees when I was younger more energetic and foolish.  

There are no more than three or four residences that remain along Marsh Road itself. I don't think anybody truly 

wants to live with a marsh Road entrance and exit to their home. In a walkable community I think these properties might 

eventually be converted to homegrown businesses similar to my own. They just need somebody with the ambition, 

opportunity and a little bit of money. I encourage the planning commission to keep these properties as they are 

currently zoned. Don't take away the potential for good positive changes to occur. By the way I do like the residential 

character of the neighborhood and so do my clients students and friends. At present I have no desire to run more than 

an appointment only business but I would like to think that I could put an advertising shingle outside if I felt like it. 

 

Peter, 

                Thanks for the assurance that the planning commission will be given the opportunity to read my comments as I 

cannot yet be sure that I will be able to attend the meeting on February 25
th

 at 7pm.  
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Joseph McSweeeney your source for Musical Knowledge 

517-339-2789 [ please leave a text or voicemail ] 

joseph@jfmars.com 
 

 

 

From: Peter Menser [mailto:menser@meridian.mi.us]  

Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 11:30 AM 

To: Joseph McSweeney <joseph@jfmars.com> 

Subject: RE: RESPONSE TO PROPOSED REZONING #19020  

 

Joseph, 

 

The Township Board initiated the rezoning of the properties there along Martinus and Marsh.  It seemed 

like they were looking at that area because it is mostly residential and unlikely to develop into 

commercial in the future.  I know they were concerned about the commercial designation making it more 

challenging for owners to make improvements to the houses there as well.   

 

If you have further comments on the rezoning just let me know and I will forward them on to the 

Planning Commission for the public hearing. 

 

-Peter   

 
Peter Menser 

Principal Planner 

menser@meridian.mi.us 

517.853.4576 

5151 Marsh Road | Okemos, MI 48864 

meridian.mi.us 

 

From: Joseph McSweeney [mailto:joseph@jfmars.com]  

Sent: Monday, February 18, 2019 10:34 AM 
To: Peter Menser 

Subject: RESPONSE TO PROPOSED REZONING #19020  

 

Peter Menser, 

                I am writing to you because I received a notice from Meridian Township about a proposed rezoning to my 

property at 5978 Martinus. I hope to be at the planning commission meeting on Monday, February 25, 2019 at 7 PM but 

I felt that I had better write out my opinion in advance as there is the possibility I will not be able to be there. 

                I have owned and occupied this property since 1978 and I do consider it my home so I feel that it is important 

to make sure that my opinion is heard. To my best knowledge the property has always been zoned 

commercial/residential in the 40 years I have occupied it. For multiple reasons I have no desire to see that fact change. I 

do stand firmly against the proposed change to purely residential. 

                Being a curious person I would like to know why the planning commission proposes the change and perhaps 

you can be of assistance in explaining what ever rationale may be behind the proposal. Realizing that I have yet to 

present any justifications for my opinion at this point I have also learned to not waste my time communicating without 

some response. So I will hope for some reply from you soon as you are listed as the principal planner and have given 

your name as a contact for the Township. 

 

Joseph McSweeeney your source for Musical Knowledge 

517-339-2789 [ please leave a text or voicemail ] 
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Peter Menser

From: Mike Kieliszewski <killerjetski@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 5:46 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Opposition to Woda proposal

Hello, 

 

My name is Mike Kieliszewski and I have been a resident of the Wardcliff neighborhood for 40 years. I am 

writing you to express my opposition to the development in the Wardcliff neighborhood that has been proposed 

by Woda Cooper (Rezoning #19010). 

 

I have concerns that the development will be targeted at MSU students and occupied primarily by MSU student 

renters, rather than families. I do not believe that Section 42 requirements are sufficient to encourage single 

families in favor of student renters. 

 

Thanks for your consideration, 

 

-Mike 
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Peter Menser

From: Sherry Fent <sherfent@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 6:13 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Re: Woda-Cooper Proposed Development by Whole Foods

Hello: 

 

My name is Sherry Fent and my husband and I, James Fent, have lived on Teri Terrace near Wardcliff School for over 30 

Years.  We are not against development in the area, but would like to see sensible and thoughtful development that 

takes into consideration the surrounding neighborhoods and the people who already live there.  We do not believe that 

high-rise (and high density) development is desirable, especially in that location and on fairly small acreage.  The Woda-

Cooper development as it stands now only brings in a great deal of traffic through our neighborhood streets, many of 

which have no curbs or sidewalks.  We have already seen a great increase in Park Lake Road traffic from the Costco store 

and in our neighborhoods as people try to figure out a way to get to either Hagadorn Road or Grand River quickly.  It 

continually gets worse.  

 

It seems that the only people who will profit from this development are the builders and the development 

company.  We believe there is a way to develop intelligent housing, supported by a sound infrastructure that takes into 

account the land itself, the people who are in the neighboring community, the safety of the people who live here now 

and those who will live in the future development.  We have the talent, the technology and the education to come up 

with a better plan for development that takes quality into account for now and that will last into the future.  Thank you 

for thinking of us. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sherry and James Fent 

2679 Teri Terrace 

East Lansing, MI 48823 

Phone: 517-351-5088 
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Peter Menser

From: Meridian Township, MI <meridian-mi@enotify.visioninternet.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 7:13 PM

To: Peter Menser

Subject: Rezoning Proposal 19010

Message submitted from the <Meridian Township, MI> website. 

 

Site Visitor Name: Jim Carlson 

Site Visitor Email: Jim@carlsonmail.org  

 

I’ve submitted 2 previous emails to you stating my reasons for opposing the proposed rezoning request #19010 

of Woda-Cooper. My wife and I walk and bike in our neighborhood, including on Greencliff Drive. We have no 

sidewalks in our neighborhood. Greencliff Drive must not be extended to allow more traffic into our 

neighborhood. Many people from our neighborhood have sent emails and/or spoke to the planning commission 

in opposition to the rezoning. We urge the planning commission to deny the rezoning request, as it would be a 

great disservice to us and our neighbors. 

Jim and Karen Carlson, 2672 Rockwood Drive, East Lansing  
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Peter Menser

From: Sarah Rebolloso <sarah.rebol@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 10:40 PM

To: Peter Menser; Board

Subject: Rezoning 19010 (Woda Cooper)

I am writing this email to express my concerns over the proposed rezoning 19010 for the addition of 

multi family housing north of Whole Foods. Specifically, the extension of Greencliff Dr. to allow a cut 

through into my neighborhood. 

I strongly urge you to oppose this development. While I welcome the idea of economic diversity and the 

access to affordable housing in the township, I feel it is being done at the cost of my family’s safety.  

I live at 5243 Park Lake Rd (at the corner of Heather). Since the addition of Costco there has been a huge 

influx of traffic near my home. My children are very young (3 and 5 years old). We do not have sidewalks 

to use in the neighborhood. The inevitable traffic increase with this proposal is going to put us in greater 

danger when we try to go out for walks and bike rides.  

Please consider the safety of the current residents in our township before we continue to plan for more. 

We are counting on you. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Rebolloso 



 

To:  Planning Commission 
 
From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 
 
  Justin Quagliata, Assistant Planner 
 
Date:  February 6, 2019 
 
Re: Special Use Permit #19021 (Agnew Sign Company), install a changing 

message sign at 2040 Grand River Avenue. 
 
 
Agnew Sign Company has requested to install a changing message sign at the McDonald’s 
restaurant located at 2040 Grand River Avenue.  The 1.45 acre site is zoned C-2 (Commercial).  The 
5,521 square foot McDonald’s restaurant, which was originally built in 1972, received special use 
permit approval for installation of a drive-through window (SUP #06-72121) and site plan review 
approval (SPR #06-15) prior to being demolished and re-built in 2006. 
 
The applicant intends to remove the sign cabinet from the existing freestanding sign pole and 
replace it with a new sign cabinet.  The proposed sign cabinet is approximately 24.8 square feet in 
total surface display area per side (3.42 feet tall by 7.25 feet wide).  The L.E.D. (light emitting 
diode) changing message portion of the sign is 14 square feet in size.  The proposed sign is a 
10mm, high resolution L.E.D. produced by Watchfire Signs.  Signs that incorporate changing 
messages are allowed by special use permit in commercial zoning districts. 
 
Master Plan 
 
The Future Land Use Map from the 2017 Master Plan designates the subject site in the Mixed Use 
Core category. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

  
Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 
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FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
 

 
 
The 1.45 acre subject site is located in the C-2 (Commercial) zoning district. 
 

ZONING MAP 

 

 



 

 

  
Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 
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Physical Features 
 
The subject site is developed with a McDonald’s restaurant that has a drive-through window on 
the west side of the building, an associated parking lot, and landscaping consisting of trees and 
shrubs.  The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Meridian Township shows floodplain is limited 
to the southwest corner and northern extent of the property; however the freestanding sign is 
located outside of the floodplain.  The Township Wetland Map shows wetlands are not present on 
the site.  The site has no special designation on the Township Greenspace Plan. 
 
Staff Report 
 
The special use permit review criteria found in Section 86-126 of the Code of Ordinances should be 
used when evaluating the proposed special use permit.  Section 86-687 outlines the regulations 
pertaining to signage in commercial districts.  Special use permit review is only for the portion of the 
sign that will utilize a changing message.  Changing message signs are reviewed under a special use 
permit for reasons of aesthetics and safety.   
 
Structures with a gross floor area of 25,000 square feet or less are permitted one freestanding sign 
with a maximum of 25 square feet of surface display area per side with an additional three square 
feet of the sign set aside to display the property address.  Freestanding signs are limited to 16 feet in 
overall height. 
 
The Planning Commission has approved two special use permits for changing message signs.  The 
first was for the Culvers restaurant on Times Square Drive in 2003 (SUP #03031 and 17-03031) and 
the second was for the Walgreens store at the southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Okemos 
Road (SUP #11-07031).  In both cases the Planning Commission placed the following conditions on 
the special use permit approval: 
 
 Only one changing message sign shall be allowed on the site. 
 The changing message sign shall not flash, scroll, animate, flip or otherwise move except to 

change messages in the manner and speed authorized by conditions of approval.  
 The changing message sign shall be limited to a rate of one change in message per 24 hours. 
 The changing message sign shall display only letters and numerals; animation and transitional 

graphics such as a fade, dissolve, wipe, or other effects are prohibited.  
 Use of the changing message sign shall be limited to the hours of operation of the Culver’s of 

Okemos restaurant and shall be turned off when the restaurant is closed. 
 
The Planning Commission is not required to condition this request or future requests in a similar 
manner to those previously approved.  The Planning Commission can choose whatever conditions, if 
any, deemed necessary to minimize concerns related to safety and aesthetic impacts resulting from 
the proposed changing message sign. 
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Planning Commission Options 
 
The Planning Commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the special use permit.  A 
resolution will be provided at a future meeting. 
 
Attachments 
1. Special use permit application. 
2. Letter from the applicant dated December 21, 2018 and received by the Township on January 

17, 2019. 
3. Proposed sign rendering received by the Township on January 17, 2019. 
4. Proposed sign diagram received by the Township on January 17, 2019. 
5. McDonald’s of Okemos location exposure diagram dated December 14, 2018 and received by 

the Township on December 21, 2018. 
6. As-built site plan. 
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To:  Planning Commission  
 
From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 
 
  Justin Quagliata, Assistant Planner 
 
Date:  February 20, 2019 
 
Re: Rezoning #19020 (Township Board), request to rezone ten parcels located 

west of Marsh Road, east of Martinus Street, and north of Lake Lansing Road 
from C-1 (Commercial) to RB (Single Family-High Density). 

 
 
At its meeting on December 4, 2018 the Township Board initiated the rezoning of ten parcels 
identified as 5975, 5981, 5997, and 5999 Marsh Road, 5978, 5986, 5988, 5990, and 5994 Martinus 
Street, and an undeveloped lot identified by Parcel I.D. #10-205-007, from C-1 (Commercial) to RB 
(Single Family-High Density).  The total lot area of the ten parcels combined is 1.52 acres.  
 
The properties proposed for rezoning are located on the east side of Martinus Street, west of 
Marsh Road, and north of Lake Lansing Road.  Those parcels are currently zoned C-1 
(Commercial), and with the exception of the property occupied by the Watershed Tavern & Grill, 
are used for single family residential purposes.  The owner of the Watershed Tavern & Grill also 
owns three parcels to the north of the restaurant property, on which he has indicated a parking lot 
expansion may be proposed in the future.  Those properties owned by the Watershed Tavern & Grill 
have been excluded from the proposed rezoning.   
 

EXISTING LAND USE MAP 
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2017 FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
 
The Future Land Use Map from the 2017 Master Plan designates the properties in the R3 
Residential 1.25 – 3.5 dwelling units per acre (du/a) category. 

 

 
 

Zoning 
 
The lots are located in the C-1 (Commercial) zoning district, which requires a minimum of 50 feet of 
lot width and 4,000 square feet of lot area.  The requested RB zoning district requires a minimum 65 
feet of lot width and 8,000 square feet of lot area.  The following table illustrates the lot width and lot 
area standards for the existing C-1 and proposed RB zoning districts: 
 

ZONING DISTRICT 
MINIMUM 
LOT AREA 

MINIMUM 
LOT WIDTH 

 C-1 4,000 sq. ft. 50 ft. 
RB 8,000 sq. ft. 65 ft. 
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ZONING MAP 
 

 
 
The following chart provides information on each subject property proposed for rezoning: 
 

Address Year Built Acreage Lot Area (sq. ft.) Lot Width (feet) Building Size (sq. ft.) 

5975 Marsh Rd. 1930 .076 3,300 30 886 

5981 Marsh Rd. 1921 .455 19,800 180 680 

5997 Marsh Rd. 1921 .227 9,900 90 987 

5999 Marsh Rd. 1950 .114 4,950 45 738 

5978 Martinus St. 1931 .169 7,350 70 644 

Parcel I.D. #10-205-007 
(Martinus St.) 

N/A .121 5,250 50 N/A 

5986 Martinus St. 1931 .072 3,150 30 1,114 

5988 Martinus St. 1931 .072 3,150 30 630 

5990 Martinus St. 1931 .108 4,725 45 640 

5994 Martinus St. 1931 .108 4,725 45 900 
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Physical Features 
 
With the exception of the undeveloped lot, all of the properties are developed with single family 
residences.  The Township Wetland Map and the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Meridian 
Township indicate neither wetlands nor floodplain are present on or near the site.  The site has no 
special designation on the Township Greenspace Plan. 
 
Streets and Traffic 
 
The subject properties front on Marsh Road and Martinus Street.  Marsh Road is a four lane road 
with curb and gutter classified as a Principal Arterial on the Street Setbacks and Service Drives Map 
in the zoning ordinance.  A seven foot wide pathway is located along both sides of Marsh Road.  
Martinus Street is a two lane Local road without curb and gutter or sidewalks.   
 
The most recent (2008) traffic count information from the Ingham County Road Department (ICRD) 
for Marsh Road, between Lake Lansing Road and Pike Street, showed a total of 6,927 northbound 
vehicle trips and 6,793 southbound vehicle trips in a 24 hour period.  The ICRD does not have traffic 
information for Martinus Street. 
 
As the subject properties with the exception of the undeveloped lot are currently developed with 
single family residences, the only increase in traffic as a result of the proposed rezoning would be 
from the construction of a single family house on the undeveloped lot. 
 
Utilities 
 
Municipal water and sanitary sewer serve the subject properties. 
 
Staff Analysis 
 
The block of parcels located north of Lake Lansing Road, south of Pepper Ridge Drive, east of 
Martinus Street, and west of Marsh Road have been zoned commercial since the early 1960s.  In 
2007 the Planning Commission initiated the rezoning of this block of parcels (REZ #07090), with the 
exception of the parcel identified as 5965 Marsh Road (occupied by The Watershed restaurant), from 
C-1 to RB.  At the public hearing the Planning Commission received information indicating property 
owners with frontage on Marsh Road did not want their properties rezoned.  After discussing the 
merits of the rezoning, the consensus of the Planning Commission was to leave the zoning as C-1. 
 
Until 2005 the Future Land Use Map designated this area in the Commercial category.  Development 
of commercial uses with services for people visiting Lake Lansing Park South, and adjoining 
residential neighborhoods, were anticipated.  In 2005, the designation was changed to Residential 
1.25 – 3.5 du/a.  The Future Land Use Map from the 2017 Master Plan is consistent with the 2005 
Future Land Use Map residential designation for the area. 
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Setbacks 
 
Rezoning from C-1 to RB will impact the PO-zoned office use to the north and the C-1 zoned 
Watershed Tavern & Grill property at the northwest corner of Lake Lansing Road/Marsh Road by 
establishing greater setbacks than are currently required, therefore making these properties 
potentially nonconforming.  The office building in the PO zoned property to the north would be 
subject to a 50 foot setback from the RB residential zoning district boundary.  The C-1 zoned 
Watershed Tavern & Grill property would be subject to 50 foot setback for any building, parking, 
access drive, or other structure, which could be reduced to 35 feet with appropriate screening.   
 
Nonconforming structures may be altered, expanded, or modernized provided structural alterations 
or extensions do not increase the extent of the structure; however any renovation that increases the 
area, height, bulk, use, or extent of a structure would require approval from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals (ZBA).  The following chart outlines the differences in lot area, lot width, and building 
setbacks between the C-1 and RB zoning districts: 
 

 C-1 RB 

Side/Rear Setback: 15 feet 7 feet/30-40 feet 

Setback when adjacent to 
Residential district: 

50 feet (35 feet with double 
row of interlocking trees) 

N/A 

Lot Area: 4,000 square feet 8,000 square feet 
Lot Width: 50 feet 65 feet 
Maximum Impervious 
Surface/Lot Coverage: 

70 percent 35 percent 

Building Height: 35 feet 35 feet 

 
Planning Commission Options 
 
The Planning Commission may recommend approval or denial of the request, or it may recommend 
a different zoning designation to the Township Board.  A resolution will be provided at a future 
meeting. 
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To:  Planning Commission  

 

From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 

 

Date:  February 21, 2019 

 

Re: Rezoning #19010 (Woda Cooper Companies), rezone approximately 4.6 acres 

of Parcel I.D. #17-377-031 from RX (One and Two Family Residential) to RC 

(Multiple Family-maximum 14 units per acre) with conditions. 

 

 

The Planning Commission discussed Rezoning #19010 at its last meeting on February 11, 2019.  At 

the meeting the Planning Commission agreed to consider a resolution to recommend approval of 

the rezoning to the Township Board, subject to the conditions offered by the applicant.   

 

Planning Commission Options 

 

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

a different zoning designation than proposed by the applicant to the Township Board.  A resolution 

to recommend approval of the rezoning subject to the conditions offered by the applicant is 

provided. 

 

• Motion to adopt the resolution recommending approval of Rezoning #19010 with 

conditions. 

 

Attachment 

1. Resolution to recommend approval. 
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RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL            Rezoning #19010 

Parcel #17-37-031 

 

RESOLUTION 

 

At a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Charter Township of Meridian, 

Ingham County, Michigan, held at the Meridian Municipal Building, in said Township on the 25th 

day of February, 2019, at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

 

PRESENT:    ________ ________________________________________________________________ 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

ABSENT:             

 

 The following resolution was offered by ___ ________________ and supported by 

_______________________. 

 

 WHEREAS, Woda Cooper Companies, Inc. requested the rezoning of 4.6 acres of a 5.9 acre 

parcel identified as Parcel #17-37-031 located at the east end of Sirhal Drive, west of Greencliff 

Drive, from RX (Duplex) to RC (Multiple Family, 14 dwelling units per acre); and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its regular meeting on January 

14, 2019 and discussed the rezoning at its meetings on February 11, 2019 and February 25, 2019; 

and 

 

  WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed and discussed the staff material provided 

under cover memorandums dated January 9, 2019, January 25, 2019, and February 7, 2019; and 

 

WHEREAS, the 4.6 acre portion of the property proposed for rezoning to RC (Multiple 

Family) meets the 11,000 square foot minimum standard for lot area for the proposed PO 

(Professional and Office) zoning district; and 

 

WHEREAS, the subject site is located adjacent to property zoned RC (Multiple Family, 14 

dwelling units per acre) to the west; and 

 

WHEREAS, in a letter dated February 7, 2019 the applicant offered voluntary conditions on 

the rezoning, including: 

 

1. The rezoned parcel will only be developed as an affordable housing development using 

Michigan State Housing and Development Authority (MSHDA) programs and resources. 

2. The development will not exceed two stories in height. 

3. Either Greencliff Drive or Sirhal Drive will be extended to create one hundred feet of public road 

frontage and be dedicated to the appropriate public entity. 

4. The remainder parcel created by land division to the south will be combined to an adjacent 

remainder parcel to the west owned by the seller, so the parcel division of this property does 

not create an island parcel. 
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WHEREAS, public water and sanitary sewer services are available to serve the subject site. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP 

OF MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Rezoning #19010 to rezone approximately 4.6 

acres from RX (Duplex) to RC (Multiple Family, 14 dwelling units per acre) subject to the following 

conditions voluntarily offered by the applicant.  

 

1. The rezoned parcel will only be developed as an affordable housing development using Michigan 

State Housing and Development Authority (MSHDA) programs and resources. 

2. The development will not exceed two stories in height. 

3. Either Greencliff Drive or Sirhal Drive will be extended to create one hundred feet of public road 

frontage and be dedicated to the appropriate public entity. 

4. The remainder parcel created by land division to the south will be combined to an adjacent 

remainder parcel to the west owned by the seller, so the parcel division of this property does not 

create an island parcel. 

 

ADOPTED: YEAS: _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

   

  _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

   

NAYS:         _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

    ) ss 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

 

 I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Chair of the Planning Commission of the 

Township of Meridian, Ingham County, Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true 

and a complete copy of a resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission on 

the 25th day of February, 2019. 

 

 

       ___________________________________   

       John Scott-Craig 

       Planning Commission Chair 
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To:  Planning Commission  

 

From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 

 

Date:  February 21, 2019 

 

Re: Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #18034 and Special Use Permit 

#18031 (Meridian Investment Group, LLC) 

 

 

The Planning Commission last discussed MUPUD #18034 and SUP #18031 at its meeting on 

January 14, 2019.  At the meeting a question was asked about what type of parking is allowed in 

the floodway.  The Conservancy District (CV) in the Code of Ordinances allows parking in the 

floodway by right only when incidental to land uses such as parks, golf courses, and farms, but only 

if there is no fill or alteration of the preexisting grade.  The CV district also allows parking 

incidental to land uses such as marinas, docks, sand and gravel extraction operations, or pavilions 

in the floodway by special use permit, but only when the use does not adversely affect or reduce 

the capacity of the channel or floodway. 

 

Parking in the floodway for the type of development proposed by the applicant is prohibited.  The 

fact that the parking lot is already installed from a previous development is the only reason the 

project is being considered; if the parking lot was proposed new it would not be allowed at all.   

 

Based on a straw poll taken at its last meeting the Planning Commission agreed to consider a 

resolution to recommend denial of the MUPUD and SUP to the Township Board. 

 

Planning Commission Options 

 

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

proposed MUPUD and SUP.  The Planning Commission is required to make a recommendation on the 

MUPUD within 60 days of the date of the public hearing.  The applicant has provided three extensions 

to the original 60 day review period, which now runs until March 8, 2019.  A resolution to recommend 

denial of the MUPUD and SUP to the Township Board is provided. 

 

• Motion to adopt the attached resolutions recommending denial of MUPUD #18034 and SUP 

#18031. 

 

Attachments 

1. Resolution to recommend denial of MUPUD #18034. 

2. Resolution to recommend denial of SUP #18031. 
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RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND DENIAL Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #18034 

 Meridian Investment Group, LLC 

 

 

 At a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Charter Township of Meridian, 

Ingham County, Michigan, held at the Meridian Municipal Building, in said Township on the 25th 

day of February, 2019, at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

 

PRESENT: _________________________________________________________________                                                             

 

  _________________________________________________________________                                                            

 

ABSENT: _________________________________________________________________                                                              

 

 The following resolution was offered by _____________________ and supported by 

_________________________. 

 

WHEREAS, Meridian Investment Group, LLC has submitted a request to establish a mixed use 

planned unit development (MUPUD) identified as Red Cedar Manor on 4.99 acres of a 9.13 total acre 

site located at 2875 Northwind Drive; and 

 

WHEREAS, the proposed mixed use planned unit development includes the demolition of an 

existing 40,504 square foot office building and construction of a new 70,213 square foot mixed use 

building with 88 multiple family dwelling units and 3,115 square feet of commercial space; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its regular meeting on June 11, 

2018 and discussed the proposal at its regular meetings on January 14, 2019,  February 11, 2019, and 

February 25, 2019 and has reviewed staff material forwarded under cover memorandums dated June 

5, 2018, January 9, 2019, February 7, 2019, and February 21, 2019; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the submitted site plan for the proposed development depicts a majority of the 

parking lot to serve the building (83 of the 116 total parking spaces on the property) is located in 

the floodway of the Red Cedar River; and  

 

WHEREAS, the proposed location of the parking in the floodway will adversely impact the 

residents of the proposed development by exposing their personal property (motor vehicles) to 

potential damage from floodwaters; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the applicant provided a study from their consultant Hubbell, Roth, & Clark, Inc. 

noting the parking lot has been impacted by floods 81 times during the last 115 years and 60 of 

those flood events had 12 inches of water or greater covering the parking lot; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the proposed development could be reduced in size to minimize the number of 

parking spaces subjected to potential flooding. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER 

TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby recommends denial of Mixed Use Planned Unit Development 

#18034. 
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ADOPTED: YEAS: _______________________________________________________________________  

 

   _______________________________________________________________________ 

                                                                                             

  NAYS: _______________________________________________________________________                           

 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

    ) ss 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

 

 I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Chair of the Planning Commission of the 

Charter Township Meridian, Ingham County, Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a 

true and a complete copy of a resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission 

on the 25th day of February, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________   

       John Scott-Craig 

       Planning Commission Chair 
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RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND DENIAL Special Use Permit #18031 

 Meridian Investment Group, LLC 

 

 

 At a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Charter Township of Meridian, 

Ingham County, Michigan, held at the Meridian Municipal Building, in said Township on the 25th 

day of February, 2019, at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

 

PRESENT: _________________________________________________________________                                                             

 

  _________________________________________________________________                                                            

 

ABSENT: _________________________________________________________________                                                              

 

 The following resolution was offered by _____________________ and supported by 

_________________________. 

 

WHEREAS, Meridian Investment Group, LLC has submitted a request to construct a project 

identified as Red Cedar Manor on 4.99 acres of a 9.13 total acre site located at 2875 Northwind Drive; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, the proposed project includes the demolition of an existing 40,504 square foot 

office building and construction of a new 70,213 square foot mixed use building with 88 multiple 

family dwelling units and 3,115 square feet of commercial space; and 

 

WHEREAS, a special use permit is required for constructing a group of buildings totaling more 

than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its regular meeting on June 11, 

2018 and discussed the proposal at its regular meetings on January 14, 2019,  February 11, 2019, and 

February 25, 2019 and has reviewed staff material forwarded under cover memorandums dated June 

5, 2018, January 9, 2019, February 7, 2019, and February 21, 2019; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the submitted site plan for the proposed development depicts a majority of the 

parking lot to serve the building (83 of the 116 total parking spaces on the property) are located in 

the floodway of the Red Cedar River; and  

 

WHEREAS, the proposed location of the parking in the floodway will adversely impact the 

residents of the proposed development by exposing their personal property (motor vehicles) to 

potential damage from floodwaters; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the applicant provided a study from consultant Hubbell, Roth, & Clark, Inc. 

noting the parking lot had been impacted by floods 81 times during the last 115 years and 60 of 

those flood events were of 12 inches of water or greater; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the proposed development could be reduced in size or the parking lot could be 

constructed above the floodplain to minimize the number of parking spaces subjected to potential 

flooding. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER 

TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby recommends denial of Special Use Permit #18031. 
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ADOPTED: YEAS: _______________________________________________________________________  

 

   _______________________________________________________________________ 

                                                                                             

  NAYS: _______________________________________________________________________                           

 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

    ) ss 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

 

 I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Chair of the Planning Commission of the 

Charter Township Meridian, Ingham County, Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a 

true and a complete copy of a resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission 

on the 25th day of February, 2019. 

 

 

       ______________________________   

       John Scott-Craig 

       Planning Commission Chair 
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To:  Planning Commission 

 

From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 

 

Date:  February 22, 2019 

 

Re: Zoning Amendment #19030 (Township Board), amend Section 86-2 and add 

Section 86-445 of the Code of Ordinances to establish the Commercial 

Medical Marihuana Facilities Overlay District. 

 

 

The Planning Commission discussed Zoning Amendment #19030 at its last meeting on February 

11, 2019.  At the meeting the Planning Commission shared concerns related to the boundaries of 

the overlay areas, the permitted locations for the different types of commercial medical marihuana 

facilities, and the review process for considering the facilities.  Additional discussion is necessary 

to determine what changes, if any, the Planning Commission would like to see in the proposed 

ordinance language. 

 

At its last meeting on February 19, 2019 the Township Board discussed and voted to approve the 

non-zoning ordinance for introduction.  No amendments were made to the ordinance language at 

the meeting.  The Board may consider adding a provision to revoke a permit at its next meeting on 

March 5, 2109, which will require the ordinance to be re-introduced prior to final adoption.  If no 

additional changes are made to the non-zoning ordinance the Board may consider it for final 

adoption at its meeting on March 19, 2019. 

 

At the February 25, 2019 meeting staff will provide an area-by-area review of the six proposed 

overlay areas and what types of facilities would be allowed in each area.  Attached is a review of 

the activities of the five different types of commercial medical marihuana facilities.  The review is 

for illustrative purposes only; it is not intended as a definitive guide regarding every aspect of the 

marihuana business. 

 

Please bring with you to the meeting on Monday your copy of the draft zoning ordinance and map 

of the proposed overlay district distributed in the last meeting packet. 

 

Planning Commission Options 

 

The Planning Commission may recommend approval as written, recommend approval of a revised 

version, or recommend denial of the proposed zoning amendment.  A resolution will be provided 

at a future meeting. 

 

Attachment 

1. Medical Marihuana Facilities Overview. 
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Medical Marihuana Facilities Overview 

Grower 

Licenses are divided into three classes, A, B and C, which may cultivate 500, 1000, and 1500 

plants respectively, and may sell marihuana only to a processor or provisioning 

center.  The marihuana sold by the grower must be transported by a secure 

transporter.  Neither an applicant for a grower license nor any investor may have any 

interest in a secure transporter or a safety facility.  A grower must comply with seed to sale 

tracking. Typically growers also trim marihuana to remove excess plant materials. 

Commercial grow facilities will typically contain the following systems and equipment: 

• High intensity lamps 

• Heating, air conditioning, and humidity control equipment 

• Ventilation fans 

• Fans to circulate air around the room 

• CO2 emitting equipment 

• Irrigation system 

• Chemicals for fertilizer and pesticides 

• Fire protection system 

• Security systems 

• Computerized control system to monitor the environment and operate the 

equipment to maintain optimum conditions to maximize the crop yield. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1669 E Jolly Rd, 

 Lansing, MI 48910 

 (Grower-Class C) 



Processor 

May buy marihuana only from a grower, and sell it (or products made from it) only to a 

provisioning center.  Processing businesses have the ability to process, compound, or 

convert marihuana or hemp into cannabinoid products, concentrates, and extracts.  The 

limitations on growers regarding transport, cross ownership, caregiver status and 

experience, and seed to sale tracking also apply to processors. 

Day to day: Cannabis processors are responsible for taking the raw cannabis plant and 

creating entirely new products from it including concentrates, topicals (for the skin), and 

edibles.  In addition to creating these products, processors must package them in 

compliance with state regulations.  Processors must have a security plan—a compliant way 

of protecting the facility from where they do business, keeping track of inventory, and 

transporting their finished product to the stores where they will be sold. Using traceability 

software will help to track marihuana as it moves from location to location. Processors 

must also have a clear plan for disposal of waste, product testing procedures, and the type 

of chemicals that will be used to process the raw marihuana. 

1255 Falahee Dr, Jackson, MI 49203 

 

 

 

 



Secure Transporter 

May store and transport marihuana and money between facilities for a fee, but are not 

authorized to transport marihuana to a patient or caregiver.  A transport license applicant 

and investor may not have an interest in any other marihuana licensee, nor be a patient or 

caregiver.  Like all licensees, they must comply with seed to sale tracking.  Every driver 

must have a chauffeur’s license, and any employee who will have custody of marihuana or 

money must pass criminal background checks.  Vehicles must have two person crews, enter 

route plans, use sealed containers, not bear markings that it is transporting marihuana, and 

are subject to administrative inspection. Businesses are also not clearly advertised as a 

secure transport facility for medical marihuana and are generally difficult to locate. 

 

1431 Rensen St, Ste. H, Lansing, MI 48910 

Provisioning Center 

May buy or receive marihuana only from a grower or processor, and sell or transfer no 

more than the daily limit of tested and labeled marihuana only to a verified patient or 

caregiver.  All inbound product from a separate grower or processor, and outbound 

transfers to a safety facility, must be by secure transport.  Neither an applicant for a 

provisioning center license nor any investor may have any interest in a secure transporter 

or a safety facility.  The facility may not allow alcohol or tobacco sale or use, and may not 

allow a physician to examine or certify patients for marihuana use. 

Any product purchased cannot be consumed on the property of the provisioning center and 

must be consumed at a person’s private property.  

 



Day to day operations: Checking patient identification and medical card required before 

entering, buying product to keep product stocked, displaying products, marketing, 

educating customers, distributing to patients, keeping inventory of sales and products 

purchased. 

Safety Compliance Facility 

May only receive from, and test for, a marihuana facility.  A license applicant and investor 

may not own or be cross owned with any other licensee.  The licensee must be accredited 

under criteria, have staff who meet degree requirements, and perform various tests such as 

testing potency of the medicine, all as detailed in the law.  The facility shall comply with 

seed to sale tracking, and maintain laboratory space not accessible to the general public.  

Day to day operations/testing variables: Much of the daily operations entail testing medical 

marihuana product for various substances and measures including testing for:  

• Potency 

• Moisture content 

• Water activity 

• Chemical residue/pesticides 

• Heavy metals 

• Residual solvents 

• Microbial screening including foreign matter 

Other day to day operations include ensuring employee safety, seed to sale tracking, and 

providing reports of substances found in the medical marihuana.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1825 E West Maple Rd, Ste. A, Walled Lake MI 48393 



General Information 

All medical marihuana facilities are required to have security plans in place to protect 

product, employees, and ensure overall safety of the business.  

Nuisances:  

• Offensive odors 

• Potential for criminal activity  

Workplace concerns: 

• Pesticides 

• Personal protective equipment (PPE) 

• Ergonomic issues pertaining to working in awkward positions and cramped 

environments 

• Dermal/respiratory protection 

• Laboratory safety 

• Emergency preparedness (robbery or other emergencies) 

• Lack of industry health and safety training 

 



Source: Guide to Worker Safety and Health in the Medical Marijuana Industry January 2017 Marijuana 

Occupational Health and Safety Work Group—Colorado  Department of Public Health & Environment 



 

 

To:  Planning Commission  
 
From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 
 

Justin Quagliata, Assistant Planner 
 
Date:  February 21, 2019 
 
Re: Zoning Amendment #19040 (Township Board), amend Section 86-2 and 

Section 86-654 of the Code of Ordinances to add Senior Living Communities 
to the list of uses permitted as nonresidential uses in residential zoning 
districts. 

 
 
The public hearing for Zoning Amendment #19040 was held at the February 11, 2019 Planning 
Commission meeting.  At the meeting several elements of the draft ordinance were discussed 
including revisions to the ordinance language.   
 
Licensed professional care 
 
The term “skilled nursing care” used in the initial version of the draft ordinance has been replaced 
with “licensed professional care.”  Skilled nursing care seems to indicate services provided by a 
registered nurse (RN) or licensed practical nurse (LPN).  Not all care in Senior Living Communities 
would be provided by RNs or LPNs.  Licensed professional care represents a broad range of types 
of caregivers who may provide services in Senior Living Communities. 
 
Building height 
 
The maximum building height standard in the first version of ordinance language read “maximum 
building height shall not exceed four stories or 60 feet above the finished grade.”  The draft 
ordinance language has been clarified to state maximum building height cannot exceed four stories 
up to 60 feet above the finished grade.  The Planning Commission may recommend a different 
maximum building height standard. 
 
Setback from residential zoning districts 
 
The draft ordinance was revised to require buildings in Senior Living Communities be setback a 
minimum of 50 feet from residential zoning districts, both single family and multiple family.  As 
previously proposed the 50 foot setback was applicable only when adjacent to single family.  The 
ordinance language was also revised to establish a 25 foot side and rear yard setback for Senior 
Living Communities adjacent to nonresidential zoning districts. 
 
Commissioners stated desire to increase the 50 foot setback for buildings adjacent to another 
residential zoning district boundary, with different proposals offered of how to increase the 
setback.  Two alternative options are outlined for consideration. 
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Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

 

Option 1    
 
For buildings up to two stories in height the minimum distance from a residential zoning district 
boundary is 50 feet, with an additional 25 feet required for each additional story of the building 
over two stories.  Using this approach, a three story building would be required to meet a 75 foot 
setback from adjacent residential, with four story buildings being subject to a 100 foot setback 
from another residential zoning district boundary.   
 
Option 2 
 
For buildings up to two stories in height the minimum distance from a residential zoning district 
boundary is 50 feet, with an additional 50 feet required for each additional story of the building 
over two stories.  Using this approach, a three story building would be required to meet a 100 foot 
setback from adjacent residential, with four story buildings being subject to a 150 foot setback 
from another residential zoning district boundary. 
 
The Planning Commission may choose to revise the draft ordinance to utilize one of the options 
above, choose to retain the currently proposed setback from residential district boundaries, or 
recommend a different option. 
 
Minimum lot area 
 
The minimum lot area standard proposed in the draft ordinance is 10 acres.  Commissioners 
discussed 10 acres may be restrictive and a smaller minimum lot size would allow for less 
intensive Senior Living Communities.  Other Commissioners noted the minimum 10 acre standard 
was reasonable, as Senior Living Communities may not be appropriate on smaller sites.  The 
Planning Commission may recommend a different minimum lot area standard.    
 
The following table provides lot area information for existing senior apartments and institutions 
for human care in the Township. 
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Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

 

Facility 
Number of 

Units 
Location 

Lot Area 
(approximate) 

Marsh Pointe (senior apartments) 260 5895 Marsh Road 13 acres 

The Marquette (home for the aged) 115 5968 Park Lake Road 15 acres 

Stratford Place (senior apartments) 60 2790 Sirhal Drive 5 acres 

The Willows (assisted living) 91 4830 Central Park Drive 9 acres 

Medilodge of Okemos (skilled nursing care) 100 5211 Marsh Road 7 acres 

Brookdale (assisted living and skilled 
nursing care) 

72 5346 Marsh Road 6 acres 

Bickford of Okemos (assisted living) 46 3830 Okemos Road 3 acres 

Burcham Hills (assisted living, independent 
living, and skilled nursing care) 

377 East Lansing 38 acres 

 
Commissioners stated requiring a minimum lot area of 10 acres may result in Senior Living 
Communities locating in the eastern third of the Township.  A provision has been added to the 
draft ordinance requiring public utilities be available to serve Senior Living Communities.   
 
Age restriction 
 
As proposed Senior Living Communities would be restricted to persons 55 years of age or older or 
married couples or domestic partners where either spouse or partner is 55 years of age or older.  
Commissioners discussed potentially raising the minimum age to 60 or 65.  This matter is under 
review by the Township Attorney. 
 
Balconies, decks, patios, and porches  
 
The current ordinance allows balconies and decks attached to multiple family buildings to 
encroach into the 50 foot setback from a single family residential district boundary.  If the 
Planning Commission chooses to prohibit balconies and decks attached to a building within a 
Senior Living Community from encroaching into the setback from an adjacent residential zoning 
district, a provision needs to be included in the ordinance.  The distance from a residential zoning 
district boundary section of the draft ordinance has been revised to prohibit encroachment into 
the setback by balconies, decks, patios, and porches. 
 
Minimum distance between buildings 
 
The draft ordinance requires a minimum of 50 feet of separation between all buildings within a 
Senior Living Community.  Commissioners discussed 50 feet of separation between buildings as 
providing excess separation, with separation between buildings not necessarily desirable.  The 
Planning Commission may choose to modify the setback between buildings or remove it from the 
draft ordinance. 
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Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

 

The revised draft ordinance language is attached.  Proposed changes are noted in bold uppercase 
letters.  Revisions based on Planning Commission discussion at the last meeting are shown in red 
underlined text. 
 
Planning Commission Options 
 
The Planning Commission may recommend approval as written, recommend approval of a revised 
version, or recommend denial of the proposed zoning amendment.  A resolution will be provided 
at a future meeting. 
 
Attachment 
1. Draft ordinance language, dated February 11, 2019. 
 



Section 86-2 Definitions. 
 
ASSISTED LIVING – PROVIDING BASIC SERVICES AS WELL AS LIMITED NURSING CARE, 
LIMITED SUPERVISION, MEDICATION MANAGEMENT, SUPPORTIVE SERVICES, AND OTHER 
ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING TO PATIENTS OR RESIDENTS. 
 
INDEPENDENT LIVING – PROVISION OF SOME BASIC SERVICES SUCH AS MEALS, 
HOUSEKEEPING, GROUNDS MAINTENANCE, SECURITY, AND COMMON AREAS AND COMMON 
FACILITIES FOR EVENTS AND ACTIVITIES FOR PATIENTS OR RESIDENTS. 
 
MEMORY CARE – SPECIALIZED SKILLED NURSING AND SETTINGS OFFERING STEPPED-UP 
SERVICES FOR PATIENTS OR RESIDENTS WITH ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE OR OTHER TYPES 
OF DEMENTIA. 
 
SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITY – A FACILITY COMPRISED OF A BUILDING OR GROUP OF 
BUILDINGS PROVIDING A CONTINUITY OF RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY AND HEALTH CARE 
FOR ELDERLY PERSONS.  THIS TYPE OF FACILITY INCLUDES DWELLING UNITS FOR 
INDEPENDENT LIVING, ASSISTED LIVING, AND MEMORY CARE OR OTHER SKILLED NURSING 
CARE LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE FOR RESIDENTS; IT MAY INCLUDE ANCILLARY 
FACILITIES FOR THE FURTHER SERVICE OR CARE OF THE RESIDENTS.  THE FACILITY IS 
RESTRICTED TO PERSONS 55 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER OR MARRIED COUPLES OR DOMESTIC 
PARTNERS WHERE EITHER SPOUSE OR PARTNER IS 55 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER. 
 
SKILLED NURSING CARE LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE – SPECIALIZED HEALTH CARE 
AVAILABLE 24 HOURS PER DAY GIVEN UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF PROFESSIONALS OR 
TECHNICAL PERSONNEL INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO MEMORY CARE, 
REHABILITATION, PHYSICAL THERAPY, OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY, SOCIAL SERVICES, TUBE 
FEEDINGS, COMPLEX WOUND DRESSINGS, OR RAPIDLY CHANGING HEALTH STATUS.  
 
Section 86-654 Nonresidential structures and uses in residential districts. 
 
(a)  Purpose. In recognition of the many institutional types of nonresidential functions that have 

been found to be reasonably harmonious and compatible with residential functions, and in 
recognition that some nonresidential uses may be useful to the occupants of residential 
areas and of the community, and in recognition of the peculiar functional requirements of 
certain types of uses necessary for the efficient provision of utility services, provision is 
made in this section for the establishment of certain nonresidential structures and uses in 
residential districts. 

 
(b)  Authorization. The Township Planning Commission may authorize the construction, 

maintenance, and operation in any residential district of certain nonresidential structures 
and uses, to be specified in this section, by the issuance of a special use permit when all the 
procedures and applicable requirements stated in Article II, Division 4 of this chapter, 
together with the additional requirements to be stated in this section, can be complied with. 

 
(c)  Nonresidential uses that may be permitted. Only the following land and structure uses may 

be permitted in any residential district, provided the applicable stipulated conditions can be 
complied with. 
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(1)  Institutions for human care: 
Clinics 
Homes for the aged 
Hospitals 
Nursing or convalescent homes 
Philanthropic and eleemosynary institutions 
Sanitariums for the treatment of human ailments 
SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES 

 
(2)  Religious institutions: 

Churches or similar places of worship 
Convents 
Other housing for clergy 
Parsonages and parish houses 

 
(3)  Educational and social institutions: 

Adult care centers, provided structures and sites meet all current building, 
residential, fire and maintenance codes as adopted by the Township. 
Auditoriums and other places of public assembly 
Centers for social activities 
Child care centers  
Fraternity and sorority  
Public and private elementary schools, high schools, and institutions of higher 
education 
 

(4)  Special open-space uses: 
Private resorts and recreational camps 
Public beaches, bath houses, and boat liveries operated for profit 

 
(5)  Public buildings and public service installations: 

Gas regulator stations 
Publicly owned and operated buildings 
Public utility buildings and structures 
Telephone exchange buildings 
Transformer stations and substations 
 

(6)  Other:  
Group adult care homes, provided structures and sites meet all current building, 
residential, fire and property maintenance codes as adopted by the Township 
Group child care homes 
Offices used exclusively by philanthropic, eleemosynary, religious, fraternal, or 
educational institutions which are accessory to any of the enumerated uses of 
Subsection (c) of this section 
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(d)  Nonresidential uses specifically prohibited. The following uses, but not limited to those 
enumerated, shall not be permitted in the residential districts: 

 
(1) Correctional institutions. 
 
(2) Music and dancing instruction schools or studios. 
 

(e)  Site location standards. The following standards shall be utilized to evaluate the proposed 
location of any nonresidential use. These standards are alterable, depending upon the 
characteristics of each situation involved, and they shall be applied conscientiously by 
officials responsible for the administration and enforcement of this chapter. 

 
(1)  Any permitted nonresidential structure or use should preferably be located at the 

edge of a residential district, abutting a business or industrial district, or a public 
open space. 

 
(2)  All means shall be utilized to face any permitted nonresidential use on a major 

street. 
 
(3)  Motor vehicle entrance and exit should be made on a major street or as immediately 

accessible from a major street as to avoid the impact of traffic generated by the 
nonresidential use upon the residential area. 

 
(4)  Site locations should be preferred that offer natural or manmade barriers that 

would lessen the effect of the intrusion of the nonresidential use into a residential 
area. 

 
(5)  Any proposed nonresidential use will not require costly or uneconomic extensions 

of utility service. 
  
(f)  Nonresidential uses in residential districts site development standards. A special use permit 

shall not be issued for the occupancy of a structure or parcel of land or for the erection, 
reconstruction, or alteration of a structure unless complying with the following site 
development requirements. These requirements are not alterable except by variance as 
provided for under Article II, Division 7 of this chapter. 

 
(1)  For all uses that may be permitted, except clinics, public utility transformer stations 

and substations, telephone exchange buildings, gas-regulator stations, group adult 
care homes, group child care homes, and housing for religious personnel attached to 
a church or school function, AND SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES. 

 
a.  Area requirements. None of the land or structure uses permitted shall be 

authorized for construction and/or occupancy that will occupy a parcel of 
land less than two acres in area nor for erection or occupancy of any 
building housing such uses any part or portion of which will be any closer 
than 50 feet to any property or street line, except that all buildings and 
structures shall be located in accordance with the setback requirements of 
§ 86-367 for the type of street upon which any yard abuts. 
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b.  Lot coverage. No more than 25% of the gross site shall be covered by 
buildings. 

 
c.  Maximum building height. No building shall be erected to a height greater 

than that permitted in the residential district in which it is located unless the 
building is set back from each required yard line at least one foot for each 
foot of additional height above the district height limitation. 

 
d.  Appearance. All buildings permitted shall be of an appearance that shall be 

harmonious and unified as a group of buildings and shall blend 
appropriately with the surrounding residential area. 

 
e.  Signs. All signs shall be in accordance with the schedule outlined in 

Article VII of this chapter. 
 
f.  Off-street parking. Space shall be provided in accordance with the 

requirements of Article VIII of this chapter. 
 
g.  Adult care centers. Adult care centers, provided structures and sites meet all 

current building, residential, fire and property maintenance codes as 
adopted by the Township. 

 
(2)  For clinics, group adult care homes, group child care homes, and housing for 

religious personnel. 
 

a.  Area requirements. Lot area and width shall be not less than that specified 
for the district in which the proposed use is to be located. 

 
b.  Maximum building height. No building shall be erected to a height greater 

than that permitted in the district in which the proposed use is to be located. 
 
c.  Appearance. All buildings shall be harmonious in appearance with the 

surrounding residential area and shall be similar in design and appearance 
to any other buildings on the same lot. Exposed equipment shall be 
screened. 

 
d.  Off-street parking. Parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the 

requirements of Article VIII of this chapter. 
 
e.  Group adult care homes. Group adult care homes, provided structures and 

sites meet all current building, residential, fire and property maintenance 
codes as adopted by the Township. 

 
(3)  For child care centers in converted residential structures. 
 

a.  All those requirements stipulated in Subsection (f)(1) of this section shall be 
met. 

 

https://www.ecode360.com/29560903#29560903
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b.  No structure built for residential use shall be converted to a child care center 
if it is located closer than 500 feet to an existing residence. 

 
c.  The maximum number of children permitted in child care centers in 

residential structures which have been converted to that use shall be 30. 
 

(4)  For public buildings and public service installations, greater than 50 square feet in 
area, including publicly owned and operated buildings, public utility buildings and 
structures, telephone exchange buildings, transformer stations and substations, gas 
regulator stations. 

 
a.  Location. Public buildings and public service installations greater than 50 

square feet in area shall be located on a lot on which the utility installation 
shall be considered the principal use, and no additional principal uses shall 
exist or be established on the lot. 

 
b.  Area requirements. Lot area and width shall not be less than that specified 

for the district in which the proposed use would be located. 
 
c.  Maximum building height. No building or structure shall be erected to a 

height greater than that permitted in the district in which the proposed use 
is to be located. 

 
d.  Appearance. All buildings shall be harmonious in appearance with the 

surrounding residential area and shall be similar in design and appearance 
to any other buildings on the same lot. Exposed equipment shall be 
screened. 

 
e.  Off-street parking. Parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with the 

requirements of Article VIII of this chapter. 
 
 (5) FOR SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES. 
 

A. SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES SHALL BE FOR PERSONS FIFTY-FIVE (55) 
YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER OR MARRIED COUPLES OR DOMESTIC 
PARTNERS WHERE EITHER SPOUSE OR PARTNER IS FIFTY-FIVE (55) 
YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER. 

 
B. LOCATIONS.  SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES SHALL BE PERMITTED 

WHERE PUBLIC WATER AND SEWER ARE AVAILABLE. 
 

BC. MINIMUM LOT AREA.  10 ACRES. 
 
CD. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH.  100 FEET. 
 
DE. MAXIMUM DENSITY.  25 UNITS PER ACRE (BOTH INDEPENDENT LIVING 

UNITS AND SKILLED NURSING CARE LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE 
UNITS SHALL BE FACTORED IN TO DENSITY CALCULATIONS). 



Draft ordinance 
February 11, 2019 revision 
Page 6 
   

 
 

EF. MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE.  ALL BUILDINGS INCLUDING ACCESSORY 
BUILDINGS SHALL NOT OCCUPY MORE THAN 35% OF THE NET AREA 
OF LAND INCLUDED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
OR ANY STAGE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
WHICH MAY RECEIVE APPROVAL UNDER THIS CHAPTER. 

 
FG. MINIMUM YARD DIMENSIONS. 
 

1. FRONT YARD.  IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SETBACK 
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 86-367 FOR THE TYPE OF STREET 
UPON WHICH THE LOT FRONTS.   

 
2. SIDE YARDS.  NOT LESS THAN 25 FEET FROM THE PROPERTY 

LINE FOR ONE- OR TWO-STORY BUILDINGS WITH AN 
ADDITIONAL FOOT REQUIRED FOR EACH ADDITIONAL FOOT OF 
HEIGHT OF THE BUILDING OVER 35 FEET. 

 
3. REAR YARD.  BUILDINGS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 40 FEET 

FROM THE PROPERTY LINE FOR ONE OR TWO STORY 
BUILDINGS WITH AN ADDITIONAL FOOT REQUIRED FOR EACH 
ADDITIONAL FOOT OF HEIGHT OF THE BUILDING OVER 35 
FEET. 

 
2. SIDE AND REAR YARD SETBACK ADJACENT TO A 

NONRESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICT.  NO BUILDING, PARKING, 
ACCESS DRIVE, OR OTHER STRUCTURE SHALL BE LESS THAN 25 
FEET FROM A NONRESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICT LINE. 

 
G3. DISTANCE FROM A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONING 

DISTRICT BOUNDARY.  NO BUILDING, INCLUDING BALCONIES, 
DECKS, PATIOS, AND PORCHES, SHALL BE LOCATED CLOSER 
THAN 50 FEET TO ANY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE LINE 
NOR SHALL ANY ACCESSORY BUILDING BE LOCATED CLOSER 
THAN 50 FEET TO ANY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE 
LINE. 

 
H. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT.  MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT SHALL 

NOT EXCEED FOUR STORIES OR UP TO 60 FEET ABOVE THE FINISHED 
GRADE. 

 
I. MAXIMUM INDEPENDENT LIVING UNIT TO SKILLED NURSING CARE 

LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE UNIT RATIO.  A MAXIMUM OF TWO 
INDEPENDENT LIVING UNITS MAY BE PROVIDED PER ONE SKILLED 
NURSING CARE LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE UNIT (SUCH AS 
ASSISTED LIVING OR MEMORY CARE). 
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J. OFF-STREET PARKING.  ONE (1) SPACE FOR EACH DWELLING UNIT OF 
INDEPENDENT LIVING PLUS ONE (1) SPACE FOR EVERY FOUR (4) UNITS 
OF SKILLED NURSING CARE LICENSED PROFESSIONAL CARE PLUS ONE 
(1) SPACE FOR EACH EMPLOYEE WORKING ON THE LARGEST SHIFT. 

 
K. MINIMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN BUILDINGS.  IN NO CASE SHALL ANY 

BUILDING BE LOCATED CLOSER THAN 50 FEET TO ANY OTHER 
BUILDING. 

 
L. SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITY ACCESSORY USES.  ANY ANCILLARY USE 

NECESSARY FOR THE OPERATION OF THE FACILITY OR FOR THE 
BENEFIT OR CONVENIENCE OF THE RESIDENTS AND THEIR GUESTS, 
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, PLACES OF WORSHIP, INDOOR AND 
OUTDOOR RECREATION, RETAIL AND BANKING FACILITIES, DINING 
FACILITIES, BEAUTY SALONS AND BARBERSHOPS, GIFT SHOPS, 
SECURITY FACILITIES, COMMON AREAS, MEDICAL OFFICES, POSTAL 
CENTER, AND PHARMACIES, PROVIDED THAT THE ACCESSORY USE IS 
ANCILLARY TO THE PRIMARY USE OF THE PROPERTY AS A SENIOR 
LIVING COMMUNITY AND NOT ADVERTISED FOR PUBLIC USE. 

 
(56)  For all nonresidential uses in residential districts, the maximum percentage of 

impervious surface permitted on a site shall be 75%. Impervious surfaces shall 
include all land covered with paving, buildings, and other nonporous surfaces. The 
impervious surface ratio is calculated by dividing the total impervious surface by 
the gross area of the site. The following shall be counted as pervious surfaces: 

 
a.  Required perimeter landscaped buffers. 
 
b.  Fifty percent of on-site storm water detention or retention basins, if 

designed as an integral part of the site landscaping. 
 
c.  Parking lot islands and medians that are 20 feet or greater in each 

dimension. 
 
 
G:\Community Planning & Development\Planning\ZONING AMENDMENTS (ZA)\2019\ZA 19040 (Township Board)\Section 86654 
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Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

To:  Planning Commission  

 

From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 

 

Date:  February 7, 2019 

 

Re: Village of Okemos MUPUD Concept Plan 

 

 

True North Development has submitted a concept plan to develop approximately four acres on the 

northwest and southwest corners of Okemos Road and Hamilton Road using the mixed use planned 

unit development (MUPUD) ordinance.  The submitted conceptual site plan depicts a project with a 

vertical mix of commercial and residential.  The project narrative notes there may up to 200 

dwelling units.  In addition to MUPUD approval, a special use permit (SUP) would be required for 

any building or group of buildings over 25,000 square feet in size. 

 

The mixed use planned unit development (MUPUD) ordinance includes a provision for an 

applicant to submit a concept plan for concurrent review by the Planning Commission and 

Township Board.  The review provides an opportunity to offer comments and suggestions on the 

project design prior to a MUPUD application.  The review is informal; therefore a public hearing 

and associated noticing are not required.  The Township Board will review the concept plan at its 

meeting on February 19, 2019.  

 

The MUPUD process requires public hearings with both the Planning Commission and Township 

Board.  The Planning Commission makes a recommendation on the project with the Township Board 

having final approval. 

 

Attachments 

1. Project narrative submitted by the developer received by the Township on January 28, 2019. 

2. Conceptual site plan dated January 28, 2019 and received by the Township on January 28, 2019. 

 

 
G:\Community Planning & Development\Planning\MIXED USE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS (MUPUD)\CONCEPT 

PLANS\2019\Village of Okemos concept plan\Village of Okemos MUPUD concept plan.pc1.docx 



MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP MIXED USE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PREAPPLICATION INFORMATION AND CONCEPT PLAN

True North Development requests a Concept Plan Review by the Meridian Township Director of Community Planning and 
Development for a potential mixed use planned unit development, currently being referred to as The Village of Okemos, on the 
Northwest and Southwest corners of  Okemos Road and Hamilton Road in Okemos, Michigan.

The goal of partnering with the township in preapplication collaboration and a concept plan review is to acquaint the Planning 
Commission and Township Board with the proposed project; to receive township guidance regarding the proposed development's 
compatibility with the purpose, intent and standards of township ordinances; and to streamline the process and feasibility of bringing 
the project to fruition for downtown Okemos.

CONTACT:
Will Randle, True North Development
517-580-2550
will@truenorthdevco.com
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MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP MIXED USE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PREAPPLICATION INFORMATION AND CONCEPT PLAN

SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT
• A mixed use development, currently being referred to as The Village of Okemos, is under development and feasibility assessment for 

the Northwest and Southwest corners of Okemos Road and Hamilton Road, commonly known as downtown Okemos or the 4 
Corners, selected because of its immense potential for a multi-phase project that would allow for true community transformation in 
one of the developers' hometowns.

• The Village of Okemos has been designed by a team of the nation's best planning, architecture, engineering, landscape, community 
engagement, traffic and community experts to ensure it is a national model for redevelopment. The team's goal is to reinvigorate a 
historic hamlet that now has only one remaining historic structure, rebuilding it into a thriving village with a walkable downtown, and 
establishing it as a true commercial and cultural center for Meridian Township.

• At each step in the process, The Village of Okemos team has partnered with Meridian Township to understand and incorporate the 
township's health and safety goals for walkability, pedestrian orientation and high-quality, durable building materials; to increase the 
township's prosperity goals and citizen welfare by increasing property values which will support necessary public services; and to 
enhance diversity goals with new types of residential uses in a close-knit community design, per the township's Master Plan.

• Perhaps even more importantly, the development team - led by local developer Will Randle - is proposing a $100+ million 
investment into this blighted and much-neglected key area of downtown Okemos by transforming it into a vibrant, walkable, 
beautiful community asset filled with businesses and housing options requested by the local community. The proposed project is a 
mixed use multi-story community with public and private parking centered around  a small downtown with restaurants and small 
boutique shops.

• Community engagement is essential to the success of the development. Already, the development team has participated in a 4 
Corners Alliance meeting with more than 100 attendees, convened an advisory committee of residents and building owners which 
meets regularly, and has scheduled and hosted meetings with the Cedar Bend Heights and Indian Hills neighborhoods. Community 
engagement will continue to remain a consistent and ongoing priority to ensure the development truly reflects the Meridian 
Township community, including additional community feedback surrounding the project name, design and desired businesses.

• Current concepts for the development propose primarily four-story L-shaped structures, one each on the Northwest and Southwest 
corners of Okemos and Hamilton roads. The building designs are an elegant take on the historic structures commonly found in 
Michigan's early 20th-century village downtowns, leveraging varied roof lines, abundant windows, and different building materials 
such as wood, brick and stone. In response to community feedback, the original idea of five-story buildings was reduced to four 
stories with a handful of fifth-story penthouses with terraces. Additionally, the plan now includes three-story buildings nearing the 
neighborhoods to ease the height transition, per neighbor feedback.

• The proposed development is currently designed to include first- and potentially second-floor restaurant, retail and service space, to 
be filled based on a comprehensive market analysis of what the location can support, paired with community feedback and requests. 
Douglas J has committed to moving its salon into the Village of Okemos project and will be able to stay and grow in Meridian 
Township for the foreseeable future if the project proceeds.

• The residential component of the project also has been refined based on community feedback. The currently proposed residential 
component includes up to 200 luxury residential units. Housing options include one, two and three bedroom flats, as well as two-
story townhouses with a variety of unique features ranging from balconies to outdoor terraces.

•

ONLYONLY

O k e m o s R o a d

H
a

m
il

t
o

n
R

o
a

d

H
a

m
i l

t
o

n
R

o
a

d

Marsh
Road

L i verance S tree t

M
e

t
h

o
d

is
t
 
S

t
r

e
e

t

c
l
i n

t
o

n
 
S

t
r

e
e

t

w
o

n
c

h

p
a

r
k

f
e
r

g
u
s
o

n

p
a

r
k

5 -m i n u te  w
a
l
k

V
illage of  O

kem
os

M
aster  P

lan

O
kem

os, M
ichigan

G
ibbs Planning G

roup Inc.

03 A
ugust 2018

- R
e
s
id

e
n
tia

l

- M
ix

e
d
-Us

e

- c
iv

ic

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

to wonch park

to wonch park

OKEMOS
T H E  V I L L A G E  O F



MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP MIXED USE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PREAPPLICATION INFORMATION AND CONCEPT PLAN 

ONLYONLY

O k e m o s R o a d

H
a

m
il

t
o

n
R

o
a

d

H
a

m
i l

t
o

n
R

o
a

d

Marsh
Road

L i verance S tree t

M
e

t
h

o
d

is
t
 
S

t
r

e
e

t

c
l
i n

t
o

n
 
S

t
r

e
e

t

w
o

n
c

h

p
a

r
k

f
e
r

g
u
s
o

n

p
a

r
k

5 -m i n u te  w
a
l
k

V
illage of  O

kem
os

M
aster  P

lan

O
kem

os, M
ichigan

G
ibbs Planning G

roup Inc.

03 A
ugust 2018

- R
e
s
id

e
n
tia

l

- M
ix

e
d
-Us

e

- c
iv

ic

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

Futur
e

P
h
a
s
e

to wonch park

to wonch park

OKEMOS
T H E  V I L L A G E  O F

SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT (CONTINUED)

• As a result of The Village of Okemos project, township officials state the township will be able to attract additional development,
investment and projects to reverse the decline in taxable commercial and residential property values in the DDA District and
provide opportunities and amenities for residents.

• "This is going to be a wonderful place to live. This is going to bring value to the township as a center of community. This will bring
activity again to our downtown." - Will Randle, True North Development

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND INQUIRIES, CONTACT:

Will Randle, True North Development
517-580-2550
will@truenorthdevco.com

• Perhaps most significant about the project is the opportunity to address significant environmental concerns and costs that have
been a driving factor behind the failure of previously proposed developments. There is extensive environmental contamination from
previous businesses in the area. The township is working with the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality to secure funds
for clean-up, but it will not cover the full cost. The recently passed Meridian Township Downtown Development Authority TIF Plan
is another key tool in providing the necessary funding to develop the site. Through the partnership and collaboration with the
township and state, as well as the scale of the proposed development, it is expected the environmental contamination can finally be
addressed through this project.

• It is expected parking for the development will be provided underground and through surface lots behind the structures. It is
possible there will be street parking along Hamilton Road. A traffic study has been conducted to ensure changes to parking don't
negatively impact residents and visitors.

• Award-winning planner Robert Gibbs of Gibbs Planning Group is a member of the development team. He and his team were
engaged in the successful revitalizations of Northville and Birmingham, Michigan, and feel downtown Okemos is well-poised for
success with the right development - this development. Gibbs' team has designed a historically inspired streetscape and boulevard
plan for the Village of Okemos to increase walkability while calming traffic and charming visitors.

WHAT COULD THIS PROPOSAL MEAN FOR MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP? 
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Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

 

To:  Planning Commission  

 

From:  Peter Menser, Principal Planner 

 

Date:  January 25, 2019 

 

Re: 2018 Planning Commission goals 

 

 

In 2018 Planning Commission adopted goals to work on throughout the year.  The 2018 goals 

included the following: 

 

1. Implementation of 2017 Master Plan. 

a. Consider development of form-based code ordinance for Potential Intensity Change 

Areas (PICAs) and Grand River Avenue corridor. 

b. Develop regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units as identified in the R-3 Future Land 

Use Map category. 

c. Address the revisions to the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map identified in the Action 

Plan on Page 15 of the Master Plan. 

2. Update the Mixed Use Planned Unit Development ordinance. 

3. Consider policy options related to “tiny” housing. 

4. Identify training opportunities for new and current Planning Commission members. 

5. Engage subject matter experts for presentations to the Planning Commission on policy-related 

topics of interest. 

 

The Planning Commission may again choose to consider goals for 2019 and objectives that can be 

used to accomplish them.  The adoption of goals for the year will not preclude the Planning 

Commission from working on other projects; they simply provide a guide for activities for the year.  

The Township Board adopted its own set of 2019 goals, which are attached to this memorandum.  

The Department of Community Planning and Development was assigned a set of goals as part of 

the yearly plan as well, which are also attached.  It would make sense that the Planning 

Commission goals work to fulfill or address both sets of goals whenever possible.  At a future 

meeting the Planning Commission can consider a motion to formally adopt a set of goals of 2019. 

 

Attachments 

1. 2019 Township Board Goals/Action Plan. 

2. 2019 Department of Community Planning and Development goals. 

 

 
G:\Community Planning & Development\Planning\Planning Commission\PC Goals\2018\2018 PC Goals.pc2.docx 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Providing a safe and welcoming, sustainable, prime community. 

2019  

GOALS ACTION PLAN 

A. In conjunction with the Transportation Commission, and Township Board, develop 
and implement a strategic plan to increase our annual funding for local roads.

B. Complete the relocation of the Farmers’ Market to the “Marketplace on the Greens” at 
the Meridian Mall.

C. Break ground on redevelopment of Downtown Okemos and Downtown Haslett.

D. With the support of the Transportation Commission, and Township Board, finalize 
and implement a long term funding plan for public transportation. The plan shall 
include a detailed scope for Redi-Ride services.

E. Continue to work to connect the Township’s pathway system, including construction 
of the Okemos Road Boardwalk.

F. Work closely with Meridian Mall ownership to strengthen the vitality of the mall’s 
future within our community.

G. Develop a plan to fairly negotiate new labor agreements with our seven bargaining 
groups.

H. Complete state accreditation of the Meridian Township Police Department through 
the Michigan Association of Chiefs of Police.

I. Continue to maximize recruiting and networking efforts to achieve increased 
diversity in our workforce.

J. Explore housing options and alternatives to encourage diverse populations and 
targeted groups to live in the Township. 



 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

2019 DEPARTMENT PLAN 

 

 

• Redevelopment of Downtown Okemos and Haslett 

 

• Consider adoption of Form Base Code in portions of the Township 

 

• Complete a plan for the review and update of the Master Plan in 2020 

 

• Update and amend the Mixed Use Planned Unit Development ordinance 

 

• Revise the sign ordinance so it is content neutral 

 

• Finish updating all applications used by the Department 

 

• Adopt 2018 International Property Maintenance Code 

 

• Evaluate the need for an additional part-time rental housing inspector 

 

• Streamline the scheduling of mechanical, electrical and plumbing inspections 

 

• Evaluate providing office hours to the City of Mason for reviewing and issuing building permits 

 

• Complete ordinances for Commercial Medical Marihuana Facilities 

 

 

 

 

GF:\Community Planning & Development\Planning\MENSER\REPORTING\2019 DEPARTMENT PLAN.docx 
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