
AGENDA 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN 

TOWNSHIP BOARD 
REGULAR MEETING 

July 7, 2015 
6:00P.M. 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER+ 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE/INTRODUCTIONS 
3. ROLLCALL 
4. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

A. Zachary Reid and Graham Riley- Seasonal Utility Workers 
B. Planning Commissioner Tom Deits- Summary of Master Plan Public Input Meeting 

5. PUBLIC REMARKS* 
6. TOWNSHIP MANAGER REPORT 
7. BOARD COMMENTS & REPORTS 
8. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
9. CONSENT AGENDA (SALMON) 

A. Communications 
B. Minutes-June 16, 2015 Regular Meeting 
C. Bills 
D. Newton Road Paving, Special Assessment District No. 43 - Resolutions #1 and #2 (Set Public Hearing 

Date for August 4, 2015) 

10. QUESTIONS FOR THE ATTORNEY 
11. HEARINGS (CANARY) 

A. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 (Campus Village Development) 2655 Grand River Avenue 

12. ACTION ITEMS (PINK) 
**Public Comment 
A. 2016 Budget Schedule 
B. Whitehills Lakes South #2 Final Preliminary Plat Amendment 
C. 2015 Township Citizen Survey 
D. Fire Truck Purchase 
E. Appointments to the Community Resources Commission 

13. BOARD DISCUSSION ITEMS (ORCHID) 
**Public Comment 
A. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 (Campus Village Development) 2655 Grand River Avenue 
B. Special Use Permit# 15051 (Campus Village Development) 2655 Grand River Avenue 
C. Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership) Amendment to the 

Planned Residential Development Sketch Plan - Ember Oaks · 

14. PUBLIC REMARKS* 
15. FINAL BOARD MEMBER COMMENT 
16. ADJOURNMENT 
17. POSTSCRIPT- ELIZABETH LEGOFF 

*PUBLIC REMARKS (Any topic - 3 minutes per person) 
**PUBLIC COMMENT (Altenda item svecific - 3 minutes ver verson) 

Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact the Meridian Township Board by writing or calling the following: 
Township Manager Frank L. Walsh, 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, MI 48864-1198 (517-853-4258)- Ten Day Notice is Required. 

Meridian Charter Township: 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, MI 48864-1198, (517) 853-4000 Township Hall Room; www.meridian.mi.us 

+ Appointment of President Pro Tern and/ or Temporary Clerk if necessary 

Meridian Township exists to create a sustainable community through the most 
effective use of available resources that achieve the highest quality of life. 



TOWNSHIP BOARD REGULAR MEETING COMMUNICATIONS, JULY 7, 2015 

(1) Board Information (BI) 
BI-1 Holly Rosen, Director, MSU Safe Place, Letter of appreciation for sponsorship and 

media coverage for the 21st Annual Race for the Place SK 
BI-2 Teresa Morgan, 4444 Dobie Road, Okemos; RE: Support for rezoning 5458 Okemos 

Road from RAAA to RR to allow goats on the property 
BI-3 Larry McCurdy, 2710 Sophiea Parkway, Okemos; RE: Petition to rezone 5458 Okemos 

Road from RAAA to RR to allow goats on the property 

(2) Regional Linkage (RL) 
RL-1 Patrick E. Lindemann, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, 707 Buhl A venue, Mason; 

RE: Banta Consolidated Drain Drainage District "Notice of Day of Review of Drainage 
District Boundaries" to be held on July 8, 2015 from 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. at the Drain 
Commissioner's Office 

(3) Staff Communications (SC) 
SC-1 Martha Wyatt, Associate Planner; RE: Site Plan Review Decisions as of July 1, 2015 

(4) On File in the Clerk's Office (OF) 
Material received at the June 16, 2015 Board Meeting 
Treasurer Julie Brixie; RE: Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) Response to 
questions about funding of the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Lisa M. Hansknecht, 6178 Columbia, Haslett; RE: Support for Township purchase of tax foreclosed 
property at 6201 Lake Drive 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Board 

Mark Kieselbach 
Director of Community Planning and Development 

~c);_~cNL 
ailOranchak, AICP. 

Principal Planner 

June 30, 2015 

May 21, 2015 Master Plan Public Input Work Session Update 

4-A 

Planning Commissioner Tom Deits will attend the July 7, 2015 Township Board meeting to briefly 
summarize the Planning Commission's Master Plan Public Input Meeting held on May 21, 2015. 
Attached for the Board's information are two documents which capture word-for-word all 
comments listed on each table's flip chart (attachment #1) and the "three main ideas" selected by 
the participants at each table (attachment #2). 

Attachments 
1. Complete Public Comments by table/goal - May 21, 2015 
2. "Three Main Ideas" by table - May 21, 2015 

G:\\Planning\2005 Master Plan Update\5-21-2015 Public Input Meeting\7-7-15 TB Meeting Memo 



May 21, 2015 

Planning Commission Work Session 

MASTER PLAN PUBLIC INPUT MEETING 

ALL RECORDED PUBLIC COMMENTS BY GOAL/TABLE 

Table 1- GOAL 1: Preserve and strengthen residential neighborhoods. Richard Honicky 

1. Ensure a variety of housing types. 

2. Single senior housing. 

3. Affordable, owner occupied, single family residences in older, established neighborhoods (to 

attract young families). 

4. Using housing market to maintain density standards at "traditional" levels. 

5. Renters by choice trend needs to be accommodated "across the board". 

6. Ensure public safety. 

7. Central park in each neighborhood 

8. Neighborhood association in each neighborhood. 

9. Neighborhood code enforcement 

10. Enforce environmental and safety standards in new developments 

Table 2 - GOAL 2: Preserve open space and natural areas. Tom Deits 

1. There is already too much development. 

2. There is already too much pavement. 

3. It's great to have land preserved purely as natural areas, for nature. 

4. There should be permanent staff to maintain existing natural areas 

a. Remove invasive species 

b. Trash 

c. Debris 

5. Fewer variances that decrease the amount of natural areas when development occurs. 

6. Should implement the Greenspace plan as a requirement 

7. The current state of greenspaces should be evaluated and Greenspace Plan updated based 

on the latest science. 

8. Purchase development rights 

9. Use zoning overlays/conservation easements to keep private land undeveloped. 

10. Develop a natural features inventory and implement measures to protect them. 

11. Keep the eastern part of the Township rural. 

· 12. Create a tree protection ordinance that applies to road projects and new development. 

13. Protect wetlands in their entirety, without modification (no mitigation). 

14. Implement better storm water quality and control to protect the Red Cedar River. 

15. From Williamston to MSU, make Red Cedar a featured/ kayaking and canoeing recreational 

area with launch areas and liveries. 
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May 21, 2015 Work Session 
Complete Public Comments 

16. Conserve Lake Lansing as a natural area (less chemical control} and increase access points 

for nature viewing. 

Table 3. - GOAL 3: Enhance the viability of Township business. Christine Tenaglia 

1. More commercial zoning along Grand River- change zoning 

2. Walkable business district- centered at the mall. 

3. Development of Hamilton/Okemos/Marsh restaurants. 

4. Traffic consideration Okemos/Jolly. 

5. Options for public transportation. Make downtown more accessible without driving. 

6. Expansion of bike/walk pathways 

· 7. Locally owned business -Look at other communities like Portland. 

8. Brookfield to Van Atta (?} 

9. Local entertainment draw. We need and attraction. 

10. Repurpose Land Preservation tax use for walkability. Increasing millage. 

11. Rehabilitate small shopping centers. Priority rehabilitation of smaller shops close to 

neighborhoods 

12. Downtown Okemos­

a. Restaurants, 

b. mixed use, 

c. better parking 

d. Higher end businesses 

e. Outdoor dining. 

13. Lost Movie, lost a lot 

14. Restaurants starting to suffer 

15. More commercial development at Okemos and 1-96 Offices only 

16. Grand River compare to other areas 

17. Zoning Issues, Change Grand River Zoning 

18. Wants walkability-infrastructure. Mall is the hub-Playmakers-Dusty's downtown 

a. Infrastructure problematic 

b. Development of Hamilton and Okemos Road 

19. No sidewalks 

20. Support Commercial development Brookfield to Van Atta 

21. Okemos/Haslett-good mid-priced bar restaurant 

a. Mixed use 

b. Residential above 

c. Downtown Brewery- apartments 

22. Who are we thinking? What is in Okemos to attract people- higher end fashionc 



May 21, 2015 Work Session 
Complete Public Comments 

Table 4. - GOAL 4: Maintain and expand a diverse park system. Brett DeGroff 

1. Increase 

a. Walkability 

b. Connectivity 

c. Bikeability 

2'. Soccer fields - Haslett 

3. Canoe/Kayak Launch - Harris Nature Center and Wonch Park 

4. Update maps and APPS? 

5. River Clean Up- keep paths clean 

6. Paved internal /loop park trails 

7. Towne Courier-park update 

8. Bike share 

9. Public/private partnership 

10. Adaptive park equipment (swings) 

11. Bike racks- MORE! And Lockers 

12. Facebook/ social media for Parks specifically. 

Table 5.- GOAL 5: Maintain essential public services. Joyce Van Covering 

1. Keep two (2) libraries 

2. Community policing 

3. Shared service model sf communications/conversations between municipalities 

4. Sewer and water policies to encourage responsible growth 

5. Larger library. LARGE central library. 

6. Police body cameras 

7. Community policing 

8. Assigned police officers to neighborhoods 

9. Proactive involvement. More Township involvement 

10. Prescription bottles with drugs taken/ allergies, so EMS knows if they come. Taped to side 

wall of refrigerator. 

11. Shared services model for Haslett, Okemos, Williamston and East Lansing 

a. Mailing surplus 

12. "Conversations" between municipalities 

Table 6. - GOAL 6: Provide and support an efficient, safe and environmentally sensitive multi-modal 

transportation network. Holly Cordill 

1. Street lights Marsh Road 

2. Trails 

3. BRT 

4. Public Transit 

5. Local Streets, for pavement 

3 
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May 21, 2015 Work Session 
Complete Public Comments 

6. Bike, complete streets. BIKE LANES. 

7. Traffic 

8. Roads 

9. Redi-Ride 

Table 7. - GOAL 7: Promote efficient and sustainable growth principles. Dante Ianni 

1. Infill and growth up-not out. 

2. Urban services boundaries 

3. Incentives for developers 

a. Green based i.e. LED Lighting 

4. Renewable vs. Clean 

a. Focus Clean 

5. Sustainability varies in parts of Township 

a. Code 

6. Form-based code 

7. Phase II energy audit 

8. Central person {group) focused on sustainable energy programs 

a. Grand River fire stations- using geothermal 

b. Integrated into building code 

9. Flexibility in code 

10. Incentives for developers, private citizens and businesses 

a. for redevelopment* 

b. Contaminated sites 

11. Green energy for Township and other government buildings 

12. Up front tax credits 

13. Good to level playing field 

14. Township taking the lead as an example 

15. Brownfield credits 

16. 60/40 Residential/Renters 



MAY 21, 2015 

Planning Commission Work Session 

MASTER PLAN PUBLIC INPUT MEETING 

"THREE MAIN IDEAS" BY GOAL/TABLE 

GOAL 1: Preserve and strengthen residential neighborhoods. 

A. Provide a variety of housing (11) 

a. Owner occupied (1) 

b. Senior options (4) 

c. Renters by choice (2) 

d. Aging in place (2) 

e. Appropriate locations (2) 

B. Ensure code enforcement (16) 

a. Density 

b. Public Safety 

c. Environmental standards 

B. Attract young families 

a. Schools 

b. Affordable housing (20) 

GOAL 2: Preserve open space and natural areas. 

A. Develop an inventory of greenspace and other natural features; enforce and focus 

development and preservation, through: (33) 

a. Purchase development rights 

b. Use zoning overlays 

c. Construction easements 

d. Develop tree protection ordinance (4) 

e. Fewer variances 

B. 'Enhance river quality and access (27) 

C. Have permanent township staff who steward or natural areas ( 17 plus township preserves) 

(14). 

Goal 3: Enhance the viability ofTownship businesses. 

A. Rehabilitation of primary commercial districts ( Grand River Avenue, Okemos/ Marsh/ ODA) 

(50) 

a. Flexibility in zoning 

b. Flexibility in ordinances 

c. Include social, meeting space 

B. Connectivity for(?) access (traffic, pedestrians, bikes, parking) (25) 

a. Easy 

b. Safe 

c. Park once mentality 



May 21, 2015 
"Three Main Ideas" 

C. Entice/lncentivize locally owned businesses to develop in our satellite business districts; i.e. 

Carriage Hills, Village Square, Shoptown (23) 

Goal 4: Maintain and expand a diverse park system. 

A. Trail connectivity (43) 

a. Park "Loops" 

. b. Bike share as a public/private partnership 

c. River clean up 

B. Communications (16) 

A. Applications and maps and weather alerts 

B. More use of Towne Courier 

C. More Use of Facebook 

D. Weather Alerts at every park 

C. Park Enhancernents 

a. Soccer fields in Haslett (8) 

b. Swings - adaptive (2) 

c. Kayak Launch(5) 

d. Bike lockers and racks (1) 

Goal 5: Maintain essential public services 

A. Keep two (2) libraries (9) 

B. Community policing (12) 

C. Shared services and conversations between municipalities (6) 

Goal 6: Provide and support an efficient, safe and environmentally sensitive multi-modal transportation 

network. 

A. Implement complete streets (28) 

B. Local road maintenance (13) 

C. public transit (11) 

a. More efficient 

b. Crossing township borders (lines) 

Goal 7: Promote efficient and sustainable growth principles. 
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A. Implement Urban Services Boundary (USMA) (35) 

a. Utilize infill 

b. Utilize form-based code 

B. Sustainability Ombudsman (14) 

a. Green and Clean 

b. Lead by example within Township 

C. Development based on cultural growth and preservation of local culture (3) 



CLERK'S OFFICE 
BOARD COMMUNICATIONS 

JULY 7, 2015 

Board Information (Bl) 

9A 



MSU SAFE PLACE 

Michigan State University 
219 Wilson Rd, Rm G60 

East Lansing, Ml 
48825-1208 

517-355-1100 
Fax: 517-432-6193 

www.safeplace.msu.edu 
noabuse@msu.edu 

MSU Is an alflrmatlve,actlon, 
equal-opportunity employer. 

MICHIGAN STATE 
UNIVERSITY 

June 5, 2015 

Deborah Guthrie 
HO MTV 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Dear Ms. Guthrie: 

It is with great pleasure that I thank you for your sponsorship and contribution of 
media coverage (over $1,000 value) for the 21s1 annual Race for the Place SK. 
Your contribution helps in our continued fight against relationship violence and 
stalking. Funds raised through our event will ensure that our program is able to 
continue to provide free and confidential support services for those experiencing 
relationship violence and/or stalking in the MSU and Greater Lansing area. 
Your support for our program has been invaluable! 

There are many ways in which your support of Race for the Place helps our 
program to succeed. The funds raised through this event allow us to offer many 
services, such as emergency shelter; support groups; individual counseling; 
advocacy support for victims/survivors in obtaining new housing, connecting 
with legal resources, safety planning, and meeting other essential needs; 
financial assistance, such as paying fees to get a Personal Protection Order 
served; transportation for clients to school, work or other appointments; 
consultation for family members, friends and colleagues of those affected by 
violence; and many other much needed services. Without your support we 
would not be able to provide such comprehensive services to those in needl 

We had a beautiful day and great event with almost 800 walkers and runners 
who participated in the 2015 Race for the Place SK. Additionally, as in previous 
years, Sparty and MSU varsity athletes came out to support this family friendly 
event, offering medals and support to the 80 children who participated in the 
100-yard dash and one mile fun run events. 

We are very grateful for your continued support! We look forward to working 
with you again for next year's Race for the Place! 

JUL O 7 2015 

JUL O 7 2015 



Sand Otto 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

Teresa (Delisle) Morgan <tldmorgan@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, July 01, 2015 10:28 AM 
Board 
Mccurdy Goats 

JUL O 1 2015 

As a relatively new resident of Meridian Township, I can say that I was drawn to this area in part ecause the 
people and families who make up the community. One of those families is the McCurdy family. I find their 
suburban farm fascinating and a wonderful addition to the fabric of the community. It is creative and 
resourceful people like the McCurdy family that really make Meridian Township special and their farm 
provides a breath of fresh air amongst the suburban landscape. Based on having a large lot heading away from 
town, I feel that re-zoning to allow the goats would be in the best interest of all involved. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Teresa Morgan 

4444 Dobie Rd. 
Okemos, MI 48864 

1 
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We the undersigned friends and neighbors of the Mccurdy Family at 5458 Okemos Rd. wish to supg 
McCurdy's in their efforts to maintain their goats either through rezoning the property to rural resid 
the RAAA zoning rules to allow for goats on appropriately sized parcels. 
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We the undersigned friends and neighbors of the Mccurdy Family at 5458 Okemos Rd. wish to support the 
McCurdy's in their efforts to maintain their goats either through rezoning the property to rural residential or changing 
the RAAA zoning rules to allow for goats on appropriately sized parcels. 

printed name address email signature 
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PO Box 220 
707 Buhl Avenue 

Mason, MI 48854-0220 

Phone: (517) 676-8395 

Fax: (517) 676-8364 

http://dr.ingham.org 

June 24, 2015 

Ingham County Drain Commissioner 

Re: Banta Consolidated Drain Drainage District Cha;~ 
Dear Clerk: 

~ 

Calla Flor&nce Clos 
~puty Diam Comn11ts1one, 

Paul C. Prau 

David C. Lusll 
CIJIBf of Engimumng aod Jnspr!c1Jru1 

ShGidun LG•ns 
Admiolsttati,,t, A6·s,~11wt 

I am sending the enclosed Notice of Day of Review of Drainage oundaries to you in 
accordance with Public Act 261 of 2013. The Review will be held on Wednesday, July 8, 2015, 
from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. at my office located at 707 Buhl A venue, Mason, Michigan, 48854. 

The purpose of the Review is to ensure that landowners are only billed for work on drains to 
which their lands actually drain. This Review will nQ! decide any assessment. However, it may 
establish new drainage district boundaries for the future. Your attendance at the Review is not 
required, but is most welcome and appreciated. 

A map showing the drainage district is posted on the Ingham County web site 
(http://dr.ingham.org) and at my office. A list of Frequently Asked Questions is included with 
this mailing. 

If you have any questions, please call me. If you ch9ose to attend the Review, I look forward to 
meeting with you on July 8th. Please know that I consider it a great honor and privilege serving 
you and the other citizens of Ingham County. 

atrick E. Lindema 
Ingham County Dra · 

JUL O 7 2015 
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STATE OF MICIDGAN 
OFFICE OF THE INGHAM COUNTY DRAIN COMMISSIONER 

In the Matter of: Banta Consolidated Drain 

Notice is Hereby Given that on Wednesday, July 8, 2015, the Ingham County Drain 
Commissioner will hold a Day of Review of Drainage District Boundaries for one day from 9 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. at the Office of the Ingham County Drain Commissioner, 707 Buhl Avenue, Mason, 
Michigan 48854. At that time and place, the Drain Commissioner will hear the proofs and 
allegations and carefully reconsider and review the description of lands comprising the Drainage 
District, and determine whether the addition or deletion of lands will more accurately define the 
boundaries of the land benefited by the Drain and is just and equitable pursuant to Section 197 of 
the Michigan Drain Code of 1956, as amended. The Drain is located and established in Sections 1 
and 2 in Delhi Charter Township; Section 36 in Lansing Charter Township; Section 31 in Meridian 
Charter Township; Sections 35 and 36 in the City of Lansing, County of Ingham, State of 
Michigan. The lands to be added or deleted are located in Sections 1 and 2 in Delhi Charter 
Township. 

Persons with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in the meeting 
should contact the Ingham County Drain Commissioner at (517) 676-8395 or the Michigan Relay 
Center at 711 (TIY) at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting to request mobility, visual, hearing, 
or other assistance. 

You are Further Notifredthat persons aggrieved by the decision of the Drain Commissioner 
to add or delete lands from the Drainage District may seek judicial review in the Ingham County 
Circuit Court within ten (10) days of the decision. 

Dated: June Jii_, 2015 

r 

...___,,~~Ll..~ l.:=::,,k.....::::;..47-~~~~'E:'~J--z.___..-,' 
Patrick E. Lin e 
Ingham County Dr 
707 Buhl A venue 
Mason; MI 48854 
(517) 676-8395 
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Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

Q: 
A: 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

Why did I receive a notice in the mail? 
You received a notice because you own property in a drainage district where changes to the 
boundaries of the drainage district are under consideration. 

What is a drainage district? 
A drainage district is a land area benefitting from an established county drain. Under Michigan 
law, a drainage district is a public corporation authorized to build and maintain a drain, and to 
own land and hold property rights necessary for that purpose. It is also authorized to assess lands 
within its boundaries. 

Why is my property in a drainage district? 
Generally, a property is determined to be in a drainage district if runoff from that property drains 
to, or has the potential to drain to, an established county drain. 

Why are changes to the drainage district boundaries being considered? 
In many cases, drainage district boundaries were established decades or even a century ago. 
Since that time, changes in land use, surface composition, and topography may have occurred 
that alter historic drainage patterns. These alterations can change whether, and to what extent, 
properties are now benefitted by a county drain. 

Is my property affected by the proposed boundary change? 
Only a portion of properties are affected by the proposed boundary change. See the map online at 
http://dr.ingham.org/ or call (517) 676-8395 to find out whether your property is one of those 
proposed to be added to, or deleted from, the drainage district. 

What if I don't see a drain near my property? 
Not all county drains are visible. Although county drains can be watercourses and/or manmade 
ditches that appear to be creeks or streams, many drains are underground tiles beneath fields or 
storm drain pipes below streets or under backyards. 

How does my property benefit from the drain? 
County drains are an important part of public infrastructure in much the same way as roads, 
water mains, and sanitaiy sewers. Although drains may not be visible, they provide an outlet for 
storm water runoff and reduce the risk of property damage caused by flooding . 

. What happens on the Day of Review of Drainage District Boundaries? 
On the Day of Review, historical drainage district boundaries will be updated so that all 
properties currently benefitting from the drain are included, and the properties not benefitting 
from the drain are excluded. The Day of Review of Drainage District Boundaries provides 
property owners with an opportunity to talk to Drain Office staff to ensure that their property is 
correctly included or excluded from the drainage district. 

Do I have to attend the hearing? 
You have the right to attend the hearing, but you are not required to attend. 

How can I get more information? 

JUL O 7 2015 
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Visit our website at http://dr.ingham.org/ or call (517) 676-8395 and a member of our Drain 
Office staff will be happy to assist you. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ct"> 

SITE PLAN REVIEW DECISIONS 
JUL O 1 2015 

Site Plan Review Approvals (as of 7/1/15): 

#15-04 (MF Okemos, LLC) 
Request to raze the existing building and construct an approximate 6,000 square foot multi­
tenant retail building with one drive-through lane at 2049 Grand River Avenue, Okemos, Ml 

Approved: 5/21/15 

#15-03 (BBi Holdings, LLC) 
Request to construct an approximate 12,351 square foot child care facility and learning center 
(Gilden Woods), to be located at 2190 Association Drive, Okemos, Ml 

Approved: 5/27/15 

#15-05 (Kroger) 
Request to construct a gasoline station (Kroger) with seven fueling dispensers (14 fuel nozzles), 
a 265 square foot transaction kiosk, and a 5,418 square foot canopy structure at 4884 Marsh 
Road, Okemos, Ml 

Approved: 5/29/15 

G:\COMMUN PLNG & DEV\PLNG\SITEPLAN\SPR\SPRmtg\SPRdecisions44 
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PROPOSED BOARD MINUTES 

PROPOSED MOTION: 

Move to approve and ratify the minutes of the June 16, 2015 Regular 
Meeting as submitted. 

ALTERNATE MOTION: 

Move to approve and ratify the minutes of the June 16, 2015 Regular 
Meeting with the following amendment(s): [insert amendments]. 

JULY 7, 2015 

REGULAR MEETING 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
TOWNSHIP BOARD REGULAR MEETING - DRAFT -
5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, MI 48864-1198 
853-4000, Town Hall Room 
TUESDAY, JUNE 16, 2015 6:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: 
ABSENT: 
STAFF: 

Supervisor LeGoff, Clerk Dreyfus, Treasurer Brixie, Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra 
Trustee Wilson 
Township Manager Frank Walsh, Assistant Township Manager/Director of Public 
Works Derek Perry, Director of Community Planning & Development Mark 
Kieselbach, Police Chief David Hall, Director of Communications Deborah Guthrie, 
Interim Attorney John De wane 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
Supervisor LeGoff called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE/INTRODUCTIONS 
Supervisor LeGoff led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. ROLLCALL 
The secretary called the roll of the Board. 

4. MOMENT OF SILENCE FOR VIRGINIA WHITE 
Brian Beauchine offered a few words regarding recently deceased Virginia White, Clerk for Meridian 
Township from 1972 to 1997. 

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATION 
A. Dr. William Porter and Dr. Joanne Crawford - Michigan State University (MSU) Department of 

Fisheries and Wildlife 

Dr. Joanne Crawford offered a brief update on MSU's urban deer management for Meridian 
Township, explaining the social structure of deer and their family units in suburban landscapes. 
She indicated MSU began mapping deer families and their home range area in two focal areas 
within the Township in 2013 by collecting approximately 1,000 fecal samples. Dr. Crawford 
added those samples (as well as other samples from hunters in the Township's deer management 
program) were taken to MSU's laboratory from which individual deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) 
fingerprints were constructed through forensics. Dr. Crawford stated once a fingerprint is 
constructed, individual deer can be identified, a count can be obtained and relatedness can be 
researched, mapping family groups within the Township. She noted preliminary results showed 
such a social structure exists in Meridian Township and localized management might be possible. 

Dr. Crawford mentioned MSU is finished with the lab analyses and is currently working on the 
statistical analyses related to genetics. She confirmed there is evidence to support the theory of 
related groups occupying approximately a ~ square mile area. Dr. Crawford added when the 
chronic wasting disease (CWD) issue surface within Meridian Township, MSU was poised to 
assist the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) in providing a preliminary population estimate 
for deer as of 2013 (approximately 59 deer per square mile in the focal areas within a 10.5 square 
study area). 

Board, MSU and DNR representatives' discussion: 
• Study areas were two smaller "circles" within the 10.5 square study area in the Township, 

one near the Municipal Building and one south of Grand River A venue 
• Study area did not encompass the area where the CWD deer was found 
• MSU is exploring options with the DNR to collect tissue samples of the harvested deer which 

would provide more of the genetic profile of the individual deer than fecal samples 
• In the last year of the current MSU study which will focus on the statistical analyses and 

report writing 
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• If MSU decides to use tissue samples, it will have to contract for "new" work 
• Desirous to freeze the tissue samples until a decision is made regarding a new contract which 

would fund analyzing the samples 
• Three major ways for a disease to be introduced into an area 

• Infected animal walks over the border - Indiana and Ohio have no reported cases in their 
free range deer population 

• Deer to deer contact 
• Indirect contact primarily through urination and defecation on land which contains the 

prions (protein) 
• Wisconsin has reported many cases of CWD since 2002 
• Infectious agent is a "mutated" prion with the ability to continually replicate 
• Prion accumulates within the deer and begins attacking its central nervous system 
• Deer can shed prions while otherwise appearing healthy 
• No determination known as to the length of transmission (can exist in the environment for 

years) 
• Appreciation for the study performed by MSU 
• Appreciation to Jane Greenway by MSU for her assistance in coordinating the effort for 

Township hunters to collect samples 

6. PUBLIC REMARKS 
Supervisor LeGoff opened Public Remarks. 

Shari Middlewood, 5562 Canoga Lane, Vice-President of the Haslett Beautification Association 
(HBA), voiced her support for Township acquisition of 6201 Lake Drive, offering their assistance 
to help maintain the parcel upon Township acquisition. 

Henry Kwok, 2643 Melville Drive, East Lansing, introduced himself for Board consideration of 
appointment as an alternate to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

Neil Bowlby, 6020 Beechwood Drive, Haslett, voiced concern the public notices which were 
published in the June 14, 2015 edition of the Towne Courier were premature and requested 
clarification on whether a motion to approve which fails to pass constitutes a denial. He addressed 
information included in a press release regarding a recent home invasion/robbery in the Township, 
questioning whether the included information violated the Michigan Medical Marihuana Act 
(MMMA). 

Supervisor LeGoff closed Public Remarks. 

7. TOWNSHIP MANAGER REPORT 
Manager Walsh reported on the following: 
• Opening of the Okemos Pedestrian Pathway Bridge at 11 :00 AM tomorrow 
• 24 deer removed through the hunt to address the CWD, all of which have tested negative 
• Deer taken through road kill and other means all have tested negative 
• Okemos Boys Lacrosse Team played in the state championship title and will be invited to 

receive acknowledgment at a Board meeting 
• Kinawa Pedestrian Safety Project is underway with contracted work to begin soon 
• Central Fire Station is on schedule and under budget, with commencement of vertical 

construction 
• Rain has had an impact on the central fire station's December 15th opening 
• Update on the 2015 infrastructure improvements approved by the Township Board 

• New roof on the Service Center is complete 
• Bids for the north central fire station roof have been opened and one bid is under the 

budgeted amount 
• 90-120 days for completion of the Municipal parking lot repavement areas and streetlight 

replacement 
• Township Hall renovation to begin tomorrow with a finish date by July 7th 

Board and staff discussion: 
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• Review of the level of achievement for sports teams to be acknowledged before the Board 

8. BOARD COMMENTS & REPORTS 
Treasurer Brixie announced summer tax bills are being prepared and will be mailed out July 1st. 
She noted there is an option for automatic electronic payment, with signup information on the 
Township's website, www.meridian.mi.us. She reminded residents the white drop box in front of 
the Meridian Municipal Building is available for 24 hour drop off of tax payments. Treasurer 
Brixie urged residents not to mail their tax bill at the post office the day before tax bills are due, as 
it can take up to 10 days to arrive at the Township. 

Clerk Dreyfus announced he received his Certified Michigan Municipal Clerk (CMMC) 
certification, a three year process through the Clerk's Institute. He reported his attendance at a 
June 3rct legislative reception sponsored by the Michigan Association of Municipal Clerks (MAMC) 
to discuss issues relevant to Clerks with various state legislators. Clerk Dreyfus noted 
Representative Sam Singh shared with him the Michigan Legislature allocated $5 million to update 
election equipment, with Meridian Township to receive a small portion of the state-wide 
distribution. He stated Representative Singh indicated the state legislature plans to introduce 
legislation to obtain an additional $10 million to fund more of the turnover in equipment which will 
occur in 2016 and 2017. Clerk Dreyfus indicated a decision was made not to have Meridian 
Township sign up for the pilot program to test the new equipment in order to avoid potential risk. 

Clerk Dreyfus reported his attendance at the June 4th Meridian Economic Development Corporation 
(MEDC) meeting where business development topics were discussed, including the future of the 
Meridian Area Resource Center (MARC), how to improve the Celebrate Okemos event and 
improvements to the Okemos and Haslett downtown areas as well as the Grand River corridor. He 
noted his attendance at the Tri County Regional Planning Commission's (TCRPC) Urban Services 
Management Subcommittee where information was shared that the Tri-County region (including 
Meridian Township) will have a one-year access to receive assistance through an urban 
sustainability partnership on targeted ways to develop public/private partnerships. He added 
assistance would also be available during that one year period to develop partnerships with non­
profits, work on the Master Plan, evolution of retail corridors, complete street analyses, adaptive 
reuse of buildings and issues relative to parking constraints. He also reported his attendance at the 
Harris Nature Center's (HNC) annual Nature Friend's barbeque on June 10th which honored 
volunteers. 

Trustee Styka voiced his pleasure at the success of the Celebrate Downtown Okemos Event. He 
reported Music in the Village begins Wednesday, June 16th for six (6) Wednesdays at 7:00 P.M. in 
the Historical Village. Trustee Styka announced the Farmers Market will open on Wednesdays 
beginning July 1st. He reported the annual Meridian Township fireworks display will take place on 
July 4th, adding Culvers will host a fundraiser on June 24th with a percentage of the proceeds to be 
donated to the fireworks event. 

Trustee Veenstra addressed the communication contained in the Board packet from Noel Walker 
regarding the improved appearance of the face of the former's Travelers Club. He spoke to the 
issue of whether a failure to approve is or is not a denial, requesting an opinion from the new 
Township attorney. Trustee Veenstra requested an explanation as to the purpose of revealing in a 
recent press release regarding a home invasion that the home housed a medical marihuana 
caregiver operation. He offered his opinion on a recent Township press release regarding grass 
height, stating the Township's vegetation ordinance is poorly written. Trustee Veenstra critiqued 
the verbiage "other vegetation" by stating trees, shrubs and flowers would not be subject to the 
eight (8) inch height requirement. 
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Trustee Scales congratulated the police department on its press release regarding a home invasion 
and robbery where the home was occupied by its residents. Trustee Scales attended the last two 
Planning Commission meetings to understand ways to develop a "win-win" for nearby residents 
and the developer of Ember Oaks. Trustee Scales brought forth a request mentioned at last 
month's neighborhood leadership meeting for a streetlight at the intersection of Tihart and Marsh 
Roads to assist with increased bicycle traffic along Marsh Road. He reported his attendance at a 
meeting held at the Meridian Senior Center where Representative Sam Singh provided information 
on a variety of topics relevant to seniors. Trustee Scales also reported his attendance, along with 
other members of the Board, at the retirement party of Ray Severy, the Director of Public Works 
and Engineering, who served the Township over the last 14 years. 

Trustee Scales noted meetings with owners of taxi cab companies in the area revealed owners 
prefer to have an age limit of 23 for their drivers due to the insurance costs and added insurance 
risk. These meetings were held in response to Trustee Veenstra's concern that individuals 18 years 
of age were being denied the ability to be a taxi operator. 

9. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Treasurer Brixie moved to approve the agenda as submitted. Seconded by Trustee Scales. 

VOICE VOTE: Motion 6-0. 

10. CONSENT AGENDA 
Supervisor LeGoff reviewed the consent agenda. 
Treasurer Brixie moved to adopt the Consent Agenda. Seconded by Trustee Styka. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

A. Communications 
Treasurer Brixie moved that the communications be received and placed on file, and any 
communications not already assigned for disposition be referred to the Township Manager 
or Supervisor for follow-up. Seconded by Trustee Styka. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

B. Minutes 
Treasurer Brixie moved to approve and ratify the minutes of the June 2, 2015 Regular 
Meeting. Seconded by Trustee Styka. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

C. Bills 
Treasurer Brixie moved that the Township Board approve the Manager's Bills as follows: 

Common Cash $ 1,723,641.98 
Public Works $ 323,306.29 

Total Checks $ 2,046,948.27 
Credit Card Transactions $ 7,822.48 

Total Purchases $ 2,054,770.75 

ACH Payments $ 684.056.78 
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Seconded by Trustee Styka. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

(Bill list in Official Minute Book) 

D. Firework Permit - Meridian Township 41h of July Display 
Treasurer Brixie moved to approve the Fireworks Permit for the Meridian Township 4th of 
July Celebration 011 July 4, 2015 by pyrotechnic operator Night Magic Displays. Rain date 
will be July 5, 2015. Seconded by 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

11. QUESTIONS FOR THE ATTORNEY (See Agenda Items #13A, #13F) 

12. HEARINGS (None) 

13. ACTION ITEMS 
Supervisor LeGoff opened Public Remarks. 

Neil Bowlby, 6020 Beechwood Drive, Haslett, offered grammatical critique to language contained in 
Agenda Items #13B and #13F. 

Leonard Provencher, 5824 Buena Parkway, Haslett, spoke in opposition to the selection of the Fahey 
Firm as Township counsel because of past "biases" expressed by the chief lawyer relative to certain 
medical marihuana issues which may surface in the general state election by referendum. He 
expressed doubts that the lawyer can separate his personal values from representing the Township 
with a clear legal voice. Mr. Provencher expressed appreciation that the Township fought for the 
retention of five (5) PEG channels as contained in the Comcast Uniform Agreement. 

Supervisor LeGoff closed Public Remarks. 

A. Okemos Road Redevelopment Agreement 
Trustee Veenstra moved to authorize the Township Manager to sign the attached purchase 
agreement with Evergreen Companies for the purchase of the former Central Fire Station (2150 
Clinton Street) and the MARC (4675 Okemos Road). Seconded by Trustee Scales. 

Treasurer Brixie offered the following friendly amendment: 
• Add "and addendum" after "Agreement" 

The friendly amendment was not accepted by the maker. 

Board and staff discussion: 
• Addendum sets a ceiling of $75,000 on the amount of "defects" in the building to be repaired by the 

Township 
• Addendum was attached to the Buy and Sell Agreement and is, therefore, included in the Agreement 
• The original motion covers any addendum as addendums are part of the Agreement 
• Request for Proposal (RFP) included a condition on the maximum commission of 5 % 
• Developer has committed to a cash deal 

PAGES 
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Necessity of including the paragraph regarding new mortgage if the buyer is paying cash: (Questions for 
the Attorney (See Agenda Item #10)) 
Q. Is the paragraph about a new mortgage superfluous and ought to be deleted? 
A. The agreement does provide for cash. The second provision about the mortgage also provides that 

the payment will be in cash, but it gives the purchaser the opportunity to get a mortgage by the time 
the closing comes about. If he doesn't have the money otherwise, it gives the Township the right to 
cancel. The closing is October 1 si, so the cash wouldn't be exchanged until the closing, in any event. 
That's an opportunity to give the purchaser a chance to get the financing put in place to pay in cash, 
which he has agreed to do. 

Q. I believe the closing is by October 1 si, not necessarily on October 1st; it may be sooner. 
A. It may be later, as he has an opportunity to extend that, too. 

Continued Board and staff discussion: 
• Township purchased the Meridian Area Resource Center (Marc) property several years ago for 

$500,000, approximately half of the land included in this purchase 
• Net price of $525,000 is a good sale price given the appraisal of the property 
• Proposed use on the property will be an attractive development for downtown Okemos and will 

hopefully stimulate other redevelopment near the intersection of Okemos and Hamilton Roads 
• Language in the contract includes a $35,000 credit to have the owner show the first physical 

improvement by no later than December 31, 2015 and remove the old fire station building no later 
than April 30, 2016 

• Appreciation the Township was able to obtain a full price offer for the subject property 
• Township will obtain a great local restaurant in the downtown Okemos area 
• Proposed development has generated excitement among nearby residents 
• Proposed project will "kickstart" the downtown Okemos area 

Need for penalty provisions for non-compliance of deadlines: (Questions for the Attorney (See Agenda 
Item #10)) 
Q. One of my big concerns, and I know it is the concern of many citizens, is that we not have another 

property in downtown Okemos which just sits there, not being developed even though someone has 
purchased it or has proposed that they are going to develop it. I don't see any penalty for violation of 
Paragraph 9 of the Addendum, which is that they will actually begin no later than December 31, 2015 
or completed by December 31st of the following year. Is there no penalty in this that I could find? 

A. There is none. 

Q. There is nothing in here about getting an apartment building built; it could just end up being an empty 
field behind the restaurant. There was nothing at all that I could find; am I correct? 

A. Yes. 

Continued Board and staff discussion: 
• Penalty provisions should be included for non-compliance 
• A condition regarding construction of an apartment building should be included in the agreement 
• Appreciation to the redevelopment committee members for their hard work 
• Concern with additional punitive conditions 
• Offer on the table exceeded all other offers by several hundred thousand dollars 
• $35,000 credit will dissipate if deadlines are not met (language included in addendum 1st) 
• Agreement met the concerns previously expressed by the Board 
• Purchaser does have plans to build on the back of the property 
• Property owner intends to save the large tree on the property 
• Ability of a Board member to abstain from voting 

Ability of a trustee to abstain from voting: (Questions for the Attorney (See Agenda Item #10)) 
Q. I don't have a literal conflict of interest, but my son worked for one of the other bidders, so it is an 

appearance of a conflict of interest. I .would ask the attorney whether I can abstain or not. 

Continued Board discussion: 
• Recusing oneself from a vote v. abstaining 
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Q. As a member of the Board and having an obligation to vote, as you declare a conflict of interest, 
then you declare it to the members of the Board and they vote on whether or not that is a conflict. 
Am I correct? 

A. I think that a trustee who feels he has a conflict of interest can abstain from voting. 

Continued Board discussion: 
• Request for the parliamentarian to research this question 
• Board member suggestion to temporarily table this issue for the attorney to review the procedure 

for someone to recuse themselves 
• If the Board is satisfied there is no conflict, the Board member will vote on this issue 

Without objection, a straw vote was taken on whether Trustee Styka should vote on the Okemos 
Road redevelopment agreement, the results of which were a majority was in favor. 

TOWNSHIP ATTORNEY COMMENT: Let me just add if I could. There is a Michigan Supreme Court 
case, back in 1939 or so, that says a spouse can vote on another spouse's contract. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

B. Investment Policy 
Treasurer Brixie moved [and read into the record] NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE 
TOWNSHIP BOARD OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby approves the 
updated Meridian Township Investment Policy. Seconded by Trustee Scales. 

Board discussion: 
• No language in the investment policy that the Township should only deposit money in banks and 

credit unions which are insured 
• Specifics in the law were not included because the entire law is very lengthy, but depository only in 

insured institution is covered under the law 

TOWNSHIP ATTORNEY COMMENT: The Deposit of Public Monies Act specifically requires it to be 
in an insured institution, the principal office or branch office of which is in the state. 

• Insured institution vs. insured funds 
• There is a $250,000 limit on Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) insured money 
• This policy is sent to every institution with which the Township invests 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

C. Agreement for Legal Services - Fahey Firm 
Trustee Styka moved to authorize the Township Manager to sign the attached legal services 
engagement letter with Fahey Schultz Burzych Rhodes PLC. Seconded by Trustee Scales. 

Board discussion: 
• Length of agreement is for three (3) years 
• $5,000 monthly retainer will be reviewed by both parties after six (6) months 
• List of included and non-included charges is not a comprehensive list 
• Firm does not charge for computerized legal research 
• Steve Schultz to act as Township Attorney 
• Although the attorney will not have regular office hours at the Municipal Building, the Township has 

the ability to have legal counsel attend meetings on an as needed basis 
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• Clause for termination included in the agreement 
• All non-discrimination language included 
• If outside counsel is necessary for specialized legal services, they would be under the guidance of 

Mr. Schultz 
• When the Township is sued, the Township's insurance company provides legal representation 
• Appreciation for the firm's presentation to the Board when it was interviewed 
• Appreciation to the representation provided by the Hubbard Law Firm's for the past decade 
• Appreciation for Judge Dewane's service as the Township's interim attorney 
• Board member concern with the firm's action on an issue before the Township in 2012 
• During the interview process, the firm indicated it will represent the Township's interest if it is in 

opposition to the firm's own beliefs 
• Appreciation to the legal services committee for their hard work 
• Concern the monthly retainer does not include attendance at any depositions 
• Litigation would be over and above the retainer, as charged by the Township's former legal counsel 
• Suggestion for the legal services committee to convene in six (6) months to review the cost of the 

monthly retainer 
• $5, 000 monthly retainer does not take actual billable hours into consideration 
• Cap of $200 per billable hour 
• Board member belief this firm made false statements during the proposed rezoning of the adjacent 

property from RR to PO and the ensuing referendum 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer Brixie, 
Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: Trustee Veenstra 
Motion carried 5-1. 

D. Appointment of Alternate Members to the Zoning Board of Appeals 
Treasurer Brixie moved to appoint Henry Kwok and Ken Laue to the Charter Township of 
Meridian Zoning Board of Appeals as an alternate. Seconded by Trustee Scales. 

Board discussion: 
• Mr. Kwok is a business owner who returned to the Township to run the family business 
• Mr. Lane is with the law firm of Clark Hill 
• Preference to allow the Clerk to substitute a correctly worded motion 
• Board member preference to divide the question into two separate motions 

Clerk Dreyfus offered the following friendly amendment: 
• moved to appoint Henry Kwok as Alternate #1 and Ken Laue as Alternate #2 to fill 

vacancies on the Charter Township of Meridian Zoning Board of Appeals for terms 
ending December 31, 2017. 

The amended motion was accepted by the maker and seconder. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Scales, Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer 
Brixie, Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

E. Comcast Uniform Agreement 
Director of Communications Deborah Guthrie summarized events which have transpired relative to the 
Michigan Uniform Video Service Local Franchise agreement between Comcast and Meridian Township 
over the last few months. She noted the uniform franchise agreement was delivered by Comcast on May 
12th with a 30 day deadline for response. Through negotiations, the Township was able to obtain a 1 % 
PEG fee (equates to $100,000/year in revenue) and a letter of authorization to allow public, educational 
and government (PEG) channels to be on the program guide system. 

Board discussion: 
• Appreciation for all the hard work by Director Guthrie 
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• Cable Commission was fully behind staff 
• Sacrifice of a HD station to retain five (5) PEG channels 
• Franchise Agreement can contain any language agreeable to both parties 
• Uniform Agreement did not allow for any discussion of equipment, service drops, etc 
• Previously, there were no PEG fees obtained by the Township 
• Inquiry if the uniform agreement provides for a reduction of the monthly bill paid to Comcast by the 

Township 
• Comcast does not provide the software for the program guide software 
• Third party vendor who manages the channel guide will charge the Township an unknown fee 

F. Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Procedures and Guidelines 
Clerk Dreyfus move to adopt the submitted documents (Meridian Township FOIA 
Procedures and Guidelines, Summary of Meridian Township Procedures and Guidelines, 
and FOIA Request - Detailed Fee Itemization Form) as components of Meridian 
Township's Freedom of Information Act written policies. Seconded by Trustee Veenstra. 

Board discussion: 
• Clerk overview of the new state amendments passed this year 
• According to state law, the Board must adopt procedures and guidelines 
• More specific itemization of costs were written into state law 
• Changes were made to what a municipality could legally recover in terms of cost 
• Changes were made to how labor charges are calculated 
• Michigan Townships Association (MTA) and the Michigan Municipal League (MML) 

provided templates which were then customized for Meridian Township 
• Judge John Dewane and the Township's new legal firm have both reviewed the documents 

before the Board 
• Law offers a provision for modification in the future 
• State law goes into effect July 1, 2015 
• Board member concern the public has not had an opportunity to comment on these policies 
• Question on status as an action item v. discussion item 

Recommendations from counsel regarding the FOIA procedures and guidelines: (Questions for 
the Attorney (See Agenda Item #10)) 
Q. In reading this, it says that the procedures and guidelines were reviewed by the law firm and 

our current attorney. Are there are any recommendations that you had that are not included 
in here. 

A. I was asked to do one opinion on one specific item which I did and it is included in there. 
That had to do with whether it was lawful to have the Township Manager act in an appellate 
capacity. The only other thing that I encountered was the reference, when I initially read it, 
to excluding people who were incarcerated. That is not what the statute says. The statute 
says people under sentence of imprisonment. There is a big difference there, because you 
can be in jail on bond and/or you can't pay your bond; you are not sentenced, but you are 
still incarcerated. So that was cleaned up and that was the only comment I had. 

The other things mainly had to do with the fees and that is just what's in the statute. 

Continued Board discussion: 
• Concern with the appropriateness of including language mentioning the FOIA coordinator as 

the developer of the FOIA Request Form as part of the policy (Paragraph 2 of Section 2) 
• Appreciation to the Clerk for his work on this issue 
• Appreciation for the first paragraph in the public summary of the procedures and guidelines 
• Board member request for the word "verbal" to be substituted by "oral" in all instances 
• Language being critiqued was taken directly from state statute 

Use of language consistent with state law: (Questions for the Attorney (See Agenda Item #10)) 
Q. I would ask Judge Dewane to confirm that the Michigan act does use the term verbal, not 

written, and as a result, our policy should follow that format in order to be implemented. 
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A. I can't recall off the top of my head, but if it uses verbal, we should use verbal. It is what the 
Legislature said. 

Continued Board discussion: 
• First drafts were distributed by MT A to Clerks in May 
• If the policy is not adopted by July 1 '1, the Township could not charge FOIA fees until 

adoption 
• Many FOIA requests will qualify for no charge under the new law as many of them are under 

15 minutes of research time 
• If the Board chooses, it can wait until the July 7th Board meeting to adopt the new FOIA 

Procedures and Guidelines with minimal financial consequence 
• Procedures and Guidelines were customized for Meridian Township using a compilation of 

material from the MTA, MML, and the City of Kalamazoo 
• Board member preference for Board members to have been provided with the old policy for 

comparative purposes 
• There was no previous written policy 
• Guidelines previously used to handle FOIA requests were taken directly from the FOIA 

statute 
• Offer by the Clerk to provide Board members with a copy of the current FOIA response form 

sent to the requestor by the Clerk's office 
• Request for the Clerk to provide Board members with a list of changes 
• Most of the changes deal with the fee structure 
• New Freedom of Information Act Request Detailed Fee Itemization was included in the Board 

packet 
• Township previously charged .10 per sheet for copying and the minimum hourly rate for the 

person capable of fulfilling the request times the estimated number of hours, requiring a 50% 
deposit if the cost calculated exceeded $50.00 

• Separation of contracted labor from non-contracted labor is new and changes the hourly 
multiplier rate 

• When using specialized contract labor, the Township can charge up to six (6) times the 
minimum wage 

• Board member concern that people might make new labor-intensive FOIA requests if the 
Board does not adopt the procedures and guidelines tonight 

• Addressing transparency for the public by including information offered by the Clerk in the 
next Board packet 

• Commitment by the Clerk to email Board members the current FOIA request form and a 
printout of the Powerpoint presentation given by a legal firm contracted by the Michigan 
Association of Municipal Clerks (MAMC) 

Incarcerated individuals prohibited from submitting FOIA requests: (Questions for the Attorney 
(See Agenda Item #10)) 
Q. On the third page, right above Section 3 there is a paragraph which says, "A person serving a 

sentence of imprisonment in a local, state or federal correctional facility is not entitled to 
submit a request for a public record." I don't understand that, as a person sitting in prison 
may need some kind of record to try to prove his innocence. What on earth is the rationale to 
say people serving a prison sentence can't make a FOIA request? 

A. Again, that's what in the statute. That is what the Legislature provided. 

Q. Does anyone know why they put it in the statute? 
A. Yes, because if you've ever been in the position of the Clerk (it probably doesn't happen in 

Meridian Township, but it happens in many municipalities), prisoners who have nothing else 
to do are constantly making FOIA requests. They have no money and they go under the 
indigent provision. 

Township Manager serving as the head of the public body: (Questions for the Attorney (See 
Agenda Item #10)) 
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Q. My second question would be to you, Judge Dewane. You said one of the legal issues 
usually asked is whether someone could appeal the denial of a FOIA request (I think the 
statute says) to the head of the public body, which I thought would have been the Supervisor. 
Meridian Township adopted a policy that it was the Manager. How did you rule on that 
question? 

A. If you read only the FOIA statute, that's the conclusion you come to. But if you read in 
conjunction with the FOIA statute the Township Manager provision in the Charter Township 
statute, you'll see that the Township Manager can be vested with any power that could 
lawfully be performed by anybody else. 

Continued Board discussion: 
• Board member concern with transparency in order for Township residents to understand the 

ramifications when significant changes to Township policies and procedures are adopted 
• Current FOIA request is on the Township website 
• Policies and guidelines being voted on was uploaded to the Township website on Friday as 

part of the packet and was available for public perusal prior to tonight's Board meeting 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Trustees Styka, Veenstra, Supervisor LeGoff, Treasurer Brixie, 
Clerk Dreyfus 

NAYS: Trustee Scales 
Motion carried 5-1. 

14. BOARD DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Supervisor LeGoff opened Public Remarks. 

Teri Banas, 5606 Creekwood Lane, Haslett, President of the HBA, gave a brief history on the 
property located at 6201 Lake Drive and voiced her support for Township acquisition of this tax 
foreclosed property. She noted the HBA has offered to help improve the gardens currently on the 
property and create a redesign contest for the parcel. 

Leonard Provencher, 5824 Buena Parkway, Haslett, requested the Board commence the 2015 Citizen 
Survey process right after Labor Day to have greater participation by Township residents. 

Neil Bowlby, 6020 Beechwood Drive, Haslett, addressed items regarding the 2015 Citizen Survey, 
among them the number of people who did not respond and civic involvement. He posed several 
suggestions for customized questions (.e.g., pension liability funding, marihuana, possible dog 
ordinances, etc.) He drew attention to the importance of how the customized questions are framed. 

Supervisor LeGoff closed Public Remarks. 

A. Tax Foreclosed Properties 
. Treasurer Brixie summarized the two (2) parcels of land noticed by Ingham County Treasurer 

Schertzing which were foreclosed for unpaid property taxes as outlined in staff memorandum 
dated June 11, 2015. 

Ingham County Treasurer Schertzing explained action taken by Ingham County to date on the 
parcel located at 6201 Lake Drive. He stated the structure, asphalt and any hard surface will be 
removed by the county at its cost ($6,000-$7,000) within 30-60 days. Treasurer Schertzing noted 
this parcel will be included in the bundle of tax auctioned properties around the county designated 
as blighted. He stated it can be turned over to the Township prior to year's end. 

Board discussion of the parcel at 6201 Lake Drive: 
• Water to the property has been turned off at the curb 
• Township met with members of the HBA and the Lake Lansing Property Owners Association 

(LLPOA) 
• LLPOA submitted a letter in unanimous support of the project between Ingham County and 

Meridian Township 
• Suggestion to have the ICRD abandon the road to bring more greenspace to the area 
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• Only one drive is being serviced on Lake Drive 
• ICRD concern with the acute angle on Reynolds Road relative to installation of a right turn 

lane 
• Bundle in which the parcel would be included will not likely be purchased during the auction 

process 
• Subject parcel belongs in the public trust 
• Township has the right of first refusal and could obtain the parcel by paying back taxes 
• Suggestion to let all the taxing authorities share in the tax burden 
• Once the subject parcel has been sent to auction twice, it will be turned over to the Township 

at no cost unless the Township objects 
• Appreciation to the Ingham County Treasurer for suggesting the process by which the 

Township can obtain this parcel 
• Appreciation for the collaborative effort of the Ingham County and Meridian Township 

Treasurers 

B. 2015 Township Citizen Survey 
Assistant Township Manager/Director of Public Works Derek Perry provided the 2012 Citizen 
Survey results as requested by the Board at its June 2, 2015 meeting. 

Board and staff discussion: 
• Past four citizen surveys have been conducted in the month of May 
• Board member belief local firms can provide this type of survey service 
• Suggested custom question which can be asked could be whether citizens support an increase 

in the local road tax 
• Preference to keep with the existing surveyor for benchmarking purposes 
• Suggestion to schedule some informal public gatherings to glean information by asking the 

same questions 
• Board member preference to change firms conducting the survey this time 
• Survey has limited response rate and the 330 respondents offer skewed responses 
• General questions are too generic 
• Four (4) customized questions specific to Meridian Township are not enough 
• Information technology is very different than what existed in 2003, the first year a citizen 

survey was conducted 
• Many aspects of the township have changed since 2003 
• Board member support to expend some additional funds to use MSU for a survey specifically 

customed for Meridian Township, using detailed questions which drill down and get to the 
"heart" of the matter 

• New benchmarks would be created which would all be specific to Meridian Township 
• The new survey process could use generic questions which compare to the benchmarks used 

in the national survey and then have specific questions for Meridian Township 
• Topic for discussion could be the time frame used between surveys 

15. PUBLIC REMARKS 
Supervisor LeGoff opened Public Remarks. 

Neil Bowlby, 6020 Beechwood Drive, Haslett, stated whatever method is used for the citizen survey 
will produce bias. He suggested some incentive be provided (e.g., sweepstakes) to solicit increased 
return of responses. He objected to medical marihuana being mentioned in a recent press release that 
speculated on why the reported home invasion had occurred. 

Supervisor LeGoff closed Public Remarks. 

16. FINAL BOARD MEMBER COMMENT 
Treasurer Brixie responded to the previous speaker regarding why she believed the home invasion 
took place at that specific residence (medical marihuana operation). She believed the inclusion of 
identifying the residence as a medical marihuana operation in the press release was a service to the 
Township and all the neighbors. She asked if there was Board interest in placing the medical 
marihuana issue on a future Board agenda. 
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Trustee Styka was puzzled as to why zoning regulations with respect to medical marihuana have not 
come before the Board for final action, as the Board spent a great deal of time on this issue. He 
believed because the home invasion included the use of a firearm and residents were held at gunpoint, 
it is a different scenario than a simple home invasion and the public needed to be aware and wary. 
Trustee Styka also believed it important for medical marihuana providers to be aware of the reason 
for the home invasion and take necessary precautions. 

Clerk Dreyfus stated the Michigan Medical Marihuana Act (MMMA) has strict provisions on 
confidentiality and believed it a violation of the act for anyone to publicly speculate whether someone is 
a caregiver, user or provider. He asked for a legal opinion from the new legal services firm if the 
police department is allowed to reveal whether or not a home or person is a caregiver, provider or user 
under the MMMA. Clerk Dreyfus added the medical marihuana issue was debated by the Board over 
many meetings, and a subcommittee was formed which provided a reasonable compromise accepted by 
the Board and then sent to the Planning Commission. He believed the Planning Commission has not 
taken action on the medical marihuana issue to date. 

Trustee Scales requested the Township Manager urge the Planning Commission to move the medical 
marihuana issue up on its agenda. 

Trustee Veenstra inquired as to why the Township would only get four local questions on the citizen 
survey when there were six (6) on the last survey in 2012. He believed citizens are most concerned 
about the condition of roads, and suggested one of the questions should be to ask if residents favor an 
increase in the gas tax. Trustee Veenstra suggested one of the new questions to be asked could be 
regarding the use of recreational marihuana. He did not believe it necessary to spend much time on a 
discussion of the square footage allowed in order to grow 12 marihuana plants, believing it covered 
already by state law. 

17. ADJOURNMENT 
Supervisor LeGoff adjourned the meeting at 9:15 P.M. 

ELIZABETH LEGOFF 
TOWNSHIP SUPERVISOR 

Sandra K. Otto, Secretary 

PAGE 13 

BRETT DREYFUS, CMMC 
TOWNSHIP CLERK 



9.C 

Charter Township of Meridian ~ty !)111_ 
Board Meeting 

7/07/2015 

MOVED THAT THE TOWNSHIP BOARD APPROVE THE MANAGER'S 
BILLS AS FOLLOWS: 

COMMON CASH 

PUBLIC WORKS 

TOTAL CHECKS: 

CREDIT CARD TRANSACTIONS 

TOTAL PURCHASES: 

ACH PAYMENTS 

$ 1,122,841.49 

172,714.17 

$ 1,295,555.66 

11,769.05 

$ 1,307 ,324. 71 

$ 464,734.94 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

DB: Meridian JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 
Vendor Name 

Description 

1. 4IMPRINT 
T-SHIRTS FOR HOMTV INTERNS- NIGHT MEETINGS 

2. 54-A DISTRICT COURT 
CASH BOND 

3. ADP INC. 
6/12 PAYROLL PROCESSING FEE 

4. ALLEY T SCREEN PRINT & EMBROIDERY 

5. ALLGRAPHICS CORP 

6. AMERICAN RENTALS 

7. ARTISTIC BRONZE INC 

8. ASAP PRINTING 

9. AT &T 

10. AT&T MOBILITY 

11. BANNASCH WELDING INC 

12. BARYAMES CLEANERS 

13. BEST BEST & KRIEGER 

14. BEYER ROOFING CO 

STAFF T-SHIRTS 

SOFTBALL JERSEYS FOR HASLETT 
SOFTBALL JERSEYS FOR OKEMOS 
FITNESS PROGRAM SHIRTS/BASEBALL CAPS 
SAND VOLLEYBALL CHAMPION SHIRTS 

TOTAL 

TENT/CHAIR RENTAL-MEMORIAL DAY EVENT 

PLAQUE FOR FRIEND OF THE PARK TREE 

FORMS AND PAMPHLET PRINTING 
WILLIAMSTON FLAG FOOTBALL FLYERS 
WILLIAMSTON CHEER FLYERS 
WILLIAMSTON TACKLE FOOTBALL FLYERS 
SOCCER FLYERS 
FLAG FOOTBALL FLYERS 
HYRA SOCCER FLYERS 
HYRA FLAG FOOTBALL FLYERS 

JUNE SERVICE 

JUNE SERVICE 

TRUCK REPAIR/WELDING 

POLICE UNIFORM CLEANING 

LEGAL FEES-HOM-TV 

TOTAL 

RE-ROOF THE SERVICE CENTER 
15. BLUE CROSS BLUE SHIELD OF MICHIGAN 

16. BOARD OF WATER & LIGHT 

17. BS&A SOFTWARE 

18 . CATHERINE ADAMS 

19. CBI INC 

20. CENTRAL STATES ALLIANCE 

21. CHRISTI KRAUS 

JULY PREMIUM 
JULY PREMIUM 

TOTAL 

JUNE STREET LIGHTS 

PAYROLL & TIMESHEET SOFTWARE 

MAY MILEAGE REIMB 

HNC COPIER MAINT-MAY 

CONF SPONSOR REVENUE REC'VD BY MCT DUE CSACM 
CONF REG-HOM-TV STAFF 

TOTAL 

PAYROLL WITHHOLDING-DEC MEMORIAL FUND 

Amount 

728. 04 

150.00 

1,834.66 

249.40 

308.00 
980.00 
300.00 
309.00 

1,897.00 

310.00 

ll5. 00 

145.50 
191. 95 
152.96 
152.96 
294.42 
294.42 
224.23 
224.23 

1,680.67 

39.69 

52.27 

385.14 

744.75 

270.00 

157,503.00 

99,639.18 
2,837.51 

102,476.69 

528.74 

12,595.00 

37.09 

23.12 

6,635.00 
1,095.00 

7,730.00 

35.00 

Check# 

89994 

89976 

89980 
89981 

89986 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 
DB: Meridian 

Vendor Name 

22. CINTAS CORPORATION #725 

23. CITY PULSE 

24. COMCAST CABLE 

25. CONSUMERS ENERGY 

2 6. COTY KENNETH 

27. CRANDELL BROS TRUCKING CO 

28. DAVID BAILEY 

29. DBI 

30. DEBRA ELLIS 

31. DELTA DENTAL 

32. DISCOUNT ONE HOUR SIGNS 

33. DLZ MICHIGAN INC 

34. DOUGLAS SIGNS 

35. DOUGLASS SAFETY SYSTEMS LLC 

3 6. ELECTION SOURCE 

37. FEDEX 

38. FIRE SERVICE MANAGEMENT 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 

Description 

MECHANICS UNIFORMS 
MECHANICS UNIFORMS 

FARM MRKT ADS/SPEC EDITION 
TWP NOTICES 

JULY SERVICE-MUN BLDG 
JULY SERVICE-HNC 

PATHWAY LEASE 

REIMB-VOLUNTEER LUNCH EXPENSE 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

SAND FOR VOLLEYBALL COURTS/N MERIDIAN ROAD PARK 
SAND FOR VOLLEYBALL COURTS/ N MERIDIAN ROAD PARK 
SAND FOR VOLLEYBALL COURTS 
BEACH SAND FOR VOLLEYBALL COURTS 
BEACH SAND FOR VOLLEYBALL COURTS 

INSTRUCTOR'S FEE-PITCHING CLINICS 

OFFICE SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 

REFUND SUP FEE-NOT REQUIRED 

JULY PREMIUM 

GRAPHICS - POLICE INTERCEPTERS 
PARK SIGNS 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR NEW FIRE STATION 

BLDG PERMIT FEE REFUND-1982 GRD RIVER 

FIRE EQUIPMENT/GEAR 

OPTECH INSIGHT TABULATOR ANNUAL MAINTENANCE 

SHIPPING CHRGS 
SHIPPING CHRGS 

FIRE GEAR CERTIFICATION/REPAIRS 

TOTAL 

Amount 

24.66 
24.66 

49.32 

341.10 
140.98 

482.08 

164.61 
129.58 

294.19 

563.08 

41. 93 

3,000.00 
2,000.00 
4,008.20 
1,000.00 
2,002.60 

12,010.80 

120.00 

94.95 
27.55 
61. 03 
60.14 
20 .12 

129.99 

393.78 

200.00 

13,159.44 

490.00 
143.90 

633.90 

5,050.00 

100.00 

549.26 

2,858.00 

37 6. 44 
18.43 

394.87 

92.50 

Check# 

89977 

89987 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

DB: Meridian 

Vendor Name 

39. GIGUERE HOMES INC. 

40. GRANICUS INC 

41. HALT FIRE INC 

42. HANG TUFF FASTPITCH 

43. HANNEWALD LAMB FARM 

JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 

Description 

PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE/2565 SOPHIEA 
REFUND-PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE/2638 SOPHIEA 

TOTAL 

JULY MAINT-MANAGED SERVICE/HOM-TV 
JULY -OPEN PLATFORM/GOV SERVICE-HOM-TV 

TOTAL 

WATER VALVE REPAIR KIT TRUCK 501 

INSTRUCTOR'S FEE-PITCHING CLINIC 

FARM MRK VENDOR - 6/20/15 
44. HASLETT COMMUNITY EDUCATION 

BASEBALL/SOFTBALL CLINIC-SPACE RENTAL 
45. HASLETT PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

2ND QTR MAINT REIMB 
4 6. HERBERT L CONFER JR 

FARM MARKET VENDOR- 5/30/2015 
47. INGHAM COUNTY HEALTH DEPT 

CAMP LICENSING FEE - HNC 
48. INTEGRITY HEATING & AIR LLC 

49. JEN MALINOWSKI 

50. JOHNNY MAC'S 

51 . KAMPS INC 

52. KIT RICH 

53. KODIAK EMERGENCY VEHICLES 

REFUND-PLUMBING PERMIT FEE 

HNC CAMP FEE REFUND 

BELTS FOR SOFTBALL AND BASEBALL TEAMS 
SOCKS FOR BASEBALL AND SOFTBALL TEAMS 
BASEBALL/SOFTBALL EQUIPMENT 
BASEBALL/SOFTBALL SUPPLIES 

TOTAL 

PLAYGROUND SAFETY SURFACE 

MAY MILEAGE REIMB 

Amount 

'750. 00 

750.00 

1,500.00 

725. 00 
325.00 

1,050.00 

1,034.43 

120.00 

20.00 

189.00 

4,434.39 

22.00 

220.00 

125.00 

60.00 

252.00 
1,733.45 

249.50 
184.90 

2,419.85 

2,015.00 

67.85 

BRAUN CHIEF XL TYPE III AMUBLANCE ON 2015 CHEVY G4 179,540.00 
54. KOLACHE KITCHEN 

55. KUSTOM SIGNALS INC 

56. L3 COMM MOBILE VISION INC 

57. LANSING SANITARY SUPPLY INC 

58. LANSING UNIFORM COMPANY 

FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/13/15 

ANTENNAS-POLICE VEHICLES 

CAMERA REPAIR-POLICE VEHICLE 
POLICE EQUIP REPAIR 

TISSUE DISPENSERS FOR PARKS 

STANDARD POLICE UNIFORM PURCHASE 
UNIFORMS-FIRE DEPT 
UNIFORMS-FIRE DEPT 
POLICE UNIFORM PURCHASE 
POLICE UNIFORM PURCHASE 

59. LEAK PETROLEUM EQUIPMENT INC 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

FUEL ISLAND REPAIRS FOUND DURING ANNUAL INSPECTION 

8.00 

108.00 

125.00 
153.00 

278.00 

244.25 

990.50 
551. 20 

12.00 
121.00 
714. 00 

2,388.70 

4,749.60 

Check# 

89984 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

DB: Meridian JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 
Vendor Name 

Description 

60. MARK EBENER 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/20/15 

61. MARK'S LOCK SHOP, INC. 
KEYS AND PADLOCKS 

62. MASON STATE BANK 
REINVESTING IN MASON STATE BANK CD 

63. MATTHEW BENDER & CO INC 
MI MCLS UPDATES 

64. MEGAN SLIVA 
FITNESS INSTRUCTOR' [ S FEE 

65. MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP PETTY CASH 
PETTY CASH REI MB- SERVICE CENTER 
PETTY CASH REI MB 

TOTAL 

66. MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP RETAINAGE 
RETAINAGE-MOORE TROSPER 

67. MICHIGAN DEMOLITION 
INSTALLATION OF SAND VOLLEYBALL COURT 

68. MICHIGAN POLICE EQUIPMENT CO 

69. MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 

70. MICHIGAN.COM 

71. MOLLY HUNSBERGER 

72. MOORE MEDICAL LLC 

73. MOORE TROSPER CONSTRUCTION 

AMMUNITION 

DARE CONF REG-JUHRS & SCACCIA 

FARM MRKT ADS 

FITNESS INSTRUCTORS FEE 

EMS OPERATING SUPPLIES 
EMS OPERATING SUPPLIES 
EMS OPERATING SUPPLIES 
C BATTERIES-FIRE DEPT 

2015 CONCRETE REPAIR CONTRACT 

TOTAL 

74. MOSQUITO SQUAD OF GREATER LANSING 

75. NOKOMIS LEARNING CENTER 

TREATMENT AT NANCY MOORE PARK 
MOSQUITO CONTROL - MARKET AND ADMIN BUILDING 
TREATMENT AT NANCY MOORE PARK 
MOSQUITO CONTROL FOR MARKET AND ADMIN BUILDING 

TOTAL 

JULY P'MT/PARKING LOT LIGHT COSTS 
7 6. NORTH GRAND RIVER COOPERATIVE 

AMBULANCE LINEN 
77. OFFICEMAX 

PRINTER INK 
RECYCLED MULTI-USE WHITE COPY PAPER 

TOTAL 

78. OKEMOS COMMUNITY EDUCATION 
SOCCER FIELD RENTAL 

79. PITNEY BOWES 
POSTAGE METER LEASE P'MT 

80. PRO AIR 
SERVICE CALL-DECOMMISSION COMPRESSOR 

81. PROFESSIONAL BENEFITS SERVICES INC 
JULY ADMIN/PREMIUM 
FLEX ADMIN FEE-JULY 

TOTAL 

Amount 

35.00 

42.00 

495,254.60 

310.31 

112. 00 

343 .11 
313.97 

657. 08 

545.20 

10,000.00 

9,351.00 

200.00 

123.50 

48.00 

167.91 
1,383.02 

112. 81 
26. 07 

1,689.81 

4,906.80 

375.00 
175. 00 
375.00 
175.00 

1,100.00 

70.09 

378.10 

81. 62 
1,773.43 

1,855.05 

1,200.00 

822.00 

90.10 

8,742.60 
12 6. 00 

8,868.60 

Check# 

89991 

89978 

89983 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 
DB: Meridian 

Vendor Name 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

Description 

JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 

Amount 

82. PRO-TECH MECHANICAL SERVICES 

83. PURE GREEN 

84. RESERVE ACCOUNT 

85. RON ST GERMAIN 

86. SAFETY SYSTEMS INC 

A/C REPAIRS HARRIS CENTER 
HVAC MAINTENANCE SERVICES 
A/C REPAIRS HNC,N.FIRE STATION 

TOTAL 

ATHLETIC FIELD WEED AND FEED 

TWP POSTAGE 

INSTRUCTOR'S FEE-PHOTOGRAPHY CLASS 

ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT-VILLAGE 
ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT-MUN BLDG 
ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT-HNC 
ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT-PS BLDG 
ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT-FIRE STN 
ANNUAL ALARM SERVICE AGREEMENT - SRVC CTR 

TOTAL 

87. SAMIA'S MEDITERRANEAN GOURMET LLC 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/13/15 

88. SANDRA STONE 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/13/15 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 5/30/2015 

TOTAL 

89. SAXON INC. 
BUSINESS CARDS-FIRE DEPT 

90. SIGNATURE FORD INC. 
FORD POLICE UTILITY INTERCEPTOR 

91. SOLDAN'S FEED & PET SUPPLIES 
CANINE SUPPLIES FOR TWO DOGS 
CANINE SUPPLIES FOR TWO DOGS 
CANINE SUPPLIES FOR TWO DOGS 

TOTAL 

92. SPARTAN COUNTRY MEATS LLC 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/20/15 

93. SPARTAN DISTRIBUTORS 
TORO REPAIR PARTS 

94. STAMP RITE INC 
NOTARY STAMP 

95. STATE CHEMICAL SOLUTIONS 
PARK MAINT SUPPLIES 

96. STATE OF MICHIGAN 
STORMWATER CERTIFICATION-YOUNES 

97. SUPERIOR SAW 
REPLACEMENT SAW BLADES AND CHAINS 

98. SUPREME SANITATION 
PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-NEWTON ST 

PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-WILLIAMSTON 
PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-WILLIAMSTON MS 
PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-KINAWA 

PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-HILLBROOK 
PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL - TOWNER 

PORTABLE TOILET RENTAL-HNC 

TOTAL 

99. SUZANNE THREADGOULD 
FARM MARKET VENDOR - 5/30/2015 

330.00 
2,933.75 

310.00 

3,573.75 

1,725.00 

2,500.00 

866.25 

389.00 
378.00 
389.00 
532.00 
567.00 
775.00 

3,030.00 

40.00 

34.00 
23.00 

57.00 

61. 57 

27,257.00 

46.99 
32.99 
46.99 

126.97 

32.00 

131. 93 

35.50 

98.09 

95.00 

378.41 

40.00 
42.50 

160.00 
80.00 
80.00 
40.00 
80.00 

522.50 

17.00 

Check# 

89973 



07/01/2015 09:53 AM 
User: CHAR 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

DB: Meridian 

Vendor Name 

100 TDS 

101 THE HARKNESS LAW FIRM PLLC 

Description 

JUNE SERVICE 

JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: GF - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

COMMON CASH 

LEGAL FEES-UTC 
102 THE LINCOLN NAT' L LIFE INS CO 

103 THE POLACK CORPORATION 
JULY PREMIUM 

MAY METER CHRG-7 COPIERS 
METER CHRGS - 7 COPIERS 

TOTAL 

104 U.S. BANK EQUIPMENT FINANCE 
COPIER(?) MAINT CONTRACT 

105 UNUM LIFE INSURANCE CO OF AMERICA 

106 URBAN LAND INSTITUTE 

107 VAN ATTA' S FLOWER SHOP 

108 WEST SHORE FIRE 

109 WILBUR HOCHSTETLER 

110 WILL JOHNSON 

111 WILLIAM CRAFTS 

PAYROLL WITHHOLDING- LIFE INS 

ANNUAL DUES-KIESELBACH 

FRIEND OF THE PARK TREE-HISTORICAL VILLAGE 
FLOWERS/GARDEN CLUB -TWP PARKS 
PLANTS FOR TWP PARKS 
FLOERS/GARDEN CLUB PROJECTS 
FLOWERS FOR TWP PARKS 
FLOWERS/GARDEN PROJECT 
PLANTS/SHRUBS FOR TWP PARKS 
TREE-NANCY MOORE PARK-WILL BE REIMB BY GRANT 
PLANTS FOR PARKS 

TOTAL 

SCBA MASK STRAPS 

FARM MARKET VENDOR - 6/20/15 

SIGN PERMIT FEE REFUND-1830 GRD RIVER 

INSTRUCTOR'S FEE-PITCHING CLINIC 

Amount 

1,354.34 

6,768.73 

2,910.31 

967.45 
1,272.24 

2,239.69 

954.00 

536.46 

220.00 

354.99 
93.98 

168.25 
98.55 
11.22 
57.56 
83.57 

742.41 
48.58 

1,659.11 

203.16 

196.00 

500.00 

120.00 

TOTAL - ALL VENDORS 1, 122, 841. 49 

Check# 

89982 

89979 

89974 



07/01/2015 09:56 AM 
User: CHAR 

INVOICE APPROVAL BY INVOICE REPORT FOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
EXP CHECK RUN DATES 07/07/2015 - 07/07/2015 

DB: Meridian JOURNALIZED OPEN AND PAID 
BANK CODE: PW - CHECK TYPE: PAPER CHECK 

PUBLIC WORKS 
Vendor Name 

Description 

1. BLUE CROSS BLUE SHIELD OF MICHIGAN 
JULY PREMIUM 
JULY PREMIUM/VISION 

2. CARL SCHLEGEL INC 
SAND - WATER DEPT 

3. CHAMPION WOODS, LLC 

JULY SETTLEMENT P'MT 
4. DALE AMES 

TOTAL 

REFUND-OVERP'MT OF FINAL UTILITY BILL 
5. DELTA DENTAL 

JULY PREMIUM 
6. JAMES CESPEDES 

REFUND-OVERP'MT OF FINAL UTILITY BILL 
7 . MATTHEW FOREMAN 

REIMB-MDEQ TEST EXPENSE 
8. MAULDON BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION LLC 

CONSTRUCT TOWAR GARDENS LIFT STATION 
9. MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP RETAINAGE 

RETAINAGE-MOORE TROSPER 
RETAINAGE - MAULDON 

10. MIDWEST GAS INSTRUMENT SERVICE 
IMPACT SENSOR CARTRIDGE 

11. MOORE TROSPER CONSTRUCTION 
2015 CONCRETE REPAIR CONTRACT 

12. ROBERT GEITH 

TOTAL 

REFUND-OVERP'MT OF FINAL UTILITY BILL 
13. SHERWIN WILLIAMS CO 

14. SME 

15. SPARTAN PROPERTIES LLC 

16. STAMP RITE INC 

17. TDS 

HYDRANT PAINT 
HYDRANT PAINT 

DENSITY TESTING-TOWER GARDENS 

REFUND-OVERP'MT OF FINAL W/S BILL 

PRE-INKED STAMP 

JUNE SERVICE 
18. THE LINCOLN NAT'L LIFE INS CO 

JULY PREMIUM 
19. TRI TITLE AGENCY 

TOTAL 

REFUND-OVERP'MT OF FINAL UTILITY BILL 
20. ZACHARY ARCHIBALD 

MDEQ EXAM FEE REIMB 

TOTAL - ALL VENDORS 

Amount 

16,324.31 
342.90 

16,667.21 

342.00 

4,100.00 

31. 90 

1,525.58 

114. 39 

70.00 

130,346.00 

840.50 
5,554.00 

6,394.50 

313.42 

7,564.50 

21. 44 

208.88 
208.88 

417.76 

3,842.95 

51. 42 

78.75 

154.98 

396.66 

210. 71 

70.00 

172,714.17 

Check# 

25878 
25879 

25881 

25880 



Credit Card Transactions - June 11 - 30, 2015 

Transaction Da Transaction Merchant Name Transaction Amount Account Name 

2015/06/16 
2015/06/11 
2015/06/16 
2015/06/18 
2015/06/29 
2015/06/23 
2015/06/19 
2015/06/17 
2015/06/15 
2015/06/19 
2015/06/18 
2015/06/18 
2015/06/18 
2015/06/13 
2015/06/17 
2015/06/17 
2015/06/21 
2015/06/22 
2015/06/16 
2015/06/29 
2015/06/25 
2015/06/22 
2015/06/23 
2015/06/24 
2015/06/29 
2015/06/25 
2015/06/13 
2015/06/12 
2015/06/11 
2015/06/26 
2015/06/15 
2015/06/11 
2015/06/25 
2015/06/24 
2015/06/24 
2015/06/19 
2015/06/19 
2015/06/22 
2015/06/12 
2015/06/11 
2015/06/27 
2015/06/26 
2015/06/12 
2015/06/24 
2015/06/16 
2015/06/12 
2015/06/11 
2015/06/11 

244 AUTO VALUE EAST LANSI 
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS 
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS 
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS 
AMAZON MKTPLACE PMTS 
AMAZON.COM 
B&H PHOTO, 800-606-6969 
BANNERSONTHECHEAP.COM 
BED BATH & BEYOND #369 
BEST BUY 00004168 
BEST BUY 00004168 
BESTBUYCOM731911001348 
BESTBUYCOM731911001348 
BIGGBY COFFEE #121 
BIGGBY COFFEE #121 
BLANKS USA 
BOYNE HIGHLANDS LOO 
BOYNE MTN LODGING 
CHILI'S S.W. DETROIT 
CIMA INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
CITY LIMITS 
CMP DISTRIBUTORS INC 
COMCAST OF LANSING 
COMCAST OF LANSING 
COMPLETE BATTERY SOURCE 
CRACKER BARREL #517 OKEMO 
CRUCIAL.COM 
DEQ OW TRAIN AND CERTIFY 
DICK'S CLOTHING&SPORTING 
DICK'S CLOTHING&SPORTING 
DISCOUNT ONE HOUR SIGNS I 
DISCOUNT ONE HOUR SIGNS I 
DISCOUNT-TIRE-CO MIL-11 
DOMINO'S 1206 
EAST LANSING PARKING 
FACEBOOK GFYCD7EM92 
FACEBOOK HFYCD7EM92 
FEDEX 497300230 
FEDEXOFFICE 00004069 
GAN*SUBSCRIPTION 
GFS STORE #1901 
GFS STORE #1901 
GFS STORE #1901 
GRAFF-CHEVROLET-OKEMOS 
HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 
HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 
HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 
HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 

$15.39 
19.95 
47.48 

117.92 
101.51 
161.87 
309.99 

19.66 
79.99 
24.99 
39.99 

(42.39) 
42.39 
33.42 
11.53 
56.55 

287.21 
93.55 
29.34 

805.95 
153.00 
71.55 

9.44 
126.28 
20.62 
30.05 
59.99 
95.00 

119.96 
(3.59) 

149.75 
12.00 

250.00 
33.90 
2.60 
0.56 

20.00 
18.96 
38.16 
25.00 

(118.24) 
186.91 
86.21 

101.94 
39.75 

209.60 
230.56 

85.00 

RICH WHEELER 
KATHERINE RICH 
KATHERINE RICH 
CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
DEREK PERRY 
CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
DARKUS BEASLEY 
ROBIN FAUST 
WILLIAM PRIESE 
DARKUS BEASLEY 
ANDREA SMILEY 
ANDREA SMILEY 
ANDREA SMILEY 
DEBORAH GUTHRIE 
DEBORAH GUTHRIE 
MARTHA TOWNSEND 
DAVID HALL 
KEN PLAGA 
DARKUS BEASLEY 
KEN PLAGA 
MICHAEL DEVLIN 
ANDREW MCCREADY 
KRISTI SCHAEDING 
ANDREA SMILEY 
DENISE GREEN 
FRANKL WALSH 
ERIC MILLER 
JOE VANDOMMELEN 
GREG GROTHOUS 
GREG GROTHOUS 
ROBERT MACKENZIE 
WILLIAM PRIESE 
TODD FRANK 
ANDREW MCCREADY 
FRANKL WALSH 
LUANN MAISNER 
LUANN MAISNER 
WILLIAM PRIESE 
ANDREA SMILEY 
BRANDIE YATES 
MICHAEL DEVLIN 
MICHAEL DEVLIN 
CAROL HASSE 
TODD FRANK 
JOE VANDOMMELEN 
KEITH HEWITT 
ROBERT MACKENZIE 
ROBERT MACKENZIE 



2015/06/19 HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 83.84 ROBERT MACKENZIE 

2015/06/19 HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 230.56 ROBERT MACKENZIE 
2015/06/25 HAMMOND FARMSLANDS 377.28 ROBERT MACKENZIE 

2015/06/29 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 47.45 JIM ANDERSON 
2015/06/25 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 7.09 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/23 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 91.09 PETER VASILION 
2015/06/11 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 30.77 RICH WHEELER 
2015/06/16 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 138.49 RICH WHEELER 
2015/06/22 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 2.79 TAVIS MILLEROV 

2015/06/18 HASLETT TRUE VALUE HOW 35.96 DAN PALACIOS 
2015/06/25 IN *SIGN A RAMA 22.50 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/12 JETS PIZZA OF HASLETT 51.00 WILLIAM PRIESE 
2015/06/12 LEOS SPIRITS AND GRUB 42.54 FRANKL WALSH 
2015/06/12 MARATHON PETR0103556 100.00 TODD FRANK 
2015/06/23 MARATHON PETR0127472 43.32 DAVID HALL 
2015/06/12 MEIJER INC #025 001 14.55 CATHERINE ADAMS 

2015/06/17 MEIJER INC #025 001 10.51 CATHERINE ADAMS 

2015/06/25 MEIJER INC #025 001 14.47 CATHERINE ADAMS 

2015/06/29 MEIJER INC #025 001 44.54 CATHERINE ADAMS 

2015/06/19 MEIJER INC #025 001 18.94 KATHERINE RICH 
2015/06/19 MEIJER INC #025 001 8.58 MICHAEL DEVLIN 
2015/06/23 MEIJER INC #025 001 16.61 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/22 MEIJER INC #025 001 23.16 ROBIN FAUST 
2015/06/15 MEIJER INC #025 001 70.00 JANE GREENWAY 
2015/06/11 MEIJER INC #025 001 20.00 GREG GROTHOUS 
2015/06/15 MEIJER INC #025 001 34.73 GREG GROTHOUS 

2015/06/15 MEIJER INC #025 001 29.49 GREG GROTHOUS 

2015/06/12 MEIJER INC #025 001 101.98 CAROL HASSE 

2015/06/13 MEIJER INC #025 001 46.32 PETER MENSER 
2015/06/20 MEIJER INC #025 001 109.00 KENNITH PHINNEY 

2015/06/15 MEIJER INC #025 001 44.30 WILLIAM PRIESE 

2015/06/12 MICHIGAN MUNICIPAL LEAGUE 105.00 CAROL HASSE 

2015/06/12 MICHIGAN PIPE 156.00 JOE VANDOMMELEN 

2015/06/26 MISSION POINT RESORT 439.29 BRETT DREYFUS 

2015/06/11 MOUNTAIN GRD LODGE 185.92 CAROL HASSE 
2015/06/19 MOUNTAIN GRD LODGE 185.92 DEREK PERRY 

2015/06/11 MSU DEMMER CENTER 60.00 CATHERINE ADAMS 

2015/06/16 NFPA NATL FIRE PROTECT 150.00 TAVIS MILLEROV 

2015/06/17 OC PIZZA 7071 43.37 DEREK PERRY 

2015/06/25 OFFICEMAX CT*IN#581503 73.08 CAROL HASSE 

2015/06/29 OFFICEMAX CT*IN#637886 168.99 CAROL HASSE 

2015/06/11 OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT #61 21.99 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 

2015/06/23 OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT #61 67.17 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 

2015/06/19 OFFICEMAX/OFFICEDEPOT #61 38.99 DEREK PERRY 

2015/06/28 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 5.99 MATTHEW WALTERS 

2015/06/18 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 20.43 JIM ANDERSON 

2015/06/11 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 9.99 WILLIAM RICHARDSON 

2015/06/25 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 5.96 PETER VASILION 

2015/06/26 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 17.96 JAY GRAHAM 

2015/06/15 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 3.98 ROBERT MACKENZIE 

2015/06/12 OKEMOS HARDWARE INC 4.49 PETER MENSER 

2015/06/22 PAYPAL *MICHIGANEME 250.00 KEN PLAGA 

2015/06/29 PAYPAL*VANBURENCON 21.49 YOUNES ISHRAIDI 

2015/06/19 QUALITY DAIRY 31280027 52.80 JANE GREENWAY 

2015/06/19 QUALITY DAIRY 31280027 18.63 JANE GREENWAY 



2015/06/15 QUALITY DAIRY 31280027 30.45 GREG GROTHOUS 
2015/06/25 SHERWIN WILLIAMS #1339 107.49 DENNIS ANTONE 
2015/06/16 SOLDAN'S FEEDS & PET S 53.72 CATHERINE ADAMS 
2015/06/25 SOLDAN'S FEEDS & PET S 64.72 CATHERINE ADAMS 
2015/06/23 STAR LINE 18.00 BRETT DREYFUS 
2015/06/17 STATE DEQ WORKSHOPS 25.00 YOUNES ISHRAIDI 
2015/06/22 STATE DEQ WORKSHOPS 25.00 YOUNES ISHRAIDI 
2015/06/15 SUNBELT RENTALS #315 128.60 KEITH HEWITT 
2015/06/19 SYMPLICITY CORP 25.00 BRANDIE YATES 
2015/06/25 TARGET 00003657 75.00 GRETCHEN M GOMOLKA 
2015/06/17 TAVERN AND TAP 117.40 DEBORAH GUTHRIE 
2015/06/19 THE BOULEVARD INN 378.48 FRANKL WALSH 
2015/06/18 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 124.75 KATHERINE RICH 
2015/06/12 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 12.36 DENNIS ANTONE 
2015/06/18 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 98.88 DENNIS ANTONE 
2015/06/25 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 26.91 DENNIS'ANTONE 
2015/06/11 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 198.00 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/18 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 23.25 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/25 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 10.22 CHRISTOPHER DOMEYER 
2015/06/19 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 64.40 PETER VASILION 
2015/06/19 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 219.00 PETER VASILION 
2015/06/22 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 53.70 PETER VASILION 
2015/06/26 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 25.16 PETER VASILION 
2015/06/19 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 192.40 JANE GREENWAY 
2015/06/25 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 78.52 JANE GREENWAY 
2015/06/11 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 71.94 KEITH HEWITT 
2015/06/23 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 146.55 DAVID LESTER 
2015/06/22 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 35.64 ROBERT MACKENZIE 
2015/06/25 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 4.99 ROBERT MACKENZIE 
2015/06/26 THE HOME DEPOT 2723 51.90 KENNITH PHINNEY 
2015/06/26 TONY MS LANSING 58.76 TAVIS MILLEROV 
2015/06/25 TRACTOR SUPPLY #1149 134.99 ROBERT MACKENZIE 
2015/06/23 USPS 25698008630809271 5.95 GRETCHEN M GOMOLKA 
2015/06/26 W.S. DARLEY & CO. 82.86 WILLIAM PRIESE 
2015/06/12 WAL-MART #2866 79.88 PETER MENSER 
2015/06/18 WW GRAINGER 276.55 JIM ANDERSON 
2015/06/16 WWW.NEWEGG.COM 123.98 ERIC MILLER 
2015/06/20 ZORO TOOLS INC 188.10 WILLIAM PRIESE 

$11,769.05 



ACH Transactions 
June 11, 2015 - June 30, 2015 

Date Payee Amount Purpose 

6/15/2015 MCT-PW $ 707.50 Twp W/S Bills 
6/17/2015 Consumer Energy 173.57 Gas/Electric Bills 

Elan Financial 19,413.36 Paym't of Twp Credit Card Purchases 
6/19/2015 Consumer Energy 897.29 Gas/Electric Bills 
6/22/2015 Consumer Energy 12,632.00 Gas/Electric Bills 
6/23/2015 Consumer Energy 24.13 Gas/Electric Bills 
6/24/2015 ADP 380,068.56 6/26/2015 Payroll 
6/26/2015 ICMA 50,818.53 Payroll Deductions 

Total ACH Payments $ 464,734.94 



MEMORANDUM 
TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Boarf\ 

cc»: I\, \ J -~~ 
Derek N. Perry, As ownship Manager 

Dir~ctor •of Public Works & ~ 

You es lshraidi, P.E., Chief Engineer 

July 1, 2015 

Newton Road Public Road Improvements 
Special Assessment District #43 
Resolutions 1 & 2 

9.D. 

Newton Road is a local road, approximately 3142 feet long, running from Lake Lansing Road 
north to Saginaw/BL-69/M-78. The developer is responsible to pave Newton Road along the 
Sierra Ridge subdivision frontage, approximately 2125 feet, as a requirement of the plat. The 
developer is planning on paving in 2015. 

The additional footage to pave Newton Road, from Lake Lansing Road to Saginaw/BL-69/M-78, 
(excluding Sierra Ridge Subdivisions) is approximately 1020 feet. The total estimated project 
cost is $86,000. Approximately $20,000 will be paid by the Township's pathway millage for the 
proposed 3' paved shoulders. As such, the total estimated assessments will be $66,545. 

There are fourteen (14) parcels in the district, including residential, commercial, and Township 
owned parcels. The estimated assessments would range from $3,033 to $9,025. Meridian 
Township has three (3) parcels along Newton Road, which include the Newton Road Water 
Tower, Newton Road Park, and a Land Preservation parcel. Meridian Township's portion would 
be $23,022. 

Attached are resolutions 1 and 2. Resolution #1 calls for creation of a plan and cost estimate. 
Resolution #2 tentatively declares the Township Board's intention to make the public 
improvement and sets a date for a public hearing. 

Proposed Motion: 
"Move to approve Newton Road Public Road Improvements Special Assessment District 
No. 43 Resolution No. 1, and orders plans and an estimate of costs to be prepared; and 
move to tentatively approve Newton Road Public Road Improvements District No. 43 
Resolution No. 2, tentatively declaring the Township Board's intention to make the public 
road improvements: grade, gravel and pave Newton Road from Lake Lansing Road north 
approximately 500'and from Saginaw/BL-69/M-78 south approximately 500'; and sets the 
Public Hearing for August 4, 2015 for the purpose of hearing objections to the 
improvement and the special assessment district of Newton Road Public Road 
Improvement Special Assessment District No. 43." 

Attachments 

Township Board 
7-7-14 
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NEWTON PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 43 

RESOLUTION NO. 1 

At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian, Ingham County held 
at the Meridian Township Municipal Building, 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864-1198, Phone (517) 853-
4000, on Tuesday, July 7, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by--------------------
and supported by ________________ ~ 

WHEREAS, the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian, Ingham County, Michigan, 
acting on its own initiative, pursuant to Act 188, Public Acts of Michigan, 1954, as amended, deems it 
advisable and necessary for the public health, safety, and welfare of the Township and its inhabitants to make 
the following public road improvement: 

Grade, gravel and pave Newton Road, from Lake Lansing Road north approximately 500', and 
from Saginaw/BL-69/M-78 south approximately 500'; and 

WHEREAS, as a requirement of the Plat for Sierra Ridge Subdivisions, the developer is required to 
grade, gravel, and pave Newton Road along the Sierra Ridge property; and 

WHEREAS, Meridian Township would like to extend the public improvement of Newton Road, from 
Lake Lansing Road north to Saginaw/BL-69/M-78; and 

WHEREAS, Meridian Township would assess the adjacent properties of Newton Road (excluding 
Sierra Ridge Subdivisions) for the remaining portions of Newton Road not constructed by the developer, to 
service the proposed special assessment district area described as: (SEE ATTACHED PROPOSED 
ASSESSMENT ROLL) 

WHEREAS, the Township Board desires to proceed with this public road improvement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF THE CHARTER 
TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN, INGHAM COUNTY, MICHIGAN, AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The Township Chief Engineer is hereby ordered to prepare plans showing the improvements, the 
location thereof and estimates of the cost thereof, pursuant to the project as previously set forth in this 
resolution. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF INGHAM) 
I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Clerk of the Charter Township of Meridian, Ingham 

County, Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of proceedings taken 
by the Township Board at a regular meeting held on Tuesday, July 7, 2015. 

Brett Dreyfus, Township Clerk 



NEWTON ROAD PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 43 

RESOLUTION NO. 2 

At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian, Ingham 
County, held at the Meridian Township Municipal Building, 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 
48864-1198, Phone (517) 853-4000, on Tuesday, July 7, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by-----------------
and supported by _____________________ ~ 

WHEREAS, the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian deems it advisable 
and necessary for the public health, safety, and welfare of the Township and its inhabitants to 
construct the following described public road improvements: 

Grade, gravel and pave Newton Road, from Lake Lansing Road north approximately 500' 
and from Saginaw/BL-69/M-78 south approximately 500'; 

and to defray the cost thereof by special assessment against the properties specially benefited 
thereby; and 

WHEREAS, the developer is required to grade, gravel, and pave Newton Road along the 
Sierra Ridge Subdivisions property as a requirement of the plat; and is planning on paving in 
2015;and 

WHEREAS, the developer's paved portion would lead to unpaved portions of Newton 
Road at both ends, of approximately 500' each; and 

WHEREAS, the Township Board has caused to be prepared by the Township's Chief 
Engineer, plans showing the improvement and location thereof and an estimate of the cost 
thereof; in accordance with a resolution of the Township Board pursuant to Act 188, Public Acts of 
Michigan, 1954, as amended; and 

WHEREAS, the same has been received by the Township Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Township Board desires to proceed further with the improvements; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF THE 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN, INGHAM COUNTY, MICHIGAN, AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The plans showing the improvement and location thereof and an estimate of the 
cost thereof be filed with the Township Clerk and be available for public examination. 

2. The Township Board tentatively declares its intention to make the public road 
improvements previously listed in this resolution. 



Newton Road Public Road Improvement 
Special Assessment District No. 43 

Resolution No. 2 
Page2 

3. There is hereby tentatively designated a special assessment district against which 
the cost of said improvement is to be assessed, consisting of the lots and parcels of land 
described as: 

(SEE ATTACHED PROPOSED ASSESSMENT ROLL) 

4. The Township Board shall meet in the Meridian Township Municipal Building, 5151 
Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml on Tuesday, August 4, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. at which time and place the 
Township Board will hear objections to the improvement and to the special assessment district 
therefore. All objections must be filed in writing. 

5. The Township Clerk is hereby ordered to cause notice of such hearing and the fact 
that the Township Board is proceeding on its own initiative to be published twice prior to said 
hearing in a newspaper of general circulation in the Township, the first publication to be at least 
ten (10) days before the time of the hearing, and pursuant to Act 188, Public Acts of Michigan, 
1954, as amended, shall cause said notice to be mailed by first class mail to all record owners of, 
or parties in interest in, property in the special assessment district, at the addresses shown on the 
current tax records of the Township, at least ten ( 10) full days before the date of said hearing. 

6. Said notice shall be in substantially the following form: (see attached) 

7. All resolutions and parts of resolutions insofar as they conflict with the provisions of 
this resolution be and the same are hereby rescinded. 

ADOPTED: 

YEAS: 

NAYS: 
Resolution declared adopted. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Clerk of the Charter Township of Meridian, 
Ingham County, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of 
proceedings taken by the Township Board at a regular meeting held on Tuesday, July 7, 2015. 

Brett Dreyfus, Township Clerk 



NEWTON ROAD PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 43 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

TO THE RECORD OWNERS OF, OR PARTIES IN INTEREST IN, THE FOLLOWING 
PROPERTY CONSTITUTING THE PROPOSED SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT: 

(SEE ATTACHED PROPOSED ASSESSMENT ROLL) 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian, 
acting on its own initiative, pursuant to Act 188, Public Acts of Michigan, 1954, as amended, has 
determined to make the following described public road improvements: 

Grade, gravel and pave Newton Road, from Lake Lansing Road north approximately 500' 
and from Saginaw/BL-69/M-78 south approximately 500'; 

and to defray the cost thereof by special assessment against the properties specially benefited 
thereby. 

Plans and estimates have been prepared and are on file with the Township Clerk for public 
examination. 

TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the Township Board will meet Tuesday, August 4, 2015, at 
6:00 p.m. at the Meridian Township Municipal Building, 5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Michigan 
48864-1198, for the purpose of hearing objections to the improvement and the special 
assessment district therefore. The Township Board is also interested in hearing those that favor 
the proposed project. 

Appearance and protest at the hearing in the special a§,sessment proceedings is required in order 
to appeal the amount of the special assessment to the state tax tribunal. Your personal 
appearance at the hearing is not required, but you or your agent may appear in person at the 
hearing and protest the special assessment. To make an appearance and protest, you must file 
your written objections by letter or other writing with the Township Clerk before the close of this 
hearing. The owner or any person having an interest in the real property may file a written appeal 
of the special assessment with the state tax tribunal with 30 days after the confirmation of the 
special assessment roll if that person appeared and protested the special assessment at this 
hearing. 

The Township Board may proceed with the improvement and special assessment district unless 
written objections from owners of land constituting more than 20% of the total road frontage are 
filed with the Township board at or before the hearing. 

"FOR PURPOSES OF THIS HEARING, THE AMOUNT TO BE ASSESSED AGAINST YOUR 
PROPERTY IS ESTIMATED TO BE$ ______ _ 

Brett Dreyfus,Township Clerk 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 



NEWTON ROAD PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT #43 

ASSESSMENT ROLL 

Parcel # & Street Address/Legal Desc Property Owner Name & Address Proposed Special Assessment Amount 

3302-02-04-100-005 
M-78 & Newton 

Legal Desc 

MERIDIAN CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864 

M4-26-2 That pt of S 104 A. of NW% of Sec 4, S of Hwy M-78, on NW FRL % of FRL Sec 4, T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-252-004 
6276 Newton 

Legal Desc: 

NEWTON PROPERTY PARTNERSHIP 
2422 Jolly Rd, Ste. 200, Okemos, Ml 48864 

$5,385.00 

$5,385.00 

M4-22 that pt of SW% of NE% S of M-78 Hwy, exc beg at inter of cen line of E bound rdwy of M-78 state hwy & NS% line of Sec 4-N 59 deg 
40'E 300 ft- S 35 deg 44'30" W 433.44 ft to pt on NS % line of Sec 4 a distance of 200 ft from beg N 200 ft to beg also exc beg at inter of cen 
line of E bound rdwy of M-78 state hwy & cen line of Towner Rd-S 59 deg 40' W 300 ft S 72 deg 07'20" E to E 1/8 line of Sec 4 N along E 1/8 
line to cen line of Towner Rd W'ly along said cen line to beg - also except com at cen of Sec 4, S 88 deg 13' 47" E along E-W % line of Sec 4, 
1079.47 ft to pt of beg: N 01 deg 24'16" E 1156.35 ft to pt on S'ly R/W line of Hwy M-78, N 71 deg 57' 55" E along said R/W line 231.81 ft, S 
01 deg 24'16" W 1234.90 ft to pt on E-W % line of Sec 4, N 88 deg 13'47" W 218.60 ft along said E-W % line to pt of beg, Sec 4, T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-327-005 
Newton 

Legal Desc 
MP 1840, Lot 3, Mitchell Acres 

3302-02-04-327-006 
M-78 

Legal Desc: 
MP 1843, N Yz of Lot 6, Mitchell Acres 

L LEE HAMMOND 
5834 M-99, Dimondale, Ml 48821 

AHSAN & IFFAT SUMBAL 
4232 Sugar Maple, Okemos, Ml 48864 

3302-02-04-327-007 AHSAN & IFFAT SUMBAL 
6217 Newton 4232 Sugar Maple, Okemos, Ml 48864 

Legal Desc 
MP 1843-1, MP 1844, S Yz of Lot 6 & Lot 7, Entire Mitchell Acres 

1 

$4,082.00 

$3,458.00 

$3,984.00 



NEWTON ROAD PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT #43 

ASSESSMENT ROLL 

Parcel # & Street Address/Legal Desc Property Owner Name & Address Proposed Special Assessment Amount 
3302-02-04-327-008 JEHOVAH WITNESSES CONGREG 

2231 M-78 6003 Harvey St, Haslett, Ml 48840 $3,030.00 
Legal Desc: 
MP 1838 & 1829, Lots 1 & 2, Mitchell Acres 

3302-02-04-328-001 
M-78 

Legal Desc: 

MERIDIAN CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864 

$9,029.00 

M4-28 Beg on N-S % line at pt N 1 deg 40'1 O"E 1323.0 ft from S % car of Sec 4, N 88 deg 19' 04"W 1335.13 ft along N line of SE % of SW% 
to E line of W Y2 of SW% of Sec 4, N 1 deg 13'20"E 394.19 ft along said E line to SE'ly R/W line of M-78 Hwy, said R/W line being 70 ft SE'ly 
of cen line of E bound lanes, measured perpendicular to said cen line, N 34 deg 06' E 133.46 ft along said R/W line to S'ly line of Mitchell 
Acres Plat, S 88 deg 18' 08" E 1266.63 ft along said S'ly line to said N & S % line, S 1 deg 40' 10" W 506.5 ft to P.O.B. on SW% of Sec 4, 
T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-376-005 ANGELA M. MCGUIRE $3,743.00 
6024 Newton 6024 Newton Road, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

Legal Desc: 
M4-42-1 Com in N & S % line at pt 187 ft N of S % post-W 177 ft- N 210 ft- E 177 ft-S 210 ft to beg on SW% of Sec 4, T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-376-006 EDWARD F CLAYTON & SUSAN LUKS $3,333.00 
2292 Lake Lansing 2292 Lake Lansing Road, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

Legal Desc: 
M4-42 S 397 ft of E 464 ft of SE% of SW% of Sec 4 exc com 187 ft N of S % post, W 177 ft N 210 ft E 177 ft-S to beg Sec 4,T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-376-007 
Newton & Lake Lansing 

Legal Desc: 

EYDE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
P.O. Box 4218, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

$4,742.00 

M4-42-2 SE% of SW% exc. S 397 ft of E 464 ft Thereof on SW% of Sec 4, T4N, R1W. exc beg on S Ii of Sec 4 at pt 464 ft N 88 deg 20' W of 
S % car of Sec 4 N 88 deg 20'W 200 ft on S line of Sec 4 N 01 deg 40' 1 O" E 233 ft S 88 deg 20' E 200 ft S 01 deg 40' 1 O" W 233 ft to Beg & 
also exc beg on N & S % Ii of Sec 4 at pt 397 ft N01 deg 40'1 O" E of S % car of Sec 4 N 88 deg 20'W 233 ft N01 deg 40'1 O" E 200 ft S 88 deg 
20' E 233 ft S 01 deg 40'1 O" W 200 ft on N & S % Ii of Sec 4 to Beg & also exc beg on S Hof Sec 4 at pt 1124.8 ft N 88 deg 20' W of S % cor 
of Sec 4 N 88 deg 20' W 200 ft on S Ii of Sec 4 to SW car of SE% of SW cor of Sec 4 N 01 deg 13' 20" E 233 ft on W line of SE% of SW% of 
Sec 4 S 88 deg 20' E 200 ft S O 1 deg 13'20" W233 ft to Beg Sec 4 T 4N R 1 W. Exe beg on N-S In at pt N 1 deg 40' 1 O" E 863 ft from the S % 
cor of Sec 4 th parallel with the N In of SE % of SW % N 88 deg 19' 04" W 500 ft th parallel with the N-S % In N 1 deg 40' 1 O" E 460 ft to N In 
of said SE% of SW 1/4, Th alg N In S 88 deg 19' 04" E 500 ft to N-S % In th S 1 deg 40' 10" W 460 ft to beg Sec 4 T4N, R1W. 

2 



NEWTON ROAD PUBLIC ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT #43 

ASSESSMENT ROLL 

Parcel # & Street Address/Legal Desc Property Owner Name & Address Proposed Special Assessment Amount 

3302-02-04-376-008 
Newton 

Legal Desc: 

EYDE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 
P.O. Box 4218, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

$8,200.00 

M4-42-2-4 That pt of the SE % of SW % of Sec 4, Beg on N-S % line at a pt N 1 deg 40' 1 O"E 863 ft from the S % cor of Sec 4 th parallel with 
the N line of SE % of the SW % N 88 deg 19'04" W 500 ft th parallel with the N-S % line N 1 deg 40' 1 O"E 460 ft to N line of said SE % of SW 
%, th alg N line S 88 deg 19'04"E 500 ft to N-S % line, th S 1 deg 40'10"W 460 ft to Beg Sec 4, T4N, R1W, Meridian Township. 

3302-02-04-376-009 EYDE CONSTRUCTION CO $1,783.00 
Newton P.O. Box 4218, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

Legal Desc: 
M4-42-2-2-1 Beg on the N-S % line of Sec 4 at a pt 397 ft, N 01 deg 40'1 O" E of S % corner of Sec 4, th N 88 deg 20' W 233 ft, th N 01 deg 
40'1 O" E, 200 ft; th S 88 deg 20' E, 233 ft; th S 01 deg 40' 1 O" W, 200 ft on the N-S % line of Sec 4 to pt of beg exc the S Yz, Sec 4, T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-376-010 MIKE & ARVILLA BATEMAN $1,783.00 
6031 Newton 6031 Newton Road, East Lansing, Ml 48823 

Legal Desc: 
M 4-42-2-2 Beg on the N-S % line of said Sec 4 at a pt 397 ft, N 01 deg 40' 1 O" E of S % cor of Sec 4, th N 88 deg 20' W, 233 ft; th N 01 deg 
40'1 O"E, 200 ft; th S 88 deg 20 min. E 233 ft; th S 01 deg 40 min 10 Sec W, 200 ft on the N-S % line of Sec 4 to pt of beg. exc the N Yz, Sec 4, 
T4N, R1W. 

3302-02-04-400-003 
6025 Newton 

Legal Desc: 

MERIDIAN CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
5151 Marsh Road, Okemos, Ml 48864 

$8,608.00 

M4-44-1-2 Beg at S % cor of Sec 4, th E along Sec line 482.9 ft, th N at rt angles to sec line 520 ft, th W pll to Sec line 481.6 ft to N & S % sec 
line, th S along% sec line 520 ft to pt of beg, Sec 4, T4N, R1W. 

TOTAL $66,545.00 

3 



11-A 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

13-A 
Township Board 

Mark Kieselbach 
Director of Community lanning and Development 

Martha Wyatt 
Associate Planner/Landsc 

July 1, 2015 

MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Development) request to develop a mixed use· 
planned unit development at 2655 Grand River Avenue 

Campus Village Development has submitted a proposal to establish a mixed use planned unit 
development (MUPUD) on the property located southwest of the intersection of Grand River 
Avenue and Park Lake Road. The site, addressed as 2655 Grand River Avenue, consists of three 
parcels and is currently known as Meridian Pointe. The existing commercial development was 
approved as a shopping center in 1997 under Special Use Permit #96141, with three building 
sites, for a total of 107,500 square feet. Foods for Living, State of Fitness, and a Salvation Army 
store occupy the existing multitenant building. The third building pad, west of the Salvation Army 
store is vacant. The proposed MUPUD combines the existing retail building with new multiple 
family housing and mixed use buildings, which will occupy the entire 12.65 acre site. The site is 
zoned C-2 (Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of the Township. 

The project, called 'The Avenue on Grand River", includes the construction of 10 multi-story 
buildings plus the existing retail building. Eight apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings 
are proposed and are designated as Block 1, 2, and 3 on the plans. One mixed use building offers 
retail space on the first floor and apartment units on floors two through four (Block 1). The second 
mixed use building has an on-site busines.s center/entrepreneurial hub on the first floor and 
apartment units on floors two through three (Block 2). A clubhouse/community center is located 
on the first floor of one of the apartment buildings (Block 2). Block 3 consists of four, 3-story 
apartment buildings arranged around a central courtyard. Block 4 is the existing retail building. 
Amenities are provided throughout the development and are intended to benefit the residents and 
the public. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 11, 2015 for MUPUD #15014. Based on 
the discussion at the public hearing the applicant revised the plans (dated May 27, 2015) which 
were reviewed by the Planning Commission at their June 8, 2015 regular meeting. 
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At the meeting the Planning Commission noted several concerns about the project, including the 
following: a lack of buffering between the adjoining industrially zoned properties on Dawn Avenue 
and the apartments on the subject site (in Block 2 and 3); a portion of the proposed amenities are 
not designated for use by the public; the number of apartment units should be reduced and more 
greenspace should be provided; traffic issues; the proposed impervious surface coverage (81 %) 
exceeds the maximum allowed coverage for C-2 zoning (70%); the number of proposed parking 
spaces is considerably less that the number of required parking spaces; and some type of barrier 
should be provided between the apartment building and the railroad tracks, located south of the 
subject site. 

At the June 8, 2015 Planning Commission meeting, a resolution to approve MUPUD #15014 was 
offered. The motion to approve failed in a vote of 1-5. 

Since June 8, 2015 meeting, the applicant has provided revised site plans, dated June 22, 2015 
and revised building elevations dated June 23, 2015. Revisions to the site plans are summarized 
in the letter from Jeff Kyes, KEBS, Inc., dated June 22, 2015. The layout of the site and number of 
buildings remains generally the sam~ with some design changes, as follows: buildings in Block 3 
have been reduced in size (east to west), thus reducing the square footage of the buildings; the 
number of dwelling units has been reduced from 222 to 198 dwelling units (apartments); 
landscaped areas have been added between the west property line and the parking areas 
adjacent to Block 2 and 3, ranging from 10 to 12 feet in width; existing vegetation along the west 
property line is proposed to be preserved; impervious surface coverage has been decreased from 
81 % to 79.43% (using all landscaped areas, including parking islands that are smaller than 20 
feet by 20 feet in size); the number of parking spaces has been reduced from 545 to 524 spaces; 
canopy trees have been added along Grand River Avenue and within the site; a detail drawing of 
the protection wall has been provided (to be located along the southwest corner of the subject 
site, as a barrier between the buildings and the railroad); and public art has been added as an 
amenity (by the bus stop on Grand River Avenue). 

The applicant has provided a communication from Harold Sebastian, Dynamic Railroad 
Consulting, which discusses federal and railroad requirements regarding safe building clearance 
distances and usage of a crash wall structure in instances where a building is located near 
railroad tracks. 

An updated parking analysis has also been provided by the applicant which compares standard 
parking requirements and anticipated parking needs for the proposed mixed use project. 

Based on the revised plans, the residential portion of the project is approximately 157,602 square 
feet, with 198 apartment units and 400 beds. Approximately 9,473 square feet of new retail space 
is proposed in the mixed use building (Block 1). In combination with the existing retail space 
(54,547 square feet), approximately 64,202 square feet of retail space is provided. The applicant 
has indicated some office space may be available to the public in the business 
center/entrepreneurial hub (Block 2) via membership, lease, or other means. The combined total 
of all buildings (existing and proposed) is approximately 227,748 gross square feet. The 
proposed density is 16 dwelling units per acre (198 dwelling units over 12.65 acres). The 
combined total of existing and proposed off-street parking spaces is 524 spaces. Bicycle 
spaces are provided in the amount of 225 spaces. 
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Amenities include an outdoor fitness park and outdoor gathering spaces for residents and the 
public; public bus stop and shelter on Grand River Avenue; dog park for use by the residents and 
the public; covered bicycle parking; clubhouse/community center; recreational resources 
(swimming pool, gazebos, and courtyards); pocket parks; entrepreneurial hub/business center; 
sidewalk planters, balconies; public pedestrian pathway along the south side of the property line; 
LED light fixtures for outdoor lighting; and public art by the public bus stop. 

Questions arose at the June 8, 2015 meeting regarding residential (residential building or use) 
being located adjacent to an Industrial (I) zoning district. The subject site is zoned C-2 
(Commercial) and abuts Industrial (I) along the west property line, in the vicinity of Block 2 and 3, 
which are comprised of one, two, and four bedroom apartment units. Standards applicable to the 
Industrial (I) zoning district are outlined in Section 86-435 of the Code of Ordinances, where the 
minimum required building setback is 100 feet (side and rear yard) where Industrial (I) is adjacent 
to a residential district zone line. 

The proposed proj1?ct is located in a commercial district (C-2) and is being reviewed under the 
mixed use planned unit development ordinance (Section 86-440). Standards for the underlying 
zoning district can be waived as part of the review of a mixed use project. The required side 
and rear yard setback for a structure in C,-2 is 15 feet, where adjacent to the same or other 
nonresidential zoning district. 

Based on the submitted plans for The Avenue, the apartment building in the northwest corner of 
Block 2, is located approximately 72 feet from the Industrial (I) district zone line (west property 
line). The apartment buildings in Block 3 are located approximately 87 feet from the Industrial 
{I) district zone line. 

A special use permit (SUP #15051) is also required for a group of buildings greater than 25,000 
square feet in gross floor area which is being processed concurrently with MUPUD #15014. 

Township Board Options 

The Township Board may approve, approve with conditions, or deny MUPUD #15014. A 
resolution will be provided for consideration at a future meeting. 

Copies of staff memorandums and minutes of the Planning Commission's meetings are 
attached. 

Attachments 
1. Staff memorandums dated May 8, 2015 and June 5, 2015 
2. Parking Analysis, prepared by Campus Village Communities, dated June 18, 2015 
3. Communication from Jeff Kyes, KEBS, Inc. dated June 22, 2015 
4. Planning Commission minutes dated May 11, 2015 (public hearing) and June 8, 2015 
5. Communications 
6. Revised Building Elevations, prepared by Progressive AE, dated June 23, 2015 
7. Site plans (Cover Sheet and Amenities Plan), prepared by KESS, Inc. dated May 27, 2015 
8. Revised site plans prepared by KESS, Inc, dated June 22, 2015 

g:\commun ping & dev\plng\mixed use planned unit development\2015\mupud 15014 (The Avenue)\staff 
reports\mupudTB 1 



Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 
(Campus Village Development) 

APPLICANT: 

STATUS OF APPLICANT 

REQUEST: 

CURRENT ZONING: 

LOCATION: 

AREA OF SUBJECT SITE: 

EXISTING LAND USE: 

FUTURE LAND USE: 

EXISTING LAND USES 
IN AREA: 

CURRENT ZONING IN AREA: 

1 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP: 

May 8, 2015 

Campus Village Development 
919 West University Drive Suite 700 
Rochester, Ml 48307 

Option to purchase 

Construct a mixed use planned unit development project 

· C-2 (Commercial) 

2655 Grand River Avenue 

Approximately 12.65 acres 

Shopping Center 

Commercial 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

Commercial 
Residential 
Residential 
Industrial 

C-2 (Commercial) 
RAA (Single Family, Low Density) 
RAA (Single Family, Low Density) 
I (Industrial) 

Commercial 
Residential (1.25-3.5 DU/A) 
Residential (1.25-3.5 DU/A) 
Industrial 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Planning Commission 

~wr'f= 
Associate Planner/Landscape Architect 

May 8, 2015 

MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Development) request to develop a mixed use 
planned unit development at 2655 Grand River Avenue 

Campus Village Development, prospective property owner, has submitted a proposal to establish 
a mixed use planned unit development (MUPUD) on the property located southwest of the 
intersection of Grand River Avenue and Park Lake Road. The site, addressed as 2655 Grand 
River Avenue, consists of three parcels and is currently known as Meridian Pointe. The existing 
commercial development was approved as a shopping center in 1997 under Special Use Permit 
#96141, with three buildiRg sites, for a total of 107,500 square feet. Foods for Living, State of 
Fitness, and a Salvation Army store occupy the existing multitenant building for a total of 54,547 
square feet. The third building pad, west of the Salvation Army store is vacant The proposed 
MUPUD combines the existing retail building with new multiple family housing and mixed use 
buildings, which will occupy the entire 12.65 acre site. The site is zoned C-2 (Commercial) and is 
located in Section 20 of the Township. 

The project, called "The Avenue on Grand River" includes the construction of 1 O new multi-story 
buildings plus the existing retail building. Eight apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings 
(retail and residential units) are proposed and include a clubhouse/community center and an on­
site business center (entrepreneurial hub). The 222 residential units include one, two, and four 
bedroom configurations with a total of 412 beds. The residential portion of the project is 
approximately 166,066 square feet. Approximately 8,865 square feet of new retail is proposed in 
the mixed use building: In combination with the existing retail space (54,547 square feet), 
approximately 63,412 square feet of retail space is provided. · 

The proposed amenities include an outdoor fitness park and outdoor gathering spaces for 
residents and the public; public bus stop and shelter on Grand River Avenue; dog park for use by 
the residents and the public; covered bicycle parking; clubhouse/community center; recreational 
resources (swimming pool, gazebos, courtyards); pocket parks; entrepreneurial hub/business 
center; sidewalk planters, balconies; and LED light fixtures for outdoor lighting. Additional 
amenities will be discussed in the Staff Analysis section of this memorandum. 

Based on the Cover Sheet information the gross floor area of all buildings, existing and proposed, 
is approximately 235,640 square feet. A special use permit (SUP #15051) is also required for 
buildings greater than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area; it is being processed concurrently 
with the MUPUD. The Planning Commission will make recommendations to the Township Board 
on both requests.' 
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FUTURE LAND USE MAP 

The properties in the project area are designated on the Future Land Use Map from the 2005 
Master Plan as Commercial. 

ZONING MAP 
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The entire project area is located in the C-2 (Commercial) zoning district. The C-2 zoning district 
requires a minimum lot area of 4,000 square feet and 100 feet of lot width. At approximately 12.65 
acres, the subject site exceeds the minimum lot area and also exceeds the lot width with 
approximately 603 total feet of frontage along Grand River Avenue (includes all 3 parcels). 

Physical Features 

The subject site was originally developed for a shopping center in 1997 as approved under 
Special Use Permit #96141. The final building pad west of the Salvation Army store has been 
vacant for the last 17 years. Parking, landscaped areas, and two detention ponds were installed 
as part of the original development. A grassy area designated for future parking spaces is located 
east of the western entrance drive. A Natural Features Study was not required for the proposed 
project as the site is already developed. 

Floodplain 

The project area is located near the Red Cedar River, which has both floodplain fringe and 
floodway. Floodplain areas appear to be limited to the banks of the river in this area and seem not 
to extend onto the project site. 

Wetlands 
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The wetland map is intended only as a guide. The wetland area along the southern portion of the 
subject site was reviewed under · previous applications associated with the shopping center 
(Rezoning #95130 and Special Use Permit #96141). It was determined at that time the wetland 
(Township Wetland #20-5) was located in a ditch in the railroad right-of-way and was too small to 
be regulated. · 

Soils 

The following chart summarizes soil information for the site: 
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SOIL ASSOCIATION SEVERE BUILDING SITE 
LIMITATIONS 

Urban Land Capac-Colwood Severe: ponding; wetness 
Urban Land Marlette Slight limitations 

Ceresco Severe: flooding; wetness 
Source: Soil Survey of Ingham County, Michigan, 1992. 

Greenspace Plan 

The Township Greenspace Plan shows the southwest corner of the site as a "Priority 
Conservation Corridor" (PCC). A PCC is a network of ecologically significant open spaces. In this 
case the PCC is associated with off-site areas where the Red Cedar River, associated floodplain, 
and wetlands are shown. An Off-Road Pathway is shown along the south property line of the · 
subject site. 

The Township Greenspace Plan, like the Township Wetland Map, is a guide; it is not intended 
to serve as a detailed map at the parcel level. Instead it should be used as a general guide in 
determining where certain features could be located such as the Off-Road Pathway or Priority 
Conservation Corridors. 
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Streets and Traffic 

Grand River Avenue provides access to the site via two existing driveways; the eastern driveway 
aligns with Park Lake Road which is a signalized intersection; and the western driveway is a stop­
controlled driveway and aligns with Sparrow Urgent Care, on the north side of Grand River 
Avenue (2682 Grand River Avenue). The western driveway provides the only access to parking 
associated with Denny's Restaurant (2701 Grand River Avenue). 

Grand River Avenue is four lanes with a center turn lane; it is classified as a Principal Arterial in 
the 2005 Master Plan. The posted speed limit is 45 MPH and the roadway is under the 
jurisdiction of the Michigan Department of Transportation (MOOT). A traffic count taken in 2013 
by MOOT between Hamilton Road and Brookfield Street indicates an average of 28,000 
vehicles traveled Grand River Avenue in a 24 hour period (Average Daily Traffic or ADT). An 
average of 7,468 vehicles traveled Park Lake Road in a 24 hour period between Grand River 
Avenue and M,msfield Drive per the 2008 Ingham County Road Department (ICRD) traffic 
count. Northwind Drive, located approximately 900 feet west of the subject site, forms a T­
intersection at Grand River Avenue and is signalized. Traffic count information for Northwind 
Drive was not available from the ICRD. 

The applicant's Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Fleis and Vandenbrink, dated April 13, 2015, 
studied the following intersections: Grand River Avenue (M-43) and Park Lake Road; M-43 and 
Denny's Restaurant driveway (2701 Grand River Avenue), which is the western driveway of 
subject site; and M-43 and Northwind Drive. The study provides level of service (LOS) analysis 
at three intersections for current, background, and future traffic during the AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 
AM) and PM (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak weekday hours. 

Trip generation for future traffic is provided and is based on data from the Trip Generation 
Manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 9th Edition and the Trip 
Generation Handbook 2nd Edition. Using ITE Land Use Codes 220 (Apartment) and 820 
(Shopping Center), approximately 1 ,820 ATD are projected. The AM peak hour generates121 
total trips (28 trips in and 93 trips out). Afternoon peak hour traffic generates 161 total trips (101 
trips in and 60 trips out). These figures represent the combined totals for the apartment and 
retail uses, as summarized in Table 5. 

Under future conditions the report notes the northbound right turn movement will operate at a 
LOS of E and eastbound through movement will operate at a LOS of F during the PM peak 
period at the intersection of M-43 and Park Lake Road. Southbound right turn movement at M-
43 and Park Lake Road will continue to operate a LOS of E during both AM and PM peak 
periods. The study suggests a northbound right turn overlap phase and minor signal timing 
adjustments be made at the M-43/Park Lake Road intersection in ord_er to improve movements 
at that intersection. Per the study, it is anticipated long vehicle delays will continue to occur at 
the subject site's west access driveway (stop-controlled site western driveway) for northbound 
traffic in the PM peak period. 

The Township's Traffic Consultant reviewed the traffic study and recently visited the site, 
observing traffic volumes at the west access driveway adjacent to Denny's Restaurant (2701 
Grand River). He noted concerns regarding future traffic entering the driveway from the west 
( 100 vehicles) and east (22 vehicles), along with traffic trying to exit the site. 
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In his opinion, the western driveway should be used solely for Denny's Restaurant and traffic 
associated with The Avenue should use the signalized eastern driveway at Park Lake Road and 
Grand River Avenue. 

Bus Route 1, Capital Area Transportation Authority (CATA) runs along Grand River Avenue from 
the capital to Meridian Mall. A bus stop is currently located on the south side of Grand River 
Avenue, near Kildea Kar Kare (2649 Grand River Avenue) for eastbound travel. For westbound 
travel a CATA bus stop is located on the north side of Grand River Avenue between 2682 
(Sparrow Urgent Care) and 2660 Grand River (Art Van Pure Sleep). As an amenity, the applicant 
is proposing to relocate the bus stop and add a bus shelter north of Block 1 .on Grand River 
Avenue. The location may be subject to review and approval from other entities such as CATA 
and MOOT. 

The applicant's traffic study was sent to MOOT however comments were not received prior to the 
completion of this memorandum 

Utilities 

The Department of Public Works and Engineering has indicated municipal water and sanitary 
sewer are available to serve the site. Looping of the watermain may be required and will be 
reviewed in more detail during site plan review. The site plan shows a schematic layout· for 
stormwater management which includes filling in approximately 2/3 of the existing detention basin 
in the southwest corner of the site to create parking areas. A more thorough stormwater plan 
including calculations will be required during site plan review. Review and approval from the 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner's office may also be required. 

The applicant sent copies of the development plans to the Ingham County Drain Commissioner's 
office (ICDC) for their review. Written comments from the ICDC were not been provided prior to 
the completion of this memorandum. 

Staff Analysis 
As background information, approval of the original shopping center (Special Use Permit #96141) 
included a condition that restaurants be prohibited from locating on the site through a deed 
restriction. A copy of the deed restriction was not found in the files. A parking deferral was 
approved by the Township Board as part of SUP #96141 for the deferment of the construction of 
30 parking spaces. Currently this area is lawn and is located east of the western entrance drive, 
approximately where Block 1 is proposed. 

The proposed project is a request to establish a mixed use planned unit development (MUPUD), 
at the existing shopping center. The project includes the existing multitenant retail building and 
associated parking and ten new buildings, parking and site amenities. The existing and proposed 
buildings are designated as blocks on the plans, as described below: 

Block 1: Mixed use, 4-story building with approximately 8,865 gross square feet of retail on 
the ground floor and 27 apartment units on floors 2 through 4. 
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Block 2: 

Block 3: 

Block 4: 

Five, 3-story buildings. Four detached buildings are set in a quadrangle format with 
an interior courtyard. The clubhouse/community center (3,730 square feet) is 
located on first floor of the northern building. The courtyard offers recreational 
resources (swimming pool, gazebo, grill bar) and covered bicycle parking. 

The fifth building is a 3-story mixed use building, located on the west side of 
existing retail building. The mixed use and existing retail building are not physically 
attached but appear as such. The entrepreneurial hub/business center (1,615 
square feet) is located on the first floor and apartment units are located on floors 2 
and 3. A combined total of 110 apartment units are provided in Block 2 

Four, 3-story (detached) buildings are set in a quadrangle configuration with an 
interior courtyard. The courtyard provides gathering spaces, grill bar, and bicycle 
parking. A total of 84 apartment units are located on floors 1 through 3. 

Existing retail building with three tenants totaling approximately 54,547 square feet 
of retail space. 

The combined total of retail space of existing retail space (54,547 sq. ft.) and proposed retail 
space (8,865 sq. ft.) is approximately 63,412 square feet. The 222 apartments total 
approximately 166,066 square feet. Other areas such as the business center, 
clubhouse/community center and maintenance areas sum up to an additional 6, 126 square 
feet. The combined total of all buildings (existing and proposed) is approximately 235,640 gross 
square feet. · 

I 
Different apartment options are offered with 1-bedroom (392 square feet), 2-bedroom (924 
square feet), and 4-bedroom (1,215 square feet) units. Sample floor plans are provided. 

The MUPUD ordinance generally waives the standard requirements for lot size, yards, frontage 
requirements, building, parking, wetland setbacks, maximum impervious surface regulations, 
and type and size. of dwelling unit, provided the purpose and intent of the ordinance are 
incorporated into the overall development plan. The MUPUD ordinance provides flexibility for 
the Planning Commission and Township Board to set appropriate standards during the review 
process (Section 86-440(f)(1)). 

The following waivers are assumed: 

Impervious Surface 
C-2 zoned sites may be up to 70 percent impervious. The proposed impervious coverage is 
approximately 78.86 percent. 

Loading and Unloading space 
A dedicated loading and unloading space is required for every building with over 500 square 
feet of gross floor area (Section 86-721(b.)). The plans indicate loading/unloading spaces along 
the south side of the existing retail building however a loading space is not provided near the 
proposed mixed use building in Block 1. 
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Parking 
Per Section 86-755, the standard motor vehicle parking requirements for commercial uses and 
multiple-family uses are as follows: 

Motor Vehicle Parking: 
Multiple-Family Use 

Shopping center 

2 spaces for each dwelling unit plus 25% for future 
parking 

4 to 4% spaces per 1,000 gross square feet 
(Between 25,000-400,000 sq. ft.) 

A typical 222 multiple family housing project would be required to construct 444 parking spaces 
and reserve an area where 111 additional parking spaces could be constructed if the need arose 
(555 parking total spaces). 

Parking for a shopping center with approximately 63,412 gross square feet of retail space 
(existing and proposed) would require a minimum of 254 and a maximum of 286 parking spaces. 
The proposed project would require a combined total of 809 parking spaces (residential plus retail 
uses). The plan shows 533 parking spaces thus the site is short 376 parking spaces using the 
traditional parking standards. Approximately 301 parking spaces are located near the proposed 
apartment and mixed use buildings. The number of required motor vehicle parking spaces could 
be reduced up to 10% (81 parking _spaces) when bicycle parking is provided. A reduction of one 
motor vehicle parking space is allowed for every two bicycle parking spaces provided on-site, but 
no more than 10% of the required number of motor vehicle parking spaces (Section 86-760). 

Parking Design Standards 
Parking design standards for required landscaped buffers are outlined in Section 86-756(14). 
Where adjoining the same or. other nonresidential district a 15 foot wide landscape buffer is 
required between the parking area or its associated internal access or service drives: The 
following table summarizes the proposed setbacks: 

Parking 

Landscaping 

Standard 
Setback 

15 feet 

Proposed 
Setback (nearest point) 

North: 5 feet 
South: 2.0 feet 
East: 6.4 feet 
West: 0.75 feet 

Landscaping should generally comply with the provisions of the Code of Ordinances per Section 
86-440(f)(4) of the MUPUD ordinance. Section 86-758 outlines the typical landscape requirements 
for off-street parking areas including: landscaped islands at least 10 feet in width, a minimum of 
200 square feet of interior landscaping for every ten parking spaces and two interior canopy trees 
per ten parking spaces. A preliminary landscape plan has been provided for the proposed 
development (areas related to Block 1-3) however information on the existing landscaping is not 
provided. -
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Regarding the proposed landscaping, the plans do not provide the required square footage of 
interior landscaping nor the required number of interior canopy trees as outlined in Section 86-758 
(Landscaping). Street trees (Section 86-473) are not shown on the plan however the applicant has 
explained to staff street trees will be provided along the frontage of the site and thus a waiver is 
not required. 

Design Standards-General Restrictions 
The design standards in the MUPUD ordinance states residential l:lses shall be located as far 
as possible from railroad tracks (Section 86-440(f)(1)c.). If using the standard outlined in 
Section 86-470, a 175 foot setback from a railroad right-of-way is typically required. The plans 
note the southeast corner of the southern building in Block 3 is approximately 71 feet from 
railroad right-of-way. A portion of the eastern building and all of the southern building in Block 3 
are located within 175 feet of the railroad right-of-way. 

Architectural design 
Section 86-440(f)(2)b.2. of the MUPUD ordinance states that buildings wider than 50 feet shall be 
divided into increments of not more than 50 feet through articulation of the fa9ade. Scaled building 
elevations have not been provided, however it appears this standard has not been met for the 
apartment buildings in Block 2 and 3. 

The following information summarizes the project's compliance with other MUPUD ordinance 
standards and standards for development in the C-2 district. 

Location. The project site is zoned C-2 (Commercial). Any use permitted by right or by special 
use permit in the underlying zoning as well as residential uses, is permitted in the MUPUD. 

Uses and Density. Single- and multiple-family uses are allowed up to a density of 14 dwelling 
units per acre when a site is being redeveloped for a use permitted by right or by special use 
permit in the underlying district and on the same parcel of land (Section 86-440(c)(2)c.). The 
plan shows a total of 222 residential units spread over approximately 12.65 acres, resulting in an 
overall residential density of approximately 17 dwelling units per acre (du/a). The maximum 
density for a redevelopment MUPUD may be increased to no more than 18 du/a when a project 
offers four or more additional unique and extraordinary amenities. The applicant has provided 
more than four amenities. 

Amenities. One or more amenities are required for every MUPUD project and should represent 
multiple categories from the list: Conservation; Environment; Accessibility; Parks, Recreation and 
Culture; Social Interaction; and Site and Building Design. Guidelines for acceptable amenities are 
found in Section 86-440(e)(2) of the MUPUD ordinance. 

The site plan lists the following amenities grouped by category in Sheet 5: 

1. Conservation: LED site lighting-all exterior lights. 
2. Environment: Site recycling of trash. 
3. Accessibility: Relocate bus stop near the western entrance driveway; Foot and bicycle 

pathways connecting to the Township pathway system; covered bicycle storage on-site. 
4. Parks: Public recreation resources-fitness park; dog park. 
5. Social Interaction: outdoor gathering resourced-pocket parks; seating plazas visible to the 

street; private courtyards; public internet; bus stop. 
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6. Site and building design: underground utilities; upper floor balconies; sidewalk planters; 
consolidation of multiple parcels into one facility. 

Building Height. The maximum building height for a MUPUD project is 45 feet. The height of the 
mixed use building in Block 1 is 45'-6" to the parapet wall. This building has a flat roof which is 2-3 
feet below the top of the parapet wall so the actual building height is less than 45 feet. The height 
of the mixed use building (has a flat roof) in Block 2 is 45'-5" to the parapet wall. The apartment 
buildings in Block 2 and 3 have peaked roofs and the building height for each building is 38'-2". 

Building materials. Sample building materials will be provided at the public hearing. Per the 
building elevations, the exterior finish materials will include brick, round face/CMU concrete block, 
fiber cement lap and shake siding, and clear anodized aluminum storefront system on the mixed 
use buildings and the north fa9ade of the clubhouse/community center building. Asphalt shingles 
are proposed for the roofing on the apartment buildings. 

Railings, benches, trash receptacles, or bicycle racks. Accessory items shall be of commercial 
. quality and complement the building design and style, per Section 86-440(f)(2)b.5. Bicycle racks 
are planned however examples of designs and materials have not been provided for 
consideration. 

Two 2-stall dumpster enclosures are shown however elevation drawings of the enclosures and 
have not been provided. 

Bicycle Parking: 1 bicycle parking space for every 
10 motor vehicle parking spaces required 
(not less than 2, not more than 50) 

MUPUD Section 86-440(f)(3)d. states bicycle parking shall be separated from automobile parking 
in visible locations. The site plan shows 189 bicycle racks (378 bicycle parking spaces) scattered 
throughout the new development area including covered bicycle parking in the interior courtyards 
of Block 2 and 3. 

Location of parking areas. The MUPUD ordinance encourages parking to be located on the side 
or rear of a building, per Section 86-440(f)(3)c. and the site plan is generally in compliance. 

Lighting. The MUPUD ordinance indicates site lighting shall comply with the Outdoor Lighting 
Ordinance, Section 38-371 and street lrghting intended to provide illumination for pedestrians on 
the sidewalk shall not exceed 15 feet in height. A photometric plan and examples of light fixtures 
have not been submitted. LED light poles are labeled on the site plans. 

Signs. A sign program is generally required as part of the MUPUD application showing the style, 
size, number and location of signs, as outlined in Section 86-440(f)(6) of the ordinance. The 
Director of Community Planning and Development may be authorized to approve the entire sign 
program, or any part of the sign program, as part of the site plan review process. A formal sign 
program has not been submitted however individual wall signs are shown on the elevation 
drawings for the proposed retail tenant spaces. The site has two existing freestanding signs, one 
at each entrance drive. The signs have slots available for new tenant signage. 
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Sidewalks. 
Sidewalk standards are outlined in Section 86-440(f)(7). In general sidewalks should be a 
minimum of five feet in width. Seven foot wide sidewalks are required when a sidewalk is located 
immediately adjacent to an off-street parking area or when it is part of the Township's 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Pathway system. The existing 7-foot wide Pedestrian/Bicycle pathway along 
Grand River Avenue is shown on the site plan. Internal circulation is provided via 5-foot wide 
sidewalks around the proposed buildings with connections to the existing internal sidewalks. 
Stripped crosswalks are provided in various locations in the parking areas . 

. A pocket park with paver patio and connecting sidewalk from the pathway on Grand River Avenue 
into the subject site are proposed. This is located near the western driveway and the relocated 
bus stop. 

The Township Pedestrian/Bicycle Pathway Master Plan shows a cross country pathway south of 
the Grand Trunk Western Railroad tracks. The railroad and right-of-way parallels the south 
property line of the subject site. In reviewing the plans, the Township Engineering Department has 
expressed a preference that the cross country pathway be located within the subject site and be 
constructed as part of the MUPUD project. 

Other 
The Township Development Review Committee review\3d the plans and offered the following 
comments. 

Fire Department: 
• A fire suppression system is required for the proposed buildings. 
• Fire alarm is required. 
• Access for fire and safety vehicles appears to be adequate throughout the site. 
• Additional fire hydrants may be required dependent on the fire suppression system. 

Parks Department: 
• Crosswalks should be striped at each end of the linear fitness park. 
• The dog park should be enlarged if possible. 
• A pathway easement should be provided between the railroad right-of-way and the 

development. 

Planning Commission Options 
The Planning Commission may recommend approval, approval with conditions, or denial. A 
motion will be provided at a future meeting. 

Attachments 
1. Application and supporting materials 
2. Letter from·William Savage, P.E., dated April 30, 2015 
3. Site Plans dated May 6, 2015, prepared by KEBS, Inc. 
4. Building Elevations/Perspective Drawings and Floor Plans prepared by Progressive AE 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\mixed use planned unit development\2015\mupud 15014 (The Avenue)\staff 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING ANO DEVELOPMENT 

5151 MARSH ROAD, OKEMOS, Ml 48864 
PHONE: (517) 853-4560, FAX: (517) 853-4095 

MlXED use PLANNED UNlT DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 

Before submitting this application for review, an applicant shaH participate in the pr£:Hlpplication 
conference with the Director of Community Planning and Development to discuss the requirements for a 
Mixed Use Planned Unit Development. 

Part I 
A. 

. B. 

Applicant Campus Village Development . 

Address of Applicant 919WestUniversityDrive Suite700 'l?och~';;>\-e....,,-- 1 0'11 4'15~'7 
Telephone - Work 248-609,0412 E-Mail greg@oam usvillage.com • Fax 248-609-0438 
Interest in property (circle one); Owner Tenant .Option · Other_~---
(Please attach a list of all persons with an ownership interest in the property.) 

Site address/ location I parcel number _2~6~55---,--G~ran=d~R~iv_er ____ - ___________ _ 
Legal description (please attach if necessary}--=Se.c.cec.=A=tt=a=ch=e-=d-=Su=rv-'-ec;.,.y _____________ _ 

Current zoning --acC-"-2'-----------------------~---~-­
Project name The Avenue on Grand River 

C. · Developer (if different than applicant) _S_am'--e_A_s-A_p....,.p.e-li_ca_n_t -----------~~--­
Address NI A -c-:--:---::-::::--:---~-~---~-:--:-:-:-----~-----='7'7-~-~----
T el e phone: Work NIA E-Mai!'-N_f_A ______ Fax NIA 

D. Architect, Engineer Planner or Surveyor responsible for design of project if different from applicant: 
Name Kehs, Inc."" JeffKyes, P.E. 
Address 2116 Haslett Road Haslett, Michigan 48840 
Telephone(s) 517-339-1014 E-Mail jkyes@kebs.com Fax 517-339-8047 

E. Acreage of all parcels in the project: Gross 12.57 Net 12.57 

F Proposed Uses and Site Amenities: 

1. 

2: 

Non-residential uses: 
a. Type Retail I Clubhouse I Entrepreneurial Hub 

b. Percent of project area ·62% 

c. Total square feet for non-residential uses 68,186 
d. Usable floor area 54,549 

e. Number of employees _ TBD 
f. Hours of operation . TBD (Based on Tenant mix) 

Residential Uses: 
a. Percent of project area 38% 
b. Total dwelling units 222 
c. Dwelling unit mix: 

i. Number of single family detached: 
ii. Number of duplexes: 
iii. Number of tow.nhouses: -
iv, Number of garden style apartments: 
v. Number of other dwellings: 

Page 1 

for Rent Condo 
for Rent Condo 
for Rent Condo 
for Rent~ Condo 
for Rent Condo 
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3. Parking: 

4. 

a. Non-residential uses ___ _ 
b. Residential uses 533 

Proposed Amenities: 
(General) 

----
Type_Se_e~A_tt_ao_h_ed_A_m_en_rt_ie~s_Pl_ai_1_~~-~ 

Type~~---~~~----~ 
Type~~------~~-~~~ 
Type ___ ~~--~--~~~ 

Proposed Amenities: Type---------------
(Density Bonus) Type _____________ _ 

Type __ ~~~------~-~~ 
Type~--------~~----

G. The following support materials must be submitted with the application: 

1. Nonrefundable fee. 

2. Legal Description of the property. (A sealed survey may be required) 

3. Evidence of fee or other ownership of the propE:rty or a letter from the owner authorizing the 
request including the owner's proof of ownership. 

4. A written description of the project including, but not limited to: a site analysis; the prtncipal factors 
which influenced the site plan and architectural elements; and; the proposed phasing· program for 
non~residential and residential uses, installation and/or construction of amenities. · 

5. Fourteen copies {Thirteen (13) 24"x36" and one 8%" x11 "} of a Site Plan drawn fo a r~adahle 
scale containing the following (may be a set of plans for readability): 
• Total property, its location in the Town~hip, its relationship to adjacent properties 
a Boundaries of subject property 
o Location and dimensions of all existing and proposed structures 
• Approximate location and distance of all structures within 100 feet of the subject property 
., Proposed means of vehicular and pedestrian ingress and egress to the subject property 
a Public and private roads and streets, rights-of-way ancj easements indicating names and 

widths of streets which abut or cross the site 
o Existing and proposed parking spaces and vehicu[ar and pedestrian circulation patterns 
<> Dimensions of setbacks from streets, property lines and between buildings on the site 
Q Location of proposed amenities 
"' Location and size of existing utilities including power lines and towers, both above and below 

ground 
"' Amount and location and calculation of all impervious surfaces 
"' Verified boundaries of all natural water features and required setback lines 

6. A reproducible two foot contour topographic map based on United States Geological Suivey 
(USGS) drawn at the same scale as the site plan and showing existing relieffeatures on the site .. 

7. A schematic layout of the proposed storm sewer system. 

8. Architectural sketches of all elevations of proposed buildings or structures, including the project 
entrances, as they will appear upon completion. The sketches should be accompanied by 
material samples ora display board of the proposed exterior materials and colors. 

9. Floor plans of proposed residential units. 
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10. A Traffic Study (if the project will exceed 100 vehicle trips during the peak hours of the 
roadway(s), prepared by a qualified traffic engineer, based on the most current edition of 
Evaluating Traffic Impact Studies: A Recommended Practice for Micfagan Communities, 
published by the State Department of Transportation. 

11. Natural Features Study for previously undeveloped properties which includes a written d~scriptior 
of natural features proposed to be retained, removed, or modified. Natural features shall include, 
but are not.limited to, wetlands, floodways, floodway fringe, waterbodies, significant stands of 
trees or individual trees greater than 12 inches dbh, identified groundwater vulnerable areas, 
slopes greater than 20 percent. 

12. Preliminary engineering reports in accordance with the adopted Township water and sewer 
standards, together with a letter of review from the Township Engineer. 

13. A sign program illustrating size and location of each proposed sign type. 

14. A lighting plan (see Chapter 38, Article VII). 

15. Copies of comments from reviewing agencies such as, but not limited to, the following: 
o Ingham County Road Commission 
o Ingham County Drain Commission 
a Michigan Department of Transportation (if applicable) 
<> Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (if applicable) 
~ The appropriate school board (as applicable) 

H. Any other infonnation specified by the Director of Community Planning and Development which is 
deemed necessary to evaluate the application. 

Part II 
I (we) hereby grant permission for members of the Charter Township of Meridian's Boards and/or Commissions, 
Township staff member{s) and the Township's representatives or experts the right to enter onto the above 
described property {or as described in the attached information) in my (our) absence for the purpose of gatherlng 
information including but not limited to the taking and the use of photographs. 

!Kl Yes O No (Please check one). 

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I (we) certify that the information provided within this application and 
accom . nying docu entation is, to the best of my (our) knowledge, true and accurate 

Greg Schaefer 

Type/Print Name 

Fee: ( 0 ( {) . c}C) 

Pre-Application Meeting He[d: Sir ?J/10 
Appltcatioo Complete: tfJ; Cl/ 'i ,J'" ' 

Date 

Date 

04/13/2015 

Date 

Staff 
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The Avenue on Grand River is a mixed use retail and housing development that 
combines existing retail with new housing and new retail into a new vibrant community. The 
project will _be located at 2655 E. Grand River. Three retail entities, Food for Living, State of 
Fitness, and Salvation Army are currently located on the site. The project will convert a retail 
site that has sat vacant for over 17 years into a new community that encompasses all the 
aspects of new urbanism. The project combines both horizontal and vertical mixed use 
elements into a warm and inviting walkable community. The project incorporates many ·public 
spaces that can be used not only by the site residents, but by all community residents. By 
combining residential housing with significant existing and new site retail and public spaces, a 
walkable community is created where residents can fulfill their needs for shopping, other 
activities and relaxation directly on site. 

The project will add 15,040 square feet of new retail and community space and 165,939 square 
feet of new housing to the existing' 53,616 square feet of retail already on the site. The 
residential portion of the development will be comprised of 222 units in one, two and four 
bedroom configurations. The majority of the residential units are one and two bedroom with a 
bedroom to unit ratio of 1.86 for the entire community. The majority of the new retail space will 
be located on the first floor of a new vertical mixed use building located on the northern portion 
of the site adjacent to Grand River. Additional new commercial space will be located as an 
extension on the west end of the existing retail. The new restdential housing will be located 
above the new retail, and in two housing clusters centered around interior court yards on the 
west side of the site. The residential units will have high end finishes with granite countertops, 
dark wood cabinets, and faux wood flooring. With the focus towards older students and young 
professionals, technology will be emphasized both in the units and the amenities. In addition 
the units will be furnished. 

The entire site includes many amenities for use by both residents and non-residents of 
the community. In the conservation category, all exterior lighting for the community wilf be LED 
fixtures. Site recycling of trash will be undertaken to help preserve the environment. We are 
planning to relocate the bus transit stop to the front of the community and make it a gathering 
space by adding benches, flower boxes, and public WlFI access. Foot and bicycfe pathways 
through the community connecting to the existing township system will provide additional means 
of accessibility to the project. In addition we will provide significant bicycle storage, including 
covered storage, for the residents and retail customers. An additional amenity will be a fitness 
park to provide a work-out area with specialized exercise equipment for the entire community. 
Additional outdoor gathering areas, public seating spaces and plazas will be available for 
residents and non-residents alike. The project will also feature a dog park for use by the entire 
community, which we understand to be a desired public amenity in the Township. The 
apartment units will incorporate many state of the art amenities including private courtyards, 
underground utilities, balconies, sidewalk planters, swimming pool, gazebos, and many other 
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features. A community center will provide a work-out facility, computer lab, conference and 
meeting rooms, a lounge area, and game room for residents. 

A unique feature of the community will be an entrepreneurial hub. This feature supports 
the transitional period of many upper level students, new graduates and young professionals to 
establish their business pursuits. The purpose of this concept is to provide an environment and 
support facilities for young professionals starting with their own business to excel in their new 
venture. Many residents in college community environments start their own small business in 
the later years of their university experience. Our community will be geared to support this 
activity by providing an on-site business center where residents can meet with associates, hold 
small conferences, utilize business support facilities, and in general grow their business. The 
residential component of the project is structured to attract these potential residents by providing 
over 75% of its units as one antj two bedroom units. 

Requested ordinance waivers: 

Side yard parking setback. 151 required 0.75' proposed. 

Rear yard parking setback 15' required 2.0' proposed. 

Maxfmum impervious area. 70% required 77.26% proposed 

Internal parking landscape areas and landscaping 

Parking: 

Required - Commercial 219 spaces 

Residential 444 spaces plus 111 spaces that could be built in the future 

Total required 663 spaces plus 111 shown that could be built = 77 4 spaces 

Proposed- 533 spaces 

We are very excited to bring this project forward for your consideration. We look forward 
to working with the township throughout this process. If you have any questions as you go 
through this material please do no.t hesitate to contact us. 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS CHECKLIST 

Name: The Avenue on Grand River 
Mailing Address: 919 West University Drive Suite 700 Rochester, Michigan 48307 
Telephone: 248-609-0402 Fax: 248-609-0438 E-Mail: greg@campusvillage.com 
~pe~Bus~ess~appUcahlaj:~M~u~lt~~-~~~~~-~~~~~~~----~---~-~~~-
Owner/Manager: Campus Village Development \~ ~ " 
Date: 04/13/2015 Signature: ~-J--w~""'=""'";:--'J;, ..... \""f'""'._,_,...i\¥-~T"----~---~~-----
Circle (YIN) the items that mav pertain to your project or facility; then contact the office(s) fisted to determine specific 
requirements. Return a copy of this checklist to the Department of Community Planning & Development as part of your 
project or development submittal - even if the approvals have not yet been obtained. This fist includes the most common 
permits and approvals related to water and air quality, waste, and the environment. Other permits and approvals, 
including Township approvals may also be necessary. 

1. Y @ Will the project involve the discharge of any type of wastewater to a storm sewer, drain, lake, wetland, or other 
surtace water? Contact: MONRE/Water Bureau @(517) 335-4176; MDNRE/Land & Water Management@ 
(517) 373-1170; Meridian Township Dept. of Community Planning and Development @{517) 853-4560. 

2. Y @ Will the project invorve any construction work, fill with any material, or soil disturbance in the 100-year 
floodplain? Contact: MDNRE Land & Water Management/Floodplain Management@ (517) 335-3181 and 
Meridian Township Dept. of Community Planning & Development@(1517) 853~4560. 

3. y@ 

4. W N 

5. y@ 

6. y@ 

7. y @ 

8. y ® 

9. y @ 

10. y ® 
i1. Y ® 
12. Y @ 

Will the project involve the direct or indirect discharge of waste, waste effluent, wastewater, pollutants, and/or 
cooling water into the groundwater or on the ground? Contact: MDNRE/ Waste & Hazardous Materials @ 
(517) 335-2690. 

Will the project involve construction or alteration of any sewage collection or treatment facility? Contact: 
MON RE/Water Bureau@ (517) 335-4176. For discharging to surtace waters; Contact: MDNRE/Water 
Bureau @(5'17) 335-4176. For discharging to groundwater; Contact: MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous 
MaterlaJs@(517) 335·2690. 

Will the project or facility store or use chemicals, petroleum products, or salt? Depending on the type of 
substance, secondary containment and a Pollution Incident Prevention Plan {PIPP) may be required. Contact: 
MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials @ (517) 373-8481 i Ingham County Health Dept./Environmental 
Health Division@ (517) 887-4312; Meridian Township Fire Administration@ (517) 853-4700 •. 

Will the project involve the installation, operation, or removal of an underground or above ground storage tank 
containing a petroleum product or hazardous substance? Contact: MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials 
@{517) 335·4035 and Meridian Township Fire Administ~ation @.(517) 853-4700. 

Will the project involve liquefied petroleum gas storage tanks, container filling station, or a compressed natural 
gas dispensing station? Contact: MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ {517) 335-4035. 

Will the project involve the generation of hazardous waste or medical waste? Hazardous Waste Contact: 
MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335-9875. Medical Waste Contact: MDNRE/Waste & 
Hazardous Materials@ (517) 241-1320 or (517) 335-1146. 

Will the project involve the on-site treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste? Contact: 
MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ {517) 335-9875. 

Will the project involve the transport ot hazardous waste or non-hazardous liquid industrral waste? Contact: 
MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335-9875. · 

Will the project involve landfilling, transferring or processing solid non-hazardous wastes on site? Contact: 
MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335-2690. 

Will the project involve the installation, construction, reconstruction, relocation, or alteration of any process or 
process equipment (including air pollution control equipment) which could emit air contaminants? Contact: 
MDNRE!Air Quality@ (517) 373-7023. . 
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13. Y @ Will the project or facility involve the storage, mixing, or distributron of pesticides or fertilizers in bulk 
quantities? Contact: Michigan Department of Agriculture/Region 6 Pesticide & Plant Pest Managemen.t 
@ (517) 335-1830. ' 

, 14, W N 

15. Y ® 

16. Y@ 

i7.@ N 

1s. v@ 

Will the project Involve a manmade change in the natural cover (land clearing) and/or topography of land, · 
such as cut/fill actiyitles that may contribute to soil erosion/sedimentation? Contact: Meridian Township 
Dept. of Public Works & Engineering@ (517) 853·4440 and MDNRE/Land & Water Management@ 
(517) 373-1170. 

Will the project involve any dredging, filling with any material, or construction in, across, under, or within 500 
feet of a river, stream, creek, ditch, drain, lake, pond, swamp, orwetland(s)? Contact: MDNRE/Land & Water 
Management@{517) 373-1170 and Meridian Township Dept. of Community Planning & Development 
(517) 853-4560. 

Will an on-site wastewater treatment system or septic system be installed? 
For subsurface sanitary sewage disposal in quantities of i0,000 gallons per day or less: For any 
subsurface discharge or sanitary sewage in quantities equal to or greater than 10,000 gallons per day. 
Contact MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335·2690. 

For subsurface disposal of sanitary sewage fn quantities of 6,000 to 10,000 gallons per day: In addition to 
obtaining a construction permit from the Ingham County Health Department, submit a state wastewater 
discharge notification form. Flow monitoring and reporting are required. Contact: MDNRE/Waste & 
Hazardous Materials@ (517} 335·2690. 

For industrial or commercial wastewater (other than sanitary sewage) in any quantity. Contact: 
MONRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials @ (517) 335-2690. 

Will the project involve construction of a water supply well or extension of a water supply service from an 
existing water system? Contact: MDNRE/Water Bureau@ (517) 241-1374 and Ingham County Health 
Dept./Environmental Health@ (517) 887-4312. 

Are there out-of-service wells, abandoned wells, or cisterns on the site? (drinking water, irrigation & 
monitoring wells). Contact: MDNRE/Water Bureau @{517) 241·1413; Ingham County Health 
Dept./Environmental Health @ (517) 887-4312; and Meridian Township Department of Community 
Planning & Development@ (517} 853-4560. 

19. Y @ Wllf the project involve a subdivision or site condominium project utilizing individual on-site subsurface 
disposal systems or individual wells? Contact: Ingham County Health Dept./Environmental Health @ (517) 
887-4312. 

20. Y @ Will the project involve the on-site storage of sanitary sewage prior to transport and disposal off-site. (pump 
and haul}? Contact: MDNRE/Waste & Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335-2690. 

21. v@ Has the site/facility ever been subject to a remedial action, limited closure, or other environmental cleanup 
response under Part 201, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act (NREPA)? ls the property 
currently subject to a response action? Has a Baseline Environmental Assessment (BEA) been completed for 
the property? Contact: MDNRE/Remediation & Redevelopment@ (517) 373~9837 and/or MDNRE/Waste 
& Hazardous Materials@ (517) 335-2690. 

22. Y @ Will the project involve the installation of a seawall or bulkhead? Contact: MDNRE/Land & Water 
Management@ (517) 373-1170 and Meridian Township Dept. of Community Planning & Development 
@ (517} 853-4560. . 

Notes: . . 
For assistance With permits and approvals from 1he· Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment (MDNRE}, 
including coordination among MDNRE divisions, contact the Permit Coordination Unit at (517) 373-9244. . 
For assistance on environmental issues at the MDNRE, contact the Environmental Assistance Center at (800) 662·927 
For Spill/Release reportrng to the MDNRE, call (517} 373·8481. 
For pollution emergencies, call the MONRE at (800} 292-4706 in Michigan and (517) 373,7660 oufside of Michigan. 

Last updaied. June 2010 
ri ""l.=E'>. 
' ,..,g r,r~r-~ r 

I . i:= d .d,~J:j ~ 1 
I i A!BJID • n "'lfi ..,,,, 1 · 

r ~nl~ .! u t!di!J H, ~. . ii 1 

~1=rr~-1U 
t~L...JLJ t..J ~J 

g:\plannlng\forms\applloalion,;\snvironmental permits checklist.doc 



: • : : ~ : ! ! : .... 

·-.....~ ........ ..._._...,.=.,..~,...,,.~'*'~-"""'<="-,-.C•,.,..,-.;;-:'7'; .. ~~~-, .. ·':.. ... ;;:;,.,.~~~-~-:.;::...,..,.~- ., .•. .;::;.";!;;:._.,,.~ ..... ~.;;'~~;,.".""'."-:-:-:-..;'::?;~~-:;..,,_ . -~-- . '; .. : ... : . . ·---·-~---------~--.... . ~; . -· : . : . . : --~-·: . :.: : .: :: :. :: :; :: : :. .. : -~~-·. -~...:..-,_---~-~:.::·=---~ 

Revision Date: March 2012 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

H!:;ALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Please provide written responses to each applicable question. For those questions which are not applicable, 
please indicate so on the form. Attach additional sheets if more space is necessary to respond fully to the 
questions. Submit completed form with your project/development application. 

Project Name:fhe Avenue on Grand River, Address/Location: 2655 Grand River 
Type of Project: [ZJ Residential IR] Commercial D Office O Public 

Case#~~-

Water Quality Considerations/Impacts 

YES NO 

[BJ D 
D D 
IZJ D 
D IZl 
D IX] 

D IX] 
D IZl 
D IZl 
D IX] 

D lxl 

0 D 
0 Ix] 
D !xi 

lXl .·o. 

What is the source of water for the proposed projecl/development? Meridian Township 
What is the estimated daily water demand? TBD · ~~--------------------~~------If public water, is there available capacity to handle this project in the municipal facilities? 
If private well, is the water considered potable (safe)? 
Is the projecl/development within existing municipal service areas? 
Are there nearby sources of potential water contamination? IF YES LIST -----~-------

Are there underground storage tanks? IF YES UST __________________ _ 

Are their gasoline or oil pipelines? IF YES LIST --------------------
Is there a nearby known source of contaminated soil? IF YES LIST ______ -:----------

Are there abandoned wells on the site? IF YES LIST ___________________ _ 
Will the water supply require on-site treatment, such as iron removal? 
Are there any wetlands on the site? · 

If YES what is/are the size{s) of the wetland(s)?_-------:------------------­
lf wetlands are being impacted, is adequate mitigation being proposed? 

ls the project located in a known floodplain? 
Will the proposed project affect groundwater recharge? 
What percentage of the parcel is covered by impervious surfaces? _7_7_.2_6_%_o ___________ _ 
Does the project affect the overall percentage of impervious surfaces in the watershed? 

Wastewater Considerations/Impacts 

YES NO 
O IX] Does the projecl/development require an on-site wastewater system? 
O D If YES, are the soils appropriate to support a septic system? 
Ix! D ls project/development within the service area of the municipal sewage system? 

Air Quality Considerations/Impacts 

YES NO 
D IXl 
D. 0 
D D 
O IXl 
O D 
D D 
lxl D 

Does the project/development entail demolltion activities? 
If YES, has the site been examined for asbestos and/or lead? 
Are there plans for mitigating dust? 

Will the projecl/development result in increased stationary air emissions? 
If YES, are emissions controlled contamlnants? PLEASE UST ______________ _ 
Has the applicant obtained necessary permits? 

Will the project result In increased air emissions from cars? 
What is the increase in traffic volume projected for peak hours? See Attached Traffic Study 

[ZJ D Is the proposed use compatible with adjacent uses? 
D lfil Is the site near known areas affected by radon? 

Soiid & Hazardous Waste Disposal 

YES NO 
D IXl 
IRl D 
D IZI 
O IX! 

ls the proposed project/development located near any facility handling or disposing of hazardous waste? 
Will the proposed project/development provide on-site recycling? 
Is there historic evidence of solid or hazardous waste disposal or releases on or adjacent to the site? 
Are there plans in place to prevent the release of hazardous materials into the environment in the case of fire? 

If YES describe. _____________________________ _ 

D 
D 
D 

lZ] Does the project entail hazardous waste disposal? 

D 

D _ If YES is the proposed waste handling or disposal activity compatible with adjacent use and/or zoning? 
D Is the proposed waste handling or disposal activity compatible wilh the Ingham County Solid Waste 

Management Plan? 
IX] Is the facility near vulnerable resources (e.g. nursing homes) that may require contingency planning for extra 

protection in the event of an on·site fire? IF ANY LIST ________________ _ 
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YES No LI~:.,-l .. · :;,,::?-J"rJ1'"~IJ k 
LI -~- ........ "'!.. L=r b.-1 L.:./ 

O IX] ls the project/development likely to generate noises that will create a nuis~Jo .. neigl:ib.G.r.ing.llse.s2 .. ----· 
If YES please list type of noise(s} and hours----:---:----------------

0 1ZJ Are there engineered or non-engineered measures that can be employed to mitigate nuisance noises? 

If YES please list --------:----:--~--------------~---
0 !Rl Does the generated noise violate the noise ordinance? 

Social Capital 
YES NO 
!Kl O Does the project/development promote interaction between neighbors? 

If Yes please !isl Community Events, Shared Common Areas, Business Opportunities 
[Z] O Is the physical design of the project harmonious with the overall neighborhood? 

Physical ActivUy and Injury Prevention 

YES NO 
lxl O 
!xi O 

IX] 

IXI 
!Kl 
IX] 
!Kl 
Ix] 
0 
IXI 
0 

0 
0 
IXI 

Ix] 
0 
0 

D 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 
D 
IX] 

Ix] 
IXl 
0 

Does the project/development provide mobility options for those who cannot drive? 
Does the project/development have sidewalks that lead to local destinations? 

If YES what is the proposed width of the sidewalks?~5_' --7~'---------------­
Does the project/development have or connect to a trail system for walking or biking? 
Does the project/development contain elements that enhance the feeling of neighborhood safety? 

Are local streetlights being provided? 
Are houses oriented toward the street to provide "eyes on the street?" 

Can a child walk safely to school? 
Are there sidewalks/pathways along the route to the school(s)? 
What is the walking distanoe to the area's schools?_~0~.7;..;M=-:,il'::'e=:-s-~------------­
ls the visibility at intersections good?/Can drivers see short children? 
Does the route contain known dangerous intersections? 

If YES please list'------------------------------­
Are there crossing guards at these intersections? 

Will the project/development contain a significant elderly population? 
Can the elderly walk to important destinations (i.e. banks, post office, and library}? 
What is the walking distance to these destinations? 
Are there sidewalks/pathways along the routes to these destinations? 
Does the route contain known dangerous intersections? 

D 

Does the project contain design elements to calm traffic such as speed humps, extended corners, raised street 
crossings, or similar features?IF ANY LIST----::-:----:------------------

[XJ Does the project/development present unsafe conditions or deter access and free mobility for the physicalfy 
handicapped? 

O For projects/development on arterial streets does the plan include pedestrian crossing signals and/or mid-street 
islands? 

IXI O Is public transportation available? If YES where and how close is the nearest bus stop? ~O=n"-""si""'te'------
lxl D Does the nearest bus stop have a shelter? 
!xi O Does the nearest the bus stop have a bench? 

Heafth Equity/Food Systems (HOUSING PROJECTS ONLY) 

YES NO 
ON/AD 

ON/AO 
IXl D 

O IKl 
O IXl 
D IXl 
O fXl 
D lxl 

Does lhe project provide for a diversity of housing types to accommodate a variety of income groups? 
What is the square footage of the smallest dwelling unit? __________________ _ 
What is the estimated market price? ________________________ _ 

Does this price represent an "affordable house" given the area median income? 
Is the proposed project/development located in an area that provides easy access to healthy foods? 

What is the distance to the nearest full service grocery store?_O.C...n"-'-'si""te'--------------
What is the distance to the nearest convenience store? --=O=n~s=it~e _____________ _ 

Will dwelling units (multiple family housing projects) be smoke·free? 
Does lhe neighborhood have.a disproportionate number of liquor/party stores? 
Is the project/development located in a neighborhood or region characterized by concentrated poverty? 
Are affected residents involved in the planning process? 
Are disadvantaged populations at greater risk of exposure to environmental hazards? 

Growth Ob1ectives/Regional Growth Project 
YES NO 
IX] O Is the project located within the designated growth area of the Tri-County Regional Growth Project? 
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To: Campus Village Communities 
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From: 
Michael J. Labadie, PE 
Fleis & VandenBrink Engineering 

Date: April 13, 2015 

Re: 

-··-----------------·-·--·-------
The Avenue on Grand River 
Meridian Charter Township, Michigan 
Traffic Impact Assessment 

-·-------------·------·--··- -- - . -- -------------·----·-·------------

Introduction 

This memorandum presents the results of a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the proposed Avenue on 
Grand River residential development in Meridian Charter Township, Michigan. The project site is located on 
the southwest quadrant of the intersection of E. Grand River Avenue (M-43) and Park Lake Road in Meridian 
Charter Township, Michigan. The proposed residential/commercial development would include 222 
residential units and 8,688 square feet of commercial space with site access provided via two (2) existing 
access drives off of M~43; one aligned with Park Lake Road and one aligned with the Sparrow Urgent Care 
facility driveway. 

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MOOT) has jurisdiction over Grand River Avenue and has 
required a TIA for the proposed project in accordance with Traffic and Safety Note 6078. The study scope 
includes the intersections of M-43 & Park Lake Road, M-43 & Denny's Driveway, and M-43 & Northwind 
Drive. The purpose of this study is to identify the traffic related impacts, if any, of the proposed development 
on the adjacent road network. 

Data Collection 

Existing vehicular turning movement counts were collected by Traffic Engineering Associates. Intersection 
turning movement counts were collected during the Weekday AM (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and PM (4:00 PM to 
6:00 PM) peak periods at the study intersections. F& V collected an inventory of existing lane use and traffic 
controls and obtained existing traffic signal timing information from MOOT. The existing AM and PM peak 
hour traffic volumes were identified based on the data collected. Peak hour turning movements volumes at 
each intersection were utilized for this study and the volumes were balanced upward through the study 
network where appropriate. The applicable data referenced in this memorandum are attached. 

Existing Conditions 

Existing peak hour vehicle delays and Levels of Service (LOS) were calculated at the study intersections 
using Synchro (Version 9) traffic analysis software. This analysis was based on the existing lane use and 
traffic control, the existing peak hour traffic volumes, and the methodologies presented in the Highway 
Capacity Manual, 2010 (HCM). Typically, LOS D is considered acceptable, with LOS A representing minimal 
delay, and LOS F indicating failing conditions. Additionally, SimTraffic network simulations were reviewed to 
evaluate network operations and vehicfe queues. The existing conditions results are attached and shown in 
Table i. 

822730 Tt1e Avenue Meridian Township TIA FINAL Memo 4-13-15 
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Table 1 

Existing Intersection Operations 

Intersection Control 

1. E.-1 Grand River Avenue (M-43) Signalized 

& Park Lake Road I 
Site Drive 

2. E. Grand River Avenue (M-43) Signalized 

& Northwind Drive 

.-

3. E. Grand River Avenue (M-43) STOP 

& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) 

Drive 

,,,...,,. ~ 
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AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay Delay 
Approach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

EB 7.7 A 23.0 c 
WB 27.2 c 21.4 c 
NB 46.6 D 48.2 D 
SB 53.6 D 53.9 _Q 

Overall 28.3 c 26.8 c 

EB 1.9 A 5.4 A 
WB 0.5 A 0.6 A 

NB 47.8 _Q 51.2 _Q 

Overall 2.0 A 6.5 A 

EB LT 12.4 B 8.6 A 
WBLT 8.2 A 11.0 B 

NB 19.9 c 288.7 F 
SB 25.4 D 30.7 D 

The results of the existing conditions analysis indicate that all study intersection approaches and movements 
currently operate acceptably at a LOS D or better during the AM peak period. During the PM peak period, all 
study intersection approaches and movements operate acceptably except the STOP controlled proposed site 
driveway approach to M-43 aligned with Sparrow Drive, which currently operates at a LOS F. However, a 
limitation of the HCM Two-Way Stop Controlled (TWSC) niethodology is that it cannot completely account for 
the effects of upstream signalized intersections. In order to evaluate the gaps created by the adjacent 
upstream and downstream signalized intersections, a simulation model is required. Therefore, SimTraffic 
was utilized to further evaluate vehicle delays for the M-43 & proposed site drive I ~parrow Drive intersection. 

The results of the vehicle delays at the intersection were calculated based on the average of five simulation 
runs in SimTraffic and are shown in Table 2. These results indicate that the two adjacent signalized 
intersections help to provide gaps in the traffic stream which facilitate driveway turning movements at the 
proposed site driveway approach. Additionally, review of network simulations indicates acceptable traffic 
operations at the signalized intersections and vehicle queues which are acceptably processed. 

Table2 

Existing Intersection Delays (SimTraffic) 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay Delay 

Intersection Control Approach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

2. E. Grand River Avenue (M-43) Stop EB LT 6.5 - 7.2 -

& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) WBLT 2.1 - 25.4 -

Drive NB 10.5 - 40.8 -
, 

SB 13.3 - 19.1 -

fl:0?730 The Avenue Meridian Township TIA FINAL IV!emo 4-13-15 



\ 
Background Conditions 

,,--· 

The twenue on G. _,1d River I Traffic Impact ,L\ssessment 
April i3, 20i5 I Page 3 of 6 

In order to determine the applicable traffic growth rate for the existing traffic volumes to the project build-out 
year, MOOT historical traffic data for Grand River Avenue were referenced. MOOT data for the study section 
of Grand River Avenue indicates that between 2011 and 2013, the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
volumes increased 3% overall in the two year period. Therefore, an annual growth rate of i .5% per year was 
forecast for one year to the project build-out year of 20i 6. 

In addition to background traffic growth, it is important to account tor traffic that will be generated by approved 
developments within the vicinity of the study area that have yet to be constructed or are currently under 
construction. Through conversations with MOOT and Meridian Township, one background development was 

. identified within the study area. A Whole Food grocery store is currently under construction along the north 
side of M-43 approximately 900 feet west of the subject site and will have signalized site access via the north 
leg of the M-43 & Northwind Drive intersection. Site-generated traffic volumes for the Whole Food 
development were obtained from MOOT. · 

Future peak hour vehicle delays and LOS without the proposed development were calculated based on the 
existing lane use and traffic control, the projected background traffic volumes, and the methodologies 
presented in ·the HCM. Additionally, Sim Traffic simulations were utilized to evaluate network operations and 
vehicle queues. The results of the analysis of background conditions are attached and summarized in Table 
3. 

Table 3 

Background Intersection Operations 

AM Peak PM Peak 
- Delay Delay 

Intersection Control Aooroach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

1. E. Grand River Avenue Signalized EB 8.2 A 32.0 c 
& Park Lake Road I WB 28.1 c 22.0 c 
Site Drive NB 46.6 D 48.5 D 

SB 54.8 D 56.i _!;_ 

Overall 29.1 c 31.9 c 

2. E. Grand River Avenue Signalized EB 2.5 A 9.i A 

& Northwind Drive WB 1.2 A 1.4 A 

NB 44.7 D 42.1 D 

SB 44.1 _Q 41.4 _Q 

Overall 3.2 A 9.4 A 

3. E. Grand River Avenue STOP EB LT 12.7 B 8.7 A 
& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) WBLT 8.3 A 11.5 B 
Drive NB 21.1 c 505.1 F 

SB 27.5 D 40.2 E 
r 

The results of the background conditions analysis indicate that all study intersection approaches and 
movements will continue to operate acceptably at a LOS D or better during the AM peak period. During the 
PM peak period, the southbound approach and eastbound through movement at the intersection of M-43 & 
Park Lake Road will be reduced to a LOS E and F, respectively. 

A.-:>?7~n ThP AvP-n11P. MP.rirllRn Townshio TIA FINAL Memo 4-13-15 
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At the intersection of M-43 & Proposed Site Drive I Sparrow Drive, the two minor STOP controlled driveway 
approaches will continue to operate unacceptably during the PM peak period based on HCM ·calculations. 
The results based on SimTraffic simulations for this intersection are shown in Table 4 below and indicate that 
the northbound approach will begin to experience long vehicle delays during the PM peak period. 

Table4 
Background Intersection Delays (SimTraffic) 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay Delay 

Intersection Control Aooroach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

2. E. Grand River Avenue Stop . EB LT 6.7 - 7.3 -
& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) WBLT 1.6 - 28.5 -
Drive NB 10.3 - 79.3 -

SB 8.0 - 45.9 -

Site Trip Generation and Assignment 

The number of AM and PM peak hour vehicle trips that would be generated by the proposed residential and 
commercial development was forecast based on data published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) in Trip Generation, gh Edition and the Trip Generation Handbook, z7d Edition. 

As is typical of most retail land uses, a portion of the site-generated trips are already present on the adjacent 
road network and are interrupted to visit the site. These trips are known as "pass-by" trips and account for a 
portion of the site-generated trips. Pass-by trips result in turning movements at the site driveways but do not 
increase traffic volume~ on the adjacent road network. The site trip generation forecast is shown on Table 5. 

Table5 
s· T' G 1te rJP enerat1on 

ITE Average AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Land Use Code Amount Units Daily Traffic In Out Total In Out Total 

Apartment 220 222 D.U. 1,469 23 90 113 91 49 140 

Shopping Center 820 8,688 GFA 371 5 3 8 15 17 32 

Pass-by 34%PM - ... 5 6 11 

New Trips 371 5 3 8 10 11 21 

Total 1,840 28 93 121 106 66 172 

Pass-by 5 6 11 

New Trips 1,840 28 93 121 101 60 161 

The peak hour site trips shown in Table 5 were assigned to the adjacent road network based on existing 
traffic patterns. These patterns indicate that 70% of site traffic would enter/exit the site to/from the west 
during both peak periods. The site-generated traffic volumes to/from the east were distributed through the 
intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road based on existing turning movement percentages. 

'\ 

Additionally, based on the HCM and SimTraffic peak hour delays calculated for the proposed site driveway 
approach to M-43 aligned with Sparrow Drive, a capacity restrained traffic assignment was utilized. The site 
traffic assignments shown on the attached Figure 4 were determined based on the direction of approach and 
departure for the site-generated trips and the locations of site access locations. Capacity restrained 
assignment also considers the principle that traffic will utilize all reasonable paths to minimize the total travel 

822730 The Avenue Meridian Township TIA FINAL Memo 4-13-15 



The Aven~e on ch ..... nd River I Traffic impact Assessment 
· April 'i3, 20i 5 I Page 5 of 6 

times spent by all users in the network (Transportation Engineering and Planning, Papacostas and 
Prevedouros, 2001). Therefore, due to the existing high peak hour delays at the proposed site driveway 
approach all egress site-generated trips were assigned to the signalized site driveway aligned with Park Lake 
Road during both peak periods. 

Future Conditions 

The site-generated trip assignments were added to the future background traffic volumes to determine the 
total future peak hour traffic volumes with the proposed development. Future peak hour vehicle delays and 
LOS were calculated at the study intersections based on these volumes, the existing intersection lane use 
and traffic control, and the methodologies presented in the HCM. The future conditions results are attached 
and shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Future Intersection Operations 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay Delay 

Intersection Control Approach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

1. E. Grand River Avenue Signalized EB 8.7 A 32.2 c 
& Park Lake Road I WB 28.0 c 22.3 c 
Site Drive NB 48.6 D 52.9 D 

SB 53.6 Q 54.6 D 

Overall 29.9 c 32.4 c 

2. E. Grand River Avenue Signalized EB 2.5 A 9.7 A 
& Northwind Drive WB 1.3 A :1.5 A 

NB 44.7 D 42.1 D 

SB 44.1 Q 41.4 D 

Overall 3.2 A 9.7 A 

3. E. Grand River Avenue STOP EB LT 13.3 B 8.9 A 

& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) WBLT 8.3 A 11.7 B 

Drive NB 22.4 c 720.2 F 
SB 30.3 D 52.7 F 

The results of the future conditions analysis indicate that all signalized study intersection approaches would 
operate acceptably at a LOS .D or better-during both peak periods; however, several movements would 
operate at a LOS E or F. At the intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road, the southbound right turn movement 
would operate at a LOS E during both peak periods, while the northbound right turn movement and 
eastbound through movement would operate at a LOS E and F, respectively, during the PM peak period. 

At the intersection of M-43 & Proposed Site Drive I Sparrow Drive, the two minor STOP controlled driveway 
approaches will continue to operate unacceptably during the PM peak period based on HCM calculations. 
The results based on Sim Traffic simulations for this intersection under future conditions are shown in Table 7 
below and indicate that the northbound approach will continue to experience long vehicle delays during the 
PM peak period. 
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Table 7 

Future Intersection Delays (SimTraffic) 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay .Delay 

Intersection Control Approach (s/veh) LOS (s/veh) LOS 

2. E. Grand River Avenue Stop EB LT 9.4 - 8.8 -
& Site Drive I Sparrow (Minor) WBLT 2.2 - 38.0 -
Drive NB 12.3 - 69.2 -

SB 17.1 - 39.4 -

Therefore, improvements were investigated to provide acceptable network traffic conditions, including site 
ingress and egress. At the intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road, an overlap phase should be provided for 
the nprthbound right turn movement. With the overlap phase and minor signal timing adjustments, all 
approaches and movements would operate acceptably during both peak periods, except the southbound right 
turn movement which would continue to operate at a LOS E during both peak periods. However, review of 
network simulations indicates acceptable traffic operations and does not indicate significant vehicle queues 
for this movement. 

At the STOP controlled site driveway aligned with Sparrow Drive, results as shown in Table 7 indicate that the 
northbound approach will experience long vehicle delays during the PM peak period. However, during both 
peak period's excess capacity is available for the northbound approach at the signalized intersection of M-43 
& Park Lake Road. Therefore, during peak periods egress traffic can utilize the traffic signal at M-43 & Park 
Lake Road to exit the site. 

Conclusions 

The conclusions of this Traffic Impact Assessment are as follows: 

1. At the intersection of M-43 & Proposed Site Drive I Sparrow Drive, the northbound approach currently 
operates at a LOS F based on HCM calculations. 

2. Under Background conditions without the proposed development the southbound approach and 
eastbound through movement at the intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road will be reduced to a LOS 
E and F, respectively. 

3. Under future conditions with the proposed development the southbound right turn movement would 
operate at a LOS E during both peak periods, while the northbound right turn movement and 
eastbound through movement would operate at a LOS E and F, respectively, during the PM peak 
period at the intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road. 

4. With a northbound right turn overlap phase and minor signal timing adjustments, all approaches and 
movements at the signalized study intersections will operate acceptably except the southbound right 
turn movement at the intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road which will operate at a LOS E; however, 
review of network simulations indicates acceptable traffic operations for this movement and significant 
queues are not observed. 

5. The signalized intersection of M-43 & Park Lake Road has excess capacity for the northbound 
approach to accommodate egress traffic during the peak periods. 

Any questions related to this memorandum, study, analyses, and results should be addressed to Fleis & 
VandenBrink. 

Attached: 

SJR:mjl 

Traffic Volume Data 
Figures 1-5 
MOOT Data 
Synchro I Sim Traffic Results 
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Will~ain F. S,av.age 517339-3833 
. ,r ,· 

William F. Savage, P.E. 

savage Traffic Engineering, Inc." 

Winter Address 

p.2 

Summer Address 
6401 Timber Ridge Trail 

East Lansing, M~ 48823 e·mail: MSUSavage@aol.com 
Phone &·Fax: 517-339-3933 

6611 Stone River Road, #206 
. Bradenton,. FL. 34203 · 
Phone & Fax: 941~755-4681 · 

April 30, 2015 

Martha Wyatt, Associate Planner/Landscape Architect 
. . .. 

Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Marsh Road . 

Okemos, Mi° 48826 

RE: The Avenue on Grand River 

Dear Martha: 
. . . . . 

I conducted a morning (7:30 - 8:30 am on Tht,Jrs«::fay; April 30) at the Denny 

Restaurant entrance, to familiarize myself t~ .th:e _ttaffic at the entr~nce. I .found 
that there w~re 7 ve~icles entering and 5 vehicles leaving the restaurant. 

Also, there were 10 vehicles entering the site., and 8 1e·c;1ving {not stppping at 

Denny's. 

The trcJffic was light, with only a couple 20 to 30 secon~ delays. 

My concern is.that wh~n completed,-the -10~vehi~les ehtering from the west, 
along with 22 entering from the east,. along with a number of vehicles.trying to 
exit the site will be much more than this failing entrance can handl.e. 

A solution would be to have Denny's.Restaurant be the sole user of this. 

entrance, and the rest of the traffic use _the signalized ~n,trance i;lt _ Park Lake 
Road. · ·. :1: .i :.· · 

:-;:'··. 
) .l= :·:.::-~·. ;·. ,! • 

S,incerely., 

William F. Savage, P.E. 

.:,· 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Planning Commission 

Associate Planner/Landscape Architect 

June 5, 2015 

MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Development) request to develop a mixed use 
planned unit development at 2655 Grand River Avenue 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 11, 2015 regarding the request from 
Campus Village Development to establish a mixed use planned unit development (MUPUD) on 
the property located southwest of the intersection of Grand River Avenue and Park Lake Road, at 
2655 Grand River Avenue. The mixed use project will occupy the entire 12.65 acre site. The site is 
zoned C-2 (Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of the Township. 

The proposed project incorporates the existing multitenant retail building with new multiple family 
housing and mixed use buildings. Eight apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings (retail 
and residential units) are proposed, offering a total of 222 apartment units (multiple family units) 
and 412 beds. A clubhouse/community center, an on-site business center (entrepreneurial hub), 
retail space, and a diverse range of amenities are offered. 

The residential portion of the project is approximately 166,066 square feet. Approximately 8,865 
square feet of new retail is proposed in the mixed use building (Block 1 ). In combination with the 
existing retail space (54,547 square feet), approximately 63,412 square feet of retail space is 
provided. The applicant has indicated some office space may be available to the public in the 
office center (Block 2) via membership, lease, or other means. The combined total of all buildings 
(existing and proposed) is apprnximately 235,640 gross square feet. The proposed density is 
17 dwelling units per acre (222 dwelling units over 12.65 acres). 

A special use permit (SUP #15051) is also required for a group of buildings totaling more than 
25,000 square feet in gross floor area, which is being processed concurrently with the MUPUD. 
The Planning Commission will make recommendations to the Township Board on both requests. 

Several concerns were discussed at the public hearing. Revised plans have been provided which 
include the following design changes as summarized by the applicant: 

• Added an easement and public pedestrian pathway along the south side of the property 
line. 

• Increased the width of the existing sidewalk along the east side ·of the entrance drive at 
Grand River Avenue, fro_m five feet to eight feet wide to provide improved access and to 
become part of the public pathway. 

• Relocated the public fitness area and pocket park to an area along the pedestrian pathway 
(south property line) for improved public access. 

• Revised the project renderings to show all stairwells enclosed and to provide building 
detail in previously undefined areas. 
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• Revised the design and structure of the barrier wall between the railroad and rear parking 
area (southwest corner of the site) to comply with railroad safety regulations. 

• Added a fence along the west property line. Details on the fence (materials and height) 
have not been provided. 

• Revised the parking layout in the front of the site to increase the number of parking spaces 
(area where the public fitness area was previously located). Twelve additional parking 
spaces are provided. 

• Moved the refuse recycling center from the southwest corner of the property to a site 
further east along the southern property line. 

The number of residential units (222 units), square footage for retail and residential uses, and 
overall layout of the buildings have not changed. 

The applicant has provided a document regarding railroad setback recommendations and barrier 
wall design. A railroad safety expert will attend the Planning Commission meeting on June 8, 2015 
and may provide additional information at that time, per the applicant. The MUPUD ordinance 
states a residential use shall be located as far as possible from the railroad tracks. 

A parking analysis has also been provided by the applicant which compares standard parking 
requirements and anticipated parking needs for the proposed mixed use project. 

Several communications have been received since the public hearing. A letter from the Ingham 
County Drain Commissioner's office, dated May 22, 2015, was submitted with preliminary 
comments on stormwater management for the subject site. Copies of letters of support and a 
petition signed by several local business owners are included as attachments in this 
memorandum. 

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MOOT) has reviewed the applicant's traffic study 
and concurred with the findings that the Level of Service (LOS) is acceptable at the studied 
intersections (Grand River Avenue and Northwind Drive; Denny's Restaurant driveway and Grand 
River Avenue; and the eastern driveway of the subject site, Grand River Avenue and Park Lake 
Road). MOOT further noted the signalized intersections (Grand River Avenue and Northwind 
Drive, and Grand River Avenue and Park Lake Road) will be monitored to see if any 
recommended signal modifications will be necessitated by the development. 

The MUPUD ordinance states yard, setback, lot size, type and size of dwelling unit, frontage 
requirements impervious surface regulations and restrictions are generally waived provided the 
spirit and intent of the MUPUD are incorporated into the overall development plan. 

The following waivers are· being requested by the applicant: 

• Section 86-402(17) allows up to 70% impervious surface for a commercially zoned site. 
The proposed impervious surface coverage is 80.99%, using all landscaped areas, 
including parking islands that are smaller than 20 feet by 20 feet in size. 

• Section 86-721 (b) requires a dedicated loading/unloading space, 12 feet in width and 25 
feet in length, for every building over 500 square feet of gross floor area. The plans do not 
provide a loadi'.1g/unloading space adjacent to the mixed use building in Block 1. 
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• Section 86-755 outlines the standard motor vehicle parking requirements for commercial 
and multiple-family uses. Using these standards, a minimum of 809 parking spaces are 
required (555 spaces for residential plus 254 spaces for retail). The number of required 
motor vehicle parking spaces could be reduced up to 10% (81 parking spaces) when 
bicycle parking is provided, thus 728 motor vehicle parking spaces are required. The 
revised plan shows 545 motor vehicle parking spaces. 

• Section 86-756(14) requires a 15 foot wide landscape buffer is between the parking area 
or its associated internal access or service drives where adjoining the same or other 
nonresidential district. The following table summarizes the proposed setbacks for areas 
where new construction is occurring: 

Parking 

Standard 
Setback 

15 feet 

Proposed 
Setback (nearest point) 

North: 5.35 feet 
South: 10.0 feet 
East: 6.4 feet 
West: 0.75 feet 

• Section 86-758 outlines landscaping standards including interior canopy trees and interior 
landscaping. Based on 545 motor vehicle parking spaces, 109 interior canopy trees are 
required and 46 tree symbols are shown on the revised plan. Staff is not sure what type 
(species) of trees are shown or how many existing trees will be preserved. 

• Section 86-470 requires a dwelling unit to be located 175 feet from a railroad right-of-way. 
The plans note the southeast corner of the southern building in Block 3 is approximately 
71 feet from railroad right-of-way. A portion of the eastern building and all of the 
southern building in Block 3 are located within 175 feet of tlie railroad right-of-way. 

Street trees (existing and proposed) are not shown on the plans, however nine street trees are 
required along the frontage of the site (602 lineal feet) per Section 86-473. If not provided on the 
landscape plans when reviewed under site plan review, the applicant shall be required to apply for 
a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

Unless building elevations for several buildings are revised to provide the required articulation, as 
outlined in Section 86-440(f)(2)b.2. of the MUPUD ordinance, a variance from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals is required. 

Planning Commission Options 

The Planning Commission may recommend approval, approval with conditions, or denial. The 
attached resolution recommends approval with conditions for Mixed Use Planned Unit . 
Development #15014. 
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Attachments 
1. Resolution to approve 
2. Communication from Dave C. Love, Engineer, Ingham County Drain Commissioner's office, 

dated May 22, 2015 
3. Communication from Mary Seager, D.V.M., 2643 Grand River Avenue, dated May 27, 2105 
4. Communication from Justin Grinnell, Owner, State of Fitness, 2655 Grand River Avenue, 

dated June 2, 2015 , 
5. Communication from Kirk Marrison, Manager, Foods For Living, 2655 Grand River Avenue, 

dated June 3, 2015 
6. Communication from Paul Vlahakis, Vlahakis Companies, 4900 Montrose Avenue, dated 

received June 4, 2015 
7. Communication Adam Anderson, Advance Auto Parts, 2786 Grand River Avenue, dated June 

3,2015 
8. Communication from Richard McCarius, Tom's Party Store, 2780 Grand River Avenue, dated 

received June 4, 2015 
9. Petition of support, dated received June 4, 2015 
10. Railroad Barrier Wall article ("Development of Crash Wall Design Loads from Theoretical 

Train Impact") 
11. Parking Analysis from the Applicant 
12. Revised plans and elevations 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\mixed use planned unit development\2015\mupud 15014 (The Avenue)\staff 
reports\mupud pc2 



RESOLUTION TO APPROVE Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 
(Campus Village·Development) 

2655 Grand River Avenue 

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 8th 
day of June, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by ---------- and supported by 

WHEREAS, Campus Village Development has submitted a request to establish an 
approximate 235,640 square foot mixed use planned ·unit development at 2655 Grand River 
Avenue, incorporating the existing· multitenant retail building with the construction of eight' 
apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings, consisting of 222 one, two, and four bedroom 
apartment units plus retail space and an entrepreneurial center in the mixed-use buildings, on an 
approximate 12.65 acre site; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its regular meeting on 
May 11, 2015 and has reviewed and discussed staff material forwarded under staff 
memorandums dated May 6, 2015 and June 5, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the subject site is appropriately zoned C-2 (Commercial), which allows for a 
mixed used planned unit development; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed mixed use planned unit development has been designed to be 
harmonious and appropriate with the existing and potential future uses surrounding the site; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed mixed use planned unit development is in furtherance of 
Township Board policy #1.5.2 which encourages diverse housing opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project will establish residential housing units that exist in 
close proximity to commercial establishments and is within walking distance of the university; 
and 

WHEREAS, the proposed mixed use planned unit development is adequately served by 
essential public facilities and services, such as police, fire, stormwater drainage, and existing 
roadways; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed mixed use planned unit development is adequately served by 
public water and sanitary sewer; and 

WHEREAS, the number and type of amenities are consistent with the standards of 
Section 86-440 of the Code of Ordinances. 



Resolution to Approve 
MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Development) 
Page2 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Mixed Use Planned 
Unit Development (MUPUD) #15014, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The recommendation for approval is based on the Cover Sheet, Utility Plan, and 
Amenities Plan, prepared by KESS, Inc., dated May 27, 2015, and building elevations 
prepared by Progressive AE, dated May 27, 2015, subject to revisions as required. 

2. MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Communities), a request to establish a mixed use 
planned unit development with the existing retail building and ten new buildings, 
consisting of mixed use and residential buildings, with a total of 222 one, two, and four 
bedroom apartment units, shall be contingent on the approval of Special Use Permit 
(SUP) #15051 (Campus Village Development). 

3. Approval is subject to one or more amenities. The applicant proposes the following 
amenities as identifi~d on the Amenities Plan (Sheet 5): LED lighting; site recycling of 
trash; relocate transit stop to front of the property; foot and bicycle pathways connecting 
to the Township pathway system; covered bicycle storage on site; fitness park as public 
recreation; dog park; outdoor pocket parks; seating plazas visible to the street; private 
courtyards; public internet; public internet-bus stop; underground utilities; upper floor 
balconies; sidewalk planters; and consolidation of multiple parcels into one. 

4. Waivers shall be granted for those sections of the Code of Ordinances as follows: 
Impervious surface coverage (Section 86-402(17)); setback for a dwelling unit from the 
railroad right-of-way (Section 86-470); loadi_ng/unloading space (Section 86-721 (b)); 
number of parking spaces (Section 86-755); landscaped buffers adjacent to parking 
areas and access drives (Section 86-756(14); and interior canopy trees and interior 
landscaping (Section 86-758). 

5. Any future building additions or expansions to the buildings will require modification to 
the MUPUD #15014 and SUP #15051. 

6. Building materials should include, but are not limited to, wood, brick, clapboards, glass, 
and stone. Other materials, such as vinyl, aluminum, and other metals should be 
avoided. The character and quality of the building materials and general architectural 
design of the buildings shall be consistent on all four sides of each building. 

7. ·The final building elevations and building materials shall be subject to the approval of the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

8. Unless the building elevations are revised, the applicant will be required to receive a 
variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals for non-compliance with Section 86-
440(f)(2)b.2., stating, "Buildings greater than 50 feet in width shall be divided into 
increments of no more than 50 feet through articulation of the fa<_;:ade." 

9. Windows shall cover no less than 50 percent of nonresidential street level facades. 
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10. The residential and mixed use buildings which comprise MUPUD #15014 shall 
accommodate no more than 412 tenants. No more than one person may occupy each 
bedroom. 

11. All utility service distribution lines should be installed underground. 

12. The final design of the two recycling enclosures shall be subject to the approval of the 
Director o_f Community Planning and Development. 

·13. Site accessories such as railings, benches, trash and recycling receptacles, exterior 
lighting fixtures, and bicycle racks shall be of commercial quality, an.d complement the 
building design and style. Final design and location shall be subject to the approval of 
the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

14. Landscaping shall generally comply with the provisions of the Code of Ordinances, 
including the mixed use planned unit development standards as outlined in Section 86-
440(f)( 4) and other applicable sections of the Ordinance pertaining to landscaping. 

15. A minimum of nine street trees shall be provided along the frontage of the site (Grand 
River Avenue) or the applicant shall be required to request a variance from the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. 

16. Site and building lighting shall comply with Article VII in Chapter 38 of the Code of 
Ordinances and shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning 
and Development, including the height of any new parking lot light pole. 

17. A final sign program shall be submitted as part of site plan review and shall be subject to 
the review and approval of the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

18. All mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and similar systems shall be screened 
from view by an opaque structure or landscape material (if at street level) selected to 
complement the building. Such screening is subject to approval by the Director of 
Community Planning and Development. 

19. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits, licenses, and approvals from the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, and the 
Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 

20. The utility, grading, and storm drainage plans for the site shall be subject to the approval 
of the Director of Public Works and Engineering and shall be completed in accordance 
with the Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

21. A copy of the site plan information that exists in a computer format for the development 
project and construction plans shall be provided to the Township Engineering staff in an 
AutoCAD compatible format. 
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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 8th day of June 2015. 

John Scott-Craig, Chair 
Planning Commission 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\mixed use planned unit development\2015\mupud 15014 (The Avenue)\staff 
reports\mupud 15014 pc res approve 



( Patrick Em mann 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner 

PO Box 220 
Carta Flor.ancli Clos 

D~pufJ: Da1tn CommJssio.rrs1 

707 Buhl Avenue 
Mason, MI 48854-0220 

Pau!C.Prall 
Ds.owy Dtain Caa)jtl/ssroner 

David C. Low, 
Phone: {517) 676-8395 

Fax: {517) 676-8364 

http://dr.ingham.org 

Chief of EnglnMrlng tlOd /Jis_rJ{)C!iO!l 

Sll-!lldon Lewis 
, Ao'.,n,i1lslta.twe· Assls.•aq/ 

May 22, 2015 

John Scott-Craig, Chair 
Meridian Township Planning Commission 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Re: The Avenue on Grand River 
Meridian Charter Township - Section 20 
Conceptual Site Plan Review Drain Office #15036 

Dear Mr. Scott-Craig: 

We are in receipt of conceptual plans dated 4/13/15 for The Avenue on Grand 
River project located south of Grand River Avenue and north of the C N Railroad 
tracks in Section 20 of Meridian Charter Township. The developed portion of the 
site has an existing stormwater management plan based on an earlier 
development. There are two existing detention basins that pretreat and detain 
some of the rainfall events. This site drains directly to the Red Cedar River along 
and within the Canadian National Railroad right-of-way, which is private property. 

This conceptual review is offered as a courtesy Meridian Charter Township only 
and should not be construed by the project owner or others as formal submission 
to the Ingham County Drain Commissioner for site plan or drainage review. 

The Ingham County Drain Commissioner (ICDC) offers Meridian Charter 
Township the following conceptual review comments on the stormwater system 
for this project: 

1. The site is not located in the 100-year floodplain. 
2. No County Drains are affected by this project. 
3. The plans must be submitted to the Drain Commissioner's Office for 

drainage review. 
4. The site is located in a Phase II area and the stormwater discharge should 

be held to adequate pretreatment standards to protect the receiving 
waters of the Red Cedar River. 

5. Low impact development design techniques are being proposed and are 
strongly encouraged for this site. 



6. Three copies of the construction drawings must be submitted to our office, 
along with the necessary fees and a stormwater management plan 
(including runoff calculations for the existing site and proposed 
redevelopment) for the Drain Commissioner's approval. The drawings will 
be reviewed for conformance to the Drain Commissioner's Standards with 
regard to the additional runoff generated by the proposed improvements 
on the site. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this plan. 

Sincerely, 

0-d~c-t©~ 
David C. Love 
Ingham County Drain Engineer 

cc: Campus Village Communities 
Greg Petru, P.E., KESS, Inc. 
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in the case of new residential development. It provides 
a buffer from railway operations; permits dissipation 
of rail-oriented emissions, vibrations, and noise; and 
accommodates a safety barrier. Residential separation 
distances from freight rail yards are intended to address 
the fundamental land use incompatibilities. Proponents 
are encouraged to consult with the railway early in the 
development process to determine the capacity of the site 
to accommodate standard setbacks (see below). On smaller 
sites, reduced setbacks should be considered in conjunction 
with alte'rnative safety measures. Where the recommended 
setbacks are not technically or practically feasible due, 
tor example, to site conditions or constraints, then a 
Development Viability Assessment should be undertaken 
by the proponent to evaluate the conditions specific to · 
the site, determine its suitability for new development, 
and suggest options for mitigation. Development Viability 
Assessments are explained in detail in Appendix A. 
3.3.1 Guidelines 
• The standard recommended building setbacks for 
new residential development in proximity to railway 
operations are as follows: 

· »» Freight Rail Yard: 300 metres 
»» Principle Main Line: 30 metres 
» » Secondary Main Line: 30 metres 
» » Principle Branch Line: 15 metres 
» » Secondary Branch Line: 15 metres 
» » Spur Line: 15 metres . 
• Setback distances must be measured from the 
mutual property line to the building face. This 
will ensure that the entire railway right-of-way is 
protected for potential rail expansion in the future. 
• Under typical conditions1 the setback 'is mea$ured as 
a straightMline horizontal distance. 
• Where.larger building setbacks are proposed (or 

1 
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SAFETY INVESTMENT 
RAILROAD INVESTMENTS lNCREASE SAFETY ON THE RAILS 

Railroads' annual investments to modernize and improve America's freight rail network have significanlly contributed to freigllt rail's strong safety record. There is 

a direct correlation between the increase in rail network·investments and enhanced safety performance. With record levels of private investment in capital 

improvements and maintenance. over the last five years and $575 billion invested since ·t 980, America's privately owned freight railroads are at the forefront of 

advancing safety • 

• The train accident rate fell 46 percent since 2000 and 80 percent since 1980. 

• The rail employee injury rate fell 47 percent since 2000 and 84 percent since 1980. 

~ The grade crossing collision rate fell 35 percent since 2000 and 78 pe1·cenl since 1980. 
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The Avenue on Grand River 

Parking Analysis 

Following is our analysis of the actual parking requirements for the Avenue on Grand River: 

Apartment Community Requirements: 

Typically an apartment community of this size requires parking for 95 percent of the bedrooms. 

This ratio works because the community very seldom operates at 100 percent occupancy and not all 

residents will have a vehicle. Based on this ratio, the apartment community will require 391 parking 

spaces. 

Retail Requirements: 

The current retail space utilizes 173 parking spaces and an additional 39 parking spaces are 

needed for the new retail. This totals to·212 parking spaces required for retail. 

Shared Parking: 

The Urban Land Institute has determined that in a mixed use community with the synergy 

between the multiple property types a certain amount of parking is shared between the various 

uses. For our project parking requirements can be reduced by 59 spaces using UL! data for sharing. 

Adjusted Requirement: 

If we sum the total requirements based on the above individual requirements the total number 

of parking spaces required for all uses is 544. This compares favorably.with the 545 parking spaces 

provided in the design. 

Other Considerations: 

• The high parking requirement for this project is being driven in large part by the township 

requirement of two parking spaces per unit. Our unit count is very high because we have a 

high percentage of one and two bedroom units. If our community was comprised entirely of 

three bedroom units with the same number of beds the parking requirements would be 

. reduced by 211 spaces. 

• There are multiple elements to our project that will reduce the need for parking. These 

include the mixed use element, the fact that public transportation is readily available, the 

entrepreneurial center that will allow residents to work on site, and multiple workout and 

exercise facilities located on site. 

• We have provided a significant number of covered parking spots for bicycles to encourage 

their use rather than motor vehicles. 

Campus Village Communities 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This document is to provide an understanding on the federal and railroad requirements regarding safe building 
clearance distances and the usage of a "Crash Wall" structure when.applied to building near the railroad tracks. 

DATE STARTED REVIEW: 

May 8, 2015 

RESEARCH DAT A 

1. Reviewed property and trackage. . 
2. Reviewed regulations of the Federal level. Railroad requirements and AREMA regulations. 
3. Reviewed "Crash Wall" requirements used by the above agencies. 
4. In the case of new residential development a "Crash Wall" provides a buffer from railway operations; 

permits dissipation of rail-oriented emissions, vibrations, and noise; and accommodates a safety barrier. 
5. After researching the development area, I observed a trench along the tracks, a berm between the tracks 

and the proposed development and adding a "Crash Wall" as provided in the attached spec would provide 
every safety precaution to protect the local residents. The railroad industry only requires the "Crash Wall" 
for buildings to be twenty-five feet away from the tracks, however Campus Village has proposed having 
the "Crash Wall" over 50 feet from the track. 

6. Reviewed the Canadian National (CN) Timetable between mile marker 225.07 and mm 226.4 and below 
are my findings: 

FINDINGS 

I. Right at E Grand River (M-43) the timetable speed changes. Between MP 225.7 and MP 226.4 
the train speed is 50 mph for Freight I 50 mph for Passenger trains on both mains. 

II. Either side of the two mile post 225.07 and 226.4 it would be 60 mph Freight I 65 mph Passenger 
on both mains. 

1. Increasing the distance from the tracks from the railroad, twenty-five feet to over one hundred feet would 
ensure a design for safety by three times the required distance that the railroad industry and the federal 
regulations required. 

2. Utilizing the attached spec with the "Crash wall" regarding thickness and height is in consideration. 
3. The trench between the tracks and the berm varies. The dirt berm is also prptecting the proposed 

development. Adding the "Crash Wall" just adds to the integrity of safety and protection. 
4. The Main 1 (north track nearest to the site) needs 50 feet of space from the center line of track to the 

nearest structure and the CN.does not require a "Crasli Wall" at that distance. The Amtrak depot on 
Harrison road is only twenty-one feet from structures in that community. 

21983HuronRiverDr + Rockwood, Ml 48173 + Phone734.969.9988 + Fax734.969.9110 



D~namic Railroad Consulting, LLC. 

CONCLUSION 

The railroad industry and the federal government, to ensure safety to the public and the railroads, are working 
diligently to provide a safe means of moving rallcars through communities. Although the industry has had recent 
incidents, it has heightened e~pectations by the Federal Railroad Administration and the railroads are complying. 

When I reviewed the area, I observed a track system that had integrity and regular track maintenance in process. 
I also observed a deep trench that follows the track and a rather substantial dirt embankment. Those factors 
along with a "Crash Wall" allows for all the precaution required and is above the necessary requirement of the 
Federal agencies and Class 1 Railroads. 

21983 Huron River Dr + Rockwood, Ml 48173 +- Phone 734.969.9988 + Fax 734,969.9110 
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Harold "Sonny" Sebastian 
Owner, DYNAMIC RAILROAD CONSUL TING 
Greater De1!01t Area Transpor1ahonnruck1nglRa11mad 

Curren\ DYNAMIC RAILROAD CONSUL TING 

Previous DELRAY CONNECTING RAILROAD 

Education Soulhern Illinois University. Edwardsv1!re 

r :. 'I '\! • t I Send Harold "sonny" IJJM~fl 

Con1act lnlo 

~ Summary 

I worked at Nallonal Steel as 9 track laborer m 1972 and worked my way up through vanous assignments 
to become General Manager and eventually President of Delray Connechng Railroad This was a 
lrans111on !hat tooR mcred1ble determmalmn and hard work. and II was a career goal that once achieved, 
opened the doors (or further success 
I started Dynamic Railroad Consulting, LLC in 2005 I have over 41 years of expenence m the steel. coal. 
stevedoring and railroad management industry This has a!tnbuled to the knowledge and sense of 
comfort I have w1!h,n the mdushy. It has become second nature 10 me. and that allows me lo deliver !he 
best service lhrough my company 
The company grew from a consultmg business into DRC SeNtces which includes vanous lypes of 
rallroad and raw material aclN1t1es DRC has performed due diligence for corporate purchases. !rack 
inspecuon/repaffs, derailment invest1gaLion. railcar mspect1on/repatts. screen,ng raw material product. 
vessel loading gradmg roads and !he handl!ng of fug1hve dust issues for our customers The railroad 
department al DRC 1s now a M· 1003 cert~1ed MR shop with certd1ed MR welders This 1s something we 
pnde ourselves on II no! only benefits us as a company but JI benefits our customers, too 
Protess1onal Memberships include !he Transportation Ctub ol Detroit, where I am a previous President of 
the Club Also. I am a member of lhe Amencan Short Line Railroad Assoc1atmn member or the Detroit 
and Windsor lnterchange AssociaLion and a member of the M1ch1gan Chapter or Coal and Coke 
Assoc1al1on Myself. as well as DRC Services believe 1hat community relations and involvement 1s key 10 
continued succes.s as a company The Metro Detroll area has given us thelf business. and in return. we 
wan! lo give back lo this industry as much as possible via orgarnza11ons, clubs, and evenls 
DRC doesn't want to meei expectations we want to exceed expeclal!ons 
We look forward to doing business with you 

~ Experience 

Owner 
DYNAMIC RAILROAD CONSUL TING 

October 2005 - Present (9 years 9 rnonlhs) I ROCKWOOD MICHIGAN 

Spec1al11es Lo91s11c Consul!anl - Railcar Repairs - Track lnspections/Repalfs- Screening Raw Matenal 
(Coke) - Vessel Loading - Dusi Control - Grading and Oozing piles DRC Services Is a d1ve1se forward 
thinking. hard worl<Jng company thal can offer any one. or all of these spec,alhes _as needed 

1 1 proiect 

, 2 honors and awards 

PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER 
DELRAY CONNECTING RAILROAD 
Oclober 1996..: May 2005 (8 yei,rs 8 months) 

OPERATED A SHORTLINE RAILROAD FOR NATIONAL STEEL THEN US STEEL 

PRESIDENT 
DELRAY CONNECTING RAILROAD 
Octobqr 19'i6 M;;v :?005 (fl y~ar,; 8 t1101,1h;) 

WAS RESPONSIBLE IN REPORTING TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR ALL SAFETY 
REGULATORY OPERATIONAL AND FINANCIAL MATTERS 



~ mJ Projects 

COAL FIELD MANAGEMENT 
March 2006 - Augusl 2009 

CREATING ROADS, PROPER GRADE OF THE AREA PROPER DRAINAGE SEPARATION OF THE 
DIFFERENT TYPES OF COAL, PROFILING THE COAL PILES AND OVERALL CONTROL OF THE 
INVENTORY ISSUES 

@ Honors & Awards 

PRESIDENT 
TRANSPORTATION CLUB OF DETROIT 

,January 2012 

I HAVE THE HONOR OF BECOMING THE NEW PRESIDENT OF THE TRANSPORTATION CLUB OF 
DETROIT THIS THURSDAY JANUARY 26 2012 AT THE DETROIT ATHLETIC CLUB OF DETROIT 

RAILCAR DIVISION 
M1003 CERTIFIED· (AAR} 

M&y ;l01J 

The ra11car shop 1usl passed the MR cert1ficat1on and 1s now considered a M10D3 shop 

Congralulabon to lhe car men at DRC 

A Skills 

Top Skills 

BH T ransporta!lon 

e~ Log,shcs 

M Operations Management 

62 Trucking 

42 Rail 

3S Contract Negohabon 

36 Management -~ 
28 Container 

2~ Trtickload 

24 Transportation 

Harold "Sonny'· also knows about 

Jtfij ,~ 

~&lf.f ,. ~ ~~ 
it 

~~'ti.I 
g ~f]tif EITTI ., 

(& ~rtl 
·~Hi' II r ~ .. ~~ 

Ill ~ffl"~!ff, 

C3: 
illlrlilt ,,. 

~lffl lrl RltUt 
6C111mi~fm UI 

22 Freight 16 Strategic Planning i7 Team Building 17 Leadership 

l.J Proiecl Planning 13 Log,s11cs Management 11 Negotiation 

11 CusJonier Service 10 New Business DeveloP,ment 10 Shipping 

10 Contracl Managemenl 10 Supervisory Skills Procuremenl 

Supply Chain Management t 3PL See 25+ 



¢ Educalion 

Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville 
HISTORY - BUSINESS 

1973 - 1976 

CLEVELAND HIGH SCHOOL (2) GRANITE CITY HIGH (2) 
12, HISTORY 
)<)!iii - 1•11;> 

GARDENVILLE GRADE SCHOOL 
1Ga7- 1967 

ST. TRINITY LUTHERN 
1965 - 1968 

ST JOESPH CATHOLIC 
191:lO ~ 1964 

Add1t1onal Info 

· Interests 

BOATING, GOLF, HORSEBACK RIDING AND BIKING 

@ Organizations 

Additional Organizations 

DETROIT TRANSPORTATION CLUB. ASLRRA. MR COAL AND COKE ASSOCIATION 

SIU(e; 



Owner ~ Search for eo le 
DYNAMIC RAILROAD cor,qsuL TING P P Jobe comparues ;and more 

Grouµ4 

8-0nJamln Milkovich 
lulor al Tulor com 

t' Sonny has always shol slra,ghl He JS knoivledgeable of whal needs lo be completed 
and knows how 10 gel to thal goal as well as have his employees reach that same goal Ever 
srnce I have known him one of the llfsl qualiltes lhal sluck cul and contrnues lo slick out rs 
his fa11ness Sonny always can see other people's perspechves, irnd 1s very respectful and 
respected .. more 

Augut-t 2:3 2011. Ben1am111 wns wilh anolhe1 comptmy when wurkmg v11th Hatold 'Sonu~,·· ol 
DYNAMIC RJ\ILRf;AD CONSUL l!Nc.: 

Potor Paly 
Manager Ftnrshed Veh1cle Sales and Developmenl at VASCOR Lid 

'' Sonny rs a proven leader who works ltrelessfy lo promote and support lhe T ransportalron 
Club of Detrorl He JS generous. creative and his energy wears off on all those he !ouches In 
addrtron he makes work fun and helps keep everyone posrlrve Thrs combrnalron of skJlls 
helps gel U1ings done 

Apnl 1 O. 2011 Peter wo1ked aireclly Wllh Hamid '"Sonny· al DYNAMIC RAIL ROAD CONSUL TtNG 

David Olshnneky 
Co-Founder. DrrverSource Inc. 

'' 'ro Whom II May Concern .. I have known Sonny Sebashan for many years and have had 
the pleasure of working wilh him closely at the Transportation Club of Detroit His hrgh level 
of integrity and hard workrng nature besl exemphfres i:11rn as a person and I feel privileged lo 
be a collegue and a good fnend 

Srncerely, 
Oav,d J. Olshansky 
Co·Founder I! Chref Operalrng (Jlore 

Apnl 4. 2011. David v,or~,ed dtrechy ·::!Ill Ha,oJU "Sv11~y- al 0YNA,1'1C RAII.ROAlt CONSut.T<NG 

Goorgo Joromo Jr, 
Owner. George Jerome & Co 

f' I have worked with Sonny on muHrple projects over !he years and he has consrslenlfy 
delrver~d oulslandtng service and rnnovalrve solutrons lo our mulual clrenls He rs very adepl 
al bnngrng whatever resources are necessary lo a clrenl to enable lhem lo solve their 
exrslrng problems I have alway~ enjoyed working with Sonny and look forward lo more 

mutual projects 

Ap<u 4. 2011. (.~r.o,g~ Wt3$ f~ f(msu!lc}f1I Of ,.;n1rt1clfl1 to Hamia ~sonny' at 6YNAl-11C f{..t,11.ROAQ 

C6NSULTING 

RAIL.ROADING INTE 

I 290 rnembers 

Buy a Rail Service or 
146 members 

Iron Ore Mining 
~ 352 men,hers­

Joln 

Steam Railfans USA 
520 memtiers 

Join 

f -\~:1:?..v~ 
Railgroup -- {60,000+ 
.; 1 Ml men,hcrs 

Join 

Join 

American Railway En 
4 JJ4 ~ l))f\,nl}t:11 S 

Join 

National Railroad Co 
:> 2.40 ,~,en,1)1.:;f!-

Joln 

Join 

Soo 45 .moro 



· The Avenue on Grand River 

Parking Analysis 

Following is our analysis of the actual parking requirements for the Avenue on Grand River; 

Apartment Community Requirements: 

Typically an apartment community of this size requires parking for 93 percent of the bedrooms. 

This ratio works because the community very seldom operates at 100 percent occupancy and not all 

residents will have a vehicle. Based on this ratio, the apartment community will require 372 parking 

spaces. 

Retail Requirements: 

The current retail space utilizes 173 parking spaces and an additional 39 parking spaces are 

needed for the new retail. This totals to 212 parking spaces required for retail. 

Shared Parking: 

The Urban Land Institute has determined that in a mixed use community with the synergy 

between the multiple property types a certain amount of parking is shared between the various 

uses. For our project parking requirements can be reduced by 59 spaces using ULI data for sharing. 

Adjusted Requirement: 

If we sum the total requirements based on the above individual requirements the total number 

of parking spaces required for all uses is 525. This compares favorably with the 524 parking spaces 

provided in the design. 

Other Considerations: 

• The high parking requirement for this project is being driven in large part by the township 

requirement of two parking spaces per unit. Our unit count is very high because we have a 

high percentage of one and two bedroom units. If our community was comprised entirely of 

three bedroom units with the same number of beds the parking requirements would be 

reduced by 162 spaces. 

• There are multiple elements to our project that will reduce the need for parking. These 

include the mixed use element, the fact that public transportation is readily available, the 

entrepreneurial center that will allow residents to work on site, and multiple workout and 

exercise facilities located on site. 

• We have provided covered parking spaces for bicycles. The Township ordinances state that 

parking can be reduced by 10 percent (75 spaces) when bike parking is provided 

Campus Village Communities {Rev. 6/18/15) 

JUN 2 2 2015 



The Avenue on Grand River 
Plan Revisions 6-22-15 Re-submittal. 

Reduced Block 3 number of units and size east to west. Total units and building size tabulation was 

updated. 

Added 10' "green" strip on west side of Blocks 2 and 3. 

Increased pervious area, ie reduced impervious area. Added info on detention basin reduction for 

clarification. 

With reduced total units required parking was reduced. We lost parking on West side of Blocks 2 and 3. 

Parking tabulation was updated. 

Added proposed trees along Grand River and various other areas on the site. Also, no need to remove 

the existing trees on the west side of Blocks 2 and 3. Removed the proposed fence from the west side 

of Blocks 2 and 3 in lieu of existing an,d proposed trees. 

Added protection wall detail (railroad). 

Added Public Art amenity by bus stop area. 

·------------~----------



6. 

> -----
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2. If required, the applicant shall obtain a ·soil erosion and sedimentation control permit 
from the Department of Public Works & Engineering prior to any work taking place 
related to the deck project. A copy of the permit shall be provided to the Department of 
Community Planning & Development. 

3. The elevation of the proposed deck shall be a minimum of one foot above the level of the 
base flood elevation of 847 feet above mean sea level. 

4. In no case shall the impoundment capacity of the 100-year floodplain be reduced by the 
deck. 

5. Fill placed in the floodplain as part of the project shall be protected against erosion 
pursuant to a soil erosion permit from the Department of Public Works & Engineering. 

6. The applicant shall properly dispose of all excess materials from the post holes to an off­
site location subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning & 
Development. 

Seconded by Commissioner Ianni. 

Plam:ring Commission discussion: 
• Conditions in the resolution address Planning Commission concerns expressed at the last 

meeting 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Ianni, Jackson, 
Tenaglia, Van Coevering, Chair Scott-Craig 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 8-0. 

Public hearings 
A. Mixed Use Plarined Unit Development #15014 (Campus Village Development), request to 

establish a mixed use planned unit development at 2655 Grand River to include the existing 
multi-tenant commercial building and new construction consisting of 15,040 square feet of 
commercial space and 222 multiple family dwelling units and 

B. Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request for a group of buildings 
greater than 25,000 square feet (approximately 236,000 square feet) consisting of an existing 
commercial building (approximately 55,000 square feet) and new construction (approximately 
181,000 square feet) at 2655 Grand River 

Chair Scott-Craig opened the public hearings at 7:10 P.M. 

• Introduction by the Chair (announcement of procedures, time limits and protocols for public 
participation and applicants) 



• Summary of subject matter 
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Associate Planner Wyatt summarized the proposed mixed use planned unit development 
(MUPUD) and special use permit request as outlined in staff memorandums dated May 8, 
2015. 

• Applicant 
Mark Clouse, George Eyde Family LLC, 4660 S. Hagadorn Road, Suite 660, East Lansing, 
offered history on the site, beginning when Circuit City was built in 1997/1998. Over the 
years, George Eyde Family, LLC, acquired each of the three (3) subject parcels. He noted the 
retail component of the big pad site did not meet big box needs and companies were not . 
forthcoming. Through meetings with the Township Manager and the Director of Community 
Planning and Development over the last 15 months, it was determined the site would be a good 
location for a "horizontal" mixed use planned unit.development (MUPUD). 

' 
John Gaber, Attorney, Campus Village Communities, 380 N. Old Woodward, Suite 300, 
Birmingham, highlighted changes made to the plan based on comments made by Planning 
Commissioners on the concept plan approximately six (6) weeks ago. He indicated moving the 
buildings and changing 1Jie configuration to have complimentary designs, building materials and 
colors. The building ol'.ii front will house a variety of retail uses (e.g., pizza carry-out) and 
integrate with existing retail already on the site. 

Mr. Gaber stated a fenced in dog park was added to provide an underserved need for on- and 
off-site residents. He indicated the fitness park was expanded, with exercise stations within to 
augment a workout routine. Mr. Gaber noted a pocket park was added adjacent to Foods for 
Living and the bus shelter will provide public wi-fi. 

Mr. Gaber noted Block 3 has been decreased and moved to the north to increase the distance of 
the corner nearest the railroad track from 41 feet to 116.5 feet, with installation of a barrier 
wall. He added the railroad tracks are 6-1/2 feet lower than the finished floor elevation of the 
Block 3 building. Mr. Gaber indicated he is working with railroad personnel to provide the 
Planning Commission with additional information. 

Mr. Gaber noted the applicant is offering 15-20 amenities in exchange for requested waivers. 
He stated the aoolicant's traffic consultant concluded that with or without the proposed project, 
the future northbound traffic at the west drive would have congestion when exiting (level of 
service E to F). Mr. Gaber indicated the applicant's traffic consultant believed one way for 
vehicles wishing to make a left hand turn onto Grand River A venue during rush hour is to 
conduct traffic signal modification at the nearby signaled intersection, which would address 
congestion from the site. He stated the Township traffic consultant's comment regarding 
restricting the west drive for use only by Denny's is problematic from both ati accessibility and 
enforcement standpoint. Mr. Gaber believed it necessary to have circulation around the 
building for adequate traffic flow and indicated a possible fire safety issue if there was no 
traffic circulation around the building by the west drive. 

Mr. Gaber pointed out the viability of shared parking between residential, retail and non­
residential uses. He voiced concern with placing a pedestrian pathway on the south side of the 
project, given the parking spaces next to the property line, the detention area and the barrier 
wall for the railroad. 
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Mr. Gaber requested the special use permit restriction prohibiting restaurants be eliminated to 
provide options for the residences. 

• Public 
Kirk Marrison, 938 Sunset Lane, Bast Lansing, General Manager, Foods for Living, spoke in 
support of the project. 

• Planning Commission and staff discussion: 
Commissioner Van Coevering inquired if there was a pedestrian crosswalk over to the north 
side of Grand River A venue. 

Associate Planner Wyatt replied there is not. 

Commissioner Van Coevering asked if the Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) has commented on the project, given that Grand River A venue is a state trunk 
line. 

Associate Planner Wyatt replied the Township has not received comments from MDOT. 

Commissioner Van Coevering inquired whether the Bus Rapid Transit would be on the 
interior of exterior lane on Grand River Avenue. 

Principal Planner Oranchak responded it is not known at this time. 

Commissioner Van Coevering questioned whether the fitness park and dog park would be 
open to the public. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded in the affirmative. 

Commissioner Van Coevering inquired as to the price point of the apartments. 

Greg Schaefer, Executive Vice President of Business Development, Campus Village 
Communities, 919 West University, Suite 700, Rochester, responded rent for the 
apartments has not yet been finalized, but is estimated to range from $575 to $795. 

Commissioner Van Coevering asked if the Planning Commission can debate and decide the 
waiver requests proposed by the applicant. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded the Planning Commission can look at those and make 
recommendations for the project. 

Commissioner Honicky believed having a portion of the pedestrian bicycle pathway system 
as part of this project would alleviate parking and traffic issues as many of the residents 
who would be Michigan State University (MSU) students would have connectivity through 
to campus. 

Commissioner Hollicky suggested the western driveway contain three (3) lanes; one for 
Denny's, one ingress and an obligate right hand turn. He suggested the applicant eliminate 
the two "middle" buildings and place the southern-most_ building sideways which would 
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reduce the percentage of impervious surface and provide the 175 feet setback from the 
railroad tracks. 

Mr. Gaber responded the footprint has already been reduced for the building nearest the 
railroad track. He expressed appreciation for Commissioner Honicky's thoughts on the 
driveway configuration which will be discussed with the applicant's traffic engineer. ·Mr. 
Gaber acknowledged having direct access to the MSU campus through the pathway system 
would be ideal, but was unsure sure how the pathway connects, traverses the river and 
deals with the overpass. 

Commissioner Honicky suggested the applicant look at the path of the sanitary sewer line as 
a possibility for continuous pathway connection. 

Commissioner Cordill voiced concern with frequency and times of trains on the Grand 
Trunk Railroad, given that rail traffic will likely increase. She expressed a desire to see 
more street trees as it is a suburban site with urban lot coverage. 

Commissioner Cordill requested clarification whether the entrepreneurial function was part 
of the northern most mixed use building or two separate buildings. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded it is not physically attached to the Salvation Army. 

Commissioners Cordill suggested adding more landscaping in the fitness park. 

Mr. Gaber stated he will ensure more trees are planted throughout the site and the balance 
will be addressed during site plan review. 

Commissioner DeGroff inquired as to the location of the covered bicycle spaces. 

Mr. Gaber answered the covered bicycle parking spaces are on the courtyard side of the 
buildings for safety reasons. 

Commissioner DeGroff noted the proposed project does not seem like a MUPUD and most 
of the amenities do not benefit the public at large. As an example, he cited the inability of 
the public wishing to shop at the retail establishments by riding their bicycle to the 
development and parking their bikes under the covered bicycle spaces. Commissioner 
DeGroff did not believe other residents would drive to the development to use the exercise 
space. 

Mr. Gaber expressed appreciation for the comments about amenities, adding the 
Township's MUPUD ordinance specifies the offered amenities (e.g., rehabilitation of a 
degraded site). 

Commissioner Jackson noted the retention pond in the southwest corner was designed for 
the previous development and was calculated to handle the expected runoff. She inquired if 
comparable calculations have been made for this design. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded the Township has not yet received calculations from the 
applicant's engineers (KEBS, Inc.), adding discussion has taken place about the options of 
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porous pavement, pervious pavement and possible remodeling for increased detention 
capacity. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired if those were stated possibilities to compensate for the fact 
the applicant intends to fill in some of the existing detention pond. She asked when the 
decision would be made regarding those possibilities within the design. 

Associate Planner Wyatt answered the calculations and more detailed design will be 
provided during the site plan review phase. 

Jeff Kyes, KEBS, Inc., 2116 Haslett Road, Haslett, noted the design of the original site was 
based on old stormwater runoff standards. He noted since newer standards are being 
required by the Ingham County Drain Commissioner's office, there will be greater 
difficulty in reaching the water quality than the issues of quantity and detention, adding 
there is a need to incorporate pervious concrete to deal with water quality. Mr. Kyes added 
he will work with the ICDC and the Township_ and the existing detention basin will be 
modified to make the project "work." 

Commissioner Jackson expressed concern with where Building 5, Block 2 is placed on the 
site. She inquired if there will be housing plus the entrepreneurial center within that 
building. 

Greg Schaefer responded there is also a small maintenance facility in the rear on the first 
floor. 

Commissioner Jackson expressed concern that residents in Block 3 look northeast at the 
side of the Salvation Army building, at the back of Building 5, at the railroad tracks and 
into an industrial area. 

Mr. Schaefer noted there is parking all around the development and was the reason for the 
design presented, looking into the courtyard. 

Commissioner Jackson stated the satellite view of the parking spaces in back of the existing 
buildings have disappeared in the applicant's drawing. She inquired if they will be used in 
the parking space count. 

Mr. Kyes responded the parking in question does not meet the aisle width and depth 
required in the ordinance and, therefore, cannot be counted. 

Commissioner Van Coevering elucidated several MUPUDs have previously been approved 
which amenities have not all benefited the general public. She believed a precedent has 
been set with a mix of amenities for both residents and the general public. 

Associate Planner Wyatt offered examples of other developments where there has been a 
mix of amenities (e.g., hotel, Aldi development) 

Commissioner Ianni added the dog park on the north end and pocket parks will be open to 
the general public. 
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Commissioner Jackson stated the LED lighting and underground wiring should not be 
counted as amenities. 

Chair Scott-Craig added the ordinance is old and needs to be "updated," adding the spirit 
the Planning Commission is looking for is one where amenities are totally accessible to the 
public. He noted the balconies facing the interior courtyard do not benefit the public in any 
way. 

Commissioner Jackson encouraged the applicant to add more decorative material on the 
facade in the back of Building 1 to address the requirement of articulation every 50 feet as 
it will be clearly seen by traffic. · 

Mr. Schaefer added the apartments on the upper floors have a two foot "bump out" on both 
the east and west sides, which breaks up the facade. 

Commissioner Tenaglia reminded Commissioners that all 12.65 acres are being considered 
for the MUPUD requirements and amenities. 

Commissioner Cordill indicated the storefronts will be most visible traveling eastbound on 
Grand River. She asked for a definition of what building material CMU is an acronym for 
and.what it looks like. 

Mr. Schaefer responded CMU is concrete masonry unit and is man-made split faced block 
or cast stone, adding most of the CMU units will be on the lower parts of the buildings and 
will not resemble a concrete block. 

Commissioner DeGroff stated public use of the dog park makes sense only in conjunction 
with the trail connectivity, as he did not believe residents would drive to the dog park to 
exercise their dogs next to Grand River Avenue. He revisited the "philosophical 
difference" in interpretation of what counts towards the mixed use requirements. 

Commissioner Honicky reiterated his concern with the setback from the railroad, as he 
believed there will be an increase in the Grand Trunk train traffic with propane tank cars, 
and the Planning Commission should be wary of offering a variance to the 175 foot safety 
buffer. 

Mr. Gaber responded he had talked with the railroad and a 175 foot safety buffer is fairly 
unique in that not many communities require such a great distance. He reminded Planning 
Commissioners that railroad setback variances were given to . two recent projects, the 
Lodges and the Hamptons (63 feet from the right-of-way with a three foot wall). 

Commissioner Ianni clarified the MUPUD ordinance does state what percentage of the 
development must be commercial and what percentage must be residential. He believed the 
MUPUD ordinance is about the synergy the development creates and noted support by the 
retail establishments surrounding the proposed project, specifically citing increased foot 
traffic. · 

Commissioner Jackson believed there was an additional entrance off Grand River near the 
animal hospital and inquired why it can't be considered as an additional ingress or egress 
into the site. 
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Associate Planner Wyatt indicated it is not to be considered a designated egress entrance 
point for the shopping center, but a connection with the animal hospital as a cooperative 
understanding. 

Principal Planner Oranchak added it is not a true ingress/egress point as it does not provide 
direct access out to the street. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired about the history of the restaurant use restriction. 

Associate Planner Wyatt indicated residents along Park Lake Road had concerns about 
increased traffic ,if the shopping center was allowed to have restaurants uses. She stated the 
approval letter includes language that the applicant agrees to place a deed restriction on the 
property prohibiting restaurant uses. 

Conunissioner Jackson asked if that was one of the conditions of the original special use 
permit. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded in the affirmative. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired if that condition of the original special use permit would be 
vacated and no longer a consideration for this special use permit request with regard to 
allowed uses. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded she would like to obtain clarification on that issue from 
the Director of Conununity Planning and Development. 

Chair Scott-Craig reminded fellow Commissioners that the restriction is on the deed, not on 
the special use permit. 

Associate Planner Wyatt stated the current property owner could request that the deed 
restriction be removed. 

Principal Planner Oranctak added it could also be a condition of the special use permit or 
the MUPUD to eliminate the deed restriction and, upon approval, it would officially be 
removed from the deed. 

Principal Planner Oranchak stated that when the project was built, there was no opportunity 
for any service drive, so that was why the connection near the animal hospital was made. 

Commissioner Cordill believed the proposed location would be an excellent location for a 
coffee house or pizzeria; however, drive-through windows should be discouraged as they 
run counter to the walkability of the site. 

Commissioner DeGroff believed the trail connectivity is crucial to the creation of synergy 
for the general public. 

Chair Scott-Craig voiced concern the current failing entrance of level of service (LOS) E to 
F will get worse with this development. He spoke to crossing Grand River A venue to take 
the bus to campus as extremely dangerous, believing the only safe way to cross is to walk 
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to the intersection at Park Lake Road. Chair Scott- Craig believed moving the bus stop 
closer to the development on the south side of Grand River makes sense, but not on the 
north side. 

Chair Scott-Craig indicated the position of the building which houses the entrepreneurial 
center blocks easy access of Block 3 traffic to the Park Lake Road entrance. He stated such 
a configuration creates excessive traffic in front of the Foods for Living store and is a 
danger for residents who enter the store to shop. He did not believe allowing only Denny's 
traffic to use the western entrance was practical and would not entice businesses to locate in 
that area. 

Chair Scott-Cr~ig noted there is an easement from the edge of this property over to Dawn 
Avenue which belongs to the Ingham County Road Department (ICRD). He stated there 
has been no input from many of the experts (e.g., ICRD, Drain Commissioner, Michigan 
Department of Transportation) involved in this project so, as a result, he is not ready to 
make any determination. 

Chari Scott-Craig indicated there needs to be expert advice provided as to why it is 
acceptable for the applicant to be 376 parking spaces "short." 

Chair Scott-Craig spoke to the importance Meridian Township places on greenspace and 
trees, voicing concern with the 77% impervious coverage. He inquired if detention ponds 
count as greenspace. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded 50 % can be counted, adding that Mr. Kyes relayed 
such in a communication to her so that is why the impervious surface is listed at only 77 % 
on the plans. 

While acknowledging parking buffers are greenspace, Chair Scott-Craig stated the 
Township's ordinance requires a 15 foot buffer and the applicant has provided only three­
quarters of a foot in one spot. He added the Zoning Board of Appeals has requested on 
several occasions that the Planning Commission not send them projects which require 
multiple variances. 

Chair Scott-Craig stated the dog park is small, on a slope and not in a good location. He 
did not believe the dog park, as proposed, is a good amenity for the project. Chair Scott­
Craig believed there is a safety issue with th~ long balconies and questioned where the snow 
shoveled off the balconies and stairways would be placed. He suggested limiting the 
balconies and have covered stairways. Chair Scott-Craig expressed appreciation for the 
shutters on the apartment building windows and the recycling center. 

Chair Scott-Craig noted if the project is downs.ized it will address many of the concerns 
(e.g., greenspace, parking, setback requirements, traffic circulation). 

Mr. Schaefer responded to earlier Planning Commission comments by noting all stairways 
and patios are covered, management handles snow removal and 24/7 security is provided to 
address the safety issue. 
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One of the applicant's represe.ntatives commented the economics of a 96-bed reduction as 
suggested by Planning Commissioners would render the proposed project financially 
unfeasible to build. 

Associate Planner Wyatt mentioned she received an email communication from the ICRD 
who had reviewed the plans, but do not have any jurisdiction as MDOT has control of 
Grand River Avenue, traffic light signalization and phasing. 

Commissioner Van Coevering stated the applicant may want to come back with changes 
based on comments this evening and a need for information from MDOT. 

Commissioner Ianni suggested placing this item back on the Planning Commission's June 
8th agenda. 

Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearings at 9:32 P.M. 

7. Unfinished Business 
A. Special Use Permit #15031 (BBI Holdings LLC), request to establish a child care center at 2172 

and 2190 Association Drive 
Commissioner DeGroff moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE IT 
RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby approves Special Use Permit #15031 subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Approval is based on application materials submitted by BBI Holdings, LLC; site 
plans prepared by Nederveld, dated April 3, 2015; and building elevations prepared by 
Architectural Concepts, dated April 2, 2015, subject to revisions as required. 

2. Special Use Permit #15031 shall be subject to the applicant receiving approval of 
Wetland Use Permit #15-01 for the proposed work in regulated wetland and proposed 
wetland mitigation plan. 

3. As part of the site plan review process, a planting plan for the required 20 foot water 
features setback/natural vegetation strip shall be provided for review and approval by 
the Director of Community Planning & Development. 

4. Once established, the required 20 foot water features setback/natural vegetation strip 
shall be maintained and be free of structures, grading, or other disturbances. 

5. Street trees shall be provided along the frontage of the site. 

6. The final site plan, landscape plan, building elevations, building materials and colors, 
shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning and 
Development. 

7. The requirement for a northbound right-turn taper on Okemos Road at Association 
Drive will be reviewed during site plan review and shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the Ingham County Road Department. 

8. The trash dumpster shall be enclosed on four sides; three sides of the enclosure shall 
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Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearing at 8:53 P.M. 

[Chair Scott-Craig recessed the meeting at 8:53 P .M.] 

[Chair Scott-Craig reconvened the meeting at 9:03 P.M.] 

Unfinished Business 
A. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 (Campus Village Development), request to 

establish a mixed use planned unit development" (MUPUD) at 2655 Grand River to include the 
existing multi-tenant commercial building and new construction consisting of 15,040 square feet 
of commercial space and 222 multiple family dwelling units 

Commissioner Van Coevering moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE 
IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Mixed Use Planned Unit Development 
(MUPUD) #15014, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The recommendation for approval is based on the Cover Sheet, Utility Plan, and 
Amenities Plan, prepared by KEBS, Inc., dated May 27, 2015, and building elevations 
prepared by Progressive AE, dated May 27, 2015, subject to revisions as required. 

2. MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Communities), a request to establish a mixed use 
planned unit developinent with the existing retail building and ten new buildings, 
consisting of mixed use and residential buildings, with a total of 222 one, two, and four 
bedroom apartment units, shall be contingent on the approval of Special Use Permit 
(SUP) #15051 (Campus Village Development). 

3. Approval is subject to one or more amenities. The applicant proposes the following 
amenities as i~entified on the Amenities Plan (Sheet 5): LED lighting; site recyclin~of 
trash; relocate transit stop to front of the property; foot and bicycle pathways 
connecting to the Township pathway system; covered bicycle storage on site; fitness 
park as public recreation; dog park; outdoor pocket parks; seating plazas visible to the 
street; private courtyards; public internet; public internet-bus stop; underground 
utilities; upper floor balconies; sidewalk planters; and consolidation of multiple parcels 
into one. 

4. Waivers shall be granted for those sections of the Code of Ordinances ·as follows: 
Impervious surface coverage (Section 86-402(17)); setback for a dwelling unit from the 
railroad right-of-way (Section 86-470); loading/unloading space (Section 86-721(b)); 
number of parking spaces (Section -86-755); landscaped buffers adjacent to parking 
areas and access drives (Section 86-756(14); and interior canopy trees and interior 
landscaping (Section 86-758). 

5. Any future building additions or expansions to the buildings will require modification 
to the MUPUD #15014 and SUP #15051. 

6. Building materials should include, but are not limited to, wood, brick, clapboards, 
glass, and stone. Other materials, such as vinyl, aluminum, and other metals should be 
avoided. The character and quality of the building materials and general architectural 
design of the buildings shall be consistent on all four sides of each building. 
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7. The final building elevations and building materials shall be subject to the approval of 
the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

8. Unless the building elevations are revised, the applicant will be required to receive a 
variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals . for non-compliance with Section 86-
440(f)(2) b .2., stating, "Buildings greater than 50 feet in width shall be divided into 
increments of no more than 50 feet through articulation of the faS'.ade." 

9. Windows shall cover no less than 50 percent of nonresidential street level facades. 

10. The residential and mixed use buildings which comprise MUPUD #15014 shall 
accommodate no more than 412 tenants. No more than one person may occupy each 
bedroom. 

11. All utility service distribution lines should be installed underground. 

12. The final design of the two recycling enclosures shall be subject to the approval of the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

13. Site accessories such as railings, benches, trash and recycling receptacles, exterior 
lighting fixtures, and bicycle racks shall be of commercial quality, and complement the 
building design and style. Final design and location shall be subject to the approval of 
the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

14. Landscaping shall generally comply with the provisions of the Code of Ordinances, 
including the mixed use planned unit development standards as outlined in Section 86-
440(f)(4) and other applicable sections of the Ordinance pertaining to landscaping. 

15. A minimum of nine street trees shall be provided along the frontage of the site (Grand 
River Avenue) or the applicant shall be required to request a variance from the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. 

16. Site and building lighting shall comply with Article VII in Chapter 38 of the Code of 
Ordinances and shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning 
and Development, including the height of any new parking lot light pole. 

17. A fmal sign program shall be submitted as part of site plan review and shall be subject to 
the review and approval of the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

18. All mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and similar systems shall be 
screened from view by an opaque structure or landscape material (if at street level) 
selected to complement the building. Such screening is subject to approval by the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

19. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits, licenses, and approvals from the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, and 
the Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 
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20. The utility, grading, and storm drainage plans for the site shall be subject to the 
approval of the Director of Public Works and Engineering and shall be completed in 
accordance with the Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

21. A copy of the site plan information that exists in a computer format for the 
development project and construction plans shall be provided to the Township 
Engineering staff in an AutoCAD compatible format. 

Seconded by Commissioner Jackson. 

Planning Commission, staff and applicant's discussion: 
• Language contained in condition #10 regarding number of occupants in a bedroom was 

placed there to prevent renting out the four bedroom units to four individuals . 
• Township ordinances contain language regarding occupancy relative to the number of 

unrelated individuals 
• Language regarding unrelated occupants was created when the Lodges and Lofts were 

going through the approval process in order to address not renting to more than four 
unrelated individuals in the four-bedroom units 

• Requirement in condition #10 which allows only one occupant in a bedroom discourages 
married couples and families while encouraging student housing 

The maker offered the following friendly amendment: 
• Delete the second sentence in condition #10 and insert th~ following language: "No 

more than two unrelated persons may occupy the one and two bedroom units and no 
more than one person may occupy each bedroom in the four bedroom units." 

The friendly amendment was accepted by the ,seconder. 

Continued Planning Commission discussion: 
• The proposed project does not provide buffering to transition between adjoining industrial 

and residential on the site 
• Project retains the commercial standards for transition and buffering to the MUPUD 
• Fence on the property line between the proposed project and adjacent industrial is 

insufficient to protect the health, safety and welfare of residents of the MUPUD and 
jeopardizes the continued interest of the adjacent industrially zoned property 

• Requested waivers take away the features which promote health, safety and welfare of 
residents as well as their quality of living (i.e., pervious surface, green space, etc.) 

• Too many units on the designated space 
• Project is not what the Township envisioned when it created the MUPUD ordinance 
• . Amenities offered by the developer (i.e., covered bicycle parking, recycling, type of 

lighting) are not designed for use by the public 
• Resolution does not clearly articulate the construction of a crash wall, although one of the 

waivers includes the setback for a dwelling unit from the railroad right-of-way (condition 
#4) 

• Condition #3 of the resolution does not include construction of a foot pathway as an 
· amenity, although it is shown on the map 

• Request for staff to include specifications in the resolution on the walkway and construction 
of the crash wall 

• Township recently approved construction of a brewery on land zoned industrial, which is a 
use by right according to Township ordinance 
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• Need for more buffer and greenspace with fewer apartments 
• Township's Master Pathway plan is to place a pathway along this land which connects at 

both ends (one of which would go under the railroad, and one which would go over the 
river) 

• Suggestion for the applicant to provide an easement for a future pathway 
• Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has "weighed in" that it has no issue with 

the entrance next to Denny's 
• Planning Commissioner belief the majority of traffic will use the entrance at Park Lake 

Road as it has a light at that intersection 
• Building which would house the entrepreneurial center at the blocks the access to the main 

entrance 
• Concern with the considerable difference between the number of parking spaces required by 

ordinance and the number of parking spaces offered by the applicant 
• Concern with the increase to 81 % impervious surface when the underlying C-2 zoning 

allows for a maximum of 70 % 
• Reminder that the Planning Commission is making a recommendation to the Township 

Board on this proposal 
• Drawing appears to show the project will utilize some of the space which currently is a 

portion of one of the stormwater retention ponds 
• Request for KEBS, Inc. to provide information on how the reconfigured stormwater 

retention will "work" 
• There is little downstream space as the river is ~ight behind it and water which is not 

properly treated will go directly into the Red Cedar River 
• Concern there are no environmental amenities· being offered 
• Appreciation for the applicant's efforts to provide amenities 
• Suggestion to have some restriction (e.g., fence) between the project and the railroad tracks 
• Reminder the land is zoned C-2, but the use is residential 
• Review of the industrial zoned area last week shows it to contain various types of thriving 

businesses (chemical, metal stamping and foundry) 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Commissioner Van Coevering 
NAYS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Jackson, Chair 

Scott-Craig 
Motion failed 1-5. 

B. Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request for a group of buildings 
greater than 25,000 square feet (approximately 236,000 square feet) consisting of an existing 
commercial building (approximately 55,000 square feet) and new construction (approximately 
181,000 square feet) at 2655 Grand River 

Commissioner Cordill moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE BE IT 
RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village 
Development) for a group of buildings (ten new buildings and one exiting retail building) 
totaling more than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area subject to the following conditions: 

1. Approval of the special use permit is recommended in accordance with the Cover Sheet 
(Site Plan) prepared by KEBS, Inc., dated May 27, 2015, and building elevations 
prepared by Progressive AE, dated received May 27, 2015, ,subject to revisions as 
required. 
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2. Special Use Permit #15051 is subject to all conditions placed on Mixed Use Planned Unit 
Development #15014 (Campus Village Development) by the Township. 

3. The gross square feet of all buildings on the site shall not exceed 235,640 square feet 
unless the applicant applies for and receives an amendment to Special Use Permit #15051 
(Campus Village Development). 

4. All mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and similar systems shall be 
screened from view by an opaque structure or landscape material (if at street level) 
selected to complement the building. Such screening is subject to approval by the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

5. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits, licenses, and approvals from the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, and 
the Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 

6. The utility, grading, and storm drainage plans for the site shall be subject to the 
approval of the Director of Public Works and Engineering and shall be completed in 
accordance with the Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

7. A copy of the site plan information that exists in . a computer format for the 
development project and construction plans shall be provided to the Township 
Engineering staff in an AutoCAD compatible format. 

8. The above-stated conditions shall replace all ·prior conditions listed in the approval 
letter for Special Use Permit #96141, dated March 19, 1997. 

Seconded by Commission Van Coevering. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: None 
NAYS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Jackson, Van 

Covering, Chair Scott-Craig 
Motion failed 0-6. 

C. Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership), request to 
amend the PRD sketch plan for the unplatted portions of Ember Oaks preliminary plat located 
north of Jolly Road 

Commissioner Van Coevering moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE 
IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby approves the amendment to Planned Residential Development #15-
97015 dated April 17, 2015 for the remaining 111 lots on 161.88 acres in the Ember Oaks 
plat. Seconded by Commissioner Jackson. 

Planning Commission discussion: 
• Planning Commissioners are limited as to what they can consider while deliberating this 

request 
• Request meets all the Township requirements for a PRD approval 



Martha Wyatt 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ms. Wyatt, 

Mary Seager <seagerjil@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, May 27, 2015 9:50 AM 
Martha Wyatt 
The Avenue - Campus Village Development 

I am writing to you on behalf of lvfr. Greg Shafer of Campus Village Communities concerning their proposed 
development project, The Avenue. I own Eastside Animal Hospital at 2643 East Grand River, East Lansing, Mi. 
I have worked at this location since 1985 and have owned my property since June of 1991. I have seen 
numerous proposed projects for this area - some of them such as Foods for Living and State of Fitness be great 
successes and others fail (e.g. Circuit City!). Having looked at this proposed project and the details of the site 
planning, I feel that this project will be an asset to this corridor into Meridian Township. I believe it will _be both 
a great face lift to the area as well as a benefit to the surrounding businesses. 

If you have any questions for me, please feel free to contact me either via e-mail or you may contact me at my 
office: 517-332-2511. 

Best Regards, 
Mary Seager, D.V.M. 
seager ji l@gmaiI.com 

1 



To whom it may concern, 

I wanted to take a moment to express my support for The Avenue project that is 
currently being proposed on Grand River Avenue near Park Lake Road. As a 
business owner in the area I feel the project will be a great benefit to the township 
by providing more density along the Grand River corridor where it is needed. The 
addition of the housing component directly on Grand River will allow for residents 
to easily access the local businesses within walking distance. This project will 
definitely have a positive impact on my business. I have been in contact with 
Campus Village and they have answered all ofmy questions related.to the project 
and are making an attempt to engage the neighbors on the project. I urge you to 
approve this project. Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 

Justin Grinnell B.S., CSCS 
Owner State of Fitness 
Email: Tustin.grinnell@mystateoffitness.com 
Phone: (517) 708-8828 

WWV'l0mystateoffitness.,con1 
21,l;S l=::ist Gr::inrl RivP.r I J:'::i..t I ::im:inP-. Ml 488'B I !i 17.708.8828 I located on the corner of Park Lake anrl F. Gr"'nrl Riv.,,. 



June 3rd, 2015. 

To whom it may concern: 

We are submitting this document in an effort to communicate our full support of 
The Avenue on Grand River/Campus Village Communities project. 

This development has the potential to bring consistent commerce to our 
establishment. The close proximity of the large residential unit and proposed dog 
park at the opposite ends of the property are both attractive opportunities for 
increasing our visibility in the community. As you know, Foods for Living has a 
significant competitor arriving within a stone's throw down the street early next 
year .. It seems clear that this development would be directly b.eneficial to Foods 
for Living in the future. 

Thank you for your time. 

Kirk Marrison, General Manager. 
Sarah Campbell/ Store Director. 

Foods for Living 
2655 E. Grand River Ave. 
East Lansing, Ml. 48823 
517.324.9010 

~---------~-~-------~-
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To whom it may concern, 

I wanted to take a moment to express my support for The Avenue project that is currently being 
proposed on Grand River Avenue near Park Lake Road. As a business owner in the area! feel the project 
will be a great benefit to the township by providing more density along the Grand River corridor where 
it Is needed. The addition of the housing component directly on Grand River will allow for residents to 
easily access the local businesses within walking distance. This project will definitely have a positive 
impact on my business. l have been in contact with Campus Village and they have answered all of my 

questions related to the project and are making an attempt to engage the neighbors on the project. I 
urge you to approve this project. Please feef free to contact me if you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 

(iJv~t-, 
(lAVL yL,A t/--A Ji(£ (" 

~@ 
1 JLJU -m,, 

fij i'i O 4 2015J:l 
brnro-L]u 

4900 Montrose Avenue / Suite 100 I Okemos, Ml 48864 J lP' 517.381.4900 / w 517.381.0081 / W Vlahakis.com 
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To whom it may concern, 

l would like to send a Jetter in support for The Avenue project that is currently being proposed on Grand 

River Avenue. This project will help my business by locating more people in the immediate area. Please 

vote yes on this project 

Sincerely, 



To whom it may concern, 

2780 EAST GRAND RIVER AVENUE 

EAST LANSING, MJCHIGAN 48823 

f would like to send a letter in support for The Avenue project that is currently being proposed ori Grand 

River Avenue n_ear Park Lake Road. As a business owner in the area I feel the project will be a.great 
benefit to the township by providing more density along the Grand River corridor where it is needed~ . 

The addition of the housing component directly on Grand River will allow forresidents to e~sily access 

the local businesses within walking distance. This project will definitely have a positive Impact on my 

business. f have been in contact with Gampus Village and'they have answered all of my questions 

related to the project and are making an attempt to engage the neighbors on the project. I urge you to 

approve this project. 

Sincerely, 

~~/~c_j 
~ ) c..'.\',,,,,~ "s;: cP2-cG~ I~ 3;\ ·' 



! support the Campus Village project The Avenue and urge the planning commission and Board of 

Trustees to vote in favor of the project. 
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TO: 

FROM 

DATE: 

RE: 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

Planning Commission 

'Gail Oranchak, AICP 
Principal Planner 

June 4, 2015 

MEMORANDUM 

MUPUD #15014 (Campus Village Development) request to develop a mixed use 
planned unit development at 2655 Grand River Avenue 

Commissioner Deits prepared the attached document for distribution to the Planning Commission 
regarding the above referenced project. 

Attachments 
1. Communication from Commissioner Deits received May 20, 2015 

G: \Planning\ \REZIPRD 15015 (SP lnvestments)\Staff Reports\Deits communication 5-20-15 



Colleagues 

I wanted to bring forth a situation regarding the Campus Village project that I mentioned 
briefly at the initial concept plan meeting but that was not brought forward at the public 
hearing that I think we need to consider. I am writing this through Gail now so that you 
will have a chance to consider these issues in advance of our next meeting on this 
project. 

The issue revolves around the fact that the property immediately to the west of the 
subject site is zoned Industrial. We don't have a lot of industrial zoned land in the 
township but we also have no area where industrial zoning abuts multiple family zoning 
as far as I can tell. (note added per Gail's expertise - the Collingswood apartments abut 
Industrial and were built in the 1970's; I guess we would call that a non-conforming use 
today?). 

We do have an ordinance that might at first glance seem relevant; here is the section 
from the Code for Industrial zoned lands: 

"Side and rear yards adjacent to residential district zone lines. No structure shall 
be less than 100 feet from any residential district zone line. Side and rear yards 
may be used for passenger vehicle parking except for a strip 40 feet in width 
along the side and rear boundaries of the development. This forty-foot transition 
strip shall be used for screening purposes and shall be composed of interlocking , 
trees and/or foliage and other appropriate ground cover. The maintenance of this 
transition area shall be a continuing obligation of the owner of such area." 

', 

I mentioned this to staff and their interpretation of the ordinance is that it applies only to 
residential zoned land and since the MUPUD is being built as an overlay on C-2 land, . 
not residentially zoned land, this section of the ordinance does not apply. 

I have trouble with this interpretaHon. At the time of the writing of this ordinance (which 
preceded by many years the MUPUD ordinance), the Township had no situation in 
which land could be zoned non-residential yet be used for residential purposes (outside 
of existing non-conforming uses, of course). I also think that it is entirely reasonable to 
infer that the intent of this portion of our ordinances was to prevent close juxtaposition of 
industrial and residential uses. Now that we have an MUPUD which decouples 
residential zoning from residential use, that has changed. 

If it is appropriate to consider that this section of the ordinance does apply to residential 
buildings built under the MUPUD (and that is one thing I am asking you to think about), 
building the Campus Village project will render a number of buildings in the Industrial 
zoned land immediately to the west of the project non-conforming and quite possibly 
render some of the sites unbuildable for future uses. 



A second issue related to this that does not require a close interpretation of the 
ordinance is in our consideration of the Special Use permit that accompanies the 
MUPUD. Among the criteria are these two: 

and 

The project is consistent with applicabl~ land use policies contained in the 
Township's comprehensive development plan of current adoption. 

The project is designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as to be 
harmonious and appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended 
character of the general vicinity and that such a use will not change the essential 
character of the same area. 

Without quoting chapter and verse, we have consistently applied the principal of orderly 
development embodied in a graded intensity concept, that is, high intensity uses such 
as C-3 or C-2 should be buffered from residential areas, for example by PO or other 
zonings. When you consider whether this project meets the SUP criteria, I ask that you 
consider whether the proposed project is consistent with this principle (if not, it violates 
the first criterion above) and whether the proposed project is appropriately juxtaposed to 
an industrial site whose uses include chemical storage (neighboring the proposed site) 
and a chemical plant (across the street to the west) among others (which you may 
consider inconsistent with the second criterion). 

Tom 



I support the Campus Village project The Avenue and urge the planning commission and Board of 
Trustees to vote in favor of the project. 
Signature Name Business Address # of Employees 
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Mic Men 
Computer, iPad, and iPhone Repair 

2660 E. Grand River Ave. 
East Lansing, Ml 48823 
517-333-6533 
macmenllc@att.net 

macmenrepair.com 

To whom it may concern, 

u 
-~------~-------~-----~ 

I would like to express my support for The Avenue project that is currently being proposed on Grand 

River Avenue near Park Lake Road. As a business owner in the area I feel the project will be great for the 

township. I like the addition of residential on Grand River. This project will be good for my business. I 

urge you to approve this project. Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 



12. A 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Township Board 

FROM: ~ VVYl./ifu'Yl6'kA-
Gretchen M. Gomolka, Finance Director 

DATE: June 29, 2015 

RE: 2016 Budget Schedule 

In order to avoid the Truth in Taxation Public Notice, which can often be misinterpreted 
by th.e general public, we are recommending that the timeline for adopting the 2016 
budget be moved up so that it will be completed by September 30, 2015. Having the 
final budget hearing and adoption by this date will satisfy the State of Michigan 
requirements for Truth in Taxation without having to publish the confusing Public Notice. 

The proposed timeline is attached for your consideration and the following motion is 
proposed: 

MOVE TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 2016 BUDGET TIMELINE WITH 
FINAL ADOPTION AT THE SEPTEMBER 15, 2015 BOARD MEETING. 

Attachment: 
1. Proposed 2016 Budget Timeline 



Proposed 2016 Budget Time line 
Meridian Charter Township 

July 17 ALL Budgets due to Finance Director 

July 27-28 Management review of requests. Individual discussions 

Aug 5 Directors Discussion 
2:00 - 5:00 p.m. in the Nelson Room (Public Safety Building) 

Aug 18 Recommended Budget distributed to Board at Board Meeting 

Sept 1 Board Meeting - Budget Deliberations and Public Hearing 

Sept 8 Board Meeting - Budget Deliberations (if necessary) 

Sept 15 Board Meeting-Final Adoption of Budget 

Quarterly Review and approve budget amendments 



12 - B 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Board 

Mark Kieselbach 
Director of Commun· y Planning and Development 

Gail Oranchak, AICP 
Associate Planner 

June 30, 2015 

Final Preliminary Plat #06012 (Signature Land Development), Whitehills Lakes 
South 

Michael R. McGraw, representing Signature Land Development, is requesting final preliminary 
plat approval for the second phase of Whitehills Lakes South subdivision. The proposed final 
preliminary plat consists of 21 lots numbered 14 through 34 on approximately 15 acres of land 
located north of Lake Lansing Road and east of Park Lake Road. The site is zoned RAA (Single 
Family-Low Density). 

The Township Board approved the Whitehills Lakes South tentative preliminary plat on 
February 23, 2006 for a subdivision consisting of 32 lots and on December 19, 2006 approved 
the final preliminary plat. A final plat consisting of Lots 1 through 13 was approved by the 
Township Board on August 7, 2007. 

In 2012, Signature Land Development (previously Redwood Land Investment, LLC) acquired 
the remaining 15 acres covered by final preliminary plat #06012 and has requested and 
received the necessary extensions from the Township Board to maintain the plat's approval 
status through December 19, 2016. 

The applicant is now seeking final preliminary plat approval from the Township for a revised plat 
layout. Changes to the plat include: 

• Increasing the land area in Phase 2 by adding land from Lots 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 in 
Phase 1 (Final Plat of Whitehills Lakes South) to the northern boundary of the 
undeveloped preliminary plat parcel. A land division (CR #12033) was approved for the 
land swap. 

• Eliminating the intersection of Southridge Road and Lake Lansing Road by creating a 
cul de sac at the south end of Southridge Road resulting in a more north and south 
orientation. The elimination of the connection with Lake Lansing Road results in a cul 
de sac street from Whitehills Lakes Drive to the end of Southridge Road with a length of 
1,910 feet, which exceeds the maximum permitted of 1,320 feet. A waiver was 



FPP #06012 (South Whitehills) 
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previously granted at the time of tentative preliminary plat approval for the length of a cul 
de sac street from Whitehills Lakes Drive to Winterfield Court of 1,41 O feet. 

• Reducing the curvature of Winterfield Court. . 
• Increasing the number of total lots from 32 to 34, 21 being in Phase 2 of development 

as a result of adding additional land, eliminating the cul de sac and straightening 
Southridge Road and Winterfield Court. 

• Constructing a seven foot wide e.mergency access/non-motorized pathway on a 15 foot 
wide strip of land between Lots 21 and 22 to connect Southridge Road with Lake 
Lansing Road. Combined with the 15-foot wide area for the sidewalk, a five-foot wide 
easement along the east property line of Lot 21 (total 20 feet) will be stabilized to 
accommodate emergency vehicles as requested by the Fire Department. 

• In the previous preliminary plat, the stormwater detention basin was located outside the 
plat boundaries. It is now within the plat identified as "Southridge Park South Drain 
Easement & Detention." It will be dedicated to the Ingham County Drain Commissioner 
to ensure long term care and maintenance, a condition of the final preliminary plat 
approval. 

In keeping with the requirements of the Land Division ordinance, the plat was submitted to the 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner, Ingham County Road Department, and Michigan 
Department of Transportation for their approvals. The design standards established by the 
Ingham County Road Department include factors such as roadway width, turning radius, and 
slope. In approving the road design, the Ingham County Board of Commissioners granted a 
variance from the Road Department's cul de sac length. 

Since neither wetlands nor floodplain are present in Phase 2, approval by the Department of 
EnvironmentarQuality and Meridian Township is not required. 

Final preliminary plat approval confers upon the applicant, for a period of two years, the 
conditional right that the general terms and conditions under which preliminary plat approval 
was granted will not be changed. 

Township Board Options 

The Township Board has the option to approve, modify, or deny the final preliminary plat based 
on the standards outlined in the Township Land Division Ordinance, the State Land Division 
Act; and the Zoning Ordinance for the RAA (Single Family-Low Density) zoning district. The 
State Land Division Act, as well as the Township Land Division Ordinance provide for a 20 day 
review period once a final preliminary plat request has been deemed complete. The end of the 
20 day period allotted for the Township's review is July 13, 2015. A resolution to approve the 
final preliminary plat has been provided for the Board's consideration. 

Attachments 
1. Resolution 
2. Application and supporting documentation 
3. Final Preliminary Plat approval letter 
4. Final Preliminary Plat dated received December 12, 2006 
5. Final Preliminary Plat dated received June 15, 2015 

g:lplanninglplats\06012\2015 FPP Revision\fpp06012.tb1 .doc 



RESOLUTION TO APPROVE 
(REVISION) 

RESOLUTION 

Final Preliminary Plat #06012 
Signature Land Development 

Whitehills Lakes South 

At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Charter Township of Meridian, 
Ingham County, Michigan, held at the Meridian Municipal Building, in said Township on the 7th 
day of July 2015, at 6:00 p.m., Local Time. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by ________ and supported by 

WHEREAS, Michael R. McGraw, on behalf of Signature Land Development has 
requested final preliminary plat approval for a revised version of a single family subdivision of 
lots, commonly known as Whitehills Lakes South, located north of Lake Lansing Road, west of 
BL-69 and east of Park Lake Road; 

WHEREAS, the Township Board approved the tentative preliminary plat on February 23, 
2006; and 

WHEREAS, the Township Board approved the final preliminary plat on December 19, 
2006; and 

WHEREAS, the Township Board approved the final plat Whitehills Lakes South, as a 
single family subdivision of 13 lots on August 7, 2007; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested final preliminary plat approval for 21 lots on the 
remaining 15 acres of the Whitehills Lakes South subdivision, two more than the original final 
preliminary plat; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Ingham County Commissioners approved the preliminary plat 
of Whitehills Lakes South No. 2, lots 14 through 34 on July 23, 2013 with a waiver for the length 
of the South ridge Road cul de sac; and 

WHEREAS, the Ingham County Drain Commissioner, in a letter dated May 11, 2015, 
stated the plat meets the rules of the Ingham County Drain Commissioner with conditions: and 

WHEREAS, The Michigan Department of Transportation, in a communication dated 
November 6, 2014 indicated approval of the layout subject to review for hydraulics; and 

WHEREAS, the site is properly zoned RAA (Single Family-Low Density); and 

WHEREAS, all lots in the proposed Whitehills Lakes South subdivision meet or exceed 
the minimum lot width and minimum lot area requirements of the RAA Single Family-Low 
Density) zoning district; and 
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WHEREAS, the Whitehills Lakes South subdivision complies with the Township land 
Division Ordinance and the Land Division Act, (MCL 560.101 et. seq., as amended); and 

WHEREAS, the Whitehills Lakes South subdivision will be adequately served by public 
utilities and services. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF THE CHARTER 
TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby grants approval of the final preliminary plat for a single 
family subdivision of 21 lots, commonly known as Whitehills South, located north of Lake 
Lansing Road, west of BL-69 and east of Park Lake Road with the following conditions: 

1. Approval is granted in accordance with the final preliminary plat prepared by KESS, Inc 
received June 15, 2015, indicating 21 single family lots, subject to revisions as required. 
Any revisions of the plat shall be subject to the Township's approval. 

2. The Township Board hereby grants a variance from Section 62-62(7) of the Township's 
Land Division ordinance to allow Southridge Road to exceed the maximum cul de sac 
length of 660 feet. In a letter from Greg Petru, P.E., KESS, Inc. dated June 17, 2013, the 
reasons for the variance are enumerated and include: steep slope, site vision on Lake 
Lansing Road, the elimination of 20-30 trees to construct the connection to Lake Lansing 
Road, and proximity to M-78/BL-69 (300-350 feet). 

3. Construction shall not commence until the applicant has obtained all necessary permits 
and approvals from the Ingham County Drain Commissioner, Board of Ingham County 
Commissioners, Michigan Department of Transportation, and the Township. Copies of all 
permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the Department of Community Planning 
and Development. 

4. Final utility plans shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works and shall 
be completed in accordance with Township Engineering Design and Construction 
Standards 

5. An overall grading plan for the subdivision shall be required with detailed construction 
plans, prior to issuance of any building permits. 

6. Store sewer leads shall be provided to each lot in the subdivision. The final location of the 
leads shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works. 

7. A five foot wide concrete sidewalk shall be constructed along the east side of Southridge 
Road, the north side of Winterfield Court, as well as the frontage on Lots 14, 15, 16, and 
34 on the cul de sac. The sidewalk shall be designed and constructed in accordance with 
Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

8. A seven foot wide asphalt pathway shall be constructed between Lots 21 and 22 to extend 
from the southern end of the Southridge Road cul de sac southward to the pedestrian­
bicycle pathway on the north side of Lake Lansing Road. The asphalt pathway shall be 
centered within a 20 foot wide strip stabilized to accommodate emergency vehicles as 
requested by the Fire Department. The 20 foot wide strip shall not be within the 
boundaries of either Lot 21 or Lot 22. The pathway's grade shall not exceed five percent. 

9. A seven foot wide concrete pathway shall be constructed on the north side of Lake 
Lansing Road from Southridge Road east to the existing pathway on the northwest side of 
BL-69. The final location of the pathway shall be subject to the approval of the Director of 
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Public Works. The design and construction of the pathway shall be in accordance with 
Township Engineering Design and Construction standards. 

10. In lieu of constructing a seven foot wide concrete pathway on the north side of Lake 
Lansing Road, west of Southridge Road, the applicant shall provide a cash deposit to the 
Township. 

11. Street trees shall be required along Lake Lansing Road. Street trees shall be required 
throughout the subdivision along all internal roads. Species and location of trees shall be 
subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning and Development and the 
Ingham County Road Department. 

12. The applicant shall identify trees proposed to be removed or relocated on Lots 23 through 
28 to determine if there is a need for a vegetative screen between the lots and the existing 
dwellings on BL-69. If screening is determined to be necessary by the Township, the 
design and proposed landscape material shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

13. Any wellheads located on the site shall be properly closed and abandoned per the 
requirements of the Ingham County Health Department and the Township prior to 
issuance of any permit for construction activity, including grading permits. 

14. A copy of the information which exists on computer for the plat and construction plans 
shall be provided to the Township Engineering staff in an Auto Cad compatible format. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Clerk 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 Township Board on the 7th day of July, 
2015. 

Brett Dreyfus 
Township Clerk 

g:planning\plats\FPP 06012 (Whitehills Lakes South)\2015 revision\res approve revision 



CMARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

5151 MARSH ROAD OKEMOS, Ml 48864 
. (517) 853-4560 

l:INAL PRELIMINAAYPl..ATAPPLICATION 

Please complete items A, B and C if any changes have occurred since the tentative preliminary plat was 
approved by the Township. 

A. Proprietor{s) s; 6.tJ kfV fl: i' LA µi/J Dr::11(£:Lo P l"I <! /l/ T 

Address of proprietor _ _I l fY-;t\_~=. ~S .B3- (kLS. .. S~ C ~if ~J01-t:~tJj _!Jir-'1£, 
Contact information: Worl{§J~ '7 l1S - S'O),)J.- !.c"tf..,. -·· Heme . l k):j. g-J- -/~ ~{L~ 

Fax --------------·- Email !JiM..~~~Ji.~5LfJ/?.U;)f'-11l>.£1-?l ~, 

B. Plat name tJi,.tTf(l\.1Lk.:z 4c~Q -"~i±_/JD ... ~ __ Number of lots_ ~ \ _ .. __ 
Site address/location Sov·"i\,A r::: \ b &:( (2..o . @t~ r lAfal > , µ(Ci /1.t I ~cfi!r 1-. 3 
Legal description (Attach additional sheets if necessafy) _feJ5.Jt:{A~w P l)l tv \ ---

Parcel number(s) 33-oZ--cz.....oS--47,.-<510 4 007 Zoning designation __ µfr-______ _ 
Acreage of site _ _lS~Q,t~ Acres of floodplain _'1.£.f..1.f..Q _____ Acres of wetlands_ ?.~---

C. Architect, engineer, pta,r;per, and/or surveyor responsible for the design of the plat: 
Name of Company...,.,..-'/.......,,'--"'((Z'--'B~5--=--__________________ _ 
Contact person (/- e-w -y CT(?. v 
Contact information: Work (rn) 33 E\ ·- Io l i.\ 

Fax 6_;,-,) 3?q -'6oi..t, 

D. The proprietor shall submit the application, fee ;;md all required materials as outlined in Section 62-35 of 
the Township Code of Ordinances. An application will not be considered complete until all required 
materials have t;ieen submitted. All required materials must be submitted at least ten days and not more 
than 15 days prior to the Township Board meeting where action is desired. 

E. I (we) hereby grant permission for members of the Charter Township of Meridian's Boards and/or 
Commissions, Township staff member(s) and the Township's representatives or experts the right to enter 
onto the above described property (or as described in the attached information) in my (our) absence for the 
purpose of gathering information including but not limited to the taking and the use of photographs. 

JX! .. Yes D No (Please check one) 

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I (we} certify that the information provided within this application and 
accompanying doc t · is, to the best of my (our) knowledge, true and accurate. 

-~~=:::::::::=---·_ b/;jr I Lf tJ.),, t;L 

_Sig-natu~-e o~ro-pri_m~~-- -----· µ a,(,{ ~+.-.. Fee (,, / ! /; r -e 

Proprietor's name (Printed) 'Received by/Date 



I. 

· June 5, 2015 
·-1., 

Gail Oranchak - Prmtipai Planner . 
Charter Township of Mertdian - Planning Depar_tment 
5151 Marsh Road· . . -

. Okemos, Michigan 48864-1198 

Re: Whitehills :Lakes South No. 2 .-.Final Preliminary Plat Submittal 
' . . . ~ . 

· Dear Ms. Oranchak: 

·Please find enclosed 10 sets of Final.Preliminary Pfat do:cumeni:s, a.completed­
applicatio~~ ch~cklist; ~heck and supporting documents fqr yobrrevie~, asJoliowt,:. 

Attachments: 

1. 10-sets of seal~d plans 
2 .. 1 copy of plat at 8.5"x11" and 1l:'x1r· . . , . 
3. Aµ information as required for the tentative preliminary plat (section 62-34,(l)(b )) 
4. P;reliniinary eJ;J.girieering drawing~ that;show water,_sanitary, stor~ sewer layouts 

. and inclµdes a JO' utility ease:i;nent foi all_°private utilities such as gas, electric~ cable · 
and/or -pp.one. . , . · . · : 

5. Preliminm;y enghl:eering driiwings that show site grading; sidewalk connectivity,. 
street trees a,nd landscaping. : The·develpper will not be.providmg an aqditional 
entry sign, so no entry sign detailing has been included. Since this phase is 
connected· to an existing street,. it did not :warrant it(, Ow:J.1· sign. 

- 6. Storm.water runoff calculations have bee!). attached. . . 
. 7. Letters to:all agerldes that·liave been sent copies of the plat. · S:evetal ofthe agencies 

wer~ not-se:i;it copies· (MDEQ for ·wetland/ floodpli;ffi permitting, MDEQ for duster 
system, Ingham County Health Department and the Natural Resource Conse_rvation 

. Servi~e ). ·These agencies w~re not sent copies since the site. does not hav~ wetlands or' . 
' floodplairµ,i or is proposing,septic systems (public water· and sanitary). . 
8. Responses from agendes-inc1uding the Road Cbmmission; D:i;ain Commission-and 

MDOT.· . . 

9. A landscape plan has been inciu4ed_ that shows street trees anc:1. cul-d~-sac 
. lcg,.dscapmg. A_ 20' hq:ffer area has also been-.shown on the ·plat drawings. At thl,5. 
time 'j:he developer·would like to show the 2_()' buff_e:r; area 'as-~ natt.:p:al. buffer ·area. 
The develop~r un_derstands the requirements of the buffer and will work with · 

. Township staff fo ensure the buff er cq11 he maximized using existing vegetation and 
proposed vegetation as the.review process continues. · 

." · 10. A construction operations plan has been inducted. 
11. Awaiver has bee11:0 :includ~~ foi the cul-de-s~c length._ 

·' 

2116'.Haslett Road 0 H~slett, Ml 48846 ° Phoi:ie: 1 51'7-339-1014 .11 Fax: 517-339-8047 '" www.kebs.com 



' ' 
If there are any questions regarding the submittal or you need ·any further inform~tici:1;1., 
please· feel free to coli.tact me at (517) 339~ 1014, or em_ail me at gpetru@kebs.com. 

Sincerely,· . 

Greg-Petru, P.E. 
KEBSinc. 

C~: :Mike McGraw·· 

, ' 

·~ 

i'-•. 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

5151 MARSH ROAD OKEMOS, Ml 48864 
(517) 853-4560 

FINAL PRELIMINARY PLAT APPLICATION 

Please complete items A, B and C if any changes have occurred since the tentative preliminary plat was 
approved by the Township. 

A. Proprietor(s) St &!:!Jrf \J fl. <i l/>, µ;J> D e\J <:::1-,. u P Jvi <:! /1.i -r 
A~re§of~~~-~~-~.~-fu~L5:~~~1~IO~bL_i.~~-
Contact information: WorrJjL0 L 7 l-/S - SO 'J.,)£~<.e.7,{,,, __ Hoole .Lflk OJ f J- -t:[_1:::!j - ~(£cc __ _ 

Fax -~- ./ _____ Email Li!M c.-(kA_&"(.{&!f.!3:5J:J3/?:.<!.:?]LJ-k),1·1Q C,J,1 
8. Plat name lvi11·fCt\.~- Ykl~.J:.:.~_~.-:rtt- /Jo, _?--.--·-Number of lots ~.~\_ 

Site address/location S~-v·'T\,.-\ CV '-'D (,re /20 , ef-t) r lAt,1 '> I &0--.A I ~£k 1.- '3 
Legal description (Attach additional sheets if n~cessafy) $e'J5 ..fr1:{A3-w __ f l./1 N ~ -·--
Parcel number(s) 33-cz...oz.....os~Y'l,~ulO 4 061 Zoning designation ~Afr 
Acreage of site __ JS:..,~ Acres of floodpfa1n -~O ____ Acres of wetlands-'-~-

C. Architect, engineer, planner, and/or surveyor responsible for the design of the plat: 
Name of Company f< ~'fb 5 . 
Contact person (/- f-@:r l7 C,(2.. J 
Contact information: Work (tn) 33 €i\ ·- IO I'::\ 

Fax (§'1-1) 33q --S'o Lf ::Z 

D. The proprietor shall submit the application, fee .:and all required materials as outlined in Section 62-35 of 
the Township Code of Ordinances. An application will not be considered complete until all required 
materials have been submitted. AH required materials must be submitted at least ten days and not more 
than 15 days prior to the Township Boar-cf meeting where action is desired. 

E. l {we) hereby grant permisslon for members of the Cha1ter Township of Meridian's Boards and/or 
Commissions, Township staff member(s) and the Township's representat1ves or experts the right to enter 
onto the above described property (or as described in the attached information) in my (our) absence for the 
purpose of gathering information including but not limited to the taking and the use of photographs. 

JX)'. Yes O No {Please check one) 

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I (we) certify that the Information provided within this application and 

Signature of Proprietor 

accompany~me11t 'el:l is, to the best of my {our) k~ow!e~ge, true and accurate. . 

-------C--r b/;jf_r I 'f {}.S: qL 
D~ y') Fee 

1-~--tlt~,( l;;}.,t~~A._, 4/ /!-/; j M"' ----------·------A•--........... --~--~----~--
Proprietor's name (Printed} 'Received by/Date 



FINAL PRELIMINARY PLAT CHECKLIST 

The checklist is intended only as a guide to the information and materials that are required to be submitted 
with a final preliminary plat application. For a detailed list, refer to Section 62-35 of the Township Code of 
Ordinances. 

Check if provided 
/. 

/ 1 . Ten sealed copies on paper not Qreater than 24" X 36" drawn at a scale of not more than 200 feet to one inch. 
./ 2. One 8.5" X 11" COPY of the plat. ..,.-- 11')£ \7 
./ 3. Scale and north arrow shown on the plat. 
IV 4. All the information required for the tentative preliminary plat (Section 62-34(1 )(b)). 
v 5. Preliminarv enQineerinQ plans. ..-·Pi!t::,1..k UtN i,'1"1112.._,, 

v c--6. Preliminary specifications for sew.age..rnspes-al-systems, water supply systems (including fire hydrants), stormwater 
drainage systems, site grading, street trees, street lii:ihting and sidewalks. 

v 7. Stormwater runoff calculations. 

v ,8. Preliminary engineering plans showing the connections to any existing or proposed gas, electric, telephone, cable 
television or oth!;lr utilitv svstems. 

N[t 9. The locations and results of all soil borings for individual septic systems or the design and engineering plans 
pertaining to a proposed cluster system. 

rfA 10 Approval of the cluster system from the Ingham County Health Department or the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Oualitv. ' .VA- 11 Detaned drawina to scale of entrv features, boulevards, walls, siQns and linhtina. / ~c f:11,Ry s iGf•' S ) 

v -...:t--2 The orooosed construction operations plan. 
..._ 

/ 13 A landscape plan showing location and type of street trees including landscaping in cul-de-sacs, development 
/ entrances and buffer areas. 

</ 14 A certified list of all aaencies to which the proprietor has sent copies of the tentative preliminary plat. 

G:\PLANNING\FORMS\Appficatlons\new plat apps\Final Preliminary Plat app.doo 
Last updated 8/21/07 



PRELIMINARY PLAT OF 

WHITEHILLS LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 ! 
-®-

A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 5 AND THE SOUTHWEST 
1/4 OF SECTION 4, T4N, R1W, MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP, INGHAM COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

~ 
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~~';1~=-~!fJ.!-rTrc!oc.;~~:ir~ d•llffllln1d by eon11.1m .. 

0~71..flCIHCl:&C: 
Tlltl'l',JOAllC. 

aa1c,.t.111su1:V/lQ. 

WNEll llH 

I \ DS-l1l-DD2 fOH nUTHlllCU!il \ / 1014 to~M!at I 
\ Htl;l~!ht \ IM~~~fJAlll\ / I I 

'\.:C:. IIA~ .Pm &aurwnoo; 1 

" \'"" ""'''"'"' • J._ 1 
./ I 

!}}.::§~~~~~ - ~11-11117 ·1 
HASOIISTATI! '1 

;a;~~~: I 
1e•.43j_ ,'·, r~n--R· .. 

/ 30 : I' J* ZONED RDD 
'I .-~ ~SOO'JTJa"E 
L --'--~flJ 103.2'' 
---Ut,., ~ 

...._ 

-'!iJ: '). ...,,-. 
I' llltlUl,IWHMlll!, 1 CV.TRll:lt 

ll4, H-n 

I .~"!>... ::nME:t: mi 
~m-.n&.u.na~ . ...._ 

...._ 
...._ 

U-lll-ffOl 

Lc:,i:·H~A 

' 

~ 

i 

1a·~nDASC -,,.-

Tl1'1QA1.~CNJ; 
(H,'JJ'R.O.W,) 

JC' ... Jl' 

~'PAAA!IDUCmCMI 

V'l!({J.f 

s"COUPACTEOACl'lflCDATt:Z:.A 
ll"COIIPAcrtD l:AHtl 

CURO ill art!Dl- JO'FACC'IOFAct i~m~ :g~ :: ::g;:: mmi~J 
UHCD\CftCIJNOS!all/Offi'JIMGC 

CUL-DE-SAC 
CURB&. GUTI'ER 

HO~Al.t 

Hartit~Dr.lOP'!laiALU:-.t 
RCll.OJ!IOIIQ\JTlm 

lllJJtDIHCst'TIIAO<S 
CCJINCIIU'llli 

(T'tl'!CAI.) 

1Cl'1D'• 

~ 

rr-::11-w 
1- I 
I I 
L-,,li 

DIIIUIINO~O<S 
(l'l'PICAI.) 

TEMPORARY iURNAROUNO 

,o• 

r·r-r·-
~=n 
4-__ 4..tl:i:uiir..:~----.. 

t.::~'; .. :;!;::{~-;·f~1 l 
i 

_.,_ .. _ .. L .. _ .. ____ .. _ .. J 
"·•· I .,. I 

HO'lt: mruMIHOOS si.mrAct 
MAY DC RltQIJIRED 

LEQ,'J.. OESCRIP110H 

SURVEYOR: 
1<£BS. INC. 
211e HAStfTT ROAD 
HASLETT, Ml. 48~ 
(517) ::sJSJ-101,4, 

ENGINEER: 
l<EBS INC. 
2118 H,\:SI...ETTROAO 
HASt.ETT, Ml "4M40 
(.517) ::sJlHOl4 

~~'i~~~ Kit~~~ ~':ii.1futa~s~:1,\f:1'!~ =::fc!f\!J1nn1n11 
at th• South1<1.t. ccm .. cf 11eld Stctfon ~ th.,c• NB9'SO'll3"W don; th• South lln• of 
9C!kl Sec:tlon !S a dll'tonot of .515.82 fNt; th.,c, N01'CO'J3"W 5;s4..69 1Nt; th«io. 
Sl!+"M'~"W fo+.00 fNt; th1not NOO,li'JR"E 40.~ (Ht; th1no. N1J"23'"4TW 151.89 fNt: 
th.,09 ~9',4(1~ u2.45 r"t: th.,~ N11'09'2o·w 210.1J fNt: th.,cto sar.;o'1Y£ 
1~,J,4 fnt; th1nc. NM"3+-'0TE 1Ja.71 1"t; th1nc. NB1'5+'45"E 110.15 r..t; tt,1nOC1 
Ner.s2•u1·e: 118..83 fHt; th9'10fl N.!15'30'211"£ 1.51.2.t r .. t; thlll\09 N70'SG'.5rt 7-4-.52. (Mt; 
thcnca S8"n.+'-4-rE 11:14 • .fa 1oct to the WMtarly Iha cf Tho Covo ot 'l't!Uohll• Loke. 
CCndomlnk:m, pert of SIJbdhblon Plan 1.51, NOatd.d In Ub.- 3072. Peg• 2~; lhlnQD 
along 1e!d w..t«iy 11n• th1 roUcwtn; J COUrN~ soo'37'JO"E 103.20 fo..t.. Sllll'Jll'Oo\-"W 
!50.00 tHt to th• Eon lln1 ot 1eld s.ctson 5 and S00'37"Je"E llllXIII .cld Eo1t Un• 
~J~:.!.s~toth::~ :i'd=nf:f'lh ~cn~lng 15.00 otffll, Q!ld CMtolnlng 21 lot. 

BENCHMARKS 

ggi~'t~~Rt H~,.1J}~~:icc «' 'llU: S01m1 urn ae 
SOJll!Alll~RO}Jl,NC\tl:tuDll'!UM 

Polle. «1.d fh prot.ctlon by M.tdk:in To,rnWllp. 

Lot. ~ by Eo.d Lan*111 School 0!1tdct. 

SHEET INCEX: 

OtllOlMAIUC fl CU:VA'!ICJ,11 864.0D {mow 117-ll-J55U1) 
01(:AflMOf"nlll:H't!lAAITT$aJ11i2!CCf'L,l,l(CLA!l:::1t1G.:tNOH'tORNIT 
CA:;;ra-"l'AAKI.Al<t:R01'D..NC\tl:igDA'ttJW 

Soll tw-; Spa • SpC - Spinka .ca,dy loern, MaB • Mae - M«t.tl• 
fin• 1«11Y loom (Inghem County ~ Surwy). 

Cai .le Eltclrfc MC"Aot dNign~ and pro',{d1d b)' Conwmtn Enwg)' 
Compony. Till11Phon1 Nf"kil dNlgnitd O!ld pro't<d•d by A.T. ik T, 
Ccbl1 ~ d .. l911M a,d provld~ by Comoaat. A prhvt• 110•111n-nt 
he• b"" prcvlditd tor th1 lnstallcllon or {h ... publlc uUIUN adjae«tl 

::,,~ ~~~~l;•:,.;., Thr!v1~~1~~i:_.on~9;t ~T"" pion• 

~ 
-·--•DllIILINC 
----'y--• DCSTNtc:t HO!' TO ICl.ll: 

....__,,,,.~ • CllfflQ oancut tlLYA'llDH 
-·--•SNCl'Nn"S'IEl'I 
-~~--•Sflllll!IE:ltll 

.-·-·-·-• l'A'IIJILN!: 
----l'!tCPOi!flllAIITNn',E'Et 
-----~ln'tlllWKQ 
-·-·-·-- PftCl'OIICII '111\'l'OI Litt ---ci:,--· ~ 111($ 
c:> •CCstlfOIIHTM'l'W~ 

.. l'flCPOXXI 1WC'tllft (ft S'l'Cfll IUHtCU 

1. PRELIMINARY PLAT 
2. SITE, UTILITY AND LANDSCAPE PLAN 
J. STORM SEWe:R AND GRADING Pl.AN 

:~~it'\~ ~IX/itt~At-ai~o~11=0~~~~5~m Cf' l.},l(t 
L.AN:INOROA!IANCIIU!'llH&t!ll-1!11.HCW::tllDA'Mol 

C •P!ICPCE>DftAIIACl!WNIIW: 
8 • •f'l'IOPQEICAT'Cl11SA3'1 
~ •fflCPO:talllltlf"l'PIWlr 
;I •Utl..lTTl'CU 

•l'ATD\VAL\C 
•U'llflYPCltSl'AL 

ll """"""""" f •:I.Jl"DQIEAlDl'!tt~a 

BtHOll/AIUC I~ C.CVA'IIONl DII0.115 
sti'RAIUIOA!l!ll'!KC1111ttC$C'JlHSltlCCf"W'!WNCl!'l10Hll«Cl{TIUl: ; 

f!l711},!l!'I. '::l:t:A!iTCFD.DHOO'ltl-:nnH."".". ""'"".CCA.STPRa>Cfff ·1 UHC.NIMl:mcA'!W 
C-M426,,,pnllm pllll.dt,il: 

~·plo.Lchrg 

' Rl:;VISlONS a 1·,°FTJ-::: (!'ii(' ·~ 
ORlc:HAI. !11-1M.:t1Ule) 21111~no.i.o.11ASLCTT,lll.ffl4D I 
lltwui:ifa j .:t-l~lJ KOO J PH.1117-xJ0.-101'4 ,,.,,_ :1.17~~7 ! 

P~.~rn~ t ~O-IJ!2ll ! 1~u~-i::i~,~~~-:~ ! 
I ,,_,,_,, '"' I \\lillEHIU.S LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 1 
~ PRn.M'HAll.'c'l'LAT ! 

,_._.1_ . ...., ............. I~--""'"', 11-1-15 OAP I :sc.AU:: I- '""'I -~n """""' APPfKMD D'l'l Lm I r: lt ~-!- !OA'lt:l 10-2-12 
..,, I 
,~'!.___! 
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~ 
SCALE t" ... 60' 

O' 60' 120' 1ao' 

@- DENOTED PROPOSED S1REET TREE LOCATIONS.,.,. 

STREET FRONTAGE ON LOT STREET TREES REQUIRED 
LESS 1HAN 100 FT. 1 
LESS THAN 100 FT. TO 150 FT. 2 
LESS 1HAN 150 FT. TO 200 FT. 3 
LESS 1HAN 200 FT. TO 250 FT, • 
FOR EVERY 50 FT. OVER 250 FT. 1 

0 •sTREET TREE LOCATIONS MAY VARY DEPENDING ON 
DRIVEWAY LOCATIONS AND OWNER PREFERENCE 

STREET lREE NOTES: 

1. STREET 1REES SHALL BE 2" MIN, CALIPER WHEN PLANTED 
2, NO MORE THAN TWO PLANTED TREES IN A ROW SHALL BE 1HE SAME SPECIES. 
3, NO MORE lHAN 25% OF STREET TREES CAN BE THE SAME SPECIES. 

PLANT UST (TREES AVAILABLE• .... FOR USE AS SlRED mEES) 

CXIANT,I I COMMa,.f MAM£ BOTANICAL MAME 
OECIOUOUS 

" AUT\JMN BLAZE MAPU: ACER X FREE!.1,'NII "AUl\.!MN Bl.Al£" 

"' REO SUNSONAPU.: ACER RUBRUM "RED SUNSET" 
PC ...1 ARJSTOC!'IAT PEAR P'rRUS CAll£RYANII 'ARISTOCRAT' 

CHANTICLEER PCAA PRYUS CAULRYANA 

SltRUNC SIL"1::R UNDO-. 11LIA TOMENTOSA 'STERLING' 
TC I GRECNSPIRE:UTn.El..EAF'UNO~ 1\UA TOMtNTOSA 'CREtNSPJRE' 

PREIJMIN.ARY PLAT OF 

WHITEHILLS LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 
A SUBDMSION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 5 AND THE SOUTHWEST 

1/4 OF SECTION 4, T4N, Rl'W, MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP, INGHAM COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

- /<'! /'~\' II' \ \'-' 
' 5"HI\ ///1 t"- I .'%. 

if,/ . '· \,; 
I 
I 

S87'24' 47"E I 

~v ~I I \ ft NB5'30'2B"E 
(// I ~· i n'\g'i..\ \ 151.21' .• ,,,--
, I ~1 ,;1'°'1'" _,,_J,..--...-----·'l'fi5[J 

--.224,48' I-··· 
. 164' 
J [ 
L I ~ I Etll--~" 'o 'o0 .-. -' '\'.ill)(' I ~I . .. .,. ,;,oeJ!-'~·1:. ~r· . ..:-· ' j 

S87'50'13"E ~· ~4'3f.'.Q7.:E· - @\;o\s- ~"'i.;- I 
......!~~~"rs~.1:1.'.:.::.:-~:::.t....:--·· !> & 31 ·' 

~.PHASE 2 

.,. ROOT 

2.S"CAL. '.' 2.S"CAI.. '.' 2,5• CAL. .. ' 
2.::l"CAL. ... 
2.!l" CAL. ... 
2.!I" CAL. ... 

30 ~ 

~ 

0 

"' u, 

s,:::::: lg 
·--· I~ 

1i 
;;1lf'i 

"' 

• 0 (O'IINER MAY SUBS11l\JTE ANY CANOPY 'TREES lHAT ARE APPROVED BY MERIDIAN CHARTER TOWNSHIP) 

BENCHMARKS 

~f~%'t"i~ ~1
Rt H~~1i-

0~s~~L61 SIDE OF nn: SCUnt ENO OF 
SOUTHRIOC.C: ROAD, NGW 29 DATUM 

BENCHMARK 112 ELEVATION: 855.0B {FROM 97-8-55141) 
SIC ARt.c OF' FIRE H'l'DRANT SOUlH S!DE Of I.AKE L,\NSINC, 2NO HYDRANT 
EAST OF PARK LA!<E ROAD, NGV!J 2B DATUM 

BENCHMARK '13 ELEVA'TION: 861,66 {FROM 97-8-55141) 
500 NAIL IN SOUTl-t SIDE OF POY£R POLE, SOUTl-tWEST CORNER OF LAl<E 
LANSING ROAO AND BUSINESS !-fl9. NGW 29 DA1UM 

BENCHMARK 1,4 ELEVAllON: 890.65 
SET RAlLROAO SPIKE IN 'tHE SOU'THSIDE or 16" TWIN COTIONWOOO (1REE ~ti)°Nl~± 

2
~1.g1~~ Ol.O NORTH-SOUlH FENCE LINE At.ONG EAST PROPERTY 

~ 
- ---- ·-·- ... otm IJHC' 
--",c- .. ~~ctttDTTO ICl,L£ 

.....___,.,.-..._ .. DnTlfQ CQffll1ft tu:YATta4 

-·---llffTAlfl'lltllJl 
----•JTClll,IS'IQI 
-·-•-•WA'!ffllJJC 
---•NIOl"CmlUfTM'l'lt'IOI. 
-----l"IIOl"c.:Dcn::n.llCWJ\ 
---·-•fflOllOXDW.ltl'lut: 
-----C'\Cff:.IDM:c 
Cl •Dm11U1J:NITN!.'l'N"*1W: 

... r,o,mm SN«t'All"l'QI: Sllll'l,I NNfiClC 

-fflCl'OllJlOfU.1111\QClf~ 
• • .. PnCPClfll Co\Tt:1-.c '* .. PrKPOtm nw:: K'rtllW(f 

Jf .. ttrun'l'CU 
• WAltl'IVAI.VS: 
... uttm' l'ClCITM. 

21 -~WUII.Q * •aaoalllt'.AlD'l'lffNIIS 
.. klLNC IIJf1IJ'I W.NaX 

(l'ftt:IMWI.YI..OCATKl(S,) 

S00'37'36"E 
103.29' 

'SB9'39'04"W 
50.00' 

0 
~SE 

°-GARAGE 

O POOL HOUSE 

""' 

STANDAAO ca.smuClla. NCllE:!l 

ofp11bllc11!/Utl111orcai•lnlcUai•Uh1'1pubHerlght-cll'-
1!ne1I 1n1p..:t1C111, Mr p11m:hllol ll•m• nJtdtlllg l'n>m the flncl 
Jlnelrde<1h<111docr:q,\<1nca. 

apla"1ar•lnaccanlanc•11Uh<1 .. U<1bltllllormaUon. It 
c...ullylh1u,idloca\t01ofaUClll.tlnQ11llllUct,llhleh 

"\-1100--102-7171 <1llH1t 72 hD\1111 ~Iler ta \he 1\!111 <1! 

111, Piillr·fo~cccf!:1\.ince or lh• publla ullllly, one cample\1 .. 1 cf acetplllllle 11a1..i co-bun m)4aro, 
m1'11mum J mil• \hid!. ..,,d ono dlokallc (AuloCMI format) ar the .olle plan• 1hall bo -.,bmlllod 
lolh•Ofn..,oltngln•"""g. 

t7, 01•11• park!n; and .anl\ary fa<:ll!l\11 1111411 ba pra.ided ror ~nftrucllon ..mu~. The raclllLIH 
•hollhcC111tnJc\1dondap1111t..i(.llhmlll!mal!mpoettalh•..,l?Qlndf11Qar<"<1)tath• 
ull1toc\lon ar \ht Toll!\lhlP, 

SANITARYS£'11tRNDTES 

1,All11111nlobtpla~lnC1cao"D"b1ddln~crb•tl«'. 
2. j~rc;.;= "'!_~ hDUH lt:<!~!_:'J'•.,t<: b• ploc•d Ol !fH:11\IOn ,liown IIM lhG planl llf U dlNC\cd by 

t~:;;1.:r..: 
mayrtqlllrt" u"~"'"',.. ~ ... "'"'""""" 

5, tlo'""1poulo or al!!or CMdl!lt• Ul!T)lnc •lann or ~round ,rat.or •hall ncl b• cannK11d 111 lh• 
aanl\uyn••· 

ll.l'lll•n•..,. .. l,llllgm1111bG11tcrH...,.plpear<1lobe\11ppod,hfl .. at11\obodtlllodot'4-lru:h 
cent,r ta cail<lr "$1Cclng araund lh• pulpbuy of the propa1ed apa,ln~ la cr•al• a pl11111 af :.-=~~· jcitnl (er car• ...... Ill• dlam•hr) - a 1.:z Inch lhlck collar II la ,neon th• n .. ?\tit end 

~ 
~ 

manlh10lplp•lntlotla\lOl1ar)l1lli1far,Un1'1!nlt11d1d UH, 
11 if~~131~;1i 1~::~g;:f~::~t~Err;~f:~::;;:~~:i1:r.;:~;~·"""·--

tlo 1~a1:<111!i~:r·~:!1~~:CU~;\~~:~~c .!~~;.l~-.i•' 
... AU .. 1 ... 1,boll b• CDUl\\<r-dodtwl .. aptn. 
5. Al! llro h)'dronh lillal! be EJW 5--DR (code 54915) Tratflc T)Po •llh bre-c~away nan~• or approved 

equal, 
ll,1h1Nll!anb•al llld!CarJ111!11\lan1tc;,p1lll•hll•d1>r1balh1ldnar1n-11111011t1Yl!IYHlhatara12" 

,Hamata'11111d1ar;or. 
7, T- bnn• wedOH .iiall ba lndallod at each Join! on ductne Iran plpo, 
6. Codlloc ""'P• or DI! GpPfG""d '"'1""1 1~aff b• ""d ll/1l<ln<I \111 ••h:r main at ,;iota well W<IIIL 
0, For Hll\JrlQ lllltic ~'<le• t11p1, ohut 11fl Wllvet, and u,r'<I~• !IM nl11111an• ta \ho prc;,pcrty .iiau b• 

mad,byT11111uhlpll1pal'U1'11nla(l'ubllcWork1por•onn1I forC11nn•cll~•2"cnd#!lohr. 
ICI.WPla'e ,...1 .... malt!• mu•t dip to pc .. 11nlla' a •lo!m uwttr <II" tMlloty toll'a', \111 uctlonl ""Ith ""' 

deep.,. Wm nrmol 1hol b• ko;,l loo mifllmumlenglh b)'lhe uw of 4:l, :t:t)l ar 11)( d"llf'l•bll!d• 

11~:~{ .... ~i,~17,",\alnlod OSHA rid. 
1:t.AU manha\a co--. llloll b.cir \111 log&nd "M•r1dl<111 W11\1r" ll'llh tro l"'lO. wh•e 11v,;iablo, 

I 
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SCALE 1" ... 60' 

60' 120' 180' 

DE1EN110N OUTLET DETAIL 
HO SCAI.£ 

~ 

SlilUanJRESHAU.BE 
CORRUGATED METAL PIPE 

BENCHMARKS· 

IRON GRATE W/J"XJ" MAX, OPENINGS 
ABLE TO SUPPORT <IOOU!S, SUPPLIER 
TO SU8Ml'f SHOP DRAW.NG: 

BENCHMARK ,1 ELEVATION: 059,67 
BIG ARM Of' FIRE H'l'DRANT EASTERLY SIDE OF 1HE SOUTH ENO Of' 
SOUTHR!DGE ROAD. NG\-tl 29 DAl\JM 

TCflrFIIJIII• 
D..tYA1UJID41,H 

BENCHMARK jj2 EI..EVA110N: 866.08 (FROM 97-8-55141) 
B1G ARM OF FIRE HYDRANT SOUTH SIDE OF LA!<E LANSING, 2ND H'l'DRANT 
EAST OF PARK 1...AKE ROAD, NGVD 20 DATUM 

BENCHMARK #3 ELEVA110N: 861,66 (FROM 97-8-551-4.1) 
600 NAIL IN SOUTH SIDE OF POWER POLE, SOU11-!WEST CORNER OF LAKE 
LANSING ROAD ANO BUSINESS l-69. NGVO 29 DATUM 

BENCHMARK fl,. ELEVATION: 890.65 
SET RAllROAO SP!KE IN THE SOU1HS1DE OF 16~ TWIN COITONWOOO (TREE 
H576), 25'± EAST OF OLD NOR1H-SOUTH F£NCE: LINE ALONG EAST PROPERTY 
[lNE. NGVD 29 OA1UM 

~ 
··-----DCC)ll«: 

----"r-- • ~NICI: HCT TO tcALC 
...._.,,.-.._.,. cmtfQ a»fflUII nn'A"ll(J( 

-·--•SNl'l'Nff...,. 
----•l't'OMIIEIOI 
- • - • -•WATOII.IC 

•Pl'O'Oalls:IHTNlY.:Q 
-----l'IICll'O!C)s::TONtlCIQI 

• 1'11a'09'll 1'\1DI LM: -----0\CNIUD-.CS 
,.. D:tl.tllCJMICTNl"l'MNttOU: 
""l'flCPO:D !WCTM'l'OI S'ltl'M tu.ltkX.E 

•1'11CW'OC1l!DIWNACC.Ml<HOOU: 
e • ,.f'IQ'OlmCAtt:1&\91( 

C(- .,PftCl"OIIDFJlt~T 

JI •Ullll'l'l"CU: 
.. WA"lffl\'M.W: 
• llllnYl'ClCITM. 

1::1 • TIWtlF'Ol'UJI * .. II.Q'DOl'lfA1tJl'nlMa 
.. "CtlNOll.llmllAlla::JI 

~'l'LOCAnQII) 

I/ 

I/ 
I/ 
I 

PRELIMINARY PLAT OF 

WHITEHILLS LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 
A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 5 AND THE SOUTHWEST 

1/4 OF SECTION 4, T4N, RlW, MERIDIAN TOWNSHIP, INGHAM COUNTY, MICHIGAN 
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PROPOSED STORM INVENTORY: 

CB#\ 
T/CURB 891.75 
I.E. 12• S 886.95 

ca;2 
T/CURB 891,75 
I.E. 12" SW 887.01 

MHj/3 
T/CAS 891.95 
J.E. 12" N 886.63 
I.E. 12• S 886,63 
J.E. 12" NE 686.53 

MHjl+ 
T /CAS 893,70 
I.E. 12" N 879.39 
I.E. 1s• S 879,39 
LE. 12" W 879,39 

MH#5 
T/CAS 889.35 
J.E. 12• E/W 880.01 

MH#6 
T /CAS 686.60 
I.E. 12" E 880,45 
I.E. 12" N 880.45 
J.E:.. 12" SW 880,45 

CB#7 
T/CURB 886,10 
I.E. 12." S 881.00 

CBf8 
T/CURB 865.20 
J.E. 12" NE 880.70 

MHN9 
T/CAS 890.70 
I.E. 18" N/S 878,91 

MHN10 
T/CAS 

CB#\\ 
T/CURB 886.45 
J.E. 12• SE 880.35 

cei1112 
T /CURB ass.so 
1,E. 12" SW 880.50 

MHn'13 
T /CAS 880,90 
J.E. 18" SE/NE 873.25 
J.E. 12"' SW 875,00 

CBJ!114 
T/CURB 879.90 
I.E. 12" NE 875,47 

CBii!15 
T/CURB 679.60 
I.E. 12" NE 675,75 

MH#\6 
T/CAS 881.00 
1,E, 18" NE:: 869,46 
J.E. 18" SE 867.85 
I.E. 12" SW 876,00 

LBH\1 
T/CAS 874.50 
1,E. B" S 870.50 

LBH\B 
T/CAS 873.50 
l,E. 8" N 868.83 
I.E. 8" S 868,83 

MHH\9 
T/CAS 664.80 
!,E. e• N 861.08 
I.E. i2"' SW 860.00 

J.E. 18" SW/N 878.22. 
I.E. 12" NW/NE 880.22 

CORE DRILL AND 800Ti 
CONNECTION TO CB.ii I 

11 
I I 

"A' 
'J/lf' ClAlVN1!2CD D.lm 
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DRAINAGE DESIGN CHECKLIST 
FOR ACCESSING STATE TRUNKLINES 

This checklist should assist the MOOT Utility Permit Engineers' review of permits and help each applicant's 
engineer submit adequate drainage design information. MDOT's Drainage Manual (DM), should be 
used as the primary reference for hydrologic and hydraulic calculations. The DM can be found 
at the following web address: http://www.michigan.gov/stormwatermgt 

[ZJ 
[ZJ 
[ZJ 
[ZJ 
[ZJ 
[ZJ 

[ZJ 
[ZJ 
[ZJ 

Required Information 
Plans of proposed storm water conveyance system 
Outlet control details 
Connection details to MOOT system 
Hydrologic and hydraulic design calculations 
Certification Statement (Signed by a Michigan Registered Professional Engineer) 
Contour Map (100-Year Storm Event) 

Required Information for Detention/Retention Basins 
Elevation vs storage table or curve 
Elevation vs discharge table or curve 
Soil boring information showing groundwater elevations, permeability tests shall be performed for 
infiltration basins 

Additional Information 
D Public Drainage Easement(s) 

(Required when multiple properties share the proposed drainage system) 
D NP DES Storm Water Industrial Permit (Certificate of Coverage) 

(Required when storm water discharge associated with industrial activities defined by 
40 CFR 122.25(b)(14)). 

D Energy Dissipation details to control outlet velocities 
(Required when proposed velocity is greater than 6 fps) 

D Outlet shut off details for water quality purposes 
(Required when the possibility for a potentially hazardous material spillage exists) 

[ZJ Local Requirements 
(Required when either flows or storage volumes are more restrictive then MDOT's requirements) 

D Input and output reports for all range of flows 

D 
D 
D 
[ZJ 

(Required when computer application is used) 

Flood Routing Method 
NRCS TR55 Graphical 
NRCS TR55 Tabular 
TR20 
Rational Method 

(Acceptable when the drainage area is less than 20 acres, and the duration is equal to time of 
concentration) 

O HEC-1 
D Modified Rational Method 

(Acceptable when the drainage area is less than 20 acres, and the duration is equal to time of 
concentration) 

D Other (specify) __________________________ _ 

Water Quality 
[ZJ Discharge to MDOT's stormwater system will not cause a violation of MDOT's National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System storm water discharge permit. 

-----------·--~-. 

1 
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Data Summary 

Frequency 

10-year Storm Event 

50-year Storm Event 

100-ye~r Storm Event 
Harmful Interference 
.Evaluated 

DRAINAGE DESIGN CHECKLIST 
FOR ACCESSING STATE TRUNKLINES 

ALL FIELDS SHALL BE COMPLETED! 

Existing flow to 
MDOTROW 

Proposed flow to MOOT ROW 

Without detention With required detention*** 

In <!) 
<!) <!) .J ~ 

~ ] ] 
:,,::-

fl' (j' ~ H 

\:'\ ~ ';'; 0 
+-> 

0 
* 

0 v- [./J * <!) > <!) > bO ~ !!! bl) bO 0 0 ro * 
~ ~ 1a ~ 1a ~ ~ <!) <!) ....... . ...... -~ § ,..q 0 rg,-., (.) 0 ,..q (.) 
(.) ,..-., 

!i 
0 ,..-., 

!i 
(.) ,..-., 0 ,..-., :=! ,..-., 

-~ ~ u:, ~ ,-.....< u:, 
u:, ~ ,-.....< u:, afo ~ <!) ¢1 <!) ----

~~ i5~ > '--' i5~ :>-S ~>~ 

i.55 S>\3o Zl.>t N/A ,-s1'-12- J,&5 v{.-73 N/1+ 

10:77 li-1'-2 J~-YL N/A -ZOo7~ J.l s ~.73 t-J l1t. 

2 

<!) 

(.)~ 

~ '--' 
~ A 

[./). 0 ....... 
t 1i:l 

1i:l > 
~~ 

1-'77 0, 7 ::i q4roo 'i5lo. 11.-1 

ft;.f,. .I<..DC...) 

Drainage Area (Acres) 

Design Storage Volume (cft) 

* Not applicable (N/A) if "sheet flow" into MOOT right of Way, or detention is proposed. 
** Difference in volume between the proposed and existing conditions. 

i.e. Required Storage Volume= Proposed Volume - Existing Volume, 
or (N/A) if Proposed Volume <= Existing Volume 

*** Not required i.e. Proposed discharge is less than or equal to the existing discharge. 

Certification &~t:.G. fcrRu ,P.E., 
have prepared the attached plans and ·specifications for the proposed drainage system. The 
proposed outlet control from this drainage system is discharged at a flow rate equal to or less than 
the existing flow rate conditions into the MOOT storm water conveyance system; the velocity 
discharged is properly dissipated; there exists sufficient storage on· the permit applicant's property for 
all the range of flows summarized above, so that no harmful interference to MOOT ROW or adjacent 
properties will be caused as a result of utilizing this facility. This discharge to MDOT's stormwater 
system will not cause a violation of MOOT's National Pollution Discharge Elimination System storm 

~------------. water discharne permit. 

~~P.,cJ=:> ---~~',;-~~~~---------------~.,P.E. 

Michigan Professional Engineer License Number: __ 5_0_'1_>_8' _____ _ 

This document shall be sealed in the space provided to the left and submitted with the 
permit package. 
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10.1 4.24 5.35 5.79 4.07 
10.2 4.22 5.32 5.76 4.05 
10.3 4.19 5.29 5.74 4.03 
10.4 4.17 5.27 5.71 4.00 
10.5 4.15 5.24 5.68 3.98 
10.6 4.13 5.22 5.65 3.96 
10.7 4.i1 5.19 5.63 3.95 
10.8 4.09 5.17 5.60 3,93 
10.9 4.07 5.15 5.58 3.91 
11.0 4.05 5.12 5.55 3.89 
11.1 4.03 5.10 5.53 3.87 
11.2 4.01 5.08 5.50 3.85 
11.3 3.99 5.05 ·5.48 3.83 
11.4 3.97 5.03 5.45 3.82 
11.5 3.96 5.01 5.43 3.80 
11.6 3.94 4.99 5.41 3.78 
11.7 3.92 4.97 5.38 3.76 
11.8 3.90 4.94 5.36 3.75 
11.9 3.88 4.92 5.34 3.73 
12.0 3.87 4.90 5.32 3.71 
12.1 3.85 4.88 5.30 3.70 
12.2 3.83 4.86 5.27 3.68 
12.3 3.82 4.84 5.25 3.66 
12.4 3.80 4.82 5.23 3.65 
12.5 3.78 4.80 5.21 3.63 
12.6 3.77 4.78 5.19 3.62 
12.7 3.75 4.77 5.17 3.60 
12.8 3.74 4.75 5.15 3.59 
12.9 3.72 4.73 5.13 3.57 

MD.OT DRAINAGE MANUAL 
RAINFALL INTENSITY-DURATION TABLE 

TIME INTERVAL ON THIS SHEET= 0.1 MINUTES 
Rainfall Intensity given in inches per hour. 

5.13 5.55 4.40 5.55 6.03 4.37 5.52 
5.11 5.53 4.38 5.52 6.00 4.35 5.49 
5.08 5.50 4.36 5.50 5.97 4.33 5.46 
5.06 5.48 4.33 5.47 5.94 4.30 5.43 
5.03 5.45· 4.31 5.45 5.92 4.28 5.41 
5.01 5.43 4.29 5.42 5.89 4.26 5.38 
4.99 5.40 4.27 5.39 5.86 4.24 5.36 
4.96 5.38 4.25 5.37 . 5.83 4.22 5.33 
4.94 5.36 4.23 5.34 5.81 4.20 5.31 
4.92 5.33 4.21 5.32 5.78 4.18 5.28 
4.89 5.31 4.19 5.30 5.76 4.16 5.26 
4.87 5.29 4.17 5.27 5.73 4,14 5.24 
4.85 5.26 4.15 5.25 5.70 4.12 5.21 
4.83 5.24 4.13 5.23 5.68 4.10 5.19 
4.81 5.22 4.11 5.20 5.66 4.08 5.17 
4.79 5.20 4.09 5.18 5.63 4.06 5.14 
4.77 5.18 4.07 5.16 5.61 4.04 5.12 
4.75 5.16 4.05 5.14 5.58 4:03 5.10 
4.73 5.14 4.03 5.11 5.56 4.01 5.08 
4.71 5.12 4.02 5.09 5.54 3.99 5.06 
4.69 5.10 4.00 5.07 5.52 3.97 5.04 
4.67 5.08 3.98 5.05 5.49 3.95 5.02 
4.65 5.06 3.96 5.03 ' 

5.47 3.94 5.00 
4.63 5.04 3.95 5.01 5.45 3.92 4.98 
4.61 5.02 3.93 4.99 5.43 3.90 4.96 
4.59 5.00 3.91 4.97 .5.41 3.89 4.94 
4.58 4.98 3.90 4.95 5.39 3.87 4.92 
4.56 4.96 3.88 4.93 5.36 3.85 4.90 
4.54 4.94 3.87 4.91 5.34 3.84 4.88 

{II) j; £"-o -for CL I{ 3, 
3-8-19 

5.97 4.17 

5.94 4.15 5.23 5.70 
5.91 4.12 5.21 5.67 

5.89 4.10 5.18 5.65 

5.86 4.08 5.15 5.62 
5.83 4.06 5.13 5.59 
5.80 4.04 5.11 5.56 

5.78 4.02 5.08 5.54 
5.75 4.00 5.06 5.51 
5.73 3.98 5.04 ' 5.49 
5.70 3.96 5.01 5.46 

5.68 3.94 4.99 5.44 
5.65 3.93 4.97 5.41 

5.63 3.91 4.95 5.39 
5.60 3.89 4.92 5.36 
5.58 3.87 4.90 5.34 
5.56 3.85 4.88 5.32 
5.53 3.84 4.86 5.29 

5.51 3.82 4.84 5.27 

5.49 3.80 4.82 5.25 
5.47 3.79 4.80 5.22 
5.44 3.77 4.78 5.20 
5.42 3.75 4.76 5.18 

5.40 '- 3.74 4.74 5.16 
5.38 3.72 4.72 5.14 

5.36 3.70 4.70 5.12 
5.34 3.69 4.69 5.10 
5.32 3.67 4.67 5.08 

5.30 3.66 4.65 5.06 

MOOT Drainage Manual 
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Site '.Location Whitehills Lakes South Runoff"C" Value 0.55 
----·---- -----

Maximum Allowable Outflow (CFS) 1.65 ----
Drainage Area (Acres) 10.98 Stonn Recurrence Interval (Yrs) 100 

Duration 

Hrs 

0.17 
0.33 
0.50 
0.67 
1.00 

A 
Rainfall 

0.17x7.0= 1.19 
0.33x5.0= 1.65 
0.50x3.9= 1.95 
0.67x3.1= 2.08 
l.00x2.4= 2.40 

B c 
100% Runoff 

Runoff "C" 

1.089 0.55 
1.510 0.55 

1.903 0.55 
2.196 0.55 

i) 
Runoff 

(Ac.-Ft.) 

0.599 
0.830 
0.981 
1.047 
1.208 

E 
Outflow 

(Ac.-Ft.) 

0.023 
0.045 
b.068 
0.091 
0.136 

F 
Storage 

(Ac.-Ft:) 

0.576 
0.785 
0.913 
0.956 
1.071 

2.00 2.00xl.4= 2.80 2.562 0.55 1.409 0.273 1.136 
3.00 3.00xl.0= 3.00 2.745 0.55 1.510 0.409 1.101 
4.00 4.00x0.8= 3.20 2.928 0.55 1.610 0.545 1.065 
5.00 5.00x0.65= 3.25 2.974 0.55 1.636 0.682 · 0.954 
6.00 6.00x0.55= 3.30 3.020 0.55 1.661 0.818 0.843 
7.00 7.00x0.48= 3.36. 3.074 · 0.55 1.691 0.955 0.736 
8.00 8.00x0.43= 3.44 3.148 0.55 1.731 1.091 0.640 
9.00 9.00x0.39= 3.51 3.212 0.55 1.766 1.227 0.539 
10.00 10:00x0.36= 3.60 3.294 0.55 1.812 1.364 0.448 

----- --J2:00-l2:00x0:-3l=-S-;-9-2--3:404--0:55- -1-.812 - -i--:-636--0.236-- -----
18.00 18.00x0.22= 3.96 3.623 0.55 1.993 2.455 -0.462 
24.00 24.00x0.18= 4.32 3.953 . 0.55 2.174 3.273 -1.099 

A) Inches of Rainfall: Select the appropriate value from the East Lansing, Michigan Rainfall 
Intensity-Duration-Frequency Curves, 1910-1951, and multiply by the given duration in hours. 

B) 100% Runoff for 
of acres. 

10.98 Acres: Divide inches of rainfall by 12 and multiply by number 

C) Proposed% Runoff: Insert selected "C" value. "C" value of the total site can be adjusted 
as a ratio of impervious area, plus 0.05 for vacant area. 

D) Runoff: Multiply 100% runoff value by "C" value. 

E) Outflow: Multiply outflow in cfs by duration in hours, then by 3600 and divide by 43,560. 

F) Storage Required: Subtract Outflow :from Runoff. Storage value will :increase to a peak 
value and then decrease. The peak (largest) value for storage should be used. 

- . 
* Maximum allowable Outflow (FCS) 

Q(CFS)= 6.00 

Runoff Detention ( cft): . By:. Date: 

49500 GP 12/11/2013 



OUTLET STRUCTURE 

First Flush Volume 

The first flush storm is defined as the first 0.5" of rain over the entire watershed: 

(0.5")( + )( ~ )AC 

[(0.5")( +, )( ~ )l( 
10961 ft 3 

First flush of runoff: 

10.98 )( 0.55 ) = (1815)( 11 )( 0.55 ) 

The average allowable release rate for runoff resulting from 0.5" of rain over watershed .area in 24 hours: 

Ou= Vtr 
24 

Ou= 
10961 n, 

(24hr)(3600se"'11r) 

·ou = 0.127 cfs 

Place openings in standpipe at bottom of basin: 856.80 

To determine the appropriate size orifice to release the first flush volume, an average head value can be used in the orifice equation. 

If the basin is designed to be trapezoidal in shape, 2/3 of the total head is an acceptable approximation for the average head. 

have = + ( elev" - elev bot) 

have =.+ ( 858.05 856.80 

have= 

A:::: 

A:::: 

0.83 ft 

Ott· 
0.62*sqrt(2ghave) 

0.127 cfs 
0.62*sqrl[2(32.2ft/sec 2

)( 0.83 ft)] 

0.028 ft'L 

The number and size of orifices to. meet the area requirements is variable. In general larger holes are preferable, although multiple 

outlets should be used if possible. For this project, we will choose a 2.25 " diameter orifice (which has an area of: 

#:; 0.028 ff' 
0.0276 ff' 

#= 1.01 
Therefore, use 2.25 " diameter holes @ elev. 856.80 for first flush of runoff. 

The detention time for 2.25 " diameter holes: 

Ott new = Arrnew (0.62)*sqrl(2ghave) 

Ott new = 0.0276 ft 2 *( )(0.62)*sqrt[ 2(32.2ftfsec 2
)( 0.83 ft)] 

O new 
ff . = 0.1254 cfs 

T new :::: 
Vg 

ff Qi/"" 

T ff new 10961 llJ 
= 0.1254 cfs •(3B00sec/hr) 

Tffnew = 24.3 hr 

Bankfull Flood Volume: 

The bankfull storm is defined as the 24 hour, 2-year storm event: 

(2.42")(1/12)(43560 ft2 /ac)AC 

817Q * A *C 

49339· ft 3 

0.0276 (ft2) 
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Jhe bankfull flood must be detained 24-40 hours; check the discharge through the first flush orifice to see if additional holes are necessary 

2 

have =7 (eievbr - elevbat) 

2 

have =7 ( 860.86 856.80 

have::: 2. 71 ft 

Q = Att *(0.62)*sqrf(2ghave) 

Q = 0.0276 ft 2 *( )(0.62)*sqrt[ 2(32.2ftlsec2
)( 

Qff = 0.2259 cfs 

= vb, 
T Q 

49339 ft' 
= 

T 0.2259 els *(3600sec/hr) 

T = 60.7 hr 

Because the holding time exceeds 40 hours, .... 

Vrem 
Vrem 

Vbr -V1t 

38,378 cft 

2.71 )] 

~~~~+rem~-=~~t~-T,,:c.::n•~w~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Trem == 15.7 hrs 

Volume through 2.5 "diameter holes! 

have,ff (2/3) * (elev.bf - elev.ff)+ (elev.ff - elev.bot) 

have,ff 2. 7067 ft 

Q1 will be defined as the discharge through the ff orifices when both thff and bf holes are contributin. 

01 == 0.62 * Aff * sqrt[2 * (32.2ft/sec"2) *have.ff] 

01 0.2259 cfs 

V1 = T rem * Q1 * 3600 sec/hr 

V1 = 12,779 cft 

The lefto~ 

V2 ::: V,em -V1 

V2 25,599 cft 

Q2 :=: V2 I (T rem * 3600 sec/hr) 

Q2 :=: 0.45 cfs 

have,bf = 2/3(elev.bf- elev.ff) 

have,bf :=: 1.87 .ft 

A2 :=: 02 ·1 (0.62 * sqrt(2 * 9 * have,bf )) 

A2 :=: b.07 sf 



The number and size of orifices to meet the area requirements is variable. In general larger holes are preferable,. although 1]1Ultiple 

outlets should be used if possible. For this project, we will choose a 2.5 " diameter orifice (which has an area of: 

# of holes= A2 / Area of 2.5 "orifice 
# of holes= 1.95 

Therefore, use 2 2.5 " Diameter Holes@ elev. 858. 05 for the bankfull flood 

100 year flood: 

:::: 0.15 * A (USED LESS THAN STANDARD 0.25) 

1.65 cfs 

5 o.\c 7 

0.0341 (ft2) 

Qa is the total allowable flow. Calculate the maximum flow passing through the first flush and bankfull orifices, using the total head, and subtract from Qa to deterem 

htol 

htof,bf 

Ott+ Obt 

Ott+ Obt 

0100 

0100 

A100 

A100· 

:=: 

:=: 

:=: 

:=: 

(elev.100-year - elev.bot) 
(elev.1 OD-year - elev.ff) 

4.13 ft 

2.88 ft 

0.62*Att*sqrt(2*g*h101 ) + 0.62*Ab,*sqrt(2*g*h1ot,br) 

0.85 cfs 

Qa - (Qff + Qbf) 
0.79 cfs 

Q100 I 0.62 * sqrt(2*g*h100) 
0.60 ft2 

The number and size of orifices to meet the area requirements is variable. In general larger holes are preferable, although multiple 

outlets should be used if possible. For this project, we will choose a 3 "·diameter orifice (which. has an area of: 0.0491 (ft2 ) 

----#·of-32 '-108-year flood-holes·=·A108/area of Hole--~----------------------------
# of 3 ". 1 DO-year flood holes = 12.25 

Therefore, use 12 - 3 " Diameter holes @ elev. 860.86 for the 100-yearflood 



STORMDRATNAGE COMPUTATIONS BY:·. : 

. ' 
' . 

I<EBS,INC. 
2116 Haslett Road 
Haslett, :lvlT 48840 
(5X7) 339-.1014 

STR# · MH3 --------

INCREMENT "CA"= 0.93 

QlO 4.10 SIZE 

10 YEAR STORM 

TOSTR# MH4 

TOT AC.= 1.55 

12 "V"= 8.14 

PROJECT Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 

SHEET# OF 

CALCULATED BY: DATE: 12/5/2013 

CHECKED BY: DATE: 

INCREMENT AC. = 1.55 "C"= 0.60 

TOT"CA"= 0.93 TC= 12.00 "I"= 4.41 

LENGTH 226 TIS 0.46 SLOPE= 3.20% 

INV. UP= 

HYDEL UP= 

886.63 INV.DOWN= 879.39 HYD.% 1.32% REMARKS INCLUDES CB 1 AND CB 2 

883.37 HYDELDOWN= 880.39 --------
RIMEL 

STR# MH6 TO STR# MH5 

INCREMENT AC.= 2.74 "C"= 0.60 

NCREMENT "CA"= 1.64 TOT AC.= 2.74 TOT·"CA"= 1.64 TC= 12.00 "I"= 4.41 

7.23 SIZE 15 "V"= 5.89 LENGTH 124 TIS 0.35 SLOPE= . 0.35% 

NV. UP= 880.45 INV. DOWN= 8·80.01 HYD.% 1.25% REMARKS INCLUDES CB 7 AND CB 8 

:fYD EL UP= 886.61 HYDELDOWN= 885.06 

RIMEL 

.YR# MH5 TO STR# MH4 

INCREMENT AC.= 

\fCREMENT "CA"= 0.00 ·TOT AC.= 2.74 TOT"CA"= 1.64 

•10 7.13 SIZE 15 "V"= 5.81 LENGTH 176 

~V. UP= 880.01 INV. DOWN= 879.39 HYD.% 1.22% REMARKS 

YD EL UP= 885.06 HYDELDOWN= 882.91 

RIMEL 

[R# 

INCREMENT AC. = 

'CREMENT "CA"= 0.00 TOT AC.= 4.29 TOT"CA"= 2.57 

'.O 10.97 · SIZE 18 "V"= 6.21 LENGTH 127 

V. UP= 879.39 INV. DOWN= 878.90 HYD.% 1.09% REMARKS ---
TD EL UP= 882.91 HYDELDOWN= 881.53 

RIMEL 

R# 

INCREMENT AC.= 

:!REiv!ENT "CA"= 0.00 TOT AC.= 4.29 . TOT "CA"= 2.57 

11.49 SIZE 18. "V"= 6.50 LENGTH 153. 

r. UP= 

D.EL UP= 

878.90 INV. DOWN= 878.21 HYD. % 1.19% REMARKS 

. 881.53 HYDELDOWN= 879.71 --------
RIMEL 

0.00 "C"= 0.00 

TC= 12.35 "Ii'= 4.35 

TIS 0.50 SLOPE= 0.35% 

0.00 "C"= 0.00 

TC= 12.85· "I"= 4.27 

TIS 0.34 SLOPE= 0.38% 

0.00 "C"= 0.00 

TC= 11.62 "I"= 4.47 

TIS 0.39 SLOPE= 0.45% 



STORM DRAINAGE COMPUTATIONS BY: PROJECT Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 

KEBS,INC. 
2116 Haslett Road 
Haslett, MI 48840 
(517) 339-1014 

STR# MHlO 

10 YEAR STORM 

TOSTR# MH13 

SHEET# OF 

CALCULATED BY: 0 DATE: 12/~/2013' 

CHECKED BY: DATE: -----

INCREMENT AC.= 1.58 "C"= 0.60 -------
NCREMENT "CA"= 

i10 
NV. UP= 

rYDELUP= 

15.52 

878.21 

0.95 

SIZE 

INV.DOWN= 

877.87 -------~ 
R1MEL 

TR# MH13 

TOT AC.= 5.87 TOT"CA"= 3.52 TC= 12.01 

18 "V"= 11.13 LENGTH 142 T1S 0.21 

873.24 HYD.% 2.18% REMARKS Includes CB #11 and #12 

HYDELDOWN= 874.77 

TO STR# MH16 -------- -------
INCREMENT AC.= 1.67 

-TCREMENT "CA"= 1.00 TOT AC.= 7.54 TOT"CA"= 4.52 TC= 12.22 

10 19.75 SIZE 18 "V"= 11.18 LENGTH 108 TIS 0.16 

N. UP= 873.24 INV. DOWN= 869.46 HYD.% 3.53% REMARKS Includes CB #14 ----
YDEL UP= 874.77 HYDELDOWN= 870.96 

RIMEL 

[R# . MH16 TO STR# POND -------~ -------
INCREMENT AC.= 0.99 

"I"= 4.41 

SLOPE= 3.50% 

"C"= 0.60 

"I"= 4.37 

SLOPE= 3.50% 

"C"= 0.60 --- ----==~~~~c-=~~----==~==~==~ 
·cRE1v1ENT "CA"= 0.59 TOT AC.= 8.53 TOT "CA"=· 5.'11 TC= 12.38 "I"= 4.35 

-------- -----
'.O 22.23 SIZE 18 "V"= 13.30 LENGTH 157 TIS 0.20 SLOPE= 5.00% -----

867.85 INV. DOWN= 860.00 HYD. % 4.47% REMARKS Includes CB #15 V.UP= 

'DEL UP= 
------------------

868.52 HYDELDOWN= 861.50 -------- -------------------------~ 
RIMEL 

R# TOSTR# -------- --~----
INCREMENT AC. = "C"= -----

;REivlENT "CA"= TOT AC.= TOT "CA"= TC= "I"= 
-------~ ---- ---- ---- -----

r. UP= 

DEL UP= 

"V"= LENGTH 
---

. SIZE 

INV.DOWN= HYD. % REMARKS ---- ---- ----
HYDELDOWN= 

TIS SLOPE= ---- -----

-------- -------------------------~ 
RIMEL 

REMENT "CA"= 

SIZE 

INV.DOWN= 

TOSTR# 

INCREMENT AC.=. 

-TOT AC.= TOT"CA"= 

"V"= LENGTH 

'HYD. % REMARKS .UP=· 

>EL UP= 
---- ---- ----

HYDELDOWN= 

"C"= -------
TC~ "I"= ----
TIS SLOPE= 

-------- -------------------------~ 
RIMEL 
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: June 5, 2015. _ 

Gail Oranch~k - Principal Planner 
_Charter Townslgp of Meridian...: Planning Department 

- 5151 Marsh Road· ·. · · · ' . 
Okernos, ~chlgan48864-1198 · . ·' 

Re:· Whit~hills LaJ<es South No. 2 - Final Preliminary Plat Submittal ~··Waiver Reques~ 

. . 
Dear Ms. Oranch~k: 

W.e w~uld like t;· requ~sta waiver for Whitefriµs· 1:~es~outh:No. 2 under-section ~2-
62(7r of the Township ordinance. The length of.the cul,de,..sac from the intersection of 

· ·.Whitehills .Drive and Southridge 'Road, to the center .of the cul-de-:sac is 1,960 feet. The · 
· waiver request is to allow an additional ~,300-feet for the propose·d ~ul-de-.sac. Secti~n 
62-62(7) _states the following:_ . · · ' · 

,jC\tl-de-sacsh'eets, stub streets,. and loop st;reets:. The length of the cul-de-sac sh'eets, · ... 
stub_ streets, andfoop Btreets with a single point of acce$S_ and egress shap. not exceed 660 
feet, unless a longer street is necessary and appropriate because of topography or other ..: 

· natural features, existing conditii:>ns or other circumstances as·may be apprnved by the 
· Tpw:nship Board and the Ingham County.Road Commission~' ·_ · · , . -: . · · 

'• ' . 

J have attached a copy of my-June 17,. 2003 le.tter to the Ingham County Road 
- Commission requesting a vari~ce fo~ the same thing: !have.also a~ached a copy of a 

letter from the Road Commission from August 1~ 2013 that approved the plat with the 
cul:-de-sac as shown. · . . · · · · 

I ~ • ' 

'if there are any questions regarding the request or' you need any fur_ther information, 
please feel free to ~ontact me.'at (517) 339-1014, or email·me .;i.t gpetru@kebs.com. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Petru, P._E. · 
KEBSinc; 

.: ' ' • - ; " I 

: ' 

Cc: :rv.fichael R. McGraw · 

- \ 

/·1 

2116 Haslett Road e Haslett1 Ml 48840 <!! Phone: 517-339-1014· ° Fax:-517~339-8047 • www.kebs.com 
- . L. 



'June _17; 2013 

·. Mr. Robert Peterson, P.E. 
· fugham County_Departm~I).tofTransportation and Roads 

Director qf Engineering -
301 N .. Bush Street · 

· Mason, MI 48854-Q038 

. 1 ' . 

Re: - Whitehills Lakes· South No". 2 ·- Variance Request 
·. . .... 

. .. 
Mr. Peterson: · 

. . . . 

This ,letter is a request for a varian_ce for WhitehilltLakes So~th No. 2: , The varia:p.ce is 
being-reqlieste~ on beh~lf of our client, "Eastbrook ·Homes. The owner would like to 
construct Southridge Road·as a cul-de-sac,.instead of connecting to Lake Lansing Road, 
just West ofM-78. According to the Board· of Co.untyRoad Co;mni~sion:ers May 2009 
Pr;cedur~s and Guidelines.for DevelopingPublic'Roads, dea4-endroad;: ending in cul-' 

· · de-sacs, sh.all not be less than 250 feyt·or greater. than 660 foet inJength as measured from 
· the int~rsecting road .ce_nt_erline aqd the_ center of the cul-de-sac·.- · -

The length of cul-de-sac fr~~ the.intersection qfWhjtehills Drive !fild Southridge Road, . 
. to 'the center of the cul-d~-sac is 1 ;960 feet.' The varfance request is to allow an additional 
- 1,300 feet for the propo?ed cu1-de-sa.e. This variance is requested for the-:followmg. 
reasons:. 

-1. The exi~ting terrain from Lake. Lansing Road to the ~1+1-de-sac location is·_: 
app:nfximately a 20' drop . .To cqnstruct Southridge R9ad to Lake Lansing Road 
would· require the terr.a.in fo be severely alter~d or tp~ road to be installed at a -, 
steeper.grade than normal (5-7%). · The r.oad coimirissiQn manµal suggests that 
5% should be the maximum. slope. for roa4 design. This could make for. a 

. potentially rinsafe,.steep road con.ting-out to Lake Lansing RQacL . 
2. Site-vision at thy intersectio;n.ofLake"Lansing and Southridge Drive could also be 

a potentiai safety i~Sl"f:e .. There is a 10-15 ~- embanlanent irim:tediately adjacent to· 
. Lake-Lansing Rqad. This would have to be signifi_cantly altered to provide safe. 
sig_!it :vjsi~n ,for cars pulling out onto Lake Lansing Road: , . . · ·: ·. . 

· 3 .. There are potentially 20-30 mauµ-e :trees that would haye to be ~liminated to 
cop.struct the connecti~n to t~e Lansing Road. ·,. · 

. 4. Lastly, the distance from a potential new entran~e OI! Lake Lansing Road to the 
. Lake Lansing-M-}8 intersecti011:-would·only· be J00-350 feet . . 

., 

. ' 

211'6 Haslett Road .,. Haslett, Ml 48840 e Phone; ~17-339-101~ 0 . Fax:- _517-339-8047 • Wll\/W.kebs.com 

••1 I 



The main reasons for keeping the cul-de-sac lengths relatively short are for winter 
maintenance and for emergency responses. In regards to emergency responses, the 
developer would keep the existing access driveway in place (Out to Lake Lansing Road) 
to serve as an emergency entrance to the far end of the cul-de-sac. The driveway would 
be improved to ensure it would be wide enough for a fire truck or ambulance to use in the 
case that a tree or debris might be blocking the street. In my opinion, the ability to 
access the cul-de-sac from both ends would provide emergency responders the means 
necessary to provide safe and adequate protection. 

As far as winter maintenance goes, there could potentially be a few days a year that are 
difficult for some homeowners to navigate, but I don't think it is full reason to disallow a 
longer cul-de-sac. From my perspective (living on a cul-de-sac), I have found that 
homeowners are willing to work together to help clear/plow/shovel what is necessary to 
provide access to their homes when county maintenance has been delayed. 

If you should have any questions regarding this letter please do not hesitate to contact me 
at (517) 339-1014, or you can email me at gpetru@kebs.com. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Petru, P .E. 
KEBS Inc. 



INGHAM COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT 
AUSTINE. CAVANAUGH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
301 Bush Street, P.O. Box 38, Mason, MI 48854~0038 

August 1, 2013 

Michael R. McGraw, Vice President 
Signature Land Development 
1188 East Paris Avenue SE, Suite 100 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49525 

RE: Preliminary Plat of Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 

Dear Mr. McGraw: 

William M. Conklin, P.E. 
Managing Director 

At its July 23, 2013 meeting, the Board of Ingham County Commissioners 
considered and approved the preliminary plat of Whitehills Lakes South No. 2, 
lots 14 through 34, as illustrated on the preliminary plat drawing dated October 
2, 2012. A copy of the Board Resolution is enclosed. · 

Approval of the preliminary plat was granted for a period of two years, in 
accordance with state statute. The preliminary plat approval expires July 24, 
2015. 

Should you have questions or comments, please contact me at (517) 676-9722 
or via email at rpeterson@inghamcrc.org. 

Sincerely, 
INGHAM COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT 

Director of Engineering 
County Highway Engineer 

cc:·. Mark Kieselbach, Director of Community Planning and Development 
Greg Petru, KEBS Inc. 

Telephone: (517) 676-9722 l-800-968-9733 Fax: (517) 676-2085 TDD: l§.!7) 676-7798 
E-Mail: roads@inghamcrc.org Web Site: http://www.inghamcrc.org 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



Introduced by the County Services of the: 

ADOPTED - JULY 23, 2013 
Agenda Item No. 12 

INGHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF 
WHITEHILLS LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 

RESOLUTION# 13 - 290 

WHEREAS, on April 4, 2006, the former Road Commission, now Ingham County Department of 
Transportation and Roads approved the Preliminary Plat for the residential subdivision called 
Whitehills Lakes South. The subdivision is part of the Southwest Y4 of Section 4 and Southeast Y4 of 
Section 5, Meridian Township, Ingham County, Michigan; and 

WHEREAS, Phase 1 of the Whitehills Lakes South plat (lots 1 through 13) was subsequently built 
and the roads accepted into the county road system; and 

WHEREAS, the two-year Preliminary Plat approval period, dictated by state statute, has expired and 
the proprietor, The Eastbrook Homes, is requesting approval of a new Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 
Preliminary Plat (lots 14 through 34); and 

WHEREAS, the 'new Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 Preliminary Plat (lots 14 through 34) contains a 
reasonable revision from the original road layout that exceeds the county's cul-de-sac length 
requirements, which requires a Board of Commissioners variance approval. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that upon the recommendation of Road Department staff, the 
Ingham County Board of Commissioners approves the proposed cul-de-sac length variance and 
approves the Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 Preliminary Plat (lots 14 through 34) for a period of two 
years, in accordance with state statute. 

COUNTY SERVICES: Yeas: De Leon, Koenig, Celentino, Holman, Nolan, Tsemoglou, Maiville 
Nays: None Absent: None Approved 7/16/13 



Whiltehills Lakes South Phase 2 

Construction Operations Plan 

1} Construction traffic will access the site via Park Lake Road, Whitehills Lakes Drive, Southridge 

Drive, through Whitehills Lakes South Phase 1. 

2} Dust levels will be controlled by street sweeping, as needed (likely each week) of Whitehills 

Lakes Drive and South ridge Road. Other dust control measures include a "water truck" over the 

gravel road base as needed, once that has been installed, prior to asphalt. 

3) The limits of construction disturbance will include silt fencing containing the construction site, to 

minimize any potential run off, etc. Storm water catch basins, upon installation will include silt 

sacs. 

4) The typical construction hours on site will be Monday-Friday from 7am - 7pm. Saturday, as 

needed, will be limited to 8am - 4pm. 



INGHAM COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT 
AUSTINE. CAVANAUGH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
301 Bush Street, P.O. Box 38, Mason, MI 48854-0038 

~-=d-=~-o~-~=-•~=~~=P--~ 

William M. Conklin, P.E. 

August 1, 2013 

Michael R. McGraw, Vice President 
Signature Land Development 
1188 East Paris Avenue SE, Suite 100 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49525 

RE: Preliminary Plat of Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 

Dear Mr. McGraw: 

Managing Director 

At its July 23, 2013 meeting, the Board of Ingham County Commissioners 
considered and approved the preliminary plat of Whitehills Lakes South No. 2, 
lots 14 through 34, as illustrated on the preliminary plat drawing dated October 
2, 2012. A copy of the Board Resolution is enclosed. · 

Approval of the preliminary plat was granted for a period of two years, in 
accordance with state statute. The preliminary plat approval expires July 24, 
2015. 

Stt.ould you have questions or comments, please contact me at (517) 676-9722 
or \ria email at rpeterson@inghamcrc.org. 

' I 
I 

Sin~erely, 
INGffAM COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT 

Director of Engineering 
County Highway Engineer 

cc: ·. Mark Kieselbach, Director of Community Planning and Development 
Greg Petru, KEBS Inc. 

Telephone: (517) 676-9722 l-800-968-9733 Fax: (517) 676-2085 TDD: @7) 676-7798 
E-Mail: roads@Jnghamcrc.org Web Site: http://www.inghamcrc.org 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



Introduced by the County Services of the: 

ADOPTED - JULY 23, 2013 
Agenda Item No. 12 

INGHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF 
WHITEIDLLS LAKES SOUTH NO. 2 

RESOLUTION# 13 - 290 

WHEREAS, on April 4, 2006, the former Road Commission, now Ingham Comity Department of 
Transportation and Roads approved the Preliminary Plat for the residential subdivision called 
Whitehills Lakes South. The subdivision is part of the Southwest Yi of Section 4 and Southeast Yi of 
Section 5, Meridian Township, Ingham County, Michigan; and 

WHEREAS, Phase 1 of the Whitehills Lakes South plat (lots 1 through 13) was subsequently built 
and the roads accepted into the county road system; and 

WHEREAS, the two-year Preliminary Plat approval period, dictated by state statute, has expired and 
the proprietor, The Eastbrook Homes, is requesting approval of a new Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 
PrelimiJ:?.ary Plat (lots 14 through 34); and 

WHEREAS, the new Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 Preliminary Plat (lots 14 through 34) contains a 
reasonable revision from the original road layout that exceeds the county's cul-de-sac length 
requirements, which requires a Board of Commissioners variance approval. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that upon the recommendation of Road Department staff, the 
Ingham County Board of Commissioners approves the proposed cul-de-sac length variance and 
approves the Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 Preliminary Plat (lots 14 through 34) for a period of two 
years, in accordance with state statute. 

COUNTY SERVICES: Yeas: De Leon, Koenig, Celentino, Holman, Nolan, Tsemoglou, Maiville 
Nays: None Absent: None Approved 7/16/13 
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May 11, 2015 

Mike McGraw 
Redwood Land Investments, LLC 
6936 Wildflower Way · 
Muskegon, Ml 49444 

Re: Whitehills Lakes South No. 2 
Preliminary Plat - Residential Development 
Meridian Township-Section 5 
Raby Drain Drainage District 
Pre-Preliminary Plat Review - Drain Office #13029 

Dear Mr. McGraw: 

Sllfll-:'.lOil LB\'nS 
Admin}sf1a1nra Assist~nl 

This letter is in response to the submittal of the Pre-Preliminary Plat for Whitehills 
Lakes South No. 2 from KEBS, Inc. The area consists of 15.00 acres; 21 
residential lots are proposed. It is understood that the proposed plat will have 
public roads and public drainage. 

Stormwater detention .is proposed at the southeast corner of the proposed plat, 
adjacent to Lake Lansing Road and business loop (BL) 1-69. The south end 
discharges to a drainage area in the Michigan Department of Transportation 
right-of-way of BL l-69. This area is in the upper end·of the Raby Drain Drainage 
District. 

The Pre-Preliminary Plat meets the Rules of the Ingham County Drain 
Commissioner with the following conditions: 

1) Provide a statement from MOOT that they are in approval of the 
detained stormwater discharging at a pre-development rate of flow can 

· be directly connected into their catch basin. 
2) Provide a statement from the proprietor that the intent is to capture as 

much of the stormwater runoff as possible from the home sites, 
including roof drains, and connect them to the footing drains. 

3) Provide public drainage through the Drain Code Section 433 process. 



' ~' 

4) Inspection of the storm system in the right-of-way will be required 
along with compaction testing and furnishing as-built plans. 

5) In conformance with Phase-2 of the Clean Water Act, provide 
pretreatment for the first 0.5" of rainfall 

If you have any questions, please contact our office. It is an honor and a 
privilege to serve you and the other businesses, citizens, and municipalities of 
Ingham County. 

David C. Loe 
Ingham County Drain Engineer 

cc: Derek Perry, Meridian Charter Township 
Coreen Strzalka, MOOT 
Bob Peterson, Ingham County Road Department 
Jim Wilson, Ingham County Health Department 
Derrick Quinney, Ingham County Plat Board 
Greg Petru, KEBS, Inc. 
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. . 
May 14, 2013 

JUN o 5.2015 
-1fu. Larry Thelen : . . . ·- . · 

I - ~or'- Lan~ing 1:_SC---'- Permitting Agent 
3101 Tecbn.ology Blvd:, Suite H 

- ~ --------------~-~-~----· 
Lansing, MI 48910-8-546 ·' . . 

Re: - Whitehills Lake$ South No. 2 

bear.Mr. Thelen: . 

Please find enclo~ed I set of plai+s for your.pre~iminary·review and comment. This 
project is proposed.to· be ari extension of the_ existing Plat, and.we are' currently waiting to. 
submit to Meridfan. Township for the final Preliminary Plat. During the Final Pr~liminary 
Plat process, the. Township requ~sts comments from the MDOT when'th~ property in-- . 

. questions is adjacent to MDOT ~-</W. The Whitehills Plat is adjacent.to M-:-?8· at the 
S~ corner, near the intersection of Lake Lansing Rqad. If you could .review the plans arid 

-provide some pre],iminary corp.ments to myself or Mark K.ieselbach'at the Township, it : 
would be greatly appreciated. -If it wop.Id help to expedite, "t ·am available· anyt~rile to 

. -review/discuss the proposed pr~liminary plan. 

MarkK.ies.elbach . . . ~ 
. . • I . 

· Meridian Charter Township - Director of Co:mprnnity Planning arid Develop;ment · 
· 5151 Marsh-Road . . . 

_Qkemos, ':MI 48~'64-1104 
• • p • ' 

. If you should have ~y questio~s 7:"egarding tlie pi-ans."plea,s_e do :not hesitate to conta~t me . 
at (517) 339-1014, ot you can email-me at gpeU11@kebs.com. ' . 

Sincerely, 

. ()_. "t\ .. ·5:J~~-(~-
Greg Petru, P.E . 

. KEBSinp .. 

. . . 

Enclosures: 1 sets: o~ plans · 

_,,. ': 

. . - ' 

21.1·s Haslett Road ·C!I Haslett,,MI 4884p e· Phon.e: 51-7-339-1014 ., Fax: 517-339~8047 (I www.kebs.com 
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· August 29, 2014 

. . . 

·Mt. Gh~i Mustafa 
MDOT - Lansing TSO 

. 2700 Port Lansmg Road 
L~n~ing, MI 48906 

°'.R.e: Whitehills Lakes South N~. 2.- Drainage Q~estion 
. . • . I . 

De~ Mr. Mustafa: 

~------·-----------------..... 

.Pleas~ find enclos_ed ·1 set pf plans and ~~iuiations for Whitehills Lake~ sh.uth for your 
preliminary review and comment. JeffKyes had talked to you recently about this project 
near thei'iritersectiop. of-Lake Lansing Road· and M-78; We are proposing. to outlet pur 
storm sewer into the existing ditch and cat~h basin' on.thy NW-side of the intersection. 
This pipe then crosses Lake Lansing Roa;d and discharg~s into a low area. · · · 

. . . . . . . 

• I 

We are.trying to detei.mine who the stonp. ·sewer belongs-to and whether or not ~e ~an 
discharge to it: Since it is within the ROW we' are asking you to take anothei· iook at this 
and determine ifwe can discharge into.the existing storm. ,Our discharge ratei would·· 

•, . . ... 

meet or. be les~ than th~ existin~·drainage into_ the ditch. · 
·.. ' 

· Ifybl]. shpuld have any questions regarding the site or·plaris ple.ase do not'hesit_ate to 
contact me at (517) 339"-1014, or yoµ cari email·me at gpetni@kebs.com.· 

• • • • ' • • I \. ~ • 

· Sirwer¢ly, 

, Greg Petru, P.E. 
KEBS, Inc. 

Enclosmes: 1 sets of plans 
I . _, 

;. 

2116 Haslett Rqad e H~slett,. NII 48840. 0 Phone: 517-339-1014 G Fax: 517-339-8047. 11 www.kebs.com 



From: Greg Petru [rnailto:gpetru@kebs.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 9:41 AM 
To: Mustafa, Ghazi (MOOT} 
Subject: Whitehills Lakes South - Submittal 

Ghazi, 

Good morning, I was just following up on a submittal I had sent over to you in regards to Whitehills Lakes South, in 
Meridian Township, at Lake Lansing Road and M-78. Have you had a chance to look at the plan and determine if the 
outlet connections are MDOT's or not? 

Thanks 

Greg Petru, P.E. 
l<EBS Inc. 
Ph: (517} 339-1014 
Cell: (517) 819-5338 

2 



Greg Petru 

From: 
Sent: 

Mustafa, Ghazi (MOOT) <MustafaG@michigan.gov> 
Thursday, September 25, 2014 10:40 AM 

To: Greg Petru 
Subject: RE: Whitehills Lakes South - Submittal 

Greg, 
I am going the old plans, I will get back with you soon. 

Ghazi 

-----Original Message-----
From: Greg Petru [mailto:gpetru@kebs.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 10:17 AM 
To: Mustafa, Ghazi (MDOT) 
Subject: RE: Whitehills Lakes South - Submittal 

Ghazi, 

The drain office and Meridian Township said the storm is not theirs and they do not maintain it. The drain office sent 
me a map which shows the county drains that are nearby, I have attached it. We are just at a point where we are not 
sure what to do if we cannot connect to the existing storm that drains a majority of this parcel. If it is not yours, ICDC or 
Meridian's, do you have any thoughts on what could be done. 

Thanks 

Greg Petru, P .E. 
KEBS Inc. 
Ph: (517) 339-1014 
Cell: (517) 819-5338 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mustafa, Ghazi (MOOT) [mailto:MustafaG@michigan.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2014 9:55 AM 
To: Greg Petru 
Subject: RE: Whitehills Lakes South - Submittal 

Greg, 
Did you get confirmation from the County drain commission and from Meridian township that these drains are not 
theirs. 

Ghazi 

-----Original Message-----
1 



Greg Petru 

From: 
Sent: 

Mustafa, Ghazi (MOOT) <MustafaG@michigan.gov> 
Wednesday, November 05, 2014 7:42 AM 

To: Greg Petru 
Subject: RE: Whitehills Lakes South 

Greg, 
I did, it loo~s good to me, once you apply for a permit it will be reviewed again by our hydraulics unit. 

Regards, 

Ghazi 

-----Original Message-----
From: Greg Petru [mailto:gpetru@kebs.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 8:23 AIV! 
To: Mustafa, Ghazi {MDOT) 
Subject: Whitehills Lakes South 

Ghazi, 

Good morning, I was just following up on the White hills Lakes South Packet I had sent a while back. Have you had a 
chance to take a look at the drainage/calculations? The developer is hoping to move forward at the Township with 
their Plat approval so they can be ready for construction early next year. If there is anything you need from me please 
let me know. 

Thanks 

Greg Petru, P.E. 
KEBS Inc. 
Ph: (517) 339-1014 
Cell: (517) 819-5338 

1 



June 3, 2015 

Tri County Regional Plarµring Commissioil-
31-35 Pine Tree Road.. · 
Suite2C 
Lansing, MI .18911 

RE: ··Preliminmy Plat ofW:Wtehills Lakes-.. South No. 2 (dated 2/15/13) 
• • t • ~ ~ • ' • • 

To wh9m it may concern: 

Enclo;ied· is a: copy of the P:r,-~liminary Plat .cif Whitehil!s ~akes S~uth _No. 2, being part of the .. 
Southeast 1/4 of Sectio:q 5 and the Southwest 1/4 of Section 4, Meridian Township, Ingham 
County Michigan · . . '. .·. , . . · - --

• ' • • • • ,I • • • 

We a~e requesting prelimiriary plat app~ov&l on thi~· ·develop~ent· and are submitting a copy to 
.you for your review for potential mad name issues or conf]icts. Pfease ·let us_lmow if you have 
any comments onthis preiiminru;y plat... . ' . 

If you hitVe any question~ ~r ne~d further information, please f~el free to contact_ us. 

Siincerely, _ ~-_ 
f ·/J A __ 
~. 
L~y A. Bryan,, PS 
KEHS, Inc._· 

2116 Haslett Road 0 Haslett, Ml 48840 ° Phbhe: 517-339-1014 . .., Fax; 517-339-8047- ·0 www.lebs.com 



June 3; 20.15 

. Ingham County Plat J?oard 
c/o I)errick Q~inney, Registe:r_ofDeeds . 

. Ingham Cqunty Co1_1rt Hbus~ · 
P.O. Box 195 . 
M_ason, ·Michigan 48854-0195 

. , .,. 

· _RE: Preliminary pl_at of°Whitehifls.L.akes South.No. 2 (da~ed ~/15/13) 

. . 

))ear ML Qµinney, . 

. Per the'lv(eridim~ Township ordinance ~n~i~sed you.will a copy" of the prelimi:ijary plat.of . , 
. , .' ' . Whitehills takes South No. 2, b~ing part of the Southeast" 1/4 bf Section 5 anc.J the SDuthyvest l/4 

· of Section 4, Meridian Township, Inghan:i County, .Michigan: This copy is being se~t for· - . . 
i~formational purp6~es for.your records. .· · 

If you have any questio~s or need further iilfor~atiqn, plea~e fee,l free to. conta~t me. 

Sincerely, . 

-· l / . · ll ::P :·. ·. 
-~-,-~· 

Larry .A Bryan, PS . · · 
KEBS, Inc. , 

. ' 

2116 Haslett Road 8 Haslett, Ml "48840 (0 Phone: 517-339-1014 G Fax: '517-339-8047 'o wyvw;kebs.com 



June 3, 2015 

Haslett School Boa;d 
· Haslett.Public' Schools . . 

5593 Franklin Street. 
Haslett, Michigan 48 840 

RE:. Prelimin.ary plat of-Whitehills Late~_-South No. 2 {dated 2/15/13) 
·, -

.To w~om:it in~y concern, 

Per the Meridiru{ town1?hip ordinancQ enclosed you will a copy ofthe·pr~lnninary plat-of 
Whitehills L~es South No. 2, b~ing part ofthe_South~ast 1/4 of Section 5·andthe Southwest 1/4 
of Section 4; -Meridi1:fil, T~wnshlp, Ingham County, Michigan: This ~opy is beirig' sent for 
informational purposes for yom records.· · · 

• I . • 

I~ you have ariy questions or ~eed furthe~ information, pfo~se feel free to contact :rµe. 

~incerely~ · · 

rd;;~· 
-~,PS ·. 

KEBS, Inc.'. . . 

'' . 

' 
21-1 H_Haslett Road 0 Haslett,. Ml 48840 

. ... 

0 Phone: 517-33!:l-.1014 °. Fax: 517~339-8047 ° -www.kebs.com 
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June 3, 2915 

. . Consumers Energy 
-530 W. Willow Street 
·_Lansing, Michig~-48906 

'·.· 

RE:' Prelimin~1:y.-plat of Whitehill~ Lakes South No. 2 (dated 2.(15/13) 

To whom it may concern, 
. . · .. 

. . -
Per the Meridiap Township ordinance enclosed y;.ou will a copy of the preliminary-plat of · 
Whitehills Lakes s·outh No. 2, being pa,rt of the So_utheast 1/4 of.Section 5 .and the Southwest·l/4 
of Section 4, Meridian Township, Ingham County; Michigan. This copy is being sent for ·. · 
informational purposes for your records. · 

- . ' 

If you have -any questions or need :furth~:r information, pleas~ feel fyee to c.ontact me, 

Sincerely,-

· ... ~a, f!v_ . 
. I:any A. Bryan; PS _ 
KEBS, Inc. 

2116 Haslett Road' _<D Haslett, Ml 48840 ° •. Phon-e: 5·17-339-10-14- ".Fr;ix: 517-339-8047. 0 w:ww.kebs.'cor:n 



June 3, 2015 

AT&T 
221 N. WashingtoIJ. Squa_i·e 
L~m,ing,_ Mi~higan 48933 

RE: Preliminary plat. of_W}ritehills L~es South No. 2 (dated 2/15/13) ·_ · 
. •\ , .. 

To whom it may_ co_ricetn; 

-: 

Per the Meridian Jown~hip ordin~ce ericlosedyou will a·copy ofthe preliminary piat.of. 
Whitehills Li:ikes South No. 2, being part of the Soutp.east 114 ~f Secti~)li 5 and the Southwest 1/4 
of Section 4, IV[erjdian Township, Ingham_ County~ _Miclugan; This copy..is being sent for 
informational pmposes for yo~ records. . . 

If you ~'a~e ai1y questions or need further i:qf6nnation, please feel free to contact ine. 

"Sincerely, · -~,· . 
. · ..... · .,·/::-• 

Latr,y A: Bryan, PS · . 
KEBS, Inc. 

?116 Haslett Roac;I .0 · Hasl~tt,· Mi' 48840 s Phone: E517-339-1014 9 . Fax: 517-339-8047, 0 www.k~b!'l.com . 



June 3, 2015 . 

· · Cp:rp.cast Lansfr1g . 
120 N. Washington Square' 

-Lansing, M\chigan 4_8933 

(. ' 

· RB: P~~limii1ary plat ofWhitehills Lakes South N~. 2 (dated 2/l~/13) 
• I • • 

To whom it i11ay concern, 

Per the Meridian Township oidll).ance enciosed ybu will-a copy of the preliminary plat of 
Whitehiils Lakes South No: 2, being part of the Southeast 1/4 .of Se·ction 5 and-the Southwest 1/4 . · 
of S~~ticm, 4, Meridi.an·.Township, ingham ·county, Michigan. This copy is bi.mg sent for . . . 
informational° pm.12'oses for your records. , · . ' 

If you have any questions or need further information, pleas~ feel free to· contact me_. 
. . . . . . . . . ~ . 

-

,Sincerely, 

. . (_/ -l~·,· . . -
~-- ·. 

. . Larry A,.. B.ryan, PS · · 
KEB.&; Inc. 

I . 

. I 

. 21··1 s H~slett: Ro'ad --~ - Haslett, Ml 48840 0 Phone: 517-339-1014 ° Fax: 517"339-8047 ° www.kebs.com . 



CHARTE1

;c~ TOWNSHIP OF'H1ERIDIAN 

Susan McGillicuddy Supervisor 
Mary M.G. Helmbrecht Clerk 
Bruce D. Hunting Treasurer 
Gerald J. Richards Manager 

December 20, 2006 

Mr. Gil White 
South Whitehills Limited Partnership 
PO Box 822 
East Lansing, Ml 48823 

Julie:fb~xie 
Andi·ewJ. Such 
John Veenstra 
An'ne M. Woiwode 

RE: Finai Preliminary Plat #06012 - Whitehills Lakes South 

Dear Mr. White: 

Trustee 
Trustee 
Trustee 
Trustee 

The Township Board, at its regular meeting held on December 19, 2006, voted to approve the 
Final Preliminary Plat #06012 for Whitehills Lakes South, a single family subdivision of 32 lots 
located north of Lake Lansing Road, east of Park Lake Road, and west of BL-69. Approval of the 
final preliminary plat was granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. Approval is granted in accordance with the final preliminary plat prepared by KEBS, Inc. 
received December 12, 2006, indicating 32 single family lots, subject to revisions as 
required. Any revisions to the layout of the plat shall be subject to the Township's approval. . 

2. Construction shall not commence until the applicant has obtained all necessary permits and 
approvals from the Ingham County Drain Commissioner, Ingham County Road Commission, 
and the Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 

3. Final utility plans shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works and 
Engineering and shall be completed in accordance with Township Engineering Design and 
Construction Standards. 

4. An overall grading plan for the subdivision shall be required with detailed construction plans, 
prior to issuance of any building permits. 

5. Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the applicant shall install silt fencing at the 
upland edge of the water features setback. After construction, the fencing shall be removed 
once the area is stabilized. 

6. Storm sewer leads shall be provided to each lot in the subdivision. The final location of the 
leads shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works and Engineering. 

5151 MARSH ROAD, OKEMOS, MICHIGAN 48864-1198 (517) 853-4000 FAX (517) 853-4096 
http://www.twp.meridian.mi.us 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

Q printed 011 rct:11cled papa 



Mr. Gil White 
December 20, 2006 
Page 2 

7. The stormwater detention basin and drainage system located south of Lot 22 shall be 
dedicated to the Ingham County Drain Commissioner. 

8. A temporary 'T' turn around shall .be installed where Southridge Road ends at the south 
edge of Phase 1 or a temporary gravel road shall be provided to Lake Lansing Road until 
the Southridge Road is completed subject to the approval of the i'ngham County Road 
Commission and Meridian Township Fire Department. · · 

9. Prior to any construction or grading taking place related to Phase 2, the proprietor shall 
apply for and obtain a land division for the parcel containing the stormwater detention basin 
south of Lot 22. 

10. A five foot wide concrete sidewalk shall be constructed along the east side of Southridge 
Road, the north side of Winterfield Road, as well as the frontage of Lots 14, 15, 16, and 32 
on the cul-de-sac. The sidewalk shall be designed and constructed in accordance with 
Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

11. A seven foot wide concrete pathway shall be constructed on the north side of Lake Lansing 
Road from Southridge Road east to the existing pathway on the northwest side of BL-69. 
The final location of the pathway shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public 
Works and Engineering. The design and construction of the pathway shall be in accordance 
with Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards 

12. In lieu of constructing a seven foot wide concrete pathway on the east side of Park Lake 
Road and the north side of Lake Lansing Road, west of Southridge Road, the applicant 
shall provide to the Township a cash deposit. 

13. Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 13 on the final preliminary plat shall have the natural vegetation strip 
clearly identified with permanent markers. The size, number and location of markers, and 
the language on the markers shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community 
Planning and Development. 

14. A deed restriction shall be included with the final plat acknowledging the presence of the 
water feature setback and referencing the appropriate Township regulation on lots which 
contain a water feature setback. 

15. Street trees shall be required along Lake Lansing and Park Lake Roads. Street trees shall be 
required throughout the subdivision along all internal roads. Species and location of the 
trees shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning and 
Development and the Ingham County Road Commission. 

16. The applicant shall identify those trees proposed to be removed or relocated on Lots 22, 23, 
24, 25, and 26 to determine if there is a need for a vegetative screen between those lots 
and the existing dwellings on BL-69. If screening is determined to be necessary by the 
Township, the design and proposed landscape materials shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the Director of Community Planning and Development. 



Mr. Gil White 
December -20, 2006 
Page 3 

17. Any wellhead(s) located on the site shall be properly closed and abandoned per the 
requirements of the Ingham County Health Departmerit and the Township, prior to the 
issuance of any permit for construction activity, including grading permits. 

18. A copy of the information which exists on computer for the plat and construction plans shall 
be provided to the Township Engineering staff in an Auto Cad compatible fprmat. · 

All lots contained in the plat shall be developed in accordance with applicable Township 
ordinances, regulations and permitting requirements including, but not limited to, building 
permits that may include conditions for the protection and preservation of trees, soils and other 
natural resources. · 

Final preliminary plat approval is valid for a period of two (2) years. Consequently, the final 
preliminary plat for Whitehills Lakes South is valid until December 19, 2008. The final 
preliminary plat may be extended if a request for an extension is submitted to the Township 
prior to the expiration of the two (2) year period. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me. 

Sincerely, . . 

~o:::l~~ 
Director of Community Planning and Development 

cc: Patrick Lindemann, Ingham County Drain Commissioner 
Francisco Llinas, Ingham County Road Commission 
Paula Johnson, Ingham County Plat Board 
Doug Weir, Weir Engineering 
Bruce Stewart, KEBS, Inc. 
Ray Severy 
John Heckaman 

F:\DOCSIMARK\LETTERS\white fpp 06012 let.doc cl 



MEMORANDUM 
TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Boar?\ 

c(:).!(L(I~~ 
Derek N. Perry, Assis ~wnship Manager 
Director of Public Works & Engineering 

July 7, 2015 

2015 Township Citizen Survey 

12.C. 

As previously discussed, the Township Board has identified conducting a Citizen Survey 
as a goal for 2015. If the Board would like to proceed with a survey this year, please 
authorize the project and direct staff on the type of survey to be utilized. 

The following motion is offered for Board consideration: 

MOVE TO AUTHORIZE STAFF TO CONDUCT A 2015 CITIZEN SURVEY USING THE 
SURVEY METHOD AS DIRECTED BY THE TOWNSHIP BOARD. 

Attachments: 
• 06-02-15 Memo to the Township Board 
• Sample Citizen Survey Questionnaire 

Township Board 
7-7-2015 



MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

Township Boa~ 

~··'~---= 
Derek N. Perry, Assist Township Manager 

TO: 

Director of Public Works 

DATE: June 2, 2015 

RE: 2015 Township Citizen Survey 

In 2003 the Township contracted with the National Research Center of Boulder, 
Colorado to conduct a Citizen Survey. Since that time additional surveys were also 
conducted in 2006, 2009, and 2012 using the same organization. As part of the 2015 
Goals and Objectives (Goal 8, item S.) a survey has been designated to be completed. 
A project budget of $12, 510 would be needed lo conduct the survey in the same format 
and sample size as in years past. 

According to information provided by the National Research Center (NRG) the standard 
survey sample size would include 1,400 households throughout the Township. The 
NRG has stated that based on Meridian Charter Township's 16,000 households, the 
standard sample size will provide a +/-5% margin of error for results that are 
representative. They have indicated that a typical project from start to finish takes about 
4 months. 

As in prior years, the survey questions are fairly standardized, but the survey does 
provide space for custom questions that the Township may wish to include. The reason 
for the standardization, according to NRG, is to be able to benchmark comparisons and 
trend information with other communities across the United States. As part of the survey 
final report the Township will receive this national benchmark information as well as our 
local survey results. 

For your reference, the custom questions asked since 2003 included topics such as: 
support for new library, increasing tax rates for roads, road enhancements and a central 
library, becoming a city, recycling, using a single trash hauler, fire station location, fire 
station funding, community gardens, economic development efforts and priority, location 
of the farmers market and trails and their construction. If the Board would like to include 
custom questions in the 2015 Citizen Survey, questions would need to be developed 
based on topics most pertinent to the Meridian Township Board. 

Township Board 
6-2-2015 



The XYZ of ABC 2015 Citizen Survey 

Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who most recently had a 
birthday. The adult's year of birth does not matter. Please select the response (by circling the number or checking the box) 
that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous and will be reported in group 
form only. 

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality oflife in ABC: 
Excellent 

ABC as a place to live ........................................................................................ 1 
Your neighborhood as a place to live ................................................................. 1 
ABC as a place to raise children ........................................................................ 1 
ABC as a place to work ...................................................................................... 1 
ABC as a place to visit ....................................................................................... 1 
ABC as a place to retire ..................................................................................... 1 
The overall quality oflife in ABC ...................................................................... 1 

Good 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Fair 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to ABC as a whole: 
Excellent Good Fair 

Overall feeling of safety in ABC. ........................................................................ 1 2 3 
Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit.. .......................... 1 2 3 
Quality of overall natural environment in ABC ................................................ 1 2 3 
Overall "built environment" of ABC (including overall design, 

buildings, parks and transportation systems) .................................................. 1 2 3 
Health and wellness opportunities in ABC ........................................................ 1 2 3 
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment ......................................... 1 2 3 
Overall economic health of ABC ....................................................................... I 2 3 
Sense of community ........................................................................................... I 2 3 
Overall image or reputation of ABC ................................................................. 1 2 3 

3. Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following: 
Very Somewhat 
likely like[)' 

Recommend living in ABC to someone who asks .................................. 1 2 
Remain in ABC for the next five years ................................................... 1 2 

4. Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: 
Very Somewhat Neither sqfe 
safe safe nor unsafe 

In your neighborhood during the day ................................... 1 2 3 
In ABC's downtown/ commercial 

area during the day ............................................................ 1 2 3 

5. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to ABC as a whole: 
Excellent Good 

Traffic flow on major streets .............................................................................. 1 2 
Ease of public parking ........................................................................................ I 2 
Ease of travel by car in ABC .............................................................................. 1 2 
Ease of travel by public transportation in ABC ................................................. 1 2 
Ease of travel by bicycle in ABC ........................................................................ 1 2 
Ease of ·walking in ABC ..................................................................................... 1 2 
Availability of paths and walking trails .............................................................. 1 2 
Air quality .......................................................................................................... 1 2 
Cleanliness of ABC ............................................................................................ 1 2 
Overall appearance of ABC ............................................................................... 1 2 
Public places where people want to spend time ................................................. 1 2 
Variety of housing options ................................................................................. 1 2 
Availability of affordable quality housing .......................................................... 1 2 
Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes and paths or trails, etc.) .......... 1 2 
Recreational opportunities ................................................................................. 1 2 
Availability of affordable quality food ................................................................ 1 2 
Availability of affordable quality health care ..................................................... 1 2 
Availability of preventive health se1vices ........................................................... 1 2 
Availability of affordable quality mental health care ......................................... 1 2 

Page 1 of5 

Somewhat 
zmlikel), 

3 
3 

Somewhat 
1/IISafe 

4 

4 

Fair 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Poor 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Poor 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Vea• 
wzlikelv 

4 
4 

Vea• 
unsafe 

5 

5 

Poor 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Don't A7ww 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

Don't A7ww 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

Don't 
A7lOW 

5 
5 

Don't 
A7lOW 

6 

6 

Don't/mow 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 



THE S™ 
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6. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to ABC as a whole: 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know 

Availability of affordable quality child care/preschool.. .................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
K.-12 education .................................................................................................. I 2 3 4 5 
Adult educational opportunities ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and activities ......... 1 2 3 4 5 
Employment opportunities .......... : ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Shopping opportunities ...................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Cost of living in ABC ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of business and service establishments in ABC ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Vibrant downtown/ commercial area ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of new development in ABC ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to volunteer ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in community matters .......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of 

diverse backgrounds ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Neighborliness of residents in ABC ................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Please indicate whether or not you have done each of the following in the last 12 months. 
No les 

1\/[ade efforts to conserve water ................................................................................................................................ 1 2 
Made efforts to make your home more energy efficient .......................................................................................... 1 2 
Observed a code violation or other hazard in ABC (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) ......................................... 1 2 
Household member 1,,vas a victim of a crime in ABC ............................................................................................... 1 2 
Reported a crime to the police in ABC .................................................................................................................... 1 2 
Stocked supplies in preparation for an emergency .................................................................................................. 1 2 
Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause or candidate .................................................................................... 1 2 
Contacted the XYZ of ABC (in-person, phone, email or web) for help or information .......................................... 1 2 
Contacted ABC elected officials (in-person, phone, email or web) to express your opinion .................................... 1 2 

8. In the last 12 months, about how many times, if at all, have you or other household members done each of the 
following in ABC? 

9. 

2 times a 
week or more 

Used ABC recreation centers or their services ................................................................... 1 
Visited a neighborhood park or XYZ park. ....................................................................... 1 
Used ABC public libraries or their se1vices ....................................................................... 1 
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in ABC ....................................................... 1 
Attended a XYZ-sponsored event ..................................................................................... 1 
Used bus, rail, subway or other public transportation instead of driving ........................... 1 
Carpooled with other adults or children instead of driving alone ...................................... 1 
Walked or biked instead of driving .................................................................................... 1 
Volunteered your time to some group/ activity in ABC .................................................... 1 
Participated in a club ......................................................................................................... 1 
Talked to or visited with your immediate neighbors ......................................................... 1 
Done a favor for a neighbor ............................................................................................... 1 

2-4 times 
a month 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Once a month Not 
or less at all 

3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 

Thinking about local public meetings (of local elected officials like City Council or County Commissioners, ~ 
advisory boards, town halls, HOA, neighborhood watch, etc.), i;n the last 12 months, about how many times, if <QI 

at all, have you or other household members attended or watched a local public meeting? 
2 times a 2-4 times Once a month 

week or more 
Attended a local public meeting ........................................................................................ 1 
Watched (online or on television) a local public meeting ................................................... I 

a month 
2 
2 

or less 
3 
3 

Not 
at all 

4 
4 
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The XYZ of ABC 2015 Citizen Survey 

10. Please rate the quality of each of the following services in ABC: 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't A?zow 

Police/Sheriff services ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Fire services ........................................................................................................ I 2 3 4 5 
Ambulance or emergency medical services ....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Crime prevention ............................................................................................... I 2 3 4 5 
Fire prevention and education ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic enforcement ........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street repair ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street cleaning ................................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Street lighting ..................................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Snow removal .................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sidewalk maintenance ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic signal timing ........................................................................................... I 2 3 4 5 
Bus or transit se1vices ......................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Garbage collection ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recycling ........................................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Yard waste pick-up ............................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Stonn drainage .................................................................................................. l 2 3 4 5 
Drinking water ................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sewer services .................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Power (electric and/ or gas) utility ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Utility billing ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
XYZparks ......................................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Recreation programs or classes .......................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Recreation centers or facilities ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Land use, planning and zoning .......................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Animal control ................................................................................................... l 2 3 4 5 
Economic development ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Health services ................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Public library services ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Public information services ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Cable television .................................................................................................. l 2 3 4 5 
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for 

natural disasters or other emergency situations) ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts ..... 1 2 3 4 5 
ABC open space ................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
XYZ-sponsored special events ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall customer service by ABC employees (police, 

receptionists, planners, etc.) .............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following? 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't A?WW 

The XYZ of ABC .............................................................................................. l 2 3 4 5 
The Federal Gove1nment .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Please rate the following categories of ABC government performance: 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't A?WW 

The value of services for the taxes paid to ABC ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
The overall direction that ABC is taking ........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
The job ABC government does at welcoming citizen involvement ................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall confidence in ABC government.. .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Generally acting in the best interest of the community ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Being honest ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Treating all residents fairly ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
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13. Please rate how important, ifat all, you think it is for the ABC community to focus on each of the following in 
the coming two years: 

Vel)• Somewhat Not at all 
Essential imbortant imb01ta11t imbortant 

Overall feeling of safety in ABC ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit.. .......................................... 1 2 3 4 
Quality of overall natural environment in ABC ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Overall "built enviromnent" of ABC (including overall design, 

buildings, parks and transportation systems) ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Health and wellness opportunities in ABC ........................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment ......................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall economic health of ABC ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Sense of community ........................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 

xx. Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 
Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 
Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 
Custom Question #1 Custom Question #1 

O Scale point 1 0 Scale point 2 0 Scale point 3 0 Scale point 4 0 Scale point5 

xx. Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 
Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 
Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 
Custom Question #2 Custom Question #2 

O Scale J;.JOint 1 0 Scale point 2 0 Scale point 3 0 Scale point 4 0 Scale point5 

xx. Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 
Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 
Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 
Custom Question #3 Custom Question #3 

O Scale point 1 0 Scale point 2 0 Scale point 3 0 Scale point 4 0 Scale point5 

xx. OPTIONAL [See Worksheets for details and price of this option] Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question 
Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended 
Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open-Ended Question Open­
Ended Question 
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The XYZ of ABC 2015 Citizen Survey 

Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are 
completely anonymous and will he reported in group form only. 

D 1. How often, if at all, do you do each of the following, considering all of the times you could? 
Never Rare/), Sometimes Usuallv A/wavs 

Recycle at home ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Purchase goods or services from a business located in ABC .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables a day ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Participate in moderate or vigorous physical activity ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Read or watch local news (via television, paper, computer, etc.) ................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Vote in local elections ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

D2. Would you say that in general your health is: 
O Excellent O V e1y good O Good OFair O Poor 

03. What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you 
think the impact will be: 
O Ve1y positive O Somewhat positive O Neutral O Somewhat negative O Ve1y negative 

04. What is your employment status? 
O Working full time for pay 
O Working part time for pay 
O Unemployed, looking for paid work 
O Unemployed, not looking for paid work 
O Fully retired 

05. Do you work inside the boundaries of ABC? 
O Yes, outside the home 
O Yes, from home 
ONo 

06. How many years have you lived in ABC? 
O Less than 2 years O 11-20 years 
0 2-5 years O More than 20 years 
0 6-10 years 

D7. Which best describes the building you live in? 
O One family house detached from any other houses 
O Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, 

apartment or condominium) 
O Mobile home 
O Other 

08. Is this house, apartment or mobile home ... 
O Rented 
O Owned 

09.About how much is your monthly housing cost for 
the place you live (including rent, mortgage 
payment, property tax, property insurance and 
homeowners' association (HOA) fees)? 
O Less than $300 per month 
0 $300 to $599 per month 
0 $600 to $999 per month 
0 $1,000 to $1,499 per month 
0 $1,500 to $2,499 per month 
0 $2,500 or more per month 

D 10. Do any children 17 or under live in your 
household? 
ONo OYes 

Dll. Are you or any other members of your household 
aged 65 or older? 
ONo OYes 
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012. How much do you anticipate your household's 
total income before taxes will be for the current 
year? (Please include in your total income money 
from all sources for all persons living in your 
household.) 
O Less than $25,000 
0 $25,000 to $49,999 
0 $50,000 to $99,999 
0 $100,000 to $149,999 
0 $150, 000 or more 

Please respond to both questions D13 and D14: 

013. Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? 
O No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 
O Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic 

or Latino 

014. What is your race? (Mark one or more races 
to indicate what race you consider yourself 
to be.) 
O American Indian or Alaskan Native 
O Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 
O Black or African American 
OWhite 
O Other 

015. In which category is your age? 
0 18-24 years O 55-64 years 
0 25-34 years O 65-7 4 years 
0 35-44 years O 7 5 years or older 
0 45-54 years 

016. What is your sex? 
O Female O Male 

D 17. Do you consider a cell phone or land line your 
primary telephone number? 
O Cell O Land line O Both 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please 
return the completed survey in the postage-paid 
envelope to: National Research Center, Inc., 
PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502 



Timeline for The National Citizen Survey™ 

Finalize survey materials 

! 
Postcard mails 2nd wave mails Data collection ends Reports finalized 

1st wave mails i 

I 

Draft reports received 

! ! ! i I Q----,----0---0---Qr--~~~~~--o--~~~--6-~~--,6 
Jul 7 Jul 14 Jul 21 Jul 28 Aug 4 Aug 11 Aug 18 Aug 25 Sep 1 Sep 8 Sep 15 Sep 22 Sep 29 Oct 6 

Item 

Preparing for the Survey 

0 The NCS survey process is initiated upon receipt of your enrollment form and first payment 

+- NRC emails you information to customize The NCS 

, Due to NRC: Selection of add-on options 

, Due to NRC: Drafts of the optional custom questions to be included in the survey 

, Due to NRC: Zip code information and GIS boundary data 

, Due to NRC: Additional payment for add-on options 

0 NRC finalizes the survey instrument and mailing materials and sends .pdf samples for your records 

0 NRC generates the sample of households in your community 

0 NRC prints materials and prepares mailings 

, Due to NRC: Selection of custom benchmark profile(s) (if custom benchmark add-on selected) 

Conducting the survey 

0 Survey materials are mailed 

0 Prenotification postcards sent 

0 1st wave of surveys sent 

0 2nd wave of surveys sent 

0 Data collection: surveys received and processed for your community 

Date 

Jun 2 

Jun 2 

Jun 16 

Jun 16 

Jun 23 

Jun 30 

Jul7 

Jun 30 to Jul 7 

Jul 14 

Jul14 

Jul 21 to Aug 4 

Jul21 

Jul28 

Aug4 

Jul 28 to Sep 1 

During this time, you will receive postcards that were undeliverable due to bad addresses, or vacant housing units. This is 

0 normal. Please count all the postcards, as we will subtract the number of returned postcards from the total number mailed to 

estimate the number of "eligible" households in calculating the final response rate. 

, Due to NRC: Final count of returned postcards 

0 Survey analysis and report writing 

Sep 1 

Sep 1 to Sep 22 

During this time, NRC will process the surveys, perform the data analysis, and produce a draft report for your community. The 

0 
report of results will contain a description of the methodology, information on understanding the results, and graphs and tables 

of your results, as well as a description of NRC's database of normative data from across the U.S. and actual comparisons to 

your results, where appropriate. 

+- NRC emails draft report (in PDF format) to you along with invoice for balance due on The NCS Basic 

Service and any additional add-on options 

Due to NRC: community feedback on the draft report (most final reports are identical to the draft reports, 

' except being labeled as final instead of draft) 

+- NRC emails final report and data file to you 
----- ------ -------------

Legend 

Sep 22 

Sep 29 

Oct6 

+-Indicates when items from NRC are due to you ,Indicates when items from you are due to NRC ©Indicates information items 



MEMORANDUM 
TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Board 

c:r::)_L J)::::c::::) 
Derek N. Perry, Assistant Township Manager 
Director of Public Works & Engineering 

}'~13. ~-· -
Frederick B. Cowper, Fire Chief 

July 7, 2015 

Fire Truck Purchase 

12.D. 

Over the past few months members of the Fire Department and the Public Works & 
Engineering Department (Motor Pool) have met to discuss the specifications for a new 
fire truck. This new rescue/pumper will replace a 1993 unit that has reached the end of 
its service life. The new fire truck will be used primarily to respond to structure fires and 
rescue emergencies and will be assigned to the new Central Fire Station. 

As you may recall, in the 2015 Motor Pool budget, $150,000 was allocated towards the 
purchase of a new truck. The balance of the funding for the truck was intended to be 
provided for in the 2016 Motor Pool budget for this critical emergency response vehicle. 
After significant refinement of the truck specific.ations, we have determined that 
$273,951 will be necessary for the 2016 fire truck purchase allocation. 

Because the construction of the Fire Truck will take approximately a year, we are 
requesting that approval of the truck be authorized by the Township Board to provide for 
a delivery date of June 2016. 

The following motion is offered for Board consideration: 

MOVE TO AUTHORIZE THE TOWNSHIP MANAGER TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT 
WITH KODIAK EMERGENCY VEHICLES IN THE AMOUNT OF $423,951 FOR THE 
PURCHASE OF A SPENCER PUMPER/SPARTAN CHASSIS FIRE TRUCK. 

Township Board 
7-7-2015 



PROPOSAL TO: 

PROPOSAL FOR: 

10120 W. Grand River Hwy., Grand Ledge, Ml 48837 
PHONE: 517-803-4268 FAX: 517-827-4969 

PROPOSAL OVERVIEW 
Meridian Twp. Fire Department 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 

June 24, 2015 

One (1) Spencer Pumper on custom Spartan Chassis, per attached 
specifications and prints 

LEAD-TIME/DELIVERY: Chassis {Spartan): Approximately 5 months from receipt of signed 
agreement and prints 

PROPOSAL PRICE: 

TOTAL COST 

*Apparatus (Spencer): Approximately4 months after receipt of 
chassis from Spartan. 

(* Add two months if demo discount is accepted) 

Anticipated delivery date, if agreement is signed by July 1, 2015 and if 
completed vehicle is used by Spencer Manufacturing for two months: 
June 1, 2016 

Includes: 
Specification per the attached, including all changes outlined 
after review 
Spartan Chassis = $202,981 
Trade-in credit = -($11,000) 
Credit for use as demo by Spencer Manufacturing after 
complete = -($5,000) 

$423,951 
(Includes all rebates, discounts and trade-in vehicle) 



10120 W. Grand River Hwy., Grand Ledge, Ml 48837 
PHONE: 517-803-4268 FAX: 517-827-4969 

AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT is made between Kodiak Emergency Vehicles, 10120 W. Grand River Hwy., 
Grand Ledge, MI 48837 ("COMPANY") and Meridian Twp. Fire Department 5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 ("Buyer"). THE COMP ANY agrees to sell and the BUYER agrees to purchase 
one (1) Spencer Fire Apparatus on a Spartan Chassis as described in the COMPANY'S proposal, all 
in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Agreement. The finished Fire Truck/Pumper 
shall be delivered from the Spencer Manufacturing facility in South Haven, MI and delivered by the 
COMP ANY personnel to the Meridian Twp. Fire Department. 

BUYER AGREES to pay total CONTRACT PRICE of $423,951 for one (1) Spencer Fire Apparatus 
on a Spartan Chassis 

CONTRACT PRICE: $423,951 
DOWN PAYMENT: $0.00 with signed agreement 

BALANCE DUE AT TIME OF CHASSIS COMPLETION, AT SPARTAN CHASSIS: 
$202,981 

BALANCE DUE AT TIME OF VEIDCLE COMPLETION, AT SPENCER 
MANUFACTURING: $220,970 (includes trade-in and demo discount. If trade-in and/or demo 
discount is not accepted, price will increase accordingly). 

Trade-in to be transferred to Kodiak Emergency Vehicles once new apparatus is in Service. 

NOTE - Other changes or equipment additions will be invoiced OR credited separately upon 
completion and delivery. Unless otherwise specified, the Purchase Price is exclusive of all Federal, 
State, and Local Taxes of any nature. 

(Initials) 
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1340 S. WAVERLY ROAD STE. 3, LANSING, Ml 48917 
PHONE: 517-803-4268 FAX: 517-827-4969 

BUYER AGREES that the terms of final payment, unless otherwise specified, shall be made in the 
form of a cashier's check, money order, or municipal check made out to Kodiak Emergency 
Vehicles at time of final inspection at Spartan Chassis (for the chassis) and at Spencer 
Manufacturing (for the completed apparatus). THIS AGREEMENT, including its attachments and 
exhibits, constitutes the entire understanding between the patties relating to the subject matter 
contained herein, and merges all prior discussions and agreements. NO agent or representative of the 
company has authority to make any representations, statements, warranties or agreements not herein 
expressed and all modifications or amendments of the agreement, including its attachments and 
exhibits, must be in writing, signed by an authorized representative of each of the parties hereto. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Company and the Buyer have caused this Agreement to be executed 
by their duly authorized representatives as of the date set forth by each. 

BUYER: Meridian Township, Michigan 

PRINT SIGNATURE 

Title: _________________ Date: _________ _ 

By: __________________________________ _ 

PRINT SIGNATURE 

Title: _________________ Date: _________ _ 

COMP ANY: Kodiak Emergency Vehicles 

By: AHREN TASZREAK 
PRINT 

Title: VP of Sales and Operations 

SIGNATURE 

Date: _________ _ 
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12.E 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 
Frank L. Walsh, Township Manager 

DATE: July 1, 2015 

RE: Appointments to the Community Resources Commission 

The following motion is offered for Board consideration: 

MOVE TO APPOINT ALICIA LANE AND REBECCA CHESSNEY JONES­
HENRY TO THE COMMUNITY RESOURCES COMMISSION FOR TERMS 
ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2016. 

Attachments: 
1. Application for Public Service - Alicia Lane 
2. Application for Public Service - Rebecca Chessney Jones-Henry 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ME 

Elizabeth Ann LeGoff 
Brett Dreyfus 
JulieBrixie 
FrankL. Walsh 

Supervisor 
Clerk 
Treasurer 
Manager Angela Wilson 

APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC SERVICE 
I am interes~ed in service on one or more of the following public bodies as checked below: 

Assessing Board of Review* 
Board of Water and Light Representative* 
Building and/or Fire Board of Appeals and 

Building Hearing Officer 
Cable Communications Commission* 
Capital Area Transportation Authority (C.A.T.A). 
Community Resources Commission 
Downtown Development Authority* 
East Lansing-Meridian Water & Sewer Authority 
Economic Development Corporation 

Elected Officials Compensation Commission* 
Environmental Commission 
Land Preservation Advisory Board 
Park Commission (elected/appointed) 

Pension Trustees 
Planning Commission 
Township Board (elected/appointed) 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
Lake Lansing Watershed Advisory Committee* 
Other 

(*Special conditions restrict eligibility for appointment) 

Indicate areas not included above which may warrant special attention or study that are of interest to you: 

N/A 
Summarize your reasons for applying for this type of public service: 

'- I I 

Llt'11~ /t1VD/Ve.rvt.a-r..,t' cf impvvVe.Jl1ev,,-f: ;-- $e.e, ~ 
D(!scribe education, experience or training Which will assist you if appointed. (Attach resume if available) ~ 

c)l,,fU-1,'~~ LA.ro-il<-Ln_j CfV\ ~cw.--/~~ <.J+w. c.c,Jfob~ c1-- p~. 
Name: ft/ I (._)__JL,, lane_ { ~I C<Nl.o ) 

O~cupation: Assi~-!74'rf- P(Z)sec..t..h.5Y- PlaceofEmployment: Nn.:r Co .. u.nJhj 
HomeAddress: ,5tfD rLl,..IL.a.....~t} Ln. J O)UJvi~ l{JEfcJ-/ ~ 
Phone: (days) (evenings) E-mail fa bes rif @_, vurtrviM. c..ervi 
Signature CCt_· ~ a~ . . Date / 1../ .i-.. ""I/ I ~ 
Other than the Downtown Development Authority· Board, persons appointed to Meridian Township boards and commissions must be a resident 
and el:ectdr (if of voting age) ·of the Township during iliii ·1errn of office. Exce~sive absences may be caus_e for review of appointment. 

. . . (PLEASE USE BACK IF NEEDED) 
The policy for appointment of candidates to the various public service positions is based on the following criteria: desire to serve, experience, 
expertise, availability of time to serve, and maintenance of equitable geographic representation. In most instances it will be desirable to develop 
further information through a personal interview. This application will be retained in township files for two years. Please return this form to the 
Office of the Clerk, Charter Township of Meridian. 

Registered Voter: 

Date Appointed: 

5151 MARSH ROAD, OKEMOS, MICHIGAN 48864-1198 (517) 853-4000 
www.meridian.mi.us 



Alicia Fabiano 
540 Juneberry Ln. 
Okemos, MI 48864 

fabes7 4@hotmail.com 

EDUCATION 

Michigan State University College of Law, Juris Doctorate 
May, 2003 

• University of Michigan Bergstrom Law Fellow & Scholarship recipient, 2002. 
• Child & Family Advocacy certificate recipient from the Chance at Childhood program, 2002. 
• Student Bar Association Representative & Community Service Chair, 2002-2003. 
• Family Law Society Officer, Big Brothers/Big Sister volunteer 

Michigan State University, Bachelor of Arts 
August, 1997 

• Honors: Deans List, 1996-1997 
• Tutor for MSU Basketball team member, 1996-1997 
• Community Volunteer: Allen Street Elementary School 

EXPERIENCE 

Kent County Prosecutors Office, Assistant Prosecutirig Attorney 
:N"ovember,2003-present · 

• Assist in student in/extern hiring, including organizing, interviewing, and training. 
• Manage child abuse/neglect, juvenile delinquency, personal protection order violations 

& mental health involuntary commitment hearing dockets. 
• Review, authorize and prosecute juvenile delinquencyFelony and Misdemeanor State of 

Michigan offenses and Kent County ordinance violations. 
• Legal Adviser to Michigan Department of Human Services on child abuse/neglect 

petitions & actions to terminate parental rights. 
• Prosecuting Attorney Association of Michigan conference presenter, 2014. 
• State Bar of Michigan District C Character & Fitness Committee member, 2013-present 
• SCAO Court Improvement Project Statewide Task Force member, 2012-present 
• Children's Law Section Council Member, 2003-present; Education Committee Chair, 

2005-2007; Treasurer, 2009-2011. Award for Outstanding Service recipient, 2014. 
• Prosecuting Attorneys Coordinating Council, Family Law Council Member, 2005-2006. 

Michigan Attorney General, Law Clerk 
May,2002-May,2003 

• Drafted for· submission, briefs to the MI Court of Appeals. 
• Assisted Assistant Attorney General's with trial preparation, including writing a variety 

of legal pleadings, memorandum & legal research. 
• Appeared before referees on pre-trial & post-termination hearings. 

INTERESTS 

Traveling, writing, golfing, running, & volunteering for various non-profit & community 
organizations. 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

Elizabeth Ann LcGolT 
Brett Drc)·fus 
Julie Brh:ie 
Frank L. Walsh 

Supervisor 
Clerk 
Treasurer 
i'\·Innnge1· 

i\filton L. Scales 
Ronald J, Stykn 
John Vccnstm 
Angeln Wilson 

APPLICATION FOR PUBLIC SERVICE 
I run interested in service on one or more of the following public bodies as checked below: 

Assessing Board of Review* Elected Officials Compensation Commission 
Board of Water and Light Representative* Environmental Commission 
Building and/or Fire Board of Appeals and Land Preservation Advisory Board 

Building Hearing Officer Park Commission {et~tedlappoinred) 

Cable Communications Commission* Pension Trnstees 
Capital Area Transportation Authority (C.A.T.A). Planning Commission 

_:t,_ Community Resources Commission Township Board (etcoredlappointed) 

Downto\\11 Development Authority* Zoning Board of Appeals 
East Lansing-Meridian Water & Sewer Authority Lake Lansing Watershed Advisory Committee* 
Economic Development Corporation Other 

(*Special conditions restrict eligibility for appointment) 

Indicate areas not included above which may warrant special attention or study that are· of interest to you: 
I have Interest In creating an atmosphere in which Individuals wllh Intellectual disabilities can congregate and socialize In an Inclusive and safe 
environment. 
Summarize your reasons for applying for this type of public service: 
I want to seNe the people of Meridian Township by utilizing the skills that I have honed as a counselor to promote social jusllce and ensure the 
well-belng of those In my communlly. · 
Describe education, experience or !mining which will assist you if appointed, (Attach resu1ne if available) 

. I have beel).W!lr!<fng .lo benefit the comml(njty for t~e p.ast.fi.fti,.!m.Ye.11rs In bolfl.lb!'l priws1t~ ?n.cJ pµblig,sector. I am ~og11l.zqnl pf lhe needs of the 
community and eaQer to ul!llze my Interpersonal and leadership ability to make a lastin,q Impact on lhe lives of those around nie. .a, 
Name: Rebecca Chessney Jones-Henry 

Occupation: oavelopmen1al DisabllilyClinlclan Place of Employment: Community Mental Health CE! 

Home Address: 6039 Hardy Avenue, East Lansing, Michigan, 48823 

E·mail chessney33@yahoo.com;Joneshen1@celcmh.org 

-+-+-"'c;:..,,_...cLl',;:....s,.o...>-::ae:'------_______________ Date 1 '(/:5) l.j 
m1town Development Autj.lority Bonrd, persons oppointed to Meridian To,mship boards and commissions must be n resident 

voting nge) of the Township during the tem1 ofofficc, Excessive absences moy be cause for review of appointment. 
(PLEASE USE BACK lF NEEDED) 

TI1e policy for appointment of cnndidntes to the vorious public sen•ice positions is based on the following criteria: desire to serve, experience, 
expertise, nvailability of time to serve, and nmintcmmcc of equitable geographic representation, Tn most instances it will be desirable to develop 
further infonnntion through a personal interview. TI1is application will be retained in tomiship files fur two years. PJcnse return this fom1 to the 
Oflice of the Clerk, Charter Township of Meridian. 

Date Received 

Registered Voter: 

Date Appointed: 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

Distro: 'E,L, l=\rJ Applicnlion #(l_~C,.I ~OI... 
YIN b.r 

B'I) KE.HBErl'..~ 
I 

.'.ii 

5151 MARSH ROAD, OKE.MOS, MICHIGAN 48864-1198 (517) 853-4000 
www.meridinn.mi.us 

11 ~~;Ii 



Rebecca Chessney Jones-Henry 
6039 Hardy Avenue 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 
(517)755-0043 
Chessney3 3@yahoo.com 

I am writing this letter with a deep desire to serve the community. I would like to inquire about 
and give my candidature for any suitable opening for Community Resources Commission that 
involves working with a full spectrum of community suppoit and organization. I have enclosed 
my resume and application for your consideration, I can begin immediately and schedule hours 
as needed. 

I have been a consistent participant in various social activities organized within a clinical and 
field setting within both the private and public sector for many years. I am certain with my 
education and passion I will be an effective member of your organization, and meet your 
requirements. I have completed my M.A. in "Counseling" and now want to dedicate my life 
working with people. I love to interact with individuals by hearing their stories and problem 
solving. I am sure that my thirst for change, diligence, and humility; I will be able to reach many 
people. 

I would appreciate any opportunity given to me and look forward to meeting with a 
representative in person to discuss suitable oppmtunities. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. 

Enclosure 



Rebecca Chessney Jones-Henry 
PO Box 4371, East Lansing, Michigan 48823; Chessney33@yahoo.com 
517-755-0043 

SKILL SUMMARY 

My skill set includes: 
• Result oriented and Evidence based counseling professional with administrative, 

operations, and practical experience in a clinical setting. 
• Excellent inter-personal skills, and a team player; have the ability to work on all levels of 

an organization, trouble shooting and problem solving abilities. 
• Empowering individuals to encourage further gwMh and increase resiliency. 

EDUCATION 

•!• M.A. Counseling 2013 from -Central Michigan Univei'sity, Mt. Pleasant, MI 
•!• B.S. Biblical Studies and Art Therapy, 200 l from Columbia International University, SC 

• Licensure: LLPC, LPC expected: 2016 
• Special Training in DBT, ACT, Positive Psychology and Art Therapy 

SOCIAL WORK SKILLS & EXPERIENCE 

2014-Cunent Community Mental Health (Current) Lansing MI 
• Work with serious and persistently mentally ill adults. 
• Provide crisis intervention techniques. 
• Perform clinical diagnostic assessments and evaluations. 
• Advocacy for people who experience Developmental Disabilities 

2012-14 The Women's Center of Greater Lansing Lansing, MI 
• Perform· individual therapy for adults, families, groups and child1;en. 
• Facilitate therapeutic process so to allow the client to explore resolutions and create 

positive change, as well as reviewing progress on a regular basis. 
• Develop treatment plan using person-centere'd processes and client input to determine 

goals, objectives and best practice treatment modalities, including frequency and duration 
of treatment. · 

2012 VFW National Home for Children Eaton Rapids, Mr 
Case lvlanager 

• Worked with the caseworker team to develop or enhance the program for clients. 
• Matched client needs with available resources in order to ensure that clients receive the 

most appropriate services for specific challenges and situations, as well.as providing 
services for psychosocial needs. · 

• Maintain client records by following protocols, adhering to timelines, entering and 
updating data, maintaining case history and progress notes. · 

2011-2 Children and Family Charities (Internship) Lansing, MI 
• Conducted mental health screening and counseling, prepared complex clinical reports. 
• Skilled in client assessment and evaluation with development and treatment plans. 
• Actively worked with counselors, primary care physicians, Community Mental Health 

Services, and Child Protective Services. 



13-B 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Township Board 
; 

FROM: 
'1ntllul -

Mark Kieselbach ~ 
Director of Community Planning and Development 

~w~ 
Associate Planner/Landscape Architect 

DATE: July 1, 2015 

RE: Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development); request to construct 
a group of buildings totaling more than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area 

In conjunction with Mixed Use Planned Unit Development (MUPUD) #15014, a special use permit 
is being requested by Campus Village Development to construct a group of buildings totaling 
more than 25,000 gross square feet. The project includes one existing multitenant retail building 
and ten multi-story buildings which include retail space and 198 apartment units (multiple family 
units). The total square footage of all buildings is approximately 227,748 square feet. The project 
location is at the existing shopping center known as Meridian Pointe, addressed as 2655 Grand 
River Avenue. Three parcels comprise the approximate 12.65 acre site which is zoned C-2 
(Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of the Township. 

Additional information has been provided in the staff memorandum associated with MUPUD 
#15014, dated July 1, 2015. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 11, 2015 for Special Use Permit (SUP) 
#15051. At the June 8, 2015 meeting of the Planning Commission, a resolution to approve SUP 
#15051 was offered. The motion failed by a vote of 0-6. 

Copies of the staff memorandums and minutes of the Planning Commission's meetings are 
attached. Site plans and communications are attached to the staff memorandum dated July 1, 
2015 for MUPUD #15014. 

Township Board Options 

The Township Board may approve, approve with conditions, or deny SUP #15051. A resolution 
will be provided for consideration at a future meeting. 

Attachments 
1. Staff memorandums dated May 8, 2015 and June 5, 2015 
2. Planning Commission minutes dated May 11, 2015 and (public hearing) and June 8, 2015 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\special use permits (sup)\2015\sup 15051 (The Avenue)\staff reports\sup 15051 TB1 
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Special Use Permit #15051 
-- (Campus Village Development) 

May 8, 2015 

APPLICANT: 

STATUS OF APPLICANT 

REQUEST: 

CURRENT ZONING: 

LOCATION: 

AREA OF SUBJECT SITE: 

EXISTING LAND USE: 

FUTURE LAND USE: 

EXISTING LAND USES 
IN AREA: 

CURRENT ZONING IN AREA: 

FUTURE LAND USE MAP: 

Campus Village Development 
919 West University Drive Suite 700 
Rochester, Ml 48307 

Option to purchase 

Construct a mixed use planned unit development project 

C-2 (Commercial) 

2655 Grand River Avenue 

Approximately 12.65 acres 

Shopping Center 

Commercial 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

North: 
South: 
East: 
West: 

Commercial 
Residential 
Residential 
Industrial 

C-2 (Commercial) 
RAA (Single Family, Low Density) 
RAA (Single Family, Low Density) 
I (Industrial) 

Commercial 
Residential (1.25-3.5 DU/A) 
Residential (1.25-3.5 DU/A) 
Industrial 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

-
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission 

:2:J::::!~ 
Associate Planner 

May 8, 2015 

Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request to construct 
a group of buildings totaling more than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area 

In conjunction with Mixed Use Planned Unit Development (MUPUD) #15014, a special use permit 
is being requested to construct a group of buildings totaling more than 25,000 gross square feet. 
The project includes one existing multitenant retail building and ten multi-story buildings which 
include retail space and 222 apartment units (multiple family units). The total square footage of all 
buildings is approximately 235,640 square feet. The project location is at the existing shopping 
center know as Meridian Pointe, addressed as 2655 Grand River Avenue. Three parcels comprise 
the approximate 12.65 acre site which is zoned C-2 (Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of 
the Township. 

Background information has been provided in the staff report associated with MUPUD #15014 
dated May 8, 2015. A synopsis applicable to the special use permit follows. 

Master Plan and Zoning 

The Master Plan's Future Land Use Map designates the subject site in the Commercial category 
and it is zoned C-2 (Commercial). In combination the three parcels exceed the lot area 
(approximately 12.65 acres) and lot width requirements (approximately 603 feet of combined 
frontage on Grand River Avenue) for the C-2 district. 

Physical Features 

The 12.65 acre parcel is currently developed as a shopping center which was approved under 
Special Use Permit #96141. Foods for Living, State of Fitness, and a Salvation Army store occupy 
the existing multitenant building for a total of 54,547 square feet. The third building pad, west of 
the Salvation Army store is vacant. There are no floodplain or wetland areas on the site. The 
Township Greenspace Plan shows the southwest corner of the site as a "Priority Conservation 
Corridor'' (PCC). A PCC is a network of ecologically significant open spaces. In this case the PCC 
is associated with off-site areas where the Red Cedar River, associated floodplain, and wetlands 
are shown. An Off-Road Pathway is shown along the south property line of the subject site. 
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SUP #15051 (Campus Village Development) 
Planning Commission 5/8/15) 
Page2 

Streets and Traffic 

Access to the site is provided from Grand River Avenue currently via two existing driveways, one 
at each end of the site (east and west). No improvements to the two entrance driveways ·are 
proposed. The. applicant's traffic study noted long vehicle delays will continue to occur at the 
subject site's western driveway (stop-controlled) for northbound traffic in the PM peak period. A 
recommendation was offered in the traffic study suggesting a northbound right turn overlap 
phase and minor signal timing adjustments be made at the Grand River Avenue/Park Lake 
Road intersection in order to improve movements at that intersection (eastern driveway). 

The Township's Traffic Consultant reviewed the traffic study and noted concerns regarding 
future traffic entering the western driveway from the west and east, along with traffic trying to 
exit the site at the same location. In his opinion, the western driveway should be used solely for 
Denny's Restaurant and traffic associated with The Avenue should use the signalized eastern 
driveway at Park Lake Road and Grand River Avenue. 

Utilities 
The Department of Public Works and Engineering has indicated that. municipal water and sanitary 
sewer are available to serve the site. The site plan shows a schematic layout for stormwater 
management which includes filling in approximately 2/3 of the existing detention basin in the 
southwest corner of the site to create parking areas. A more thorough stormwater plan including 
calculations will be required during site plan review. Review and approval from the Ingham County 
Drain Commissioner's office may also be required. ' 

Staff Analysis 

The purpose of the special use permit for structures or groups of structures greater than 25,000 
square feet in size is to consider potential impacts such development may have on adjacent land 
uses. The Planning Commission should take into consideration issues related to the use of the 
mixed use project including potential hours of operation, number of employees, lighting, and 
noise. The Commission may recommend appropriate conditions be placed on an approval to 
address these topics. 

Planning Commission Options 

The Planning Commission has the option to recommend approval, approval with conditions, or 
denial of the special use permit for structures greater than 25,000 square feet in size based on the 
standards listed in Section 86-126 of the Code of Ordinances. A resolution will be provided for a 
future meeting. A copy of Section 86-126 is attached. 

Attachments 
1. Special Use Permit Application 
2. Special Use Permit Criteria (Section 86-126) 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\special use permits (sup)\2015\sup 15051 (The Avenue)\staff reports\sup 15051 pc1 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

5151 MARSH ROAD1 OKEMOS, MI 48864 
PLANNING DIVISION PHONE: {517} 853~4560, FAX; (517) 853-4095 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATfON 

Before submitting this application for review, ai applicant may meet with the Director of Community 
Planning and Development to discuss the requirements for a special use permit andlor submit a 
co.nceptual plan for review to have preliminary technical deficiencies addressed prior to submittal of 
the application, If the property or land use is located in the following zoning districts RD, RC, RCC, 
RN then the applicant must meet with the Planning Director to discuss technical difficulties before 
filing a formal application. · 

Part I 
A. 

B. 

c. 

Appficant Campus Village Development 
Address of Applicant 

919 West Uniyershy Drive Suite 700 Rochester, MI 48307 Ro e,k,~~ ty) t 1.(1; 3>.01 
Telephone- Work 248-609-0402 Home NIA Fax 248-609-043& Email g,eg@campllsvillage.com 

Interest in property (circle one): Owner Tenant Option Other 
(Please attach a list of all persons with an ownership interest in the property.) 

Site address/ location I parcel number--:2-:65:-5_G_ran_d_R_iv_e_r __ -:-:----:--------:-:---------
Lega! description (please attach if 
See Attached Survey 

necessary) 

Current zoning ~-c-_2__,--~-------........,---------------­
Use for which permit is requested I project name The Avenue on Grand River 
Corresponding ordinance number · -------------------

Developer (if different than applicant) _s_am_e_as_A_P-E_li_can_t -----------------
Address NIA -~:--:-~--------:-:----------;------:-::------::-:;.;------~ Telephone..:, Work NIA Home __ N-'-/-'A'--____ Fax NIA 

D, Architect, Engineer Planner or Surveyor responsible for design of project if different from applicant: 
Name Kebs, Inc. -- JeffKyes, P.E. 
Address 2116 Haslett.Road Haslett, Michigan 48840 
Telephone-Work 517-339-1014 Home NIA Fax 517-339-8047 

E. Acreage of all parcels in the pr<?ject: Gross 12.57 Net 12.57 

F. Explain the project and development phases: 

G. T-otaf number ot 

H. 

Existing: structures_·_I _ bedrooms_._ offices __ parking spaces__!_Z±_ carports_ 
garages __ Proposed: structures_9 _ bedrooms 412 offices __ parking spaces 359 carports 
_garages __ 

Square footage: 
Usable Floor area: 

existing buildings53,407proposed buildings56,500 
existing bui!dings42_725proposed buildings45,200 

I. If employees will W<?rk on the site, state the number of fu!! time and part time employees working per 
shift and hours of operation: 

J. · Existing Recreation: 
Proposed Recreation: 

Page1 
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Existing Open Space: Type Acreage ----Proposed Open Space: Type Dog Park, Pocket Parks, Fitness Park& Court Yards Acreage 2.86 (22.74%) 

K. If Multiple Housing: 
Total acres of property __ 12_.5_7_~-
Acres in floodplain o.o Percent of total __Q&__ 
Acres in wetland (not in floodplain)~ Percent·of total -2.:Q_ 
Total dwelling units __ 22_2 ____ _ 

. Dwelling unit mix: Number of single family detached: for Rent Condo 
Number of duplexes: for Rent Condo 
Number of townhouses: for Rent __ Condo __ 
Number of garden style apartments: for Rent~ Condo 
Number of other dwe!Iings: for Rent Condo 

L The following support materials must be submitted with the application: 

1. Nonrefundable Fee. 

2. Legal Description ofthe property. 

3. Evidence offee or other ownership of the property. 

4. Site Plan containing the information listed in the attachment to this appffcation. 

5. Architectural sketches showing all sides and elevations of the proposed buildings or structures, 
including the project entrance, as they will appear upon completion. The sketches should be 
accompanied by material samples or a display board of the proposed exterior materials and 
colors. 

6. A Traffic Study, prepared by a qualified traffic engineer, based on the most current edition of 
Evaluating Traffic Impact Studies: A Recommended Practke for Michigan Communities, 
published by the State Department of Transportation. 

a. A traffic assessment will be required for the following: . 
1) New special uses which could, or expansion or change of an existing special use 

where increase in intensity would; generate between 50 to 99 directional trips 
during a peak hour of traffic. 

2) All other special uses requirJng a traffic assessment as specified in the Township 
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 86, Article IV, Division 2. 

b. A traffic impact study will be required for the following: 
1) New special uses which would, or expansion or change of an existing special use 

where increase in intensity would, generate over 100 directional trips or more 
during a peak hour of traffic, or over 750 trips on an average day. 

2) All other special uses requiring a traffic .assessment as specified in the Township 
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 86, Article IV, Division 2. 

7. Natural features assessment which includes a written description of the anticipated impacts on 
the natural features at each phase and at project completion that contains the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

An inventory of natural features proposed to be retained, removed, or modified. Natural 
features shall include, but are not limited to, wktlands, significant stands of trees or 
individual trees greater than 12 lnches dbh, floodways, floodplains, waterbodies, identified 
groundwater vulnerable areas, slopes greater than 20 percent; ravines, and vegetative 
cover types with potential to sustain significant or endangered Wildlife. 

Descriptlon ofthe impacts ori natural features. 

Description of any proposed efforts to mitigate any negative impacts. 

The _natural features assessment may be waived by the_ rnrector of Community Planning and 
Development in certain circumstances. 

Page2 



M. Any other information specified by the Director of Community Planning and Development which is 
deemed necessary to evaluate the application. 

N. In addition to the above requirements, fir zoning districts, RD, RC, RCC, RN, and CV and Group 
Housing Residential Developments the following is required: 

1. Existing and proposed contours of the property at two foot intervals based on lhlted States 
Geological Survey (USGS) data. .,. 

2. Preliminary engineering reports in accordance with the adopted Township water and sewer 
standards, together with a letter of review from the Township Engineer. 

3. Ten copies of a report on the intent and scope of the project including, but not limited to: Number, 
size, volume, and dimensions of buildings; number and size of living units; basis of calculations 
of floor area and density and required parking; number, size, and type of parking spaces; 
architectural sketches of proposed buildings. 

4. Seven copies of the project plans which the Township shall submit to local agencies for review 
and comments. 

0. In addition to the above requirements, a tpecial use application in zoning district RP requires the 
following material as part of the site. plan: 

1. A description of the operations proposed in sufficient detail to indicate the effects of those 
operations in producing traffic congestion, noise, glare, air pollution, water pollution, fire hazards 
or safety hazards or the emission of any potentially harmful or obnoxious matter or radiation. 

2. Engineering and architectural plans for the treatment and disposal of sewerage and industrial 
waste tailings, or unusable by~products. 

3. Engineerlng and architectural plans for the handling of any excessive traffic congestion, noise, 
glare, air pollution, or the emission of any potentially harmful or obnoxious matter or radiation. 

P. In addition to the above requirements, a special use application for a use in the Floodway Fringe of 
zoning district CV requires the following: 

1. A Jetter of approval from the State Department of Environmental Quality. 
2. A location· map including existing topographic data at two-foot interval contours at a scale of one 

inch representing 100 feet 
3. A map showi1_1g proposed grading and drainage plans including the location of all public drainage 

easements, the limits, extent, and elevations of the proposed flll, excavation, and occupation. 
4. A statement from the County Drain Commissioner, County Health Department, and Dfrector of 

Public Works and Engineering indicating that they have reviewed and approved the proposal. 

Q. In addition to the above requirements, a special use application for a use in the Groundwater Recharge 
area or zoning district CV requires the following: 

1. A location map including existing topographic data at two-foot interval contours. 
2. A map showing proposed grading and drainage plans including the location of all public drainage 

easements, the limits and extent of the proposed fill, excavation, and occupation. 
3. A statement from the County Drain Commissioner, County Health Department, and Director of 

Public Works and Engineering indicating that they have reviewed and approved the proposal. 

R. In addition to the above requirements, the Township Code of Ordinances1 Article VI, should be reviewed 
for the following special uses: group housing residential developments, mobile home parks, 
nonresidential structures and uses in residential districts, planned community and regional shopping 
center developments, sand or gravel pits and quarries, sod farms, junk yards, sewage treatment and 
disposal installations, camps and clubs for outdoor sports and buildings greater than 25,000 square feet 
in gross floor area. 

s. 

Page3 
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Part fl SUP REQUEST STANDARDS ' 
Township Code of Ordinances, Section 86~126 

Applications for Special Land Uses will be reviewed with the standards stated below. An application 
that complies with the.standards stated in the Township Ordinance, conditions imposed pursuant to 
the Ordinance, other applicable Ordinances, and State and Federal statutes will be approved. Your 
responses to the questions befow will assist the Planning Commission in its review of your 
application. · 

(1) The project is consistent with the intent and purposes of this chapter. 

{2) The project is consistent with applicable land use policies contained in the Township's comprehensive 
development plan of current adoption. 

(3) The project is designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as to be harmonious and appropriate 
in appearance with the existing or intended character-of the general vicinity and that such a use will not 
change the essential character of the same area. 
. . 

(4) The project will not adversely affect or be hazardous to existing neighboring uses .. 

(5) The project will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of surrounding properties or the community. 

(6} The project is adequately served by public facilities, such as existing roads, schools, stormwater 
drainage, public safety, . public transportation, and public recreation, or that the persons or agencies 
responsible for the establishment of the proposed use shall be able to provide any such service. 

(7) The project is adeqtJately served by public sanitation facilities if so designed. If on-site sanitation facilities 
for sewage disposal, potable water supply, and storm water are proposed, they shall be properly 
designed and capable of handling the longterm needs of the proposed project 

(8) The project will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, and equipment and conditions of 
operation that will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive 
production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors. 

(f)) The project will not directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the natural resources of 
the Township, including, but not limited to, prime agricultural soils, water recharge areas, lakes, rivers, 
streams, major forests, vyetlands, and wildlife areas. · 

Partm 
I {we) hereby grant permission for members of the Charter Township of Meridian's Boards and/or 
Commissions, Township staff member(s) and the Township's representatives or experts the right to enter onto 
the above described property (or as described in the attached information) in my (our) abs·ence forthe purpose 
of gathering information including but not limited to the taking and the use of photographs. 

{Z] Yes O No (Please check one) 

By the signature{s) attached rereto, I (we) certify that the information provided within this application .and 
acco ntation is, to the best of my {our) knowledge, true and accurate 

J \ \ / _.' 04/13/2015 

pplicant '~ Date 

Greg Schaefer 

Type/Print Name 

Fee: f12_/j{2__o-cY 
I 

Received byJDate: 
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THE AVENUE ON GRAND RIVER 
SUP Request Standards - Responses 

1. The project is consistent with the intent and purposes of the Township Ordinance. The 
underlying zoning of the property is C-2, which permits the existing and the new commercial 
development. The addition of the residential component creates a mixed use project, which 
Section 86-440 {MUPUD) permits in C-2 zoning districts. 

2. The project is consistent with current land use policies in in the Township's comprehensive 
development plan. The mixed use aspect of the project will allow additional retail on the site 
while also increasing both commercial and residential density on the Grand River corridor. 
Accessibility to the site will be improved with the relocation of the CATA bus stops to the front 
of the site, as well as enhanced pedestrian and bicycle access to the site which connects to the 
existing Township system. The mixed use project will also become a walkable pedestrian 
oriented site, which does not currently exist. It will also provide synergies between the new 
residential component and the new and existing retail establishments on site and nearby. 

3, The project is to be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as to be harmonious 
and appropriate in appearance with the existing and intended character of the area. The project 
will use the same building style as the existing retail·on the site and the expansion will be 
designed to seamlessly blend into the existing buildings. In addition the project will connect the 
existing buildings, which currently sit back from Grand River, by connecting Grand River to the 
retail near the back of the site. This project will not change the existing character of the area as 
it will be an extension of the current retail on site. It will also combine the residential and retail 
as an integrated site, with a design emphasizing enhanced walkability of the site. 

4. The project will not adve.rsely affect or be hazardous to existing neighboring uses. The adjacent 
uses to the site are retail, commercial and industrial uses. The site is located in primarily a retail 
area of Grand River which will benefit from increased residential density. The residents of the 
project will patronize the existing businesses on-site and nearby, with pedestrian connections to 
such establishments. In addition the redevelopment plan calls for additional amenities that will 
benefit the community including a fitness park and dog park. 

5. The project will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of the surrounding properties or the 
community. The addition of 222 residential units will result in increased patronage of the 
businesses on-site and nearby along Grand River. 

6. The project is adequately served by the existing public facilities. The project can tie directly into 
the public utilities along Grand River Avenue and the railroad right of way,which have the 
capacity to service this project. The project will utilize the existing curb cuts onto Grand River. 
CATA has agreed to add bus stops on both sides of Grand River to accommodate the project. 
Storm water detention facilities exist on-site to accommodate the proposed building on the 
vacant pad which was never developed, and such facilities will be adjusted to accommodate the 
project as needed. 

7. The project is adequately served by public sanitation facilities. Public water and sanitary sewer 
facilities are located in the railroad right of way at the south of the site, which are sized with 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the project. 
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8. The project will not have uses that are detrimental to any persons, property, or the general 
welfare by reason of excessive traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare or odors. The project is 
located on a busy corridor, surrounded by commercial uses. The project will have the existing 
retail uses and addit1onal small retail/commercial uses, as well as residential units, courtyards, 
parking and a community building with an entrepreneurial hub. No other activities or uses will 
be generated to produce any of the above detrimental effects to the community. 

9. The project will not directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the natural 
resources of the Township1 since it is a redevelopment of an existing retail development 
approved by the Township. 



The A.venue oin Grand River 

The Avenue on Grand River is a mixed use retail and housing development that 
. combines existing retail with new housing and new retail into a new vibrant community, The 
project will be located at 2655 E. Grand River. Three retail entities, Food for Living, State of 
Fitness, and Salvation Army are currently located on the site. The project will convert a retail 
site that has sat vacant for over 17 years info a new community that encompasses all the 
aspects of new urbanism. The project combines both horizontal and vertical mixed use. 
elements into a warm and inviting walkable community. The project incorporates many public· 
spaces that can be used not only by the site residents, but by all community residents. By 
combining residential housing with significant existing and new site retail and public spaces, a 
walkable community is created where residents· can fulfill their needs for shopping, other 
activities and relaxation directly on site. 

The project will add 15,040 square feet of new retail and community space and 165,939 square 
feet of new housing to the existing 53,616 square feet of retail already on the site. The 
residential portion of the development will be comprised of 222 units in one, two and four 
bedroom configurations. The majority of the residential units are one and two bedroom with a 
bedroom to unit ratio of 1.86 for the entire community. The majority of the new retail space will 
be located on the first floor of a new vertical mixed use building located on the northern portion 
of the site adjacent to Grand River. Additional new commercial space will be located as an 
extension on the west end of the existing retail. The new residential housing will be located 
above the new ~etail, and in two housing clusters centered around interior court yards.on the 
west side of the site. The residential units will have high end finishes with granite countertops, 
dark wood cabinets, and faux wood flooring. With the focus towards older students and young 
professionals, technology will be emphasized both in the units and the amenities. In addition 
the units will be furnished. 

The entire site includes many amenities for use by both residents and non-residents of 
the community. ln the conservation category, all exterior lighting for the community will be LED 
fixtures. Site recycling of trash will be undertaken to help preserve the environment. We are 
planning to relocate the bus transit stop to the front of the community and make it a gathering 
space by adding benches, flower boxes, and public WlFI access. Foot and bicycle pathways 
through the community connecting to the existing township system will provide additional means 
of accessibility to·the project. In addition we will provide significant bicycle storage, including 
covered storage, for the residents and retail customers. An additional amenity will be a fitness 
park to provide a work-out area with specialized exercise equipment for the entire community. 
Additional outdoor gathering areas, public seating spaces and plazas will be available for 
residents and non-residents alike. The project will also feature a dog park for use by the entire 
community, which we understand to be a desired public amenity in the Township. The 
apartment units will incorporate many state of the art amenities incfuding private courtyards, 
underground utilities, bal9onies, sidewalk planters, swimming pool, gazebos, and many other 
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features. A community center will provide a work-out facility, computer lab, conference and 
meeting rooms, a lounge area, and game room for residents. · 

A unique feature of the community will be an entrepreneurial hub. This feature supports 
the transitional period of many upper level students, new graduates and young professionals to 

. establish their business pursuits. The purpose of this concept is to provide an environment and 
support facilities for young professionals starting with their own business to excel in their new 
venture. Many residents in college community environments start their own small business in 
the later years of their university experience. Our community will be geared to support this 
activity by providing an on-site business center where residents can meet with associates, hold 
small conferences, utilize business support facilities, and in general grow their business. The 
residential component of the project is structured to attract these potential residents by providing 
over 75% of its units as one ancj two bedroom units. -

Requested ordinance waivers: 

Side yard parking setback. 15' required 0.751 proposed. 

Rear yard parking setback 151 required 2.0' proposed. 

Maximum impervious area. 70% required 77.26% proposed 

f nternal parking landscape areas and landscaping 

Parking: 

Required - Commercial 219 spaces 

Residential 444 spaces plu~ 111 spaces that could be built in the future 

Total required 663 spaces plus 111 shown that could be built= 774 spaces 

Proposed- 533 spaces 

We are very excited to bring this project forward for your consideration. We look forward 
to. working with the township throughout this process. If you have any questions as you go 
through this material please do not hesHate to contact us. 



( 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT - REVIEW CRITERIA 
(Section 86-126, Code of Ordinances) 

Applications for special use permits shall be reviewed for compliance with the following 
standards and requirements, where applicable. An application for a special use permit that 
complies with all the following standards and requirements in this chapter may be approved. 
The applicant shall assure that: 

( 1) The project is consistent with the intent and purposes of this chapter. 

(2) The project is consistent with applicable land use policies contained in the township's 
comprehensive development plan of current adoption. 

(3) The project is designed, constructed, operated, and maintained s.o as to be harmonious and 
appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and 
that such a use will not change the essential character of the same area. 

(4) The project will not adversely affect or be hazardous to existing neighboring uses. 

(5) The project will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of surrounding properties or the 
community. 

(6) The project is adequately served by public facilities, such as existing roads, schools, 
stormwater drainage, public safety, public transportation, and public recreation, or that the 
persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of the proposed use shall be able to 
provide any such service. 

(7) The project is adequately served by public sanitation facilities if so designed. If on-site 
sanitation facilities.for sewage disposal, potable water supply, and stormwater are proposed, 
they shall be properly designed .and capable of handling the longterm needs of the proposed 
project. 

(8) The project will not involve. uses, activities, processes, materials, and equipment and 
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons, property,·or the general 
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors. 

(9) The project will not directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the natural 
resowces of the township, including, but not limited to, prime agricultural soils, water 
recharge areas, lakes, rivers, s~reams, major forests, wetlands, and wildlife areas. 

G:\PLANNING\FORMS\SPECIAL USE PERMIT Criteria.doc 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission 

Associate Planner 

June 5, 2015 

Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request to construct 
a group of buildings totaling more than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area 

The Planning Commission held the public hearing for Special Use Permit (SUP) #15051 during 
the May 11, 2015 meeting. In conjunction with Mixed Use Planned Unit Development (MUPUD) 
#15014, a special use permit is being requested by Campus Village Development, prospective 
property owner, to construct a group of buildings totaling more than 25,000 gross square feet. The 
project consists of one existing multitenant retail building and ten proposed multi-story buildings 
which include eight apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings. The mixed use buildings 
offer retail space, a business center (entrepreneurial hub), and residential housing. A total of 222 
apartment units (multiple family units) are offered in the ten proposed buildings. In combination, 
the total square footage of all eleven buildings is approximately 235,640 square feet. The project 
location is at the existing shopping center known as Meridian Pointe, addressed as 2655 Grand 
River Avenue. Three parcels comprise the approximate 12.65 acre site which is zoned C-2 
(Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of the Township. 

Although minor changes have been made to the site plan since the public hearing, the building 
sizes and overall square footage (exiting and proposed buildings) have not changed. Revised 
plans are attached to the staff memorandum for MUPUD #15014, dated June 5, 2015. 

Conditions originally placed on the shopping center under Special Use Permit #96141, in the 
approval letter dated March 19, 1997 have been replaced with conditions applicable for the 
proposed project. The resolution reflects those changes. 

Planning Commission Options 

The Planning Commission has the option to recommend approval, approval with conditions, or 
denial of the special use permit for a structure of group of structures greater than 25,000 square 
feet in size based on the standards listed in Section 86-126 of the Code of Ordinances. A 
resolution to approve is attached. 

Attachment 
1. Resolution to approve 
2. Special use permit review criteria 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\special use permits (sup)\2015\sup 15051 (The Avenue)\staff reports\sup 15051 pc2 



RESOLUTION.TO APPROVE 

RESOLUTION 

SUP #15051 
{Campus Village Development) 

2655 Grand River Avenue 

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 8th 
day of June, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by ____________ and supported 

WHEREAS, Campus Village Development has requested a special use permit to' 
construct ten buildings and include the existing multitenant retail building as part of a mixed use 
planned unit development, totaling approximately 235,640 square feet in gross floor area on an 
approximate 12.65 acre site, addressed as 2655 Grand River Avenue and zoned C-2 
(Commercial); and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at its regular meeting on May 
11,2015;and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and discussed staff material 
forwarded under cover memorandums dated May 8, 2015 and June 5, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the subject site is appropriately zoned C-2 (Commercial) which permits the 
development of buildings greater than 25,000 square feet in floor area by special use permit; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project is consistent with the general standards for granting a 
special use permit found in Section 86-126 of the Code of Ordinances; and 

WHEREAS, the approximately 235,640 square feet of building area has been designed to 
be harmonious and appropriate with the existing and potential future uses surrounding the site; 
and 

WHEREAS, the surrounding road system has sufficient capacity to absorb the additional 
traffic projected to result from approximately 235,640 square feet of building area to be used for 
one existing retail building, two mixed use buildings, and eight apartment buildings, with a total of 
222 apartment units; and 

WHEREAS, the approximate 12.65 acre site meets the minimum lot area and lot width 
requirements of the C-2 (Commercial) district; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed development on the subject site will be served by public water 
and sanitary sewer. 



Resolution to Approve 
SUP #15051 (Campus Village Development) 
Page 2 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER 
TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Special Use Permit #15051 
(Campus Village Development) for a group of buildings (ten new buildings and one exiting retail 
building) totaling more than 25,000 square feet in· gross floor area subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Approval of the special use permit is recommended in accordance with the Cover Sheet 
(Site Plan) prepared by KEBS, Inc., dated May 27, 2015, and building elevations 
prepared by Progressiv:e AE, dated received May 27, 2015, subject to revisions as 
required. 

2. Special Use Permit #15051 is subject to all conditions placed on Mixed Use Planned Unit 
.Development #15014 (Campus Village Development) by the Township. 

3. The gross square feet of all buildings on the site shall not exceed 235,640 square feet 
unless the applicant applies for and receives an amendment to Special Use Permit 
#15051 (Campus Village Development). 

4. All mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and similar systems shall be screened 
from view by an opaque structure or landscape material (if at street level) selected to 
complement the building. Such screening is subject to approval by the Director of 
Community Planning and Development. 

5. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits, licenses, and approvals from the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, and the 
Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 

6. The utility, grading, and storm drainage plans for the site shall be subject to the approval 
of the Director of Public Works and Engineering and shall be completed in accordance 
with the Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

7. A copy of the site plan information that exists in a computer format for the development 
project and construction plans shall be provided to the Township Engineering staff in an 
AutoCAD compatible format. 

8. The above-stated conditions shall replace all prior conditions listed in the approval letter 
for Special Use Permit#96141, dated March 19, 1997. 

ADOPTED: YEAS: 

NAYS: 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 



Resolution to Approve 
SUP #15051 (Campus Village Development) 
Page 3 

l 
\ 

\ 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Chair of the Planning Commission of the 
Charter 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 sth day of June. 2015. 

John Scott-Craig, Chair 
Planning Commission 

G:\commun ping & dev\plng\special use permits (sup)\2015\sup 15051 (The Avenue)\staff reports\sup 15051 res to approve PC 
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT - REVIEW CRITERIA 
(Section 86-1261 Code of Ordinances) 

( 

Applications for special use permits shall be reviewed for compliance with the following 
standards and requirements, where applicable. An application for a 9pecial use permit that 
complies with all the following standards and requirements in this chapter may be approved. 
The applicant shall assure that: 

(1) The project is consistent with the intemt and purposes of this chapter. 

(2) The project is consistent with applicable land use policies contained in the township's 
comprehensive development plan of current adoption. 

(3) The project is designed, constr~cted, operated, and maintained s.o as to be harmonious and 
appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and 
that such a use will not change the essential character of the same area. 

(4) The project will not adversely affect or be hazardous to existing neighboring uses;, 

(5) The project will not be detrimental to the economic welfare of surrounding properties or the 
community. 

(6) The project is adequately served by public facilities, such as exisfing roads, schools, 
stormwater drainage, public safety, public transportation, and public recreation, or that the 
persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of the proposed use shall be able to 
provide any such service. ' 

. (7) The project is adeq4ately served by public sanitation facilities if so designed. If on~site 
sanitation facilities. for sewage disposal, potable water supply, and stormwater are proposed, 
they shall be properly designed .and capable of handling the longterm needs of the proposed 
project. 

(8) The project will not Involve. uses, activities, processes, materials, and equipment and 
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons1 property, ·or the general 
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors. 

(9) The project wlll not ~irectly or indirectly have a substantial adverse impact on the natural 
resowces of the township, including, but not limited to, prime agricultural soils, water 
recharge areas, lakes, rivers, sJreams, major forests, wetlands, and wildlife areas. 

G:\PlANNING\rORMS\SPECIAL USE PERMIT Criteria.doc: 



Plamring Commission Regular Meeting Minutes -APPROVED­
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2. If required, the applicant shall obtain a soil erosion and sedimentation control permit 
from the Department of Public Works & Engineering prior to any work taking place 
related to the deck project. A copy of the permit shall be provided to the Department of 
Community Planning & Development. 

3. The elevation of the proposed deck shall be a minimum of one foot above the level of the 
base flood elevation of 847 feet above mean sea level. 

4. In no case shall the impoundment capacity of the 100-year floodplain be reduced by the 
deck. 

5. Fill placed in the floodplain as part of the project shall be protected against erosion 
pursuant to a soil erosion permit from the Department of Public Works & Engineering. 

6. The applicant shall properly dispose of all excess materials from the post holes to an off­
site location subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning & 
Development. 

Seconded by Commissioner Ianni. 

Plamring Commission discussion: 
• Conditions in the resolution address Planning Commission concerns expressed at the last 

meeting 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Ianni, Jackson, 
Tenaglia, Van Coevering, Chair Scott-Craig 

NAYS: None 
Motion carried 8-0. 

6. Public hearings . 
A. Mixed Use Planned Unit Development #15014 (Campus Village Development), request to 

establish a mixed use planned unit development at 2655 Grand River to include the existing 
multi-tenant commercial building and new construction ~onsisting of 15,040 square feet of 
commercial space and 222 multiple family dwelling units and 

Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request for a group of buildings 
greater than 25,000 square feet (approximately 236,000 square feet) consisting of an existing 
commercial building (approximately 55,000 square feet) and new construction (approximately 
181,000 square feet) at 2655 Grand River 

Chair Scott-Craig opened the public hearings at 7:10 P.M. 

• Introduction by the Chair (announcement of procedures, time limits and protocols for public 
participation and applicants) 



• Summary of subject matter 

Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes -APPROVED­
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Associate Planner Wyatt summarized the proposed mixed use planned unit development 
(MUPUD) and special use permit request as outlined in staff memorandums dated May 8, 
2015. 

• Applicant 
Mark Clouse, George Eyde Family LLC, 4660 S. Hagadorn Road, Suite 660, East Lansing, 
offered history on the site, beginning when Circuit City was built in 1997/1998. Over the 
years, George Eyde Family, LLC, acquired each of the three (3) subject parcels. He noted the 
retail component of the big pad site did not meet big box needi; and companies were not 
forthcoming. Through meetings with the Township Manager and the Director of Community 
Planning and Development over the last 15 months, it was determined the site would be a good 
location for a "horizontal" mixed use planned unit development (MUPUD). 

' 
John Gaber, Attorney, Campus Village Communities, 380 N. Old Woodward, Suite 300, 
Birmingham, highlighted changes made to the plan based on comments made by Planning 
Commissioners on the concept plan approximately six (6) weeks ago. He indicated moving the 
buildings and changing tp.e c;;onfiguration to have complimentary designs, building materials and 
colors. The building out front will house. a variety of retail uses (e.g., pizza carry-out) and 
integrate with existing retail already on the site. 

Mr. Gaber stated a fenced in dog park was added to provide an underserved need for on- and 
off-site residents. He indicated the fitness park was expanded, with exercise stations within to 
augment a workout routine. Mr. Gaber noted a pocket park was added adjacent to Foods for 
Living and the bus shelter will provide public wi-fi. 

Mr. Gaber noted Block 3 has been decreased and moved to the north to increase the distance of 
the corner nearest the railroad track from 41 feet to 116.5 feet, with installation of a barrier 
wall. He added the railroad tracks are 6-1/2 feet lower than the finished floor elevation of the 
Block 3 building. Mr. Gaber indicated he is working with railroad personnel to provide the 
Planning Commission with additional information. 

Mr. Gaber noted the applicant is offering 15-20 amenities in exchange for requested waivers. 
He stated the aoolicant's traffic consultant concluded that with or without the proposed project, 
the future northbound traffic at the west drive would have congestion when exiting (level of 
service E to F). Mr. Gaber indicated the applicant's traffic consultant believed one way for 
vehicles wishing to make a left hand turn onto Grand River A venue during rush hour is to 
conduct traffic signal modification at the nearby signaled intersection, which would address 
congestion from the site. He stated the Township traffic consultant's comment regarding 
restricting the west drive for use only by Denny's is problematic from both an accessibility and 
enforcement standpoint. Mr. Gaber believed it necessary to have circulation around the 
building for adequate traffic flow and indicated a possible fire safety issue if there was no 
traffic circulation around the building by the west drive. 

Mr. Gaber pointed out the viability of shared parking between residential, retail and non­
residential uses. He voiced concern with placing a pedestrian pathway on the south side of the 
project, given the parking spaces next to the property line, the detention area and the barrier 
wall for the railroad. 
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Mr. Gaber requested the special use permit restriction prohibiting restaurants be eliminated to 
provide options for the residences. 

• Public 
Kirk Marrison, 938 Sunset Lane, East Lansing, General Manager, Foods for Living, spoke in 
support of the project. 

• Planning Commission and staff discussion: 
Commissioner Van Coevering inquired if there was a pedestrian crosswalk over to the north 
side of Grand River A venue. 

Associate Planner Wyatt replied there is not. 

Commissioner Van Coevering asked if the Michigan Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) has commented on the project, given that Grand River A venue is a state trunk 
line. 

Associate Planner Wyatt replied the Township has not received comments from MDOT. 

Commissioner Van Coevering inquired whether the Bus Rapid Transit would be on the 
interior of exterior lane on Grand River A venue. 

Principal Planner Oranchak responded it is not known at this time. 

Commissioner Van Coevering questioned whether the fitness park and dog park would be 
open to the public. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded in the affirmative. 

Commissioner Van Coevering inquired as to the price point of the apartments. 

Greg Schaefer, Executive Vice President of Business Development, Campus Village 
Communities, 919 West University, Suite 700, Rochester, responded rent for the 
apartments has not yet been finalized, but is estimated to range from $575 to $795. 

Commissioner Van Coevering asked if the Planning Commission can debate and decide the 
waiver requests proposed by the applicant. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded the Planning Commission can look at those and make 
recommendations for the project. 

Commissioner Honicky believed having a portion of the pedestrian bicycle pathway system 
as part of this project would alleviate parking and traffic issues as many of the residents 
who would be Michigan State University (MSU) students would have connectivity through 
to campus. 

Commissioner Honicky suggested the western driveway contain three (3) lanes; one for 
Denny's, one ingress and an obligate right hand turn. He suggested the applicant eliminate 
the two "middle" buildings and place the southern-most_ building sideways which would 
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reduce the percentage of impervious surface and provide the 175 feet setback from the 
railroad tracks. 

Mr. Gaber responded the footprint has already been reduced for the building nearest the 
railroad track. He expressed appreciation for Commissioner Honicky's thoughts on the 
driveway configuration which will be discussed with the applicant's traffic engineer. Mr. 
Gaber acknowledged having direct access to the MSU campus through the pathway system 
would be ideal, but was unsure sure how the pathway connects, traverses the river and 
deals with the overpass. 

Commissioner Honicky suggested the applicant look at the path of the sanitary sewer line as 
a possibility for continuous pathway connection. 

Commissioner Cordill voiced concern with frequency and times of trains on the Grand 
Trunk Railroad, given that rail traffic will likely increase. She expressed a desire to see 
more street trees as it is a suburban site with urban lot coverage. 

Commissioner Cordill requested clarification whether the entrepreneurial function was part 
of the northern most mixed use building or two separate buildings. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded it is not physically attached to the Salvation Army. 

Commissioners Cordill suggested adding more landscaping in the fitness park. 

Mr. Gaber stated he will ensure more trees are planted throughout the site and the balance 
will be addressed during site plan review. 

Commissioner DeGroff inquired as to the location of the covered bicycle spaces. 

Mr. Gaber answered the covered bicycle parking spaces are on the courtyard side of the 
buildings for safety reasons. 

Commissioner DeGroff noted the proposed project does not seem like a MUPUD and most 
of the amenities do not benefit the public at large. As an example, he cited the inability of 
the public wishing to shop at the retail establishments by riding their bicycle to the 
development and parking their bikes under the covered bicycle spaces. Commissioner 
DeGroff did not believe other residents would drive to the development to use the exercise 
space. 

Mr. Gaber expressed appreciation for the comments about amenities, adding the 
Township's MUPUD ordinance specifies the offered amenities (e.g., rehabilitation of a 
degraded site). 

Commissioner Jackson noted the retention pond in the southwest corner was designed for 
the previous development artd was calculated to handle the expected runoff. She inquired if 
comparable calculations have been made for this design. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded the Township has not yet received calculations from the 
applicant's engineers (KEBS, Inc.), adding discussion has taken place about the options of 
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porous pavement, pervious pavement and possible remodeling for increased detention 
capacity. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired if those were stated possibilities to compensate for the fact 
the applicant intends to fill in some of the existing detention pond. She asked when the 
decision would be made regarding those possibilities within the design. 

Associate Planner Wyatt answered the calculations and more detailed design will be 
provided during the site plan review phase. 

· Jeff Kyes, KEBS, Inc., 2116 Haslett Road, Haslett, noted the design of the original site was 
based on old stormwater runoff standards. He noted since newer standards are being 
required by the Ingham County Drain Commissioner's office, there will be greater 
difficulty in reaching the water quality than the issues of quantity and detention, adding 
there is a need to incorporate pervious concrete to deal with water quality. Mr. Kyes added 
he will work with the ICDC and the Township and the existing detention basin will be 
modified to make the project "work." 

Commissioner Jackson expressed concern with where Building 5, Block 2 is placed on the 
site. She inquired if there will be housing plus the entrepreneurial center within that 
building. 

Greg Schaefer responded there is also a small maintenance facility in the rear on the first 
floor. 

Commissioner J ackso_n expressed concern that residents in Block 3 look northeast at the 
side of the Salvation Army building, at the back of Building 5, at the railroad tracks and 
into an industrial area. 

Mr. Schaefer noted there is parking all around the development and was the reason for the 
design presented, looking into the courtyard. 

Commissioner Jackson stated the satellite view of the parking spaces in back of the existing 
buildings have disappeared in the applicant's drawing. She inquired if they will be used in 
the parking space count. 

Mr. Kyes responded the parking in question does not meet the aisle width and depth 
required in the ordinance and, therefore, cannot be counted. 

Commissioner Van Coevering elucidated several MUPUDs have previously been approved 
which amenities have not all benefited the general public. She believed a precedent has 
been set with a mix of amenities for both residents and the general public. 

Associate Planner Wyatt offered examples of other developments where there has been a 
mix of amenities (e.g., hotel, Aldi development) 

Commissioner Ianni added the dog park on the north end and pocket parks will be open to 
the general public. 
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Commissioner Jackson stated the LED lighting and underground wiring should not be 
counted as amenities. 

Chair Scott-Craig added the ordinance is old and needs to be "updated," adding the spirit 
the Planning Commission is looking for is one where amenities are totally accessible to the 
public. He noted the balconies facing the interior courtyard do not benefit the public in any 
way. 

Commissioner Jackson encouraged the applicant to add more decorative material on the 
far;ade in the back of Building 1 to address the requirement of articulation every 50 feet as 
it will be clearly seen by traffic. 

Mr. Schaefer added the apartments on the upper floors have a two foot "bump out" on both 
the east and west sides, which .breaks up the far;ade. 

Commissioner Tenaglia reminded Commissioners that all 12. 65 acres are being considered 
for the MUPUD requirements and amenities. 

Commissioner Cordill indicated the storefronts will be most visible traveling eastbound on 
Grand River. She. asked for a definition of what building material CMU is an acronym for 
and 'what it looks like. 

Mr. Schaefer responded CMU is concrete masonry unit and is man-made split faced block 
or cast stone, adding most of the CMU units will be on the lower parts of the buildings and 
will not resemble a concrete block. 

Commissioner DeGroff stated public use of the dog park makes sense only in conjunction 
with the trail connectivity, as he did not believe residents would drive to the dog park to 
exercise their dogs next to Grand River A venue. He revisited the "philosophical 
difference" in interpretation of what counts towards the mixed use requirements. 

Commissioner Honicky reiterated his concern with the setback from the railroad, as he 
believed there will be an increase in the Grand Trunk train traffic with propane tank cars, 
and the Planning Commission should be wary of offering a variance to the 175 foot safety 
buffer. 

Mr. Gaber responded he had talked with the railroad and a 175 foot safety buffer is fairly 
unique in that not many communities require such a great distance. He reminded Planning 
Commissioners that railroad setback variances were given to two recent projects, the 
Lodges and the Hamptons (63 feet from the right-of-way with a three foot wall). 

Commissioner Ianni clarified the MUPUD ordinance does state what percentage of the 
development must be commercial and what percentage must be residential. He believed the 
MUPUD ordinance is about the synergy the development creates and noted support by the 
retail establishments surrounding :tJie proposed project, specifically citing increased foot 
traffic. 

Commissioner Jackson believed there was an additional entrance off Grand River near the 
animal hospital and inquired why it can't be considered as an additional ingress or egress 
into the site. 
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Associate Planner Wyatt indicated it is not to be considered a designated egress entrance 
point for the shopping center, but a connection with the animal hospital as a cooperative 
understanding. 

Principal Planner Oranchak added it is not a true ingress/egress point as it does not provide 
direct access out to the street. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired about the history of the restaurant use restriction. 

Associate Planner Wyatt indicated residents along Park Lake Road had concerns about 
increased traffic if the shopping center was allowed to have restaurants uses. She stated the 
approval letter includes language that the applicant agrees to place a deed restriction on the 
property prohibiting restaurant uses. 

Commissioner Jackson asked if that was one of the conditions of the original special use 
permit. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded in the affirmative. 

Commissioner Jackson inquired if that condition of the original special use permit would be 
vacated and no longer a consideration for this special use permit request with regard to 
allowed uses. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded she would like to obtain clarification on that issue from 
the Director of Community Planning and Development. 

Chair Scott-Craig reminded fellow Commissioners that the restriction is on the deed, not on 
the special use permit. 

Associate Planner Wyatt stated the current property owner could request th~t the deed 
restriction be removed. 

Principal Planner Oranc-9-ak added it could also be a condition of the special use permit or 
the MUPUD to eliminate the deed restriction and, upon approval, it would officially be 

I removed from the deed. 

Principal Planner Oranchak stated that when the project was built, there was no opportunity 
for any service drive, so that was why the connection near the animal hospital was made. 

Commissioner Cordill believed the proposed location would be an excellent location for a 
coffee house or pizzeria; however, drive-through windows should be discouraged as they 
run counter to the walkability of the site .. 

Commissioner DeGroff believed the trail connectivity is crucial to the creation of synergy 
for the general public. 

Chair Scott-Craig voiced concern the current failing entrance of level of service (LOS) E to 
F will get worse with this development. He spoke to crossing Grand River A venue to take 
the bus to campus as extremely dangerous, believing the only safe way to cross is to walk 
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to the intersection at Park Lake Road. Chair Scott- Craig believed moving the bus stop 
closer to the development on the south side of Grand River makes sense, but not on the 
north side. 

Chair Scott-Craig indicated the position of the building which houses the entrepreneurial 
center blocks easy access of Block 3 traffic to the Park Lake Road entrance. He stated such 
a configuration creates excessive traffic in front of the Foods for Living store and is a 
danger for residents who enter the store to shop. He did not believe allowing only Denny's 
traffic to use the western entrance was practical and would not entice businesses to locate in 
that area. 

Chair Scott-Craig noted there is an easement from the edge of this property over to Dawn 
Avenue which belongs to the Ingham County Road Department (ICRD). He stated there 
has been no input from many of the experts (e.g., ICRD, Drain Commissioner, Michigan 
Department of Transportation) involved in this project so, as a result, he is not ready to 
make any determination. 

Chari Scott-Craig indicated there needs to be expert advice provided as to why it is 
acceptable for the applicant to be 376 parking spaces "short." 

Chair Scott-Craig spoke to the unportance Meridian Township places on greenspace and 
trees, voicing concern with the 77% unpervious coverage. He inquired if detention ponds 
count as greenspace. 

Associate Planner Wyatt responded 50 % can be counted, adding that Mr. Kyes relayed 
such in a communication to her so that is why the unpervious surface is listed at only 77 % 
on the plans. 

While acknowledging parking buffers are green.space, Chair Scott-Craig stated the 
Township's ordinance requires a 15 foot buffer and the applicant has provided only three­
quarters of a foot in one spot. He added the Zoning Board of Appeals has requested on 
several occasions that the Planning Commission not send them projects which require 
multiple variances. 

Chair Scott-Craig stated the dog park is small, on a slope and not in a good location. He 
did not believe the dog park, as proposed, is a good amenity for the project. Chair Scott­
Craig believed there is a safety issue with th~ long balconies and questioned where the snow 
shoveled off the balconies and stairways would be placed. He suggested limiting the 
balconies and have covered stairways. Chan: Scott-Craig expressed appreciation for the 
shutters on the apartment building windows and the recycling center. 

Chair Scott-Craig noted if the project is downsized it will address many of the concerns 
(e.g., greenspace, parking, setback requirements, traffic circulation). 

Mr. Schaefer responded to earlier Planning Commission comments by noting all stairways 
and patios are covered, management handles snow removal and 24/7 security is provided to 
address the safety issue. 
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One of the applicant's represe.ntatives commented the economics of a 96-bed reduction as 
suggested by Planning Commissioners would render the proposed project financially 
unfeasible to build. 

Associate Planner Wyatt mentioned she received an email communication from the ICRD 
who had reviewed the· plans, but do not have any jurisdiction as MDOT has control of 
Grand River Avenue, traffic light signalization and phasing. · 

Commissioner Van Coevering stated the applicant may want to come back with changes 
based on comments this evening and a need for information from MDOT. " 

Commissioner Ianni suggested placing this item back on the Planning Commission's June 
8th agenda. 

Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearings at 9:32 P.M. 

7. Unfinished Business 
A. Special Use Permit #15031 (BBI Holdings LLC), request to establish a child care center at 2172 

and 2190 Association Drive 
Commissioner DeGroff moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE IT 
RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby approves Special Use Permit #15031 subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Approval is based on application materials submitted by BBi Holdings, LLC; site 
plans prepared by Nederveld, dated April 3, 2015; and building elevations prepared by 
Architectural Concepts, dated April 2, 2015, subject to revisions as required. 

2. Special Use Permit #15031 shall be subject to the applicant receiving approval of 
Wetland Use Permit #15-01 for the proposed work in regulated wetland and proposed 
wetland mitigation plan. 

3. As part of the site plan review process, a planting plan for the required 20 foot water 
features setback/natural vegetation strip shall be provided for review and approval by 
the Director of Community Planning & Development .. 

4. Once established, the required 20 foot water features setback/natural vegetation strip 
shall be maintained and be free of structures, grading, or other disturbances. 

5. Street trees shall be provided along the frontage of the site. 

6. The final site plan, landscape plan, building elevations, building materials and colors, 
shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Community Planning and 
Development. 

7. The requirement for a northbound right-turn taper on Okemos Road at Association 
Drive will be reviewed during site plan review and shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the Ingham County Road Department. 

8. The trash dumpster shall be enclosed on four sides; three sides of the enclosure shall 
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• Need for more buffer and greenspace with fewer apartments 
• Township's Master Pathway plan is to place a pathway along this land which connects at 

both ends (one of which would go under the railroad, and one which would go over ·the 
river) 

• Suggestion for the applicant to provide an easement for a future pathway 
• Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has "weighed in" that it has no issue with 

the entrance next to Denny's 
• Planning Commissioner belief the majority of traffic will use the entrance at Park Lake 

Road as it has a light at that intersection 
• Building which would house the entrepreneurial center at the blocks the access to the main 

entrance 
• Concern with the considerable difference between the number of parking spaces required by 

ordinance and the number of parking spaces offered by the applicant 
• Concern with the increase to 81 % impervious surface when the underlying C-2 zoning 

allows for a maximum of 70 % 
• Reminder that the Planning Commission is making a recommendation to the Township 

Board on this proposal 
• Drawing appears to show the project will utilize some of the space which currently is a 

portion of one of the stormwater retention ponds 
• Request for KEES, Inc. to provide information on how the reconfigured stormwater 

retention will "work" 
• There is little downstream space as the river is ~ight behind it and water which is not 

properly treated will go directly into the Red Cedar River 
• Concern there are no environmental amenities· being offered 
• Appreciation for the applicant's efforts to provide amenities 
• Suggestion to have some restriction (e.g., fence) between the project and the railroad tracks 
• Reminder the land is zoned C-2, but the use is residential 
• Review of the industrial zoned area last week shows it to contain various types of thriving 

businesses (chemical, metal stamping and foundry) 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Commissioner Van Coevering 
NAYS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Jackson, Chair 

Scott-Craig 
Motion failed 1-5. 

B. Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village Development), request for a group of buildings 
greater than 25,000 square feet (approximately 236,000 square feet) consisting of an existing 
commercial building (approximately 55,000 square feet) and new construction (approximately 
181,000 square feet) at 2655 Grand River 

Commissioner Cordill moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE BE IT 
RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby recommends approval of Special Use Permit #15051 (Campus Village 
Development) for a group of buildings (ten new buildings and one exiting retail building) 
totaling more than 25,000 square feet in gross floor area subject to the following conditions: 

1. Approval of the special use permit is recommended in accordance with the Cover Sheet 
(Site Plan) prepared by KEBS, Inc., dated May 27, 2015, and building elevations 
prepared by Progressive AE, dated received May 27, 2015, subject to revisions as 
required. 
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2. Special Use Permit #15051 is subject to all conditions placed on Mixed Use Planned Unit 
Development #15014 (Campus Village Development) by the Township. 

3. The gross square feet of all buildings on the site shall not exceed 235,640 square feet 
unless the applicant applies for and receives an amendment to Special Use Permit #15051 
(Campus Village Development). 

4. All mechanical, heating, ventilation, air conditioning, and similar systems shall be 
screened from view by an opaque structure or landscape material (if at street level) 
selected to complement the building. Such screening is subject to approval by the 
Director of Community Planning and Development. 

5. The applicant shall obtain all necessary permits, licenses, and approvals from the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, Ingham County Drain Commissioner, and 
the Township. Copies of all permits and approval letters shall be submitted to the 
Department of Community Planning and Development. 

6. The utility, grading, and storm drainage plans for the site shall be subject to the 
approval of the Director of Public Works and Engineering and shall be completed in 
accordance with the Township Engineering Design and Construction Standards. 

7. A copy of the site plan information that exists in. a computer format for the 
development project and construction plans shall be provided to the Township 
Engineering staff in an AutoCAD compatible format. 

8. The above-stated conditions shall replace all ·prior conditions listed in the approval 
letter for Special Use Permit #96141, dated March 19, 1997. 

Seconded by Commission Van Coevering. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: None 
NAYS: Commissioners Cordill, De Groff, Honicky, Jackson, Van 

Covering, Chair Scott-Craig 
Motion failed 0-6. 

C. Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership), request to 
amend the PRD sketch plan for the unplatted portions of Ember Oaks preliminary plat located 
north of Jolly Road 

Commissioner Van Coevering moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE 
IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSIDP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby approves the amendment to Planned Residential Development #15-
97015 dated April 17, 2015 for the remaining 111 lots on 161.88 acres in the Ember Oaks 
plat. Seconded by Commissioner Jackson. 

Planning Commission discussion: 
• Planning Commissioners are limited as to what they can consider while deliberating this 

request 
• Request meets all the Township requirements for a PRD approval 



13-C 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Township Board 

Director of Community Planning and Development 

June 30, 2015 

Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited 
Partnership), request to amend the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development 
(PRO) sketch plan 

The applicant, SP Investments Limited Partnership, represented by Keith Schroeder, has 
requested an amendment to the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development (PRO) sketch 
plan originally approved by the Township Board as PRO #97015 on November 16, 1999. In 1999, 
the sketch plan was approved for 159 lots to be developed using RAM district standards on 
230.3 acres. Since 1999, three final plats have been approved for development of 47 lots on 
71.09 acres. The applicant is requesting approval to revise the sketch plan for the remaining 
161.88 acres and 111 lots. 

The applicant indicated the reasons for the amendment are: acquisition of additional lahd on Jolly 
Road eliminated the need to cut Jolly Road to improve site distance, an improved layout around 
the pipeline, and to address impacts from actions taken to eliminate water flowing onto Meridian 
Township owned property to the north. 

Section 86-378 PRO District: Planned Residential Development Overlay District provides the 
following criteria for reviewing a PRO sketch plan: at least 20 percent open space; buffering of 
adjacent properties; compliance with applicable residential zoning district regulations, in this case 
RAM; and preservation of natural features/configuration of open space. Planned residential 
development sketch plan approval results in a change to the zoning map thus a PRO sketch plan 
review follows the same procedure as a typical rezoning. In this case the remaining 161.88 acres 
are currently zoned RR/PRO and will remain as such, the only difference being the revision to the 
sketch plan itself. 

The Planning Commission held the public hearing at its May 18, 2015 meeting. During its 
discussion, the Planning Commission considered the flow of wildlife across the property, the 
scope of the planned residential development review process, street connections to adjacent 
subdivision, and the specific standards applicable to the review of a planned residential 
development. 

On June 8, 2015 the Planning Commission voted 7-1 to recommend approval of the request to 
amend PRO #97015 citing the following reasons for its decision: 
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• The 111 lots on the remaining 161.88 acres are consistent with the number permitted by 
the underlying RR zoning and RAAA district standards for lot width and lot area. 

• 44.4 percent dedicated open space for the overall 232.97 exceeds the minimum 20 
percent required by PRO district standards. 

• A 50 foot buffer is in place to separate lots in the planned residential development and 
adjacent land zoned for minimum lots sizes greater than the average lot size in the 
planned residential development. 

• Contiguous open space has been retained to the extent possible. 

• A buffer has been provided for lots in the planned residential development closest to 
Jolly Road, an arterial street. 

Township Board Options 

The Township Board may approve, conditionally approve or deny the sketch plan. A resolution 
will be provided for a future meeting. 

Attachments 
1. Staff reports dated May 15, 2015 (public hearing) and June 4, 2015 (decision) 
2. Planning Commission minutes dated May 18, 2015 (public hearing) and June 8, 2015 

(decision) 
3. Communications 
4. PRO #15-97015 Sketch Plan dated April 17, 2015 (proposed) 
5. PRO #97015 Sketch Plan approved November 16, 1·999 

G: \Planning\ \REZ\PRD 15015 (SP lnvestments)\Staff Reports\PRD 15-97015 pc1 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission 

/1a;,l (),,tP-cJ<AV 
Gail Oranchak, AICP 
Principal Planner 

May 15,, 2015 

Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited 
Partnership), request to amend the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development 
(PRO) sketch plan 

The applicant, SP Investments Limited Partnership, represented by Keith Schroeder, has 
requested an amendment to the Ember,Oaks Planned Residential Development (PRO) sketch 
plan originally approved by the Township Board as PRO #97015 on November 16, 1999. The 
applicant indicates the reasons for the amendment are: acquisition of additional land on Jolly 
Road eliminated the need to cut Jolly Road to improve site distance, an improved layout around 
the pipeline, and to address impacts from actions taken to eliminate water flowing onto Meridian 
Township owned property to the north. 

The purpose of the Section 86-378 Planned Residential Development Overlay district ordinance, 
is to preserve natural features and open space, minimize development impacts on natural 
features, and reduce the cost of installing and maintaining infrastructure by allowing flexibility and 
alternative design standards. This is accomplished by first establishing the maximum number of 
residential lots permitted by the underlying zoning district using a conventional subdivision design, 
then permitting a reduction in lot size and lot area to accomplish the intended purpose. Review of 
a PRO sketch plan request entails confirming standards of the PRO ordinance have been met: 

• Consistent with the maximum number of lots permitted by RR zoning 
• Consistent with the permitted lot width and lot area reductions based on RAAA zoning 
• Shows a minimum 20% of the development parcel as perpetually preserved open space 
• Includes a 50 foot butter when adjacent to land zoned with minimum lot sizes greater than 

the average lot size in the PRO 
• Retains contiguous open spa.ces to the extent possible 
• Provides buffering for lots closest to an arterial street 

In 1999, review of the Ember Oaks PRO request established 159 lots could be_ developed on the 
approximately 230 acres site based on RR zoning standards. Application of PRO standards 
permitted the 159 lots to be laid out using RAAA (Single Family, Low Density) district standards of. 
100 feet of lot width and 20,000 square feet of lot area versus the RR requirements of 200 feet of 
lot width and 40,000 square feet of lot area. After review of the October 6, 1999 sketch plan for 
consistency with the PRO ordinance, the Township Board granted approval of PRO #97015 
consisting of 159 lots laid out in accordance with RAAA standards on November 16, 1999. 
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Since being granted PRO approval, Ember Oaks subdivision received preliminary plat approval 
(PP #00012) for 158 lots and final plat approval has been granted for 47 lots making them 
available for construction. The amended sketch plan dated April 17, 2015 shows the remaining 
111 lots have been reconfigured and the road network redesigned. 

Sheet #2 of the amended sketch plan includes a chart comparing the original design, the 
combined final plats, and land remaining in the preliminary plat which is the subject of this request. 
Average lots sizes have decreased but lots remain consistent with the requirements of the RAM 
district (100 feet of lot width and 20,000 square feet of lot area). Overall street rights-of-way have 
increased by approximately two acres after factoring in 2.67 acres added to the site since the 
original sketch plan approval. The amount of open space has increased by approximately 11.67 
acres thus increasing open space over the 230 acres to approximately 45 percent while regulated 
wetlands in dedicated open space remains the same and net dedicated open space increases by 
approximately 8.5 acres. 

It is important to note, the sketch plan is only reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the 
PRO District, Section 86-378. If this or a revised sketch plan amendment is approved by the 
Planning Commission and Township Board, the next step in the process is an amendment to the 
original preliminary plat for compliance with the Land Division Ordinance when further 
modifications to lot layouts and the road network are possible. 

Planning Commission Options 

The Planning Commission may approve, conditionally approve or deny the sketch plan. A 
resolution will be provided for a future meeting. 

Attachments 
1. Application and supporting materials 
2. Township Board resolution dated November 16, 1999 
3. PRO #15-97015 Sketch Plan dated April 17, 2015 (proposed) 
4. PRO #97015 Sketch Plan approved November 16, 1999 

G: \Planning\ IREZIPRD 15015 (SP lnvestments)\Staff Reports\PRD 15-97015 pc1 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

5151 MARSH ROAD, OKEMOS, Ml 48864 
PHONE: (517) 853~4560, FAX: (517) 853-4095 

REZONING APPLICATION 

Part I, II and Ill of this application must be completed. Failure to complete any portkm of this form may 
result in the denial of your request. 

I Part I 

A 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

I 
Owner/Applicant .,,.s· p 111c VJc s:t m,;;:, 4 7 s: t r'~'1!, i teJ Pa ,,,TJ{e )" $ J,i f p .. i 
Address of applicant ffi,,,?:j;""' /!)pi)._.<; e f2.J £J.J<et,UfflS:, _}ff, • I 
Telephone: Work{~Ct) =:!':J'~~t,~ Ho~E(.~'7?~41 dj,~f,,,_Cr - . I 

Fax (ts /'J ') <>i:.JS l:s ~i> Email l<g.. i1 Auiil Scf..1,.4 ,6:J"-1: 14 ~~""5-.CD 1i1 I 
If there are multiple owners, fist names and addresses of each and indicate ownership interest. Attach additional 1 
sheets if necessary. If the applicant is not the current owner of the subject property, the applicant must providi;9 a l 
copy of a purchase agreement or instrument indicating the owner is aware of and in 13greement With the requested I 
~~- I 
Applicant's RE;}presentative, Architect, Engineer or Planner responsible for request: /l.151,?5, /;Jc.. 
Name I Contact Person Jeer: Kyss. L PArJG. PA:-s.c.oe 
Address Ztlt~ ffn:4-Gr'i'T: J2J:> ,, #~rr;: 41 f li!Je/./0 
Telephone: Work 881 - Jotif • · . Home 

Fax aa'l ... 8o!f7 Email -d-,-~~5U-'--~--~-=--.-:-~-.-=--.-~-m--
• 

Site address/location jgµ..,.; b,. t?KISPWS.., . Ml . t/1JU'I . . l 
Legal description (Attach additional sheets if necessary) flhU" ~F w 'li. 1 S~.B:S, AtttllJIM! 7'wp-sa;..~I 
Parcel number 33-e:ia -¢1t.. ~ 3-S - gd)t,. .. "" , Site acreage /t,J. 88 ! 

,oo- oz.71 r'1t.."'eE:il I 
Current zoning ft.l.M vJrrtt f'tt.o ov~ Requested zoning }?A~ w \ 'l\-\ ~ OJ~t.f ! 

The following support materials must be submitted with the application: 

1. Nonrefundable fee. 

2. Evidence of fee or other ownership of the subject property. 

3. A rezoning traffic ;:;tudy prepared by a qu2lified traffic engineer based on the most current edition 
of the handbook entitled Evaluating Traffic Impact Studies: A Recommended Practice for 
Mkhigan Communities, published by the State Department of Transportation, is requlted for the 
following requests: 

a. Rezonings when the proposed district would permit wses that could generate more than 
100 additional directional trips during the peak ho(J.r than the principaf uses permitted 
under the _current zonin~. 

b. Rezonings having direct access to a principal or minor arterial street, unless the uses in 
the propose.d zoning district would generate fewer peak hour trips than uses in the existing 
zoning district.. 
(Information pertaining to the contents of the rezo"tiing traffic study will be availc1ble in the Department 
of Community Planning arid Development.) 

4. Other information deemed necessary to evaluate the application as specified by the Director of 
Community Planning and Development. 
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Part III 

I (W?) hereby grant perm1ss1on for members of the Charter Township of Meridian's Boards anq/or 
Commissions, Township staff member(s) and the Township's representatives or experts the right to enter 
onto the above described property (or as described in the attached information) in my (our) absence for the 
purpose of gathering information incl.uding but not limited to the taking and the use of photographs. 

')l_ Yes D No (Please check one) 

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I (we) certify that the information provided within this applic~tion and 
accompanying documentation is, to the best of my (our) knowledge, true and accurate 

f;,_;d,.JU~ <Pa,,L,,~ ~ 4-;)~ -i>-
Signature of Applicant_s,::p ::J,1-i, ,,., es, T}5}(. ei-t'Ts !];'?: Date 

J(.' e /tA t ¢ ~'"c. .A v1H·rle. r 
Type/Print Name 

. ef::. L\ 'er (j ,...;-· 
Fee: 'f-" ...J • Received by/Date: 2!/1u.£D,t~~ 4/~ 1·-7 ;_2. I!> 
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May 14, 2015 

Meridian Township 
Gail Oranchak 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 

Gail, 

EMBEROAKSCOMPANY 
4665 Dobie Road Suite 130 

Okemos, Ml 48864 

,· 

( 

fiu/?flnll I~ 

~~:~~)~ 
·---------------------"a 

Per your request the following are reasons for requesting modifications to the Ember Oaks 
preliminary plat and PRD sketch plan. 

At the time we'd planned Ember Oaks - the only land we owned for a second road access to Jolly 
Road was where the road was on the plan. This location required cutting Jolly Road in order to have 
legal sight distance. 

The party we purchased the land from had a life lease on 5 acres with the home at 1302 Jolly Road 
and the big barn. Upon her death we got full control of that land. The new plan moves the road to 
the west and gives the necessary sight distance. 

In the process of moving this road, the engineers found a much better way to deal with the pipeline. 

In order to gain these two things, the connection to Forsberg Ave. had to change. 

There were changes needed from resolution of the storm water flowing through the land owned by 
Meridian Township between the railroad and the Red Cedar River. 

Sincerely, 

Ember Oaks Company 

~JU~ 
Keith L. Schroeder 
president 



RESOLUTION TO APPROVE PRD #97015 
SBI Limited Partnership 

North of Jolly Road 
East of Dobie Road 

RESOLUTION 

At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Charter Township of 
Meridian, Ingham County, Michigan, held at the Meridian Municipal Building, in said 
Township on the 16th day of November 1999, at 7:00 p.m., Local Ti·me. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

Supervisor McCullough, Clerk Helmbrecht, Treasurer Klunzinger, 

Trustees McGillicuddy, Milliman, Squiers 

Trustee Such 

The following resolution was offered by Trustee McCullough and supported by 
Clerk Helmbrecht. 

WHEREAS, SBI Limited Partnership has requested to apply a Planned Residential 
Development (PRO) overlay for approximately 230 acres located north of Jolly 
Road, south of the CSX Railroad, east of the Hiawatha Park and Sierra Vista . 
subdivisions and west of the Ponderosa subdivision with a PRO sketch plan for a 
159 lot single family subdivision; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 13, 
1999 and recommended approval of the PRO with conditions on October 25, 1999; 
and 

-

WHEREAS, the Planning and Development Committee of the Township Board 
met on November 9, 1999 and recommended approval of the PRO with conditions; 
and 

WHEREAS, the density for the proposed PRO at 0.69 dwelling units per acre is 
consistent with the Future Land Use Map designation of Residential at 0.5 to 1.25 
dwelling units per acre in the 1993 Comprehensive Development Plan; ·and 

WHEREAS, the proposed PRO comp_lies with the Township requirements for the 
preservation of open space and limiting impacts on important natural features; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed PRO developed at RAAA (Single Family-Low Density) 
standards provides a transition between the less dense RR (Rural Reside_ntial) 
Ponderosa subdivision to the east and the RAA (Single Family-Low Density) 
Hiawatha Park and Sierra Vista subdivisions to the west; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed PRO is located in an urban reserve area identified in the 
1993 Comprehensive Development Plan where utilities would be made available if it 
would result in higher quality development then would normally be achieved under 
conventional zoning; and 



Resolution to Approve 
PRD #97015 
Page 2 

WHEREAS, public water and sanitary sewer is available and there is sufficient 
capacity in the systems to serve the site; and · · 

WHEREAS, the lots as shown· on the PRD- sketch plan meet or exceed the 
minimum lot area and width requirements for the RAAA (Single Family-Low Density) 
zoning district. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF THE 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN the Township Board hereby approves Planned 
Residential Development #97015 with the following conditions: 

1 . Approval is granted. in accordance ·with the revised Planned Residential 
Development sketch plan prepared by- KEBS, Inc., dated October 6, 1 999 
showing 159 single family lots, subject to revision. 

2. The Planned Residential Development sketch plan shall indicate road 
connections to Otsego Drive and Forsberg Drive subject to the approval of 
the Ingham County Road Commission. 

ADOPTED: YEAS: 

NAYS: 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

Trustees Milliman, Squiers, Supervisor McCullough, Clerk 

Helmbrecht, Treasurer Klunzinger 

Trustee McGillicuddy 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Clerk 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 
Township Board on the 16th day of November, 1999. 

~~~ll 
~ Helmbrecht · 

Township Clerk 



TO: 

FROM 

DATE: 

RE: 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

MEMORANDUM 

Planning Commission 

_lb!: 0,LA_41__ 
Gail Oranchak, AICP 
Principal Planner 

June 4, 2015 

Planned · Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited 
Partnership), request to amend the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development 
(PRO) sketch plan 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding SP Investments Limited Partnership's 
request to amend the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development (PRO) sketch plan. 
Review of a PRO sketch plan request entails confirming the following PRO ordinance standards 
have been met: 

• Consistent with the maximum number of lots permitted by RR zoning 
• Consistent with the permitted lot width and lot area reductions based on RAAA zoning 
• Shows a minimum 20% of the development parcel as perpetually preserved open space 
• Includes a 50 foot butter when adjacent to land zoned with minimum lot sizes greater than 

the average lot size in the PRO 
• Retains contiguous open spaces to the extent possible 
• Provides buffering for lots closest to an arterial street 

Planning Commission Options 

The Planning Commission may approve, conditionally approve or deny the sketch plan. A 
resolution to approve has been provided. 

Attachments 
1. Resolution to approve 
2. Letter from Duff Schroder to Ember Oaks ~omeowners dated May 20, 2015 

G: \Planning\ \REZ\PRD 15015 (SP lnvestments)\StaffReports\PRD 15-97015 pc2 



RESOLUTION TO APPROVE Planned Residential Development #15-97015 
SP Investments LP 

Ember Oaks - Jolly Oak Road, east of Dobie Road 

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 8th 
day of June 2015, at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

The following resolution was offered by ________ and supported by 

WHEREAS, SP Investments LP requested an amendment to Planned Residential 
Development #97015 sketch plan for the remaining 161.88 acres of the Ember Oaks plat; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and discussed the request 
at its May 18, 2015 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on November 16, 1999, the Township Board approved the original sketch 
plan consistent with the open space and design requirements of Section 86-378 PRO District for 
159 lots laid out according to the lot width and lot area of the RAAA district on 230.3 acres; and 

WHEREAS, the Township Board approved final plats for Ember Oaks, Ember Oaks #2, 
and Ember Oaks #3 consisting of 47 total lots on 71.09 acres; and 

WHEREAS, approximately 2.67 acres have been added to the development to increase 
the land area for the entire Ember Oaks development from 230.30 acres to 232.97. acres and 

WHEREAS, the 111 lots on the remaining 161.88 acres are consistent with the number 
permitted by the underlying RR zoning and RAAA district standards for lot width and lot area; 
and 

WHEREAS, at 44.4 percent, dedicated open space for the overall 232.97 exceeds the 
minimum 20 percent required by PRO district standards; and 

WHEREAS, a 50 foot buffer is in place to separate lots in the PRO and adjacent land 
zoned for minimum lots sizes greater than the average lot size in the PRO; and 

WHEREAS, contiguous open space has been retained to the extent possible; and 



Resolution to Approve 
PRO #15-97015 (SP Investments LP) 
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WHEREAS, A buffer has been provided for lots closest to Jolly Road, an arterial street; 
and 

WHEREAS, at .69 dwelling units per acre, the PRO remains consistent'with the 2005 
Future Land Use Map which designates the 232.97 acres as Residential 0.5 - 1.25 dwelling 
units per acre. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN hereby approves the amendment to Planned 
Residential Development #15-97015 dated April 17, 2015 for the remaining 111 lots on 161.88 
acres in the Ember Oaks plat. 

ADOPTED: YEAS 

NAYS: 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting Chair of the Planning Commi$sion 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 8th day of June 2015. 

John Scott-Craig 
Planning Commission Chair 

G: \Planning\ \REZ\PRD 15-97015 (SP lnvestments)\Resolution to approve PC 



SCHROEDER 
HOMES 

The Family Name ... Bui(t on Qunflt!)l 

May 20, 2015 

Dear Ember Oaks Homeowners: 

I am writing to each of you in an effort to correct what appears to be a misunderstanding 
about our future development plans at Ember Oaks. 

First and foremost, we intend to develop the undeveloped land as future phases of the 
Ember Oaks Subdivision. 

The current plan includes a total of 158 lots, which is the same number of lots as in our 
prior plan. While average lot size has decreased somewhat, the smallest of the new lots is 
approximately the same size as current lot 24 (Chinoy). Moreover, the reconfigured plan 
includes an additional 11.67 acres of open space beyond the prior plan. 

Finally, the next phase will be subject to the same Restrictions as are.currently in place. 

While it can never be the case that all Ember Oaks' homeowners will love the design of 
every other home within the subdivision, I promise you that when .approving house plans, we 
always take into consideration its "fit" within the community at large. · 

In the future, if and when rumors about our intentions circulate~ I would ask that you give 
us the benefit of the doubt and let us know what your concerns are. Schroeder Homes has been a 
part of Meridian Township for over 50 years, during which time we have worked to maintain a 
reputation for honesty and integrity. I can assure you of our continued commitment to the Ember 
Oaks community: · 

Very truly yours, 

SCHROEDER HO:MES 

~ 
Duff Schroeder 

BS/gaa 

cc: John Scott-Craig, Planning Commission Chair 
Mark Kieselbach 
JeffKyes 

G:\docs\1200\C1212 rtf\M002\Proposed Ltr to Homeowners.doc 

4665 DOBIE ROAD O SUITE 130 G O~MOS, MI 48864 ° (517) 349-0560 G FAX (517) 349-1370 
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Dr. Lloyd Bingman, 1425 Ambassador Drive, Okemos, requested the Planning Commission deny the 
proposed amendment to PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership). 

Teresa Bangman, 1425 Ambassador Drive, Okemos, expressed opposition to PRD #15-97015 (SP 
Investments Limited Partnership), stating the proposed amendment is inconsistent with the current 
PRD and would allow for smaller lots. 

Zubin Chinoy, 1420 Ambassador Drive, Okemos, voiced his opposition to the proposed amendment 
for PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership). 

Salim Jaffer, 3633 Wandering Way, Okemos, voiced his opposition to the proposed amendment for 
PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership). 

Chair Scott-Craig closed public remarks. 

5. Communications 
A. Melvin Jung, 1421 Ambassador Drive, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
B. Srinivas Kandula, 3653 Bandera, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
C. Thomas Jay Dart, Jr., 3569 Cabaret Trail, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
D. Barbara Herdus, PLLC, 1103 North Washington Avenue, Lansing; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP 

Investments) 
E. Paul Flynn & Cindy Hollenbeck, 1433 Wandering Way, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP 

Investments) 
F. Lauie Fata, 3592 Ostego Drive, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
G. Jianguo Liu, 3590 Cabaret Trail, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
H. Patrick England, 3670 Stagecoach Drive, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
I. Ashir and Kusum Kumar, 3885 Highwood, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
J .. John and Clarissa Dallas, 3586 Cabaret Trail, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
K. Edward Liu, 1417 Ambassador Drive, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 
L. Kirsten Rawson, 3589 Cabaret Trail, Okemos; RE: PRD #15-97015 (SP Investments) 

Communications received and distributed at the May 11, 2015 meeting and placed on file: 
A. Joe Lopez, Denny's, Inc., 2701 E. Grand River, East Lansing; RE: MUPlID #15014 (Campus 

Village Dev.) 

6. Public hearings 
A. Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership), request to 

amend the PRD sketch plan for the unplatted portions of Ember Oaks preliminary plat located 
north of Jolly Road 

Chair Scott-Craig opened the public hearings at 7:28 P.M. 

Introduction by the Chair (announcement of procedures, time limits and protocols for public 
participation and applicants 

• Summary of subject matter 
Principal Planner Oranchak summarized the amendment to the planned residential 
development (PRD) as outlined in staff memorandum dated May 15, 2015. She highlighted 
the differences between the original PRD and the proposed PRD before the Commission. 

• Applicant 
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Jeff Kyes, KEBS, Inc., 2116 Haslett Road, Haslett, pointed out the lot width and lot size 
requirements for the zoning remain the same as the original PRD. He indicated requirements 
from the Ingham County Drain Commissioner (ICDC) regarding detention and pre-treatment 
have changed since the original PRD was approved in 1999, necessitating additional land for 
water treatment. Mr. Kyes addressed another requirement which originated from the 
Township Board since original plat approval of a 60 foot setback from the gas main pipe, 
resulting in a 27 foot loss of buildable land on each side of the gas main. He discussed the 
previous need to cut the hill down on Jolly Road for sight distance purposes, noting the new 
layout brings the road up the hill, provides greater sight distance and allows the Jolly Road 
hill to remain intact. 

Mr. Kyes stated Ponderosa Drive is not currently receiving any developed water. He 
indicated the applicant has worked with the ICDC and the Township to comply with their 
requirement to discharge all water on site to the two detention ponds to the north at the agreed 
upon discharge rates. Mr. Kyes pointed out the Forsberg Road connection is a requirement 
from the ICRD and must be constructed. He did not believe the traffic concerns as opined by 
the residents of Ember Oaks were valid as it would require five (5) turns to reach Jolly Road. 
Mr. Kyes addressed the concern expressed during public comment regarding lot size, 
explaining several lots in the original plat have already been built on with some of the lot 
sizes ranging from 20,100 square feet to 23,000 square feet, adding they meet the 20,000 
square foot requirement. 

• Public 
Mark Hooper, 3653 Stagecoach Drive, Okemos, offered a history of this project since its 
inception in 1992, outlining continued concern throughout the process regarding traffic and inter­
subdivision traffic. 

• Planning Commission and staff discussion: 

Commissioner Ianni inquired as to how the redesign improves the flow of wildlife across the 
property. 

Mr. Kyes responded the applicant attempted to make everything contiguous. While he was 
unclear where all the wildlife corridors are located, there is an additional eight (8) acres of open 
space. He stated the proposed layout maintains the intent of the original PRD relative to 
contiguous wetlands and contiguous open space. 

Commissi.oner Van Coevering confirmed with staff that house designs and building materials are 
outside of the scope of the Township's review throughout the process. 

Commissioner Van Coevering reiterated the amount of open space has been increased from 20% 
to 45%. 

Commissioner Van Coevering confirmed vehicle trips will not increase as the number of lots in 
the original PRD of 159 will be reduced to 158. 

Commissioner Tenaglia voiced appreciation for public input at tonight's meeting and encouraged 
residents to attend the May 21st Master Plan Public Input Forum to discuss the future 
development of Meridian Township. 

Commissioner DeGroff asked for staff confirmation that the original preliminary plat review 
showed the Forsberg Drive connection. 
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Principal Planner Oranchak responded in the affirmative, adding, as the applicant had stated, both 
the ICRD and the Township were interested in having the connection to the Ponderosa 
subdivisions. 

Chair Scott-Craig indicated there is a con-esponding connection to Hiawatha Park on the other 
side of the development. 

Commissioner Deits cautioned Commissioners they should not consider comments regarding 
"promises" made by the developer to land owners as they are not part of this review process. 

Chair Scott-Craig reiterated the six standards shown as bullet points in the staff memorandum are 
what is under the purview of the Planning Commission to make a decision on. 

Commissioner DeGroff addressed the issue that over the last 5-10 years, corporations have been 
afforded rights that only individuals used to have. He believed corporations should behave like 
good "citizens" and keep promises made. 

Chair Scott-Craig closed the public hearing at 8:04 P.M. 

7. Unfinished Business (None) 

8. Other Business (None) 

9. Township Board, Planning Commission officer, committee chair, and staff comment or reports 
Chair Scott-Craig reminded citizens of the Master Plan Public Input Forum to be held on Thursday, 
May 21, 2015 at 7:00 P.M. in the Town Hall Room. 

Commissioner Deits reported his attendance at the last meeting of the Downtown Development 
Authority (DDA), where the Township is in discussion with developers regarding development on the 
MARC/Central Fire Station property. He reminded residents of the June 13, 2015 Celebrate 
Downtown Okemos Event and urged residents who wish to volunteer or give a monetary donation to 
contact the Township. 

10. New applications 
A. Special Use Permit #15061 (Jacobs Engineering), request to install a 90 foot cell tower on 4980 

Park Lake Road 

11. Site plans received (None) 

12. Site plans approved (None) 

13. Public remarks 
Chair Scott-Craig opened public remarks. 

Zubin Chinoy, 1420 Ambassador Drive, Okemos, stated most residents are apprehensive the 
amendment will be detrimental to their homestead and believed the Planning Commission must take 
their concerns into consideration during deliberation of PRD #15-97015. 

Wan-en D'Sousa, 3598 Stagecoach Drive, Okemos, identified himself as an engineer employed by the 
Michigan Department of Transportation, and suggested the Township employ the contact sensitive 
solution (CSS) process and consider all the stakeholders affected by PRD #15-97015. 
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C. Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments Limited Partnership), request to 
amend the PRD sketch plan for the unplatted portions of Ember Oaks preliminary plat located 
north of Jolly Road 

Commissioner Van Coevering moved [and read into the record] NOW THEREFORE, BE 
IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF 
MERIDIAN hereby approves the amendment to Planned Residential Development #15-
97015 dated April 17, 2015 for the remaining 111 lots on 161.88 acres in the Ember Oaks 
plat. Seconded by Commissioner Jackson. 

Planning Commission discussion: 
• Planning Commissioners are limited as to what they can consider while deliberating this 

request 
• Request meets all the Township requirements for a PRD approval 
• Change being made is minor and does not impact the existing conditions of the PRD 
• Issues brought forth by residents are items which should be addressed with the developer 
• Planning Commissioners must follow Township ordinances in making their decision 
• Commissioners do not have authority to act outside of the purview of the Planning 

Commission 

ROLL CALL VOTE: YEAS: Commissioners Cordill, DeGroff, Honicky, Jackson, Van 
Coevering, Chair Scott-Craig 

NAYS:None 
Motion carried 6-0. 

8. Other Business (None) 

9. Township Board, Planning Commission officer, committee chair, and staff comment or reports 
Commissioner Honicky addressed earlier public comment regarding sustainability relative to the 
height of the proposed cell tower, the subject of SUP #15061. He spoke to wind renewable energy, 
adding modem wind farms have towers which can be 500 feet tall. Commissioner Honicky believes 
the word sustainability means different things to different people. 

Chair Scott-Craig announced public attendance at the Master Plan Public Input Forum held on May 
21, 2015 exceeded his expectations and he was very appreciative of those who came out to share their 
ideas and comments. 

10. New applications 
A. Special Use Permit #15071 (Children's Enrichment Center), request to establish a child care 

center at 1549 Haslett Road 

11. Site plans received (None) 

12. Site plans approved 
A. Site Plan Review #15-04 (MF Okemos), request to construct a retail building with drive-through 

window at 2049 Grand River Avenue 

B. Site Plan Review #15-05 (Kroger), request to constrnct a gas station with a 254 square foot 
transaction kiosk and eight fueling stations at 4884 Marsh Rd 

13. Public remarks 
Chair Scott-Craig opened and closed public remarks. 



Gail Oranchak 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear Commission, 

madmel777@aol.com 
Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:25 PM 
Gail Oranchak 
Application to Amend PRO #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 
imagel.JPG; image2.JPG; image3.JPG 

We, as homeowners, are cognizant of the plans for future development of Ember Oaks subdivision as 
purposed by Schroeder Home Services LLC. The purposed plan will depreciate our land value, and deter 
potential buyers from locating to our subdivision. Future development as purposed in this manner 
could affect property value for the worse. We believe the Developer has potentially breached its representations 
and warranties made to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development#97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, KOS 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan 
limited liability company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan 
limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki C. 
Schroeder, and their employees or representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the 
Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, 
successors, and affiliates thereof. ' 

The Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. The 
amendment, as proposed, desires to decrement the lot size and, presumably, 
increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is desirous of making 
such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated when it 
submitted and received the planned development. And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay 
same, by way of lots and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the 
planned development (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon Developer 
representations and warranties, such proposed amended planned development would fail to stay in keeping 
with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 
Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended planned residential overlay 
lots, would be more diminutive than those believed to be represented and warranted to subsisting 
homeowners including, but not circumscribed to, less stone or masonry requisites presently 
required. 

The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers _under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 
(1) Original Planned residential overlay, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 
reflected on the Unplatted lands; 
(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 
history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original planned residential overlay, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached, inadvertently helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations 
and warranties made to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 
For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission "recommend 
denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 

1 



I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Regards, 

Dr. Melvin Jung 
1421 Ambassador Dr 
Okemos, Ml 48864 
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AFFIDAVIT 

I, Melvin Jung, of 1421 Ambassador Dr, Okemos, Ml 48864, under penalty of perjury, declare 
and state: 

(1) On or about May 2005, I purchased my primary residence from Schroeder Homes LLC a 
Michigan corporation. Such residence is located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the 
"Subdivision''), 

(2) During the period leading up to my purchase and including, but not limited to, the date of 
purchase, as outlined above, the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, orally made the 
following representations and warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means 
Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a 
Michigan corporation, a.k.a, Schroeder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company-, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks 
Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, 
Beverly A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki L. Schroeder, and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, jointly or 
collectively, as the case may be. 

(a) Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted community, 
controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") 
and enforced by the Homeowners Association (UHOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham County 
Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at : 
http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Restrictions.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, located at : 
http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' Association, 
a Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department 
of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs available with State of Michigan LARA department 

(b) Developer represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. Developer further represented and warranted as the 
remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding such 
to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. The Developer advertised the Subdivision as 
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a controlled community with specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the 
Restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and second floors. 

(c) Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to purchase, that 
future lands, as added to the Plat and developed, would be done so under the same 
restrictions as existing phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as an assurance to earlier purchasers, thereby 
reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring Subdivision standards. 

(3) On or about May 2005, Developer had a site plan of the Subdivision, in poster board 
form, believed to be labeled "Ember Oaks", located in the Developer's conference room, 
showing lot development which included lots yet to be added to the Plat. The lot layout and 
size appeared to be in keeping with lots sold and Developer referenced such site plan when 
orally referencing its future development, in keeping with its existing standards. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks Future Development." Such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop such lands 
within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in 
existence on or around the time I purchased my property. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Dated this _!!day of J:\M:., 2015 

[ Met.vil\l S. "SuNCr 
(STATE OF MICHIGAN) 
(INGHAM COUNTY) 



Me-Jvt'n SJu~ 
Subscribed and sworn before me by (INSERT NAME] on this/2 day of ~,2015. Witness 

my hand and official seal. My commission expires: z./:,/ 2..J') ZlJ . . 

··.:·-,:·: ~r,,isffA:.A:GWAYfllA'.:'f.:\';,- .· ,·. 
-~~t~r.'y Pubiie ~· Mfu(ioii;/;~ - . -, . 

· . .Clinton CoiultY :· · -, 
M.r:Commis.~ion 'Expire{F..e.~ t-2tt20-

Actlogin-ttie:d.ouniv,,ot. . . 
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AFFIDAVIT ~li!ri 
- ...-,,::;i[5Lf\TDL...· 

Reference: Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP lnvestmentsttmitea ___ _ 
Partnership) 

I, Srinivas Kandula, of Okemos, Michigan, after first being duly sworn1 declare that the 
following information is true to my actual current knowledge and recollection without 
investigation or inquiry: 

( 1) 1 have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be 
true based upon my recollection of the matters set forth in this Affidavit 

(2) On or about 11/15/2011 , I purchased my primary residence from 
Schroeder Homes, a Michigan based builder and such residence is located 
Within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Subdivision"). . 

(3) To the best of my recollection and information and belief the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and 
warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP; a Michigan limited partnership and 
Duff Schroeder ..... AKfr'i BR.:C-AN ·i-' SC.H ROEJ)ER., 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controHed by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by WfJ.Y of either (1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at : 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember_ oaks/Ember_ Oaks_ Bylaws. pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at: 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember _ Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
way of State of Michigan LARA 

(b) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief D~veloper 
represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. I am further informed that 
as the remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases 
of development adding such to the Plat and its corresponding Restricti_ons. 
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To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief that 
Developer advertised the Subdivision as a controlled community with 
Specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the Restrictions 
Including, put not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

· (A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

. . 

(c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belief, 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is my opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time 1 purchased my property 
and still stands as. of May 10, 2015. 
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Dated this 14 day of May, 2015 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF INGHAM 

Srinivas Kandula 

Subscribed and sworn before me by Si~~on this / </ 1-ay of 
J"Vi J. , 2015. 

\. I 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: /!AS -- c2 Q 

(3 of 3) 

JANA MOORE 
Notary Public - Mk:hlgan 

Ingham county 
My Commission Expires.HOV 5, 2020 
Aeling in the County or -+ n <t ~ 

otary Public 

Address:Vf1,;-diw..AM ~, 

~ f}]/, VfJbY 
) 



Thomas Jay Dart, Jr. 
3569 Cabaret Trail 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

05/12/15 

RE: Application to Amend PRO #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 

Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Umited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." For the purposes 
of this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, KOS 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan 
limited liability company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan 
limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki C. 
Schroeder, and their employees or representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the 
Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, 
successors, and affiliates thereof. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+)." To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the 
preliminary lot layout is found by the Department of Community Planning 
and Development to be in conformance with the governing regulations, 
the total number of lots intended for residential units shall became the 
maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the development 
parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required 
amount of open space shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved 
open space shall be deeded to the development's homeawner's 
association, a land conservancy, the public or otherwise protected 
in a manner acceptable to the Township. The form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved 
open space shall be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat 
approved by the Township and recorded with the county register of 
deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: 



(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 
(c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the 

Developer would add additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 
(d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the 

type of community thereunder; and 
(e) lt is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the 

subdivision (including Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to 
the Declarations of Restrictions. This means homes had to be specific 
size and quality including,'but not limited to, materials used and have 
architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control 
Committee of which Developer solely controls). 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon 
representations and warranties above. That is, the Developer has added 
Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as phases in the development were 
completed. Such additions are evidenced by the necessary amendments to the 
Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as 
evidenced by signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and 
incorporated herein, marked Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10, 2015, which 
shows said signage and reads "Ember Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and 
homes, as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to 
rely upon, the provisions suggesting (i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Un platted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. Such 
amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would actually be larger 
than existing lots under the existing PRO), desires to decrease the lot size and, presumably, 
increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is desirous of making 
such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated when it originally 
submitted and received the original PRO. 

And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the original 
PRO (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon Developer 
representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRO would fail to stay in keeping 
with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 



Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 

The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Un platted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 

reflected on the Unplatted lands; 
(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 

history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit 8, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties made 
to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 

For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission "recommend 
denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 

-
I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 
Thank you for your _consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Kindest Regards, 

~)}JM<J, 4!8itL 
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I, ~uV11t1t ~1 \\.~\ J L I of ·:ss 0c1 e t,~q ~c + '\'v µ·,\ D ~i'I-U(;':, ,1'1t . '{~(pl/, after first being 
duly sworn, declare that the following information is true to my actual current knowledge and 
recollection without investigation or inquiry: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be 
true based upon my recollection of the matters set forth in this Affidavit. 

On or about l1·Jrw.\1e11 \\, ,zoo<t , I purchased my primary reside11ce from 
~ \' i vl'\>r\'f \lrt.e1tt-K" t, 111\1\i' ii Y•w tvu \ '>!,, 1' f) , a Michigan i 1"vi1,· 1-ul pu,d 11/n d1 1'/> . 

Such residence is located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the 
"Subdivision"). 

To the best of my recollection and information and belief the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and 
warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership and 
Keith L. Schroeder. 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either ( 1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com/ pdfs/ember oaks/Ember Oaks Bylaws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com/__pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of http://www.dleg.state.mi.us/bcs corp/image.aspFJLE TYPE=UCO&FILE NAME=D20011i\2001309\00000257.tif 

(b) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief Developer 
represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an on going 
development, developing in phases. Affiant further is informed and 
believes Developer represented and warranted as the remaining lots sold 
within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding 
such to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. To the best of my 
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recollection and upon information and belief that Developer advertised 
the Subdivision as a controlled community with specific standards. Such 
standards are evidenced in the Restrictions including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(8) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belief, 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is my opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

Dated this 1 L/ i-t. day of )J/tnJ 
I 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
)SS 

, 2015 
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' . .,, 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 

fl II,, ~ubscribed and sworn before me by [INSERT NAME] on this }Lr~ay of 
~l\/\kW6' 1 2015. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: .() \ / 0 8' /w 7,, \ 

DANIELLE'VIGLIANCO 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF Ml 

COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Address: ;>JtJ W-tSt f?O\ 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES Jan 8, 2021 

ACTING IN COUNTY'OF \ (\~~o/\.. 
[o st lMs1 r1~ , M~ L,{ g-tz-:s 
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\-AW OFFICES O . HERDUS P.L.L.C 
• 

1103 NORTH WASHINGTON AVE. 
LANSING, MICHIGAN 48906 

PHONE: 517-374-6034 FAX: 517-374-7511 E-MAIL: BHERDUS@JUNO.COM 

May 15, 201_5 

Gail Oranchak 
Principal Planner 
Department of Community Planning and Development 
Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okernos, MI 48864 · ----·----------~-~----· 

RE: SP Investments LP Petition to Amend Planned Residential Development 
#15-97015 

Dear Ms. Oranchak: 

Please be advised that I have been retained to represent the interests of Dr. Salim JaffeL 
Dr. Jaffer is a current resident of the Ember Oaks subdivision who strongly objects to,Jh,e above 
proposal. '··'· · 

In 2009, Dr. Jaffer purchased the one acre lot located at 3633 Wandering Way, Okemos, 
Michigan from Schroeder Homes. Purchase of the land was conditioned on Dr. Jaffer's 
agreement to construct a home meeting the following critical requirements including but not 
limited to: an all brick exterior, at least a three car garage, at least 3500 square feet, at least two 
stories and a sprinkler system. Dr. Jaffer's understanding.and belief was and is that all homes 
constructed in the subdivision were to meet these requirements. 

It has now come to his attention that SP Investments seeks an amendment allowing for 
the reduction in size of the lots in the remaining portions of the subdivision. It is his 
understanding the lot sizes will be reduced from a minimum size of .6 acres to .3 acres or lower 
and the houses to be constructed will no longer be required to have all brick exteriors and will 
be substantially smaller than the current homes in the subdivision. The lots affected by this 
amendment are directly across from Dr. Jaffer's home. 

Dr. Jaffer chose to build in Ember Oaks to provide a home for his family but also to 
invest in real estate that he expected to maintain its value and appreciate. The proposed 
amendment will result in a serious depreciation in the value of Dr. Jaffer's property. This 
depreciation will not only affect Dr. Jaffer's interests but the interests of the.Township as well, 
as a reduction in the value of the property will substantially affect the amount of taxes assessed. 
The proposed amendment is also contrary to the warranties and representations made by 
Schroeder Homes at the time of Dr. Jaffer's purchase of his land and, as such, if the amendment 



Page Two 

is permitted, Dr. Jaffer may have to consider litigation seeking, among other remedies, an 
injunction preventing the proposed construction from proceeding. 

Dr. Jaffer urges the Department to reject the proposed amendment. It is not in the best 
interests of the township or its residents. 

Sincerely, 

,~d;v A?Jrt~ 
Barbara B. Herdus 



May 12, 2015 

The Meridian Township Board 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Paul Flynn & Cindy Hollenbeck 
1433 Wandering Way 

Okemos, Ml 48864 

Re: Ember Oaks zoning amendment proposal PRD #15-97015 

Dear Members of the board: 

It has come to my attention that there is proposal to amend the zoning of the residential 
neighborhood of Ember Oaks. I have reviewed the minutes of the February 17 meeting and find 
there is some concern by the board over making the amendment retroactive. The rationale was 
that individuals who purchased lots in the subdivision did so with the understanding that the 
size of the lots would not change. Also, I see that to change the plat would require action by the 
circuit court. 

I would like you to know that my wife and I most strenuously object to any proposed 
changes in the plat that would make the lots smaller. According to the homeowner's 
association bylaws, there are very specific guidelines for the homes built in the subdivision so 
far. When we purchased our home some 12 years ago it was explained that there were to be 
several phases of development. Maps of these phases were given to us and it was expressed by 
the Schroeder representative, John Sharp, that the building standards that applied to phase I 
would also be applied to subsequent phases. I am askance that Schroeder and companies 
would now seek to change the plat and thus build smaller houses in Ember Oaks. I have 
attached a notarized affidavit attesting to these facts. I would further like to point out that we 
received no notice of a proposed change from either the township or from the builder. 

The original plan was approved and adopted by the township board many years ago. To 
change it at this point would pose a financial hardship on the current homeowners of ElTJber 
Oaks. I would respectfully request that the board not allow the proposed changes. ' · 

Sincerely, 

!};:I, {!pft/ 
Pad! Flynn and Cindy Hollenbeck 



AFFIDAVIT OF Paul M. Flynn 

I, Paul M. Flynn of 1433 Wandering Way, Okemos, Ml 48864 .. ..,=,.,=;-aafter'frrstireing"'M· 
duly sworn, declare that the following information is true to my information, knowledge and 
beli · 

( 1) I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be true. 

(2) On or about September 5, 2003, I purchased my primary residence from 
Schroeder Builders, a Michigan Limited Liability Company. Such residence is 
located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the 
"Subdivision"). _____ _ 

(3) I am informed and believe that the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, 
orally made the following representations and warranties. For the purposes of 
this Affidavit, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. 
Schroeder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, 
Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Ember 
Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan 
limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, 
Viki C. Schroeder, John Sharp and their employees or representatives, acting as 
agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the 
case may be, and any assigns, successors, and affiliates thereof. 

(a) I am informed and believe that Developer represented and warranted the 
Subdivision was a restricted community, controlled by the Declarations of 
Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced 
by the Homeowners Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham 
County Register.of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at 
htt.g:/!schroederhomes.com/ Qdfs/ember oaks/Ember Qaks B)1aws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http:/!schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of lllll1ltlt!tli,Jj!/,g}_~.f!iius~~ CO[Q[unage.aseflLs.JYPf=UCo&FIJ& ~=JRQQ11112001309\00000257.tif 
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(b) I am informed and believe Developer represented and warranted 
that the Subdivision was an on going development, developing in phases. 
Affiant further is informed and believes Developer represented and 
warranted as the remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin 
additional phases of development adding such to the Plat and its 
corresponding Restrictions. I also am informed and believe 
Deveioper advertised the Subdivision as a controlled community with 
specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the Restrictions 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum qf 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant is informed and believes Developer represented and warranted, as 
a further inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat 
and developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as an assurance to earlier 
purchasers, thereby reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring 
Subdivision standards. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is further believed such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my knoY:tl~µge, 
information and belief. \ ···· 

Dated this 15._ day of~· 2015 
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~ ,, 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
)SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) \ _yJ, 

m Subscribed and sworn before me by [INSERT NAME] on this j S day of 

UJ'.Q!dt , 2015. . . .· 

Witness my hand and official seal. ·. ~ ~ ~ 
My commission·expires: } }_; ~[CJ ~A-A~il 

Notary Public 

SHAWN BUELL 
NOTARY PUBLIC· STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 
My Commission Expires Nov. 03, 2019 

Acting In the County of ~-··=·--··=~~~-----~---.-.. -

Address: 'J.Q(;zO &;J/~{Jo.J/,,& 
D}hevvt() s m c Lfft&~ 

I ... 

. ') . 
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AFFIDAVIT OF l ,)>tc,f,.... Est.a. 
~ ;) 

~-~~--~~ . 

I. liu,rie--- £a±« , of 35~.2 0-h,,,;ff''\)v". bHernAS.tir , a~:;~::;;,;i~~-· 
duly sworn, declare that the following information! rue to my information, knowledge and 
belief: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

I have personal knowledge of the matters set fortl) in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be 
true. 

On or about~:;L c:2~ I purchased my primary residence from 

~h~Sd~~ce is located withiiIT~ Emb!/~~~~g~~b\j~~'ili~}i}y awi~f'ij • 
"Subdivision"). 

I am informed and believe that the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, 
orally made the following representations and warranties. For the purposes of 
this Affidavit, "Developer'' means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, Schroeder Builders Irie., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. 
Schroeder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, 
Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, _Ember 
Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan 
limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. 
Schroeder, Viki C. Schroeder, John Sharp and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, 
jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, successors, and 
affiliates thereof. 

(a) I am informed and believe that Developer represented and warranted the 
Subdivision was a restricted community, controlled by the Declarations of 
Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced 
by the Homeowners Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either ( 1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com/ pdfs/ember oaks/Ember Oaks Bylaws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.comf_pdfsfember_of:!l<S/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation tor gp,ber Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of hjg,·/fwww.dleg.stata.miuslbcs comlimaoe.aspFILE TYPE=UCO&FJLE NAME=D20011112001309\~257.tif 
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(4) 

(b) I am informed and believe Developer represented and warranted 
that the Subdivision was an on going development, developing in phases. 
Affiant further is informed and believes Developer represented and 
warranted as the remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin 
additional phases of development adding such to the Plat and its 
corresponding Restrictions. I also am informed and believe 
Deveioper advertised the Subdivision as a controlled community with 
specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the Restrictions 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant is informed and believes Developer represented and warranted, as 
a further inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat 
and developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as an assurance to earlier 
purchasers, thereby reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring 
Subdivision standards. 

Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is further believed such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my knowledge, 
information and belief. 

Dated this~ day of ----td°f-· 2015 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
)SS 

COUNTY OF INGHAM ) ~-~ . l}U )' ) . A-wn o e ·J'~ · 
Subscribed and sworn before me b I SERT NAME] on this J.-2 day of 

tr)~ ,2015. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: )f -3 ·--/C/ 

SHAWN BUELL I 
NOTARY PUBLIC· STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 
My Commission Expires Nov: 03, 2019 

Acting, In the County of ___ --
·- '"••-=>- ·~·· . 

(~ 

Notary Public 

Address: Pnc &h!6 [) - /) t 
o?Qlo6 ~ tt )Ji Jc-C, 
(!) /fif}Y2!J$ ~ [ f/J6'Y/ 
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Gail Oranchak 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Gail, 

John Dallas <drjohndallas@gmail.com> 
Monday, May 18, 2015 2:12 AM 
Gail Oranchak; vboms 
PRD #15-97015 

When we purchased our house at 3586 Cabaret trail in phase 1 of the Ember Oaks development we were told by 
Duff and Keith Schroeder that no other phases of the Ember Oaks development would allow houses with 
different standards than the phase 1 development. My wife and I specifically remember this conversation 
because we had inquired about purchasing a lot in a different later phase for our parents to build a retirement 
home. 

When purchasing our lot we were shown a plan with an open meadow east of our lot. I therefore would oppose 
anything that is not in accordance with those conversations. 

Sincerely, 

John and Clarissa Dallas 
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Gail Oranchak 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Gail-

Pat England <christianman129@yahoo.com> 
Monday, May 18, 2015 9:13 AM 
Gail Oranchak 
Pat England 
Ember Oaks addition Concern 

My name is Pat England, My Wife Stacy and I just purchased our house at 3670 Stagecoach Drive in the Ponderosa Estates 
subdivision. It has come to my attention that there is going to be a large number of houses coming into a neighboring subdivision 
(Ember Oaks) and that the plan is to attach that subdivision to Ponderosa Estates by using Forsberg Drive. One of the main reasons 
that we purchased our house is because we were looking for a quiet neighborhood and for the overall safety for my Family. We have a 
young child and I am concerned for the fact of the increased traffic that WILL be using Forsberg Drive as a point of access and egress. 
Stagecoach Drive is going to have a LARGE increase in traffic coming and_going using this normally quiet residential street as a 
thoroughfare. My concern is echoed throughout the residents of Stagecoach Drive. There are several families on Stagecoach Drive that 
have younger children as well. 
Another concern I have is the disruption of the soil and water issues as there are creeks and ponds in the area and all of this added 
building will cause added water into the area. Another concern I have is that this addition is designated a Planned Unit development, 
duplex's are a big concern for property values as well as Condominiums. I am also under the understanding that the lot sizes of 
the development are much smaller than the neighboring subdivisions which is another concern for home values. 

Please forward my e-mail to the rest of the planning commission. 

Pat England 
(517) 490-7536 
Christianman 129@yahoo.com 
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Gail Oranchak 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Kusum Kumar< Kusum.Kumar@hc.msu.edu> 
Monday, May 18, 2015 11:04 AM 
Gail Oranchak 
Ashir Kumar 
Concern regarding amendment of PRD by Schroeder homes 

1

11 Re: Concern regarding amendment of 'planned residential development' #15-97015 for future 

1 1 development of Ember Oaks requested by Schroeder homes. 

111 
Dear Commission 
We are building a home in Ember Oaks, Okemos, MI. Lately we've been in the midst of an interim move to an 
apartment which came up unexpectedly at a very short notice as we sold our home in Briarwood very quickly. 
As a result we are, not only in severe time crunch, but also wit_hout any working computer and printing 
capability. However, we did want to voice our concerns regarding the amendment of PRD that Schroeder homes 
is requesting the County Commission. Therefore we are sending this email from cell phone. 

We are concerned that with the amendment being requested by the developer the future development of Ember 
Oaks will not be in keeping with the Ember Oaks standards and restrictions. We were sold this house as one in 
an exclusive community with several restrictions in terms of building of homes, which the builder held us to 
strictly during the planning/building of our home. We'd expect such restrictions to apply to homes built in any 
future development of Ember Oaks. Therefore we'd like to request humbly that the amendment requested by the 
developer be denied. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Kindest regards 

Ashir Kumar 
and 
KusumKumar 
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I, <ZclwCtA.d. C -e_l'-t , of J2vJfhti"'- {o~~ /2.e,,'J~~ , after first being 
duly sworn, declare that the following information is truto my actual current knowleqge and 
recollection without investigation or inquiry: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be 
true based upon my recollection of the matters set forth in this Affidavit. 

r) "' J'l:tm.! ~ On or about c,L0f'lTJ , I purchased my primary residence from L 
S'e,hvi);ecfi!.._ r?~~ld&i$ , a Michigan /X1lfd~ c:, - ffJJl. •. LC 

Such residence is located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the 
"Subdivision"). 

To the best of my recollection and information and belief the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and 
warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership and 
Keith L. Schroeder. 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com! pdfstember oaks/Ember Oaks Bylaws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of hl!p (/'"vw dleg state.mi.us/bes coroiimage asoFiLE TYPE=UCO&FILE NAME=D200111120013D9\CXJD00257.tif 

(b) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief Developer 
represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an on going 
development, developing in phases. Affiant further is informed and 
believes Developer represented and warranted as the remaining lots sold 
within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding 
such to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. To the best of my 
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recollection and upon information· and belief that Developer advertised 
the Subdivision as a controlled community with specific standards. Such 
standards are evidenced in the Restrictions including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(8) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belie( 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is my opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

Dated this / lffl!I day of JJk~, 2015 
0 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
)SS 
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COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 
'E;,,,Cw4"J . i.c-u 

&Subscribed and sworn before me by [INSERT NAME] on this / <f day of 
Y , 2015. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: II/?. /£1 
5',l; !J-Wlt-T/ec::; aA,.,.f7 

~- ' cJ~;;t:;:_;tt 
Notary Public .~e...f.4 T iJ~~~J~CI 

Address: d/}l__'J #u..,<e_~ ~.r i:Jl 
&Ir /!!Y: Y??y~ 
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Edward C. Liu 
1417 Ambassador Dr. 

Okemos. MI. 48864 

05/12/15 

RE: Application to Amend PRO #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 

Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." For the purposes 
of this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 

· company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, KOS 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan 
limited liability company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan 
limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki C. 
Schroeder, and their employees or representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the 
Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, 
successors, and affiliates thereof. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unpiatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks {PHASES 4+)." To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: · 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

{a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the 
preliminary lot layout is found by the Department of Community Planning 
and Development to be in conformance with the governing regulations, 
the total number of lots intended for residential units shall become the 
maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the development 
parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required 
amount of open space shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved 
open space shall be deeded to the development's homeowner's 
association, a land conservancv. the public or otherwise protected 
in a manner acceptable to the Township. TRe form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved 
open space shall be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat 
approved by the Township and recorded with the county register of 
deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: 



(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 
(c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the 

Developer would add additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 
(d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the 

type of community thereunder; and 
(e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the 

subdivision (including Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to 
the Declarations of Restrictions. This means homes had to be specific 
size and quality including, but not limited to, materials used and have 
architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control 
Committee of which Developer solely controls). 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon 
representations and warranties above. That is, the Developer has added 
Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as phases in the development were 
completed. Such additions are evidenced by the necessary amendments to the 
Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as 
evidenced by signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and 
incorporated herein, marked Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10, 2015, which 
shows said signage and reads "Ember Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and 
homes, as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to 
rely upon, the provisions suggesting (i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Unplatted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. Such 
amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would actually be larger 
than existing lots under the existing PRO), desires to decrease the lot size and, presumably, 
increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is desirous of making 
such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated when it originally 
submitted and received the original PRO. 

And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the original 
PRO (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon Developer 
representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRO would fail to stay in keeping 
with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 



Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 

The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 

reflected on the Unplatted lands; 
(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 

history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit B, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties made 
to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 

For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission "recommend 
denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 

I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 
Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Kindest Regards, 





AFFIDAVIT OF Kirsten S. Rawson 

I, Kirsten S. Rawson, of 3589 Cabaret Trail, Okemos, Ml, 48864, under penalty of perjury, 
declare and state: 

(1) On or about the 241h of July, 2004, I purchased my primary residence from Schroeder 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company. Such residence is located within the Ember 
Oaks Subdivision (the "Subdivision"). 

(2) During the period leading up to my purchase and including, but not limited to, the date of 
purchase, as outlined above, the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, orally made the 
following representations and warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means 
Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability _company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a 
Michigan corporation, a.k.a, Schroeder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks 
Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, 
Beverly A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki L. Schroeder, and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, jointly or 
collectively, as the case may be. 

(a) Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted community, 
controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") 
and enforced by the Homeowners Assoc;:iation (UHOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham County 
Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at: 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember _oaks/Ember_ Oaks _Restrictions. pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, located at: 

http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' Association, 
a Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with perpetual d_uration, located under Department 
of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs available with State of Michigan LARA department 

(b) Developer represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. Developer further represented and warranted as the 
remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding such 
to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. The Developer advertised the Subdivision as 
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AFFIDAVIT OF David James Rawson 

I, David James Rawson, of 3589 Cabaret Trail, Okemos, Ml, 48864, under penalty of perjury, 
declare and state: 

(1) On or about the 24th of July, 2004, I purchased my primary residence from Schroeder 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company. Such residence is located within the Ember 
Oaks Subdivision (the "Subdivision"). 

(2) During the period leading up to my purchase and including, but not limited to, the date of 
purchase, as outlined above, the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, orally made the 
following representations and warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means 
Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a 
Michigan corporation, a.k.a, Schroeder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks 
Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, 
Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki L. Schroeder, and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, jointly or 
collectively, as the case may be. 

(a) Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted community, 
controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") 
and enforced by the Homeowners Association (UHOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham County 
Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at: 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember _oaks/Ember_ Oaks_ Restrictions. pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, located at: 

http:1/schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' Association, 
a Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department 
of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs available with State of Michigan LARA department 

(b) Developer represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. Developer further represented and warranted as the 
remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding such 
to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. The Developer advertised the Subdivision as 
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a controlled community with specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the 
Restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the home; 

(8) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft., no less than 3 cars, and not 

facing street); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and second floors. 

(c) Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to purchase, that 
future lands, as added to the Plat and developed, would be done so unde'r the same 
restrictions as existing phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as an assurance to earlier purchasers, thereby 
reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring Subdivision standards. 

(3) On or about the 24th of July, 2004, Developer had a site plan of the Subdivision, in 
poster board form, believed to be labeled "Ember Oaks", located in the Developer's 
conference room, showing lot development which included lots yet to be added to the Plat. 
The lot layout and size appeared to be in keeping with lots sold and Developer referenced 
such site plan when orally referencing its future development, in keeping with its existing 
standards. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks Future Development." Such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop such lands . 
within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in 
existence on or around the time I purchased my property. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Dated this 13th day of May, 2015 

~LrcftlLCJ~~ 
Kirften S. Rawson 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
INGHAM COUNTY 
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Subscribed and sworn before me by Kirsten S. Rawson on this 13th day of May, 2015. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: 0 7 /,;:;Lj/70/'J 
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Pl n ,vt u cl, av r11/L L 
Public 

MEGHAN MOCHARNUK 
Notary Public • Michigan 

Eaton County 
My_Co~mnission Expires 12 , 2019 
Acting in the County ot 



a controlled community with specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the 
Restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft., no less than 3 cars, and not 

facing street); and 

.(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and second floors. 

(c) Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to purchase, that 
future lands, as added to the Plat and developed, would be done so under the same 
restrictions as existing phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties.as an assurance to earlier purchasers, thereby 
reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring Subdivision standards. 

(3) On or about the 241h of July, 2004, Developer had a site plan of the Subdivision, in 
poster board form, believed to be labeled "Ember Oaks", located in the Developer's 
conference room, showing lot development which included lots yet to be added to the Plat. 
The lot layout and size appeared to be in keeping with lots sold and Developer referenced 
such site plan when orally referencing its future development, in keeping with its existing 
standards. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks Future Development." Such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop such lands 
within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in 
existence on or around the time I purchased my property. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Dated this 13th day of May, 2015 

Dc__f~L-
David James Rawson 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
INGHAM COUNTY 
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Subscribed and sworn before me by David James Rawson on this 13th day of May, 2015 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: Yf /1--/W'bf> 

HEIDI PAGE 
NOTARY PUBLIC • STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 
My Commission Expires July .2, 2020 

Acting in the County of 

Notary Public 

Address: g,1q {J1 P5k( .tb1, ~J1J1£b . 
UlVl b\ (\© I /Vl\ 4c;{ q , '2-
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AFFIDAVIT OF Zubin Chinoy 

I, Zubin Chinoy, of 1420 Ambassador Dr, after first being duly sworn, declare 
that the following information is true to my actual current knowledge and 
recollection without investigation or inquiry: 

(1) I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, 
except as to those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe 
them to be true based upon my recollection of the matters set forth in this 
Affidavit. 

(2) On or about May 2004 , I purchased my primary residence from 
Schroader Homes , a Michigan corporation Such residence is 
located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the Subdivision"). 

(3) To the best of my recollection and information and belief Developer, 
a.s an inducement to purchase, orally made the following 
representations andwarranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, 
"Developer" means SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, 
a Michigan limited partnership and Keith L. Schroeder. 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA").· 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 

located at 
http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.µdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Eniber Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of http://www.dleg.state.mi.us/bcs_corp/image.aspFILE_ TYPE=UCO&FILE_NAME=D20011112001309\00000257.lif 

(b)To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief 
Developer represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an on 
going development, developing in phases. Affiant further is informed and 
believes Developer represented and warranted as the remaining lots sold 
within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding 



such to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. To the best of my 
recollection and upon information and belief that Developer advertised the 
Subdivision as a controlled community with specific standards. Such 
standards are evidenced in the Restrictions including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belief, 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

It is my opinion such signage is for advertising purposes and further 
suggests the intent to develop such lands within the Subdivision standards as 
evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in existence on or around the 
time I purchased my property and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

Dated this;tfA-;Y'. day of /If , 2015 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 



~l {tit f-D11L )SS 
COUNTY OF~.1::iAM ) 

-. 

Subscribed and sworn before me by [ 'fafxli Oh U1ei )-} on this { ~ f"'tlay 
~ ,2015. () of 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: J/7 /za 21) 

Address: 2-f f 2 ,Jo[1 /2r,l 

!)kJ2 Mb S 1 f{ { cj ftdoc/ 
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Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." For the 
purposes of this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+)." To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the preliminary lot layout 
is found by the Department of Community Planning and Development to be in conformance 
with the governing regulations, the total number of lots intended for residential units shall 
became the maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the development 
parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required amount of open 
space shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved open space shall be deeded to 
the development's hameawner's association, a land conservancy, the public or 
otherwise protected in a manner acceptable to the Township. The form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved open space shall 
be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat approved by the Township and recorded 
with the county register of deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: 

(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 
(c) As each phase became complete, or subs.tantially complete, the Developer would add 

additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 
(d) The Plat has Declarations ot Restrictions, substantially controlling the type of 

community thereunder; and 
(e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the subdivision (including 

Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to the Declarations of Restrictions. This 
means homes had to be specific size and quality including, but not limited to, materials used 
and have architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control Commi_ttee of 
which Developer solely controls). 



(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon representations and 
warranties above. That is, the Developer has added Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as 
phases in the development were completed. Such additions are evidenced by the 
necessary amendments to the Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been 
amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as evidenced by 
signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and incorporated herein, marked 
Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10, 2015, which shows said signage and reads "Ember 
Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and homes, 
as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to rely upon, the 
provisions suggesting 

(i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Un platted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. 
Such amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would actually be 
larger than existing lots under the existing PRO), desires to decrease the lot size and, 
presumably, increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is 
desirous of making such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated 
when it originally submitted and received the original PRO. 
And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the 
original PRO (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon 
Developer representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRO would fail to stay 
in keeping with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 
Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 
The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 
(1) Original PRO, as issued·, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 
reflected on the Unplatted lands; 

(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 
history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 



Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit B, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties 
made to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 
For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission 
"recommend denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 
I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 

Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Kindest Regards, 

Zubin Chinoy 



AFFIDAVIT OF ---~---
~ '.J q,J <]) ~ ')A-N L_.A~ f\-~ \9 ¥,._ 8'V~~ ~ 

I, G," \J'fi'\A \ , of J 5 a-, (~Mt.-e:-.- ~ l.. , after first being 
duly sworn, declare that the following information is true to my actual current knowledge and 
recollection without investigation or inquiry: 

( 1) I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
those stated on information and belief, and, as to those, I believe them to be 
true based upon my recollection of the matters set f.orth in this Affidavit. 

(2) On or about ~ c-* ~ I.) b , I purchased my primary residence from 
5 L,\-\ '2--'0 tb- :D t!::-tl_ \:t:Q rt\ E:S. 1 a Michigan (A)vV\ {I AN y 

Such residence is located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the 
"Subdivision"). 

(3) To the best of my recollection and information and belief the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and· 
warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership and 
Keith L. Schroeder. 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of 1he Restrictions are available by way of either (1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at http:1/schroederhomes.comf pdfs/ember oaks/Ember Oaks Bylaws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at http:/lschroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember _oaks/Ember_ Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
Way Of hf!o://1w.w.dl&Q state_mi usibcs rorolimaoe.asoFILE IYPE=UCO&F1LE t®,1E=D20011112.001309I00000257.tif 

(b) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief Developer 
represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an on going 
development, developing in phases. Affiant further is informed and 
believes Developer represented and warranted as the remaining lots sold 
within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding 
such to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. To the best of my 
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recollection and upon information and belief that Developer advertised 
the Subdivision as a controlled community with specific standards. Such 
standards are evidenced in the Restrictions includingt but not limited to, 
the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belief, 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is my opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

Dated this l S--- d~y of \~ , 2015 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
)SS 
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COUNTY OF ING HAM ) ,-,_ . 1 . r I\, d Mfl ,,, /)l fll, 1\n 1/) 
b'a\J j not Olfc.1.S,,J/). VII' 'v\ 11:..,A.Y 1-W l""V I 

Subscribed and sworn before me by [INSERT NAME] on this ~ day of 
(\J\cv--f , 2015. 

I 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: 01/og/'20~/ 

DANIELLE VIGLIANCO 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF Ml 

COUNTY OF CLINTON 
. MY COMMISSION EXPIRES Jan 8, 2021 

I\OTING IN COUNTY OF I h~I\.Ct/Yl 

Address: "o 177 /;J.eSt- i:d 
G.s.J: lMStf\g)YJ/ Ym3 
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May 18, 2015 

G. Umakanth 
3581 Cabaret Trail 
Okemos, MI 48864 

RE: Application to Amend PRO #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 

Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial. 11 For the purposes of 
this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, 
Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, KDS Homes LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED P ARTNERSHlP, a Michigan limited 
partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki C. Schroeder, 
and their employees or representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either 
individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, successors, and 
affiliates thereof. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+ ). 11 To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with respect to this 
existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the preliminary lot 
layout is found by the Department of Community Planning and Development to be in 
conformance with the governing regulations, the total number of lots intended for 
residential units shall become the maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the 
development parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required amount of open 
space shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved open space shall be deeded to the 
development's homeowner's association, a land conservancy, the public or othenvise 
protected in a manner acceptable to the Township. The form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved open space shall 
be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat approved by the Township and recorded 
with the county register of deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with respect to 
Unplatted lands: 

(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 



( c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the Developer would add 
additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 
( d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the type of 
community thereunder; and 
( e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the subdivision (including 
Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to the Declarations of Restrictions. This 
means homes had to be specific size and quality including, but not limited to, materials 
used and have architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control 
Committee of which Developer solely controls). 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it laid forth 
during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon representations and warranties above. 
That is, the Developer has added Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as phases in the 
development were completed. Such additions are evidenced by the necessary amendments to the 
Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been amended 3 times. 

( 4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as evidenced by 
signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and incorporated herein, marked 
Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10,2015, which shows said signage and reads "Ember Oaks, 
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers oflots and homes, as the 
case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to rely upon, the provisions 
suggesting (i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and (ii) the Unplatted lands would be 
preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

( 6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing homeowners 
would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed representations and warranties 
including, but not limited to, the future developn:ient with respect to Unplatted lands. 
Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. Such 
amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking ( some lots would actually be larger than 
existing lots under the existing PRD), desires to decrease the lot size and, presumably, increase 
the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is desirous of making such 
proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated when it originally submitted 
and received the original PRD. 

And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots and 
open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the original PRD 
(which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon Developer 
representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRD would fail to stay in keeping with 
what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 

Furthen;nore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO lots, 
would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing homeowners 
including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently required. 



The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers under the existing Plat may 
have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 
(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as reflected on the 
Unplatted lands; 
(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a history of 
Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit B, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties made to 
the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 

For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission "recommend 
denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 

I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 

Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct application 
to this matter. 

Best Regards 

anth (Govindarajan Umakanthan) 





SRINIVAS KANDULA 
3653 BANDERA LN 
OKEMOS 
Ml 48864 
08/15/2015 

RE: Application to Amend PRD #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 

Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." For the 
purposes of this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, 
KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV 
LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a· 
Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, 
Viki C.Schroeder, and their employees or representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the 
Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, . 
Successors, and affiliates thereof. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+)." To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the preliminary lot layout 
is found.by the Department of Community Planning and Development to be in conformance 

----·with-th-e~gove1ning-re-gulatrons-;-th-e-totat--numberof-lots-intended-forresidentiah1nits-shatl----­
become the maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the development 
parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required amount of open 
space shall be preserved in perpetuity.· The preserved open space shall be deeded to 
the development's homeowner's association. a land conservancy. the public or 
otherwise protected in a manner acceptable to the Township. The form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved open space shall 
be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat approved by the Township and recorded 
with the county register of deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: · 

(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 



(c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the Developer would add 
additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 

(d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the type of 
community thereunder; and 

(e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the subdivision (including 
Uriplatted lands) would be controlled, according to the Declarations of Restrictions. This 
means homes had to be specific size and quality including, but not limited to, materials used 
and have architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control Committee of 
which Developer solely controls). · 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon representations and 
warranties above. That is, the Developer has added Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as 
phases in the development were completed. Such additions are evidenced by the 
necessary amendments to the Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been 
amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as evidenced by 
signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and incorporated herein, marked 
Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10, 2015, which shows said signage and reads "Ember 
Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and homes, 
as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to rely upon, the 
provisions suggesting 

(i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Unplatted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission.for an amendment. 
Such amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would actually be 
larger than existing lots under the existing PRO), desires to decrease the lot size and, 
presumably, increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is 
desirous of making such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated 
when it originally submitted and received the original PRO. 
And, even iftotal lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the 
original PRO (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon 
Developer representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRO would fail to stay 
in keeping with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 
Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 
The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is buyers under the existing Plat 



may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 
(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 
reflected on the Unplatted lands; · 

(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 
history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit B, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties 
made to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 
For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission 
"recommend denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 
I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 

Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Kindest Regards, 

\ ~ . fa_-,,, 
1J--/\~ 
'£rinivas Kandula 

3653 Bandera Ln 

Okemos, Ml 48864 



AFFIDAVIT 

Reference: Planned Residential Development #15~97015 (SP lnvestments~L.imited=========, 
Partnership) 

I, Srinivas Kandula, of Okemos, Michigan, after first being duly sworn, declare that the 
following information is true to my actual current knowledge and recollection without 
investigation or inquiry: 

(1) I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to 
· those stated on information and belief, arid, as to those, I believe them to be 
true based upon my recollection of the matters set forth in this Affidavit. 

(2) On or about 11/15/2011 , I purchased my primary residence from 
Schroeder Homes, a Michigan based builder and such residence is located 
Within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Subdivision"). 

(3) To the best of my recollection and information and belief the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and 
warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP; a Michigan limited partnership and 
Duff Schroeder..-AKA BRS-Pvi\J ·.L ~ SCH RD~nER., 

(a) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief, the 
Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted 
community, controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks 
Subdjvision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the Homeowners 
Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) 
Ingham County Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, 
located at : 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember _oaks/Ember_ Oaks _Bylaws. pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at: 

http://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/ember_ oaks/Ember_ Oaks _Bylaws. pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks 
Homeowners' Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic 
corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by 
way of State of Michigan LARA 

(b) To the best of my recollection and upon information and belief Developer 
represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. I am further informed that 
as the remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases 
of development adding such to the Plat and its corresponding RestricUons. 

(1 of 3) 



To the best of my recollection and upon information an.d belief that 
Developer advertised the Subdivision as a controlled community with 
Specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the Restrictions 
Including, put not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides 
of the home; 

(B) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 
3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and 
second floors. 

(c) Affiant to the best of his recollection and upon information and belief, 
recalls the Developer represented and warranted, as a further 
inducement to purchase, that future lands, as added to the Plat and 
developed·, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of my recollection, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as 
an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce their purchase of their 
property. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks, PLANNED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is my opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop 
such lands within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. 
Such signage was in existence on or around the time I purchased my property 
and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

(2 of 3) 



Dated this 14 day of May, 2015 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF INGHAM 

Srinivas Kandula 

· _' ~ 11 !/ .pf-
Subscribed and sworn before me by sS1t-:r:t0Jl'?W()w~on this / t/ day of 

~}- ,2015. 

Witness my hand and official seal. 

My commission expires: // ~ S ·· c2 0 

(3 of 3) 

JANA MOORE 
Notary Publii; • Michigan 

Ingham County 
My Commission Expires110v 5, 2020 
Acting in the County of -1-- ci ~ 



I, Salim A. Jaffer MD, of 3633 Wandering Way, Okemos Michigan, under 
penalty of perjury, declare and state: 

(1) On or about 2009 and 2010, purchased land for my primary residence 
addressed above, from Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, or their affiliated company. This was located in the Ember Oaks 
Subdivision. 

(2) During the period leading up. to the purchase and including, but not limited 
to, the date of purchase, as outlined above, the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and 
warrantie.s. Fur the purpose of the Affidavit, "Developer" means Schroeder 
Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a 
Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroder Homes, KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan 
liability company, Schroeder Homes Services LLC, a Michigan liability 
company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED 
PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly 
A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki L. Schroeder, and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either 
individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be. 

(a) Developer represented and warranted the subdivision was a 
restricted community, controlled by the Declaration of Restrictions for 
Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "restriction") and enforced by the 
Homeowners Association (UHOA). 
(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) 

Ingham County- Register of Deeds or (2) the Developer's website, 
located at: 
http://schroederhomes.com/ pdfs/ember Oaks Restrictions.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the bylaws are available from the Developers website, 
located at: 
http://schroederhomes.com/ pdfs/ember Oaks Restrictions.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' 
Association, a Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with 
perpetual duration, located under Department of Licensing and 
regulatory Affairs available with state of Michigan LARA department. 

(b) Developer represented and warranted that the subdivision was an 
ongoing development, developing in phases. Developer further 
represented and warranted as the remaining lots sold within the plat, 
it would begin additional phases of development adding such to the 
plat and its corresponding Restr.ictions. The Developer advertised 
the Subdivisions as a controlled community with specific standards. 
Such standards as evidenced in the Restrictions including, but not 
limited to, the following: 



(i) Building requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the 
home; 

(ii) Three car garage and no less; and minimum 700 sq. ft. garage 
(iii) Minimum set backs from road to house; 
(iv) Minimum home square footage. requirement for first and second 

floors; 
(v) Sprinkler system required for all homes; 
(vi) Side entry garage. 

(c) Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to 
purchase, that future lands, as added to the plat and developed, would 
be done under the same restrictions as existing phases. It is believed, to 
the best of my knowledge, Developer made such representations and 
warrantees as an assurance to earlier purchasers, thereby reducing their 
heavy investment risk and insuring subdivisions standards. 

(3) In numerous meetings with .J.l~eMr. Schroeder and in the presence of an 
agent from Tamie Raines, Developer had a site plan of the Subdivision, 
in the poster board room, believed to be labeled "Ember Oaks", located 
in the Developer's conference room, showing lot development which 
included lots yet to be added to the plat. The lot layout and size 
appeared to be in keeping with lots sold and Developer referenced such 
site plan when orally referencing its future development, in keeping with 
its existing standards. 

(4) Mr. Brian Schroeder had on numerous occasions told me that land size 
on which homes are and would be build in Ember Oaks are "large" and 
at least 0.5 acres and no less. I remember this distinctly well. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Dated this 18th day of May, 2015. 

Subscribed and sworn before me by Salim A. Jaffer, MD on this 18th day of 
May, 2015. Witness my h~nd offici~al. . 
My commission expires: ~, ~ e lt\r, ~ 2-D, 2 bl lp 

'~k.~0 
Denise K. Hicks 
Notary Public 
State of Michigan 
Clinton County 

My Commission Expires 12/20/2016 



May 16, 2015. 

<?f aam 9£ Jt7/&%, 9UtJ2f' 

3633<5JY~~ 
<D~, 9!£1~4'8864 

Re: Application to amendPRD #15-97015. 

Dear Commission, 

I highly recommend that the request made by SP Investments Limited 
Partnership to amend the Planned Residential Development #97015 be 
rejected. This should be voted "recommended for denial." 

I bought land from Mr. Brian Schroeder or the company that he represents 
with the following understanding and promises: 

1. All houses build in Ember Oaks will be constructed of only brick or 
stone or its combination. This will cover all four sides of the house. 
2. The land on which houses are to be built will be "large" and at-least 
0 .5 acres. I distinctly remember "Duff" telling me this. 
3. The house sizes are fixed and no smaller than described in the 
Declaration of Restrictions or Ember Oaks Subdivision. 
4. All houses must have a three care garage with a minimum size of 
700 square feet. 
5. All houses built will have a sprinkler system. 

I bought land and built a house on this promise. This promise is now being 
violated. Schroeder Homes wants 'to built smaller, lower quality houses on 
this land. In my opinion, this is a violation of what I was promised an what 
is Declaration of Restrictions. This is a violation of declaration of deeds. It 
is my opinion that Schroeder homes or their representatives misrepresented 
the sale on which I build my house. This is a violation of PRD. 



This will become a serious legal issue as house property in this 
Subdivision will fall. Who will accept this liability? I feel I was tricked 
into buying land to build a house in excess of one million dollars. Now the 
price ofmy house will drop 30%. I recommend you come visit Ember Oak 
subdivision and visually inspect our houses. You will note brick or stone 
on all four sides. Note the distance between houses. These are O. 5 to 1. 0 
million dollar houses whose value will drop if you allow Schroder Homes 
to build smaller and cheaper homes in this Subdivision. Can you in good 
conscious allow the value of these houses to drop precipitously. Please 
deny the petition. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely yours, 

Note: 
Two real estate agents believe that house prices in Ember Oaks will drop 
30% if this petition is approved. Hence, above statistics are based on this 
opm1011. 



May 18, 2015 

Planning Commission 
Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Marsh Rd. 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Reference: Rezoning Application Identified as Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP 
Investment Limited Partnership 

Thank you for accepting our comments regarding the application for rezoning, above noted. We own 10 

acres located at 3663 Stagecoach Drive and share 1,000 feet of contiguous property with Ember Oaks, 

so we have a vital interest in the proceedings. We purchased our home in 1996 and share a stand of 

hardwood trees _adjacent to our house on the west side, and we are deeply concerned about the future 

development and how it will affect this stand of hardwoods; we cannot tell from the Proposed Layout 

Southern section site plan how it would affect these hardwoods but understand there was an 

agreement in place not to materially disturb them. 

We are very concerned about the possibility the site plan could change and cause substantial traffic to 

funnel into Forsberg Drive and Stagecoach Drive, creating dramatic safety concerns; specifically, the 

school district for the eastern most area is Williamston. The proposed eastern egress from Ember Oakes 

does not appear to have adequate clear vision to the west, thus making a turn to the east toward 

Williamston schools dangerous, which would likely cause Ember Oaks residents to drive into Ponderosa 

via Forsberg road then Stagecoach to Ponderosa to exit onto Jolly Rd, which would be a safer alternative 

because egress onto Jolly Rd eastbound is safer. The increased traffic into a neighborhood without 

sidewalks and with small children makes it dramatically less safe for them. The current site plan provides 

for Forsberg Drive to enter Ember Oaks and turn south. I do not see why the current plan cannot remain 

in place to address this issue. If the issue must be solved in another way, I think that both the Schroeder 

Families and the Meridian Township will have enough increased revenue from this development that 

they both can 9fford to do what is in the best interests of everyone and no person or group should have 

to bear the consequences of a cheap solution. 

We are very concerned about how the flow of water will affect all of our properties. I planted an aile'e 

of trees in 2005. After a couple of years, several trees died. I replanted them and one of them died 

again. I finally realized that there was a very heavy flow of water coming from the west during hard rains 

which created the problem. I contacted the Drain Commission but no action was taken. While it is 

difficult for a layman to measure water flow changes, a few things are simple to understand. The highest 

point of Ember Oakes is 40 feet high than Ponderosa. When the leaves are off the trees we can now see 

housing lights well above our height because of housing built in the last several years. An increase in 

development means and increase in roofs, streets, sidewalks and driveways, all of which are impervious, 

and without adequate sewer design the flow can get much worse. This could mean that septic tanks and 



drain fields could flood, which would require mechanical systems at $20k per home. It also will affect 

the water flow into the pond adjacent to our property on the east and because the water flows from our 

pond to all of the other ponds in Ponderosa, many other homeowners will be affected as well. Here 

again, both the Schroeder families and Meridian Township will both have enough increased revenue to 

do what is in the best interests of everyone. 

;:~~~~ 
Tom & Martie Repaskey 
3663 Stagecoach Drive 
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May 18, 2015 

Planning Commission 
Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okem.os, MI 48864 

:Reference: Rezoning Application Iden tilled as Planned Residential Development #15-97015 {SP 
Investments Limited Partnership) · 

We appreciate ilie opportunity to offer co:rnments pertaining to the application for Rezoning 
rnferenced above. We reside at 3653 Stagecoach Drive, Lot 1 of the '"Old Pond.erosa" ·which is 
immediately contiguous to the Ember Oaks Planned Residential Development Overlay (3 70 feet 
of shared lot line). Lot l is a comer lot bmmded by Fors berg Drive to the south and Stagecoach 
Drive to the east. 

Our history with this development project is long, dating back to the fustrezoning application to 
the Planning Commission in 1992, identified then as number 92040. Concerns identified then 
are similar to those to be discussed tonight. 

The obvious first point to discuss is the merits of consideration of a Rezoning at all. At its 
regular meeting on July 18, 2000, the Township board apprnved the prelimiuaiy plat of Ember 
Oaks, subject to celiain conditions (Pre_lirrrinary Plat). Such approval was granted after 
significant effo1t and discussion betwee!J the developer, toVirnship and other governmental 
represent.1tives, and neighbors contiguous to Ember Oaks behveen 1992 and July of 2000. In 
addition, based upon the size of the parcel, it drew the attention and input of many Meridian 
tm:vnship residents. 

V..Te are aware both the Township and the developer agreed that the property would be de-veloped 
in phases. While this perm.its the developer to defer significant costs in moving to a final plat 
stage for a po1tion of the development, it should not afford the developer the opportunity to 
engage in a re-design to the detriment of those who have relied on prior agreements. 

Individuals p1u-chas.ing properties in Phases I to III of Ember Oaks have purchased and 
constmcted homes in reliance on the Preliminary Plat. Similarly, Pondernsa and Hiawatha 
residents have purchased homes ( or alternatively, made decisio11S to lilOt move) in reliance on the 
PTeliminary Plat Sim.ply put, we request that the Planning Commission consider the equity and/ 
or fairness of consideration of a Rezo1llllg request. · 

Other Comments: 

Computational Issues: 

Iviechanically, the Sketch describes open space with reference to that associated with Easements 
and Regulated Wetlands. The average lot size reported in Proposed area was 26,525.86 square 
feet, thereby triggering the exclusion of the buffer required by section 86-378(d.)(5)(b)(4) in 



determining net open space. There was no separate computation of open space associated with 
that buffer. 

Re: Traffic 

Schroede1· Homes indicates in their August 4, 1992 letter to the Planning Commission that they 
understand the cone ems of residents in Hiawatha Park ,vho would be negatively affected if the 
street layout caused excessive traffic on their street TI1e letter goes on to say that this can only 
be addressed by the layout of the street. 

In letter addressed to. MMk Hooper, dated December 1, 1992 (later faxed to I.vu. Kieselbach), 
Mr. Schroeder proposed "Vile Vv"ill design the road system to discourage traffic from Ember Oaks 
through Ponderosa but still allow traffic to flow benveen the nvo communities. This can be 
accomplished by Forsberg Dr. turning south for some distance before connecting with any streets 
in Ember Oaks". The memorandum datedFebmary 5, 1993, by Rob Walsh, then Director of 
Planning and Development Control for the tovn1ship, states ''the applicant has agreed to limit 
access to the Ponderosa subdivision by designing new streets with indirect alignments. 

The point is that traffic has been a concern for over 20 years, and is heightened for Ponderosa by 
the recent addition of families with yollllg children. It should be noted tl1at approximately 40 
acres of Ember Oaks is in the \Villiam$ton school district. This relationship alone will create 
increased traffic in Ponderosa. 

Sight lines ru1.d constructed road ·widths in Pondernsa create risks for those using its streets. The 
lack of sidewalks are part of the character of the subdivision, but further expose its resident5 to 
the burdens of increased traffic. 

Buffo ring: 

We understand that the PRD design mles trigger the requirement for a 50 foot buffer betvreen 
Ember Oaks and Ponderosa. The average Ponderosa lot size per the 2/5/93 Walsh memorandum 
was 55,946. The average proposed by the developer is less than half of that amount at 
26,525.86. While we acknowledge the 50 foot buffer, the Sketch places 3 homes in the area 
directly behind our house. The immediate proximate density will adversely impact our property 
and is a dramatic change from the approved 2000 Preliminm:y Plat 

We understand that one pmpose of the PRD design mles is to enable higher density clustering to 
create open spaces benefiting the neighborhood. In this Sketch, the developer has utilized those 
open spaces solely for the benefit of Ember Oaks. If this Rezoning is advanced, we seek relief 
by retun.iing to proximate density equal to or below that of the Preliminary Plat 

Surface water drainage: 
We expressed concerns back iu 1992 and again raise those concerns. In oru: opinion, the 
constmction roads and grading did.not adequately address those concerns and the predicted 
increase in water flow tm..vards Pondernsa has occuned. Vle understand our neighbor has 
contacted the Drain Commissioner and no action has been taken. They will be separately 



corresponding on their experience. 

Smn.mflry: 

The July 18, 2000 Prelimiuaiy Plat approved by the Iov,.rnship board addressed a majority of our 
concerns ro our overall satisfaction. It has beeu relied on by us and others and should not be 
changed. If you conclude that the Rezoning application should move f01ward, we ask that all of 
the concerns raised from 1992 to 2000 once again be addressed. · 

Very ~yours, . 

<ll?J<~ 7x1~~4rv 
Mark and Marcia Hooper 
3653 Stagecoach Drive 



Letter to the Planning Commission Dated May 18, 2015 
Attachments - Mark and Marcia Hooper 

First - Letter from Schroeder Homes to Meridian Township Planning Commission dated August 
4, 1992. 

Second - Letter from SP Investments Limited Partnership to Mark Hooper dated December 7, 
1992 

Third- Memorandum from Rob Walsh, Director of Planning and Developmenteontrol to 
Meridian Township Planning Commission dated Febrnary 5, 1993 
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,, HOMES: : 
The Family Name ... Built on Quality! 

August 4, 1992 

Meridian Township Planning Commission 
5151 Marsh Road 
()kemosrMI 48864 

RE: Rezoning #92040 

Dear Commission: 

This writing will reiterate points made in verbal presentation at the 
public hearing. I understand the importance of your decision on this matter 
and want to supply good information that will allow you to make the best 
decision. 

1. Comprehensive Plan 

The overall density I am requesting is less than the density under the 
current Comprehensive Planr even though I am asking for a slight <ieviation from 
the Comprehensive Plan map. There is a difference between the Comprehensive 
Plan drawing and the Planning Co.mrnjssion's decision. RAA Zoning ~as to 
follow the ()kemos School District boundary but there was an error in ~afting· 
the drawing. The difference is 34 acres; 40 acres being in RR instead of 74_acres 
as the staff report indicates; (the remainder is RAA). I am willing to cap the 
overall density to 330 units (1.5 units per acre) which is less than would be 
allowed under either interpretation of the map and the Planning Commission 
minutes. Uniform zoning over the entire parcel will make a better overall 
community: 

2. Size of the Area to be Rezoned 

There appears to be a concern for rezoning an area this sizer suggesting 
that rezoning would be best done in small parcels. Is there logic to the notion 
that our community would be better off going thru the rezoning process more 
times for smaller parcelsr i.e. 10 rezonings of 22 acres or 5 rezonings of 44 acres 
to accomplish the same result as one rezoning of 220 acres? 

We are committed to the process of first studying, defining,. and mapping 
the existing ec?logically sensitive areas. Thenr Vital Resources Consulting will 

4665 DOBIE ROAD • SUITE 130 • OKEMOS, MI 48864 • (517) 349-0560 • FAX: (517) 349-1370 



Meridian Township Planning Commission 
Page 2 

classify the areas according to an ecological value matrix. We will design the 
streets, drives, walks, active areas and structures to maximize preservation of 
these features. 

We will follow the ·guidelines of the Global Releaf for New Communities 
( copy attached). The guidelines deal primarily with trees, but we will evaluate 
and include all other ecologically sensitive areas. 

This is a new and exciting process and will bring harmony between 
homes, people and the natural environment. A P.U.D. will likely be used in 
order to maximize preservation. A P.U.D. is not possible with RR Zoning. Glen 
Goff of Vital Resource Consulting has primary responsibility for environmental 
considerations; he will involve other experts from MSU as we work through the 
process. 

This process is not feasible on small parcels with separate rezonings. A 
larger parcel opens planning possibilities that simply do not exist with piecemeal 
zoning and development. Also, this program simply is not possible with the 
minimum lot sizes required in RR Zoning which makes the costs of normal 
development p~us the environmental study, classification, preservation and . 
enhancement extremely high, thereby excluding too many potential buyers. 

The· need for housing in the.marketplace is the driving force of 
development. There can only be as many homes built as the market will absorb. 
I (as a developer) am a vehicle that provides a product (homes) to meet the 
needs of our soci~ty. We cannot dictate to the marketplace what it needs or 
wants; we only can provide what is needed. One simply has to examine what 
product the marketplace has been buying to interpret what is needed. How 
many lots, developed in RR Zoning, has the marketplace absorbed in any given 
period of time as compared to RAA_Zoning? 

Our intentiori is to provide homes on individual lots with street frontage 
of 90 feet to 130 feet with preserved a_nd enhanced natural ecological features. 
which will be the focus of this development. · 

r 

3. Traffic 

First, I agree that there certainly should not be excessive traffic through 
Hiawatha Park. I will commit to a maximum of 15 lots having access to Otsego 

. Drive. I certainly understand the concern of residents in Hiawatha Park who 
would be negatively affected if the street layout caused excessive traffic on their · 
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street. This can only be addressed by the layout of the streets. Ultimate 
authorit<j of street layout rests with Meridi~n Township and Ingh~m County 
Road Commission and;will b~ worked out at the time the street layout is 

. designed and approve&,_,.,. · · 
--:.: . . ·: :.· ~ ~ ~ .:: ; ' . . .: . 

Traffic on Jolly Road. and Dobie ,Road will:be::the same with-330=hom.es on 
this parcel as it would be wit;\200 homes:arid'the othE;r--130 h~mes built further 
out Jolly Road, up Vanatta Road ·or out furt.her:on lvfciidiai.1.-:miad; Th.e point 
is, you cannot reduce traffic by spre~ding people .~th.er ~~J!. away_from s·ernces 
and work places. In fact, m.ore traffic is created· becau...~ ·ever.yone triust travel 
greater distance. 

Never has this community widened roads ahead of a problem. Roads are only 
improved as -traffic increases. An attempt to reduce traffic by requiring 
excessively large lots can only be effective to the extent that the resulting 
excessive lot price exdudes people_ from moving into the area at all. I believe 
exdusionary zo:ning is illegal and certainly is snobish and lli-:tfriendly. 

4. Taxes and Devefoyment Cost~ 

_ We (developers) pay for all development costs to design,: engin~er and 
construct all sb:eets and utilities,. including storm sewer, sar'.itary 'sewer; water, 

· gas,. electric and telephone. No costs are paid by the TownsbJp; All the 
infrastruct111·e is then given, or dedicated by platting, to the Township,. County 
Drain Commission and Road Commission after they ·are constructed. 

The Township currently charges $1,000 sewer connection fee and $1,000 
water connection fee per house whiei"l will amount to $660,000 and will go into 
the Tm·vnship's separated s~wer and water construction.fund: This money will 
not be spent in this development. 

Va.cant lots are J,ighly taxed and require no s~r..rkes from the Township 
.whatsoever. Let's ass.um~ the prqj~ct will build outj1)..10"years with an average 
of 20 vacant lots taxed each year .. $2fopo pt;?r 1ofx 20 lots x io years = $400 ,000. 
The Township, keeps.about 10% of property taxes, and would get $40,000 with 
no ·cost of delivering services to the vacant lots. 

· The homes will be in the upper price level, above the Township average, and 
certainly pay their fair share of property taxes. 



Meridian.Township Planning Commission 
'·-· Page4 

I hope this allevfates some of the concerns that have been e~ressed.. I welcome 
an opportunity to.discuss this matter further with you. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Keith L. Schroeder 

KLS/b 

Attachment 
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..... 

:Mr. Mark Hooper 
3653 Stage Coach Dr. 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

DearMarkr 

December 7, 1992 

RE: Zoning land west of Ponderosa, (Ember Oaks) 

-------------------~ 

46oS Dobie Road, Suite 13 
Okemos, Michigan 4886 

(S 17l 349-056, 

This writing will document what I understa:1.d to be the .results of our con­
versations regarding the rezoning. I understand you are communicating with 
property owners in Ponderosa, in ad~ition to Ron and D~ck who met ·with us 011 

Wednesday, and you will circulate this to those whQ are mterested. · 

From our discussion, we have identified four areas of your concern: 
Added traffic through Ponderosa, added strrface water draining into Ponderosa, 
pre3erving the character of Pond.erosa and overall density of Ember Oaks along 
with a number of ways to address those concerns. 

\Ve ,.-vill design the road system to discourage traffic from Ember 
Oaks through Ponderosa but sti1! allow traffic to flow between the two com­
n11.mities. This can be accomplished by Foresberg Dr. turning SOLtth for some 
distance before connecting with any str~ets in Emtier Oaks. This causes traffic 
coming from any area in Ember Oaks to travel south before it can h1rn east and 
back then go north in order to get to Ponderosa. Drivers simply take the shortest 
route and will not g<? through Ponderosa urJess that is their destination. 

The drainage/ storm sewer system will be designed to prevent at1.y in­
crease in the amount,of water that now flows into Ponderosa from the west. If it 
is 1~ecessary, ·we wi1~'.f~_s'ta11 rear yard dra1ns along the east line of Ember Oaks. 

,:: 

The lots alontthe ea.st boundary of Ember Oaks between Jolly Rd. and 
Consumers Power ~ompany will be at least 210 fo€t deep as you have sug­
g?sted. This co~~·als': be a 50 foot open space-buffor with 160 feet deep lot~. _ 
Either way, thin:tmd will not be closer than 210 faet. These iots will have 120.feet 
frontage whk;h is as largest in .the Meridian area with sati.itary sevver and 1vAt€r . 

·-···--· ... }Y_~ will n~t request ~or_e_ll~~!l-~30 lots in.Ember Oaks, as you suggested. 

PQst-lP brand fax transmitt~I memo 7671 e er pages " ;2_, 
.,... /i ') 

"' 

Jcl.J •:::-T.c..1......-.. • - ~ 
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When I get to t:he stage of street and lot layout, you will have the oppor­
tunity to review plans prior to submittal to the governmental agencies. 

A point to keep in mind is the -development of Ember Oaks will bring the 
sanitary sewer either right to Ponderosa, or certainly close enough so that if pro­
perty owners in Ponderosa wanted the Township to serve them with sewer, it 
would be available. 

I believe this states the points of o~tr conversations. 

These conditions can be iinposed on the land. We will work with the 
Township staff and attorney to work out the best ways to make them enforce-
able by the Township. · ~ 

KLS/sam 

_,._._ ~~·---

Sincerely, (f> (Qi'\? '\\ 
Kud3~ · 
Keith L. Schroeder, President 
of Schroeder Builders., Inc., 
General Partner 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERIDIAN 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 5, 1993 

TO: 

FROM: 
Rob Walsh, AICP l 
Director of Planning and Development Control 

RE: Rezoning #92040 (Schroeder/Hoover) 

The following information on Rezoning #92040 is in response to specific questions asked by the 
Chair at the last Planning Commission meeting and also represents a summary of information 
previously provided to the Commission: 

Sanitary Sewer and Water Service 

• There is an existing 12 11 sanitary sewer line northwest of the 
property. This west line has the capacity to serve 569 additional 
housing units east of Dobie Road. 

• There is an existing public water line on the northside of Jolly 
Road at Sierra Vista. According to the Township Engineering 
office, capacity is available to serve the proposed development, 

. nowever, · expansion of municipal water supply will be required in 
the long term. 

• According to the Ingham County Health Department, less than 20 
lots would be possible on the property using septic systems, due 
to the poor soil conditions, without expensive engineered drain 
field options (i.e. mound systems). The Health Department also 
states that there is little chance of well contamination from septic 
systems, since most wells are now at depths averaging 200 feet. 

Traffic (final traffic analysis report is attached) 

• Level of service analysis is most meaningful at intersections where 
substantial delays can occur, verses unobstructed roadway 
segments. 
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• Level of service "D" is considered acceptable in Meridian 
Township by the traffic engineering consultant (level of service 
11E11 is unacceptable). 

• There are two instances (northbound , through and southbound 
through) at the Jolly/Dobie Road intersection where the level of 
service is reduced from "D" to "E". There are two other instances 
(northbound left and southbound left) where the level of service 
remains at "E". Out of eight instances, four turning movements 
would be at level of service "E" during the PM peak hour. 

• Five out of eight instances fall from level of service "D" to "E" at 
the Jolly/Okemos Road intersection. 

• The applicant has agreed to limit access to the Ponderosa 
subdivision by designing new streets with indirect align~ents. 
Access from Hiawatha subdivision would be limited to 15 lots by 
agreement with the neighborhood. 

Surrounding Residential Density 

• The following data is provided for Hiawatha and Sierra Vista 
subdivisions to the west and Ponderosa subdivision to the east: 

Name Total Lots Total Acres Density Average 
Lot Size 

Hiawatha 132 99.52 1.33 26,379 s.f. 
#80052 du/acre 

Sierra Vista 45 26.48 1.7 18,816 s.f. 
#84052 du/acre 

Ponderosa 64 98.9 0.65 55,946 s.f. 
#87042 du/acre 
#88072 

• The minimum lot size in the proposed RAA zoning is 13,500 
square feet. With the applicant's proposed 330 tinits, average lot 
size would probably be 18,500 square feet. 
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Buffering from Surrounding Uses 

• The Rural land use designation for the 7 4 acres at the southeast 
comer of the 220 acre parcel would provide a buffer between the 
Ponderosa subdivision and the proposed RAA zoning. The 
corresponding RR zoning would be consistent with the RR zoning 
of Ponderosa. 

• The applicant has agreed, at the resident's request, to provide a 50 
foot open space buffer at the rear of lots adjacent to the Ponderosa 
subdivision. 

• Buffering to the north, although zoned RAA consistent with the 
proposed zoning, would be provided by the railroad right-of-way. 

• There has been no discussion with the applicant concerning 
buffering to the west (Hiawatha and Sierra Vista, zoned RAA). 

Environmental Issues 

• There is a 12 acre DNR regulated wetland located within the 220 
acre parcel. · There are two smaller Township regulated wetlands 
on the southeastern portion of the property. This is not a technical 
limitation for development of the property, as long as appropriate 
permits are secured or the sites are avoided. The applicant has 
stated that the wetlands will be preserved. 

I • There are no flood plains on the property. -~ 

Cluster/Open Space Subdivision Design 

• With our existing zoning ordinance, the only method of clustering 
housing units to preserve open space is through a Planned Unit 
Development. This would be available under the proposed RAA 
zoning, but not the current RR zoning. 

• It is possible that an alternative approach to clustering and the 
preservation of open space will be developed as the new 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance take shape. 

• The applicant has not indicated a willingness to apply clustering 
principles to this property. 
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Boundaries (see attached maps) 

• The 1987 Comprehensive Plan designates 145.5 acres of the 
property as Residential 1.5 - 2.4 dwelling units/acre. The 
remaining acreage is designated Rural. 

• The 1993 future land use map proposed by the planning consultant 
and staff shows all of this property as rural residential at .5 - 1.0 
dwelling units per acre. 

• The boundary between the Okemos and Williamston School 
Districts runs through the southeast portion of the property. 

Staff will assist in preparing a Resolution once the Planning Commission has indicated a position 
on this rezoning. Restated, the Planning Commission's options are to recommend denial, defer 
the decision to completion of the Comprehensive Plan, or to recommend approval with 
conditions enforced by deed restriction, as previously discussed. The option to defer is still 
considered viable, allowing the opportunity to study the issue from the broader policy 
perspective of comprehensive planning. 

As a final note, the applicant's attorney delivered a packet- of information at noon on Friday 
(attached). Staff will review this material for technical accuracy prior to the meeting. 

Attachments 

RW/hoovcr.rez/hld 



Dear Commission, 

I write requesting SP Investments Limited Partnership's petition to amend the Planned 
Residential Development #97015 ("PRO") be "recommended for denial." For the 
purposes of this Letter, "Developer" means Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited 
liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a Michigan corporation, a.k.a. Schroeder Homes, 
KOS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a 
Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV 
LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a 
Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, Beverly A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, 
Viki C.Schroeder, and their employees or representatives, acting as agents oil behalf of the 
Developer, either individually, jointly or collectively, as the case may be, and any assigns, 
Successors, and affiliates thereof. 

At issue is whether it is appropriate to amend Unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+)." To help aid the honorable 
Commission, I offer the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRD. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the preliminary lot layout 
is found by the Department of Community Planning and t)evelopment to be in conformance 
with the governing regulations, the total number of lots intended for residential units shall 
become the maximum number of dwelling units permitted on the development 
parcel under the PRO overlay zoning district. 

(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(5)(c) reads "The required amount of open 
space shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved open space shall be deeded to 
the development's homeowner's association, a land conservancy, the public or 
otherwise protected in a manner acceptable to the Township. The form of all preservation 
instruments shall be approved by the Township Attorney. The preserved open space shall 
be shown and appropriately labeled on the plat approved by the Township and recorded 
with the county register of deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: 

(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; 
(b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 
(c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the Developer would add 

additional lots within the Unplatted lands to the Plat; 
(d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the type of 

community thereunder; and 
(e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the subdivision (including 

Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to the Declarations of Restrictions. This 



means homes had to be specific size and quality including, but not limited to, materials used 
and have architectural integrity (as approved by the Architectural Control Committee of 
which Developer solely controls). 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon representations and 
warranties above. That is, the Developer has added Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, as 
phases in the development were completed. Such additions are evidenced by the 
necessary amendments to the Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been 
amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as evidenced by 
signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. Attached and incorporated herein, marked 
Exhibit A, is a picture taken May 10, 2015, which shows said signage and reads "Ember 
Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and homes, 
as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to rely upon, the 
provisions suggesting 

(i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity, on a forever basis. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Unplatted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. 
Such amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would actually be 
larger than existing lots under the existing PRO), desires to decrease the lot size and, 
presumably, increase the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is 
desirous of making such proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated 
when it originally submitted and received the original PRO. 
And, even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the 
original PRO (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon 
Developer representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRO would fail to stay 
in keeping with what purchasers would have or should have relied upon. 
Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 
The problem, as the Commission is now wisely aware of, is .buyers under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon many factors including, but not limited to, the following: 
(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 
reflected on the Unplatted lands; 

(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 



history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would be, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, marked Exhibit B, inadvertently 
helping the Developer to potentially breach its believed representations and warranties 
made to the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 
For the reasons discussed above, and others, I humbly request this Commission 
"recommend denial" of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 
I have full faith in the Commission and believe that the Ember Oaks homeowners rights, as 
perceived, will be wisely preserved, by "recommending denial" of the applicants petition. 

Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Kind~-r~Jrcts, 
I 

~ ' 
7\A~~ 

Srinivas l<avuturu 5{ , J' ~. I c; / 

3660 Bandera Lane 

Okemos Ml 48864 



AFFIDAVIT OF Srinivas Kavuturu 

I, Srinivas Kavuturu of 3660 Bandera Lane, Okemos Ml 48864, under penalty of perjury, declare 
and state: 

(1) On or about 1 March 2014, I purchased my primary residence from Schroeder Homes, a 
Michigan based building company. Such residence Is located within the Ember Oaks 
Subdivision (the "Subdivision"). 

(2) During the period leading up to my purchase and including, but not limited to, the date of 
purchase, as outlined above, the Developer, as an inducement to purchase, orally made the 
following representations and warranties. For the purposes of this Affidavit, "Developer" means 
Schroeder Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Schroeder Builders Inc., a 
Michigan corporation, a.k.a, Schroeder Homes, KDS Homes LLC, a Michigan limited liability 
company, Schroeder Home Services LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, Ember Oaks 
Company, a Michigan corporation, KBBV LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, SP 
INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Michigan limited partnership, Keith L. Schroeder, 
Beverly A. Schroeder, Brian L. Schroeder, Viki L. Schroeder, and their employees or 
representatives, acting as agents on behalf of the Developer, either individually, jointly or 
collectively, as the case may be. 

(a) Developer represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted community, 
controlled by the Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") 
and enforced by the Homeowners Association (UHOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham County 
Register of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at : 
http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Restrictions.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, located at : 
http://schroederhomes.com/_pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' Association, 
a Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with perpetual duration, located under Department 
of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs available with State of Michigan LARA department 

(b) Developer represented and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing 
development, developing in phases. Developer further represented and warranted as the 
remaining lots sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding such 
to the Plat and its corresponding Restrictions. The Developer advertised the Subdivision as 

(1 of 3) 



a controlled community with specific standards. Such standards are evidenced in the 
Restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(i) Building restrictions including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the home; 

(8) Trim requirements; 

(C) Minimum setbacks; 

(D) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 3 cars); and 

(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and second floors. 

(c) Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to purchase, that 
future lands, as added to the Plat and developed, would be done so under the same 
restrictions as existing phases. It is believed, to the best of my knowledge, Developer made 
such representations and warranties as an assurance to earlier purchasers, thereby 
reducing their heavy investment risk and insuring Subdivision standards. 

(3) On or about 1 March 2014, Developer had a site plan of the Subdivision, in poster board 
form, believed to be labeled "Ember Oaks", located in the Developer's conference room, 
showing lot development which i.ncluded lots yet to be added to the Plat. The lot layout and 
size appeared to be in keeping with lots sold and Developer referenced such site plan when 
orally referencing its future development, in keeping with its existing standards. 

(4) Developer has existing signage reading "Ember Oaks Future Development" Such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests its intent to develop such lands 
within the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in 

· existence on or around the time I purchased my property. 

I swear or affirm that the foregoing statements are true to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief. 

Dated thi{{l;iay of 12015 

Srinivas Kavuturu 
3660 Bandera Lane Okemos 48864 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
INGHAM COUNTY 

. _ --- .ztll=_ 
ISAIC R. CLUBB 

NOTARY PUBLIC- STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF EATON 

My Commission Expires May 31. 2019 

Acting in the County of I ..,... 



Subscribed and sworn before me by Srinivas Kavuturu on this ~day of ~,2015. Witness 

my hand and official seal. My commission expires: ~ 31 1 :Zot~l 

_Jltl-__ ___, 
ERIC R. CLUBB 

NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF EATON 

My Commission Expires May 31, 2019 
Acting in the County of .,..... 



May 16, 2015. 

Urvish Shah, MD 
1441 Wandering Way 

Okemos, Ml 48864 

Re: Application to amend PRD #15-97015. 

Dear Commission, 

It is my understanding that SP Investments Limited Partnership seeks to amend 
the Planned Residential Development #97015. This proposal must be voted 
"recommended for denial." 

I purchased a house from Mr. Brian Schroeder, Schroeder Homes LLC, or his 
company company with the understanding that the following promises were 
kept. 
a. Houses built in Ember Oaks are only bricks and stones. Please come into our 

neighborhood to witness this yourself. 
b. Only three car garages are pennitted. 
c. Houses built must fulfill certain size criteria listed in the Restriction of Deeds 

and NO SMALLER. This is registered with Meridian Township. 
d. Lot sizes on which the houses were to be built were to be no smaller than 

0.5-0.6 acres . 
. e. Sp1inkler system is required. 

I bought my house with these conditions. This promise is in violation of the 
current proposal to construct houses on smaller lots. This is also a violation 
of PRD. This change will jeopardize quality of houses in Ember Oaks and 
significantly reduce house prices. This will result in the drop of property 
taxes effecting the entire Okemos population. There also is a legal question 
of the assumption of liability in conjunction with the drop in home prices. 



Hence, I must strongly object against the proposal and highly recommend that 
you reject it. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely yours, 

(;/6-f--eU-" 

Urvish K. Shah,. MD 



May 27, 2015 

Township Board, and 
Planning Commission 
Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Marsh Rd. 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Hand Delivered 

Reference: Rezoning Application Identified as Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP 
Investment Limited Partnership 

It was c1pparent at Monday night's Hearing that the presentation caused confusion, not only for me, but 
perhaps for the members of the Commission as well. I am writing to clear any misunderstanding. 

Specifically, Planner Gail Oranchak used a Site Plan to say something like .... "this was the original plan 
approved by the Planning Commission in 1999." It looked like the "Proposed Site Plan" which was 
available to everyone at the rear of the Township Hall, except that there was no Forsberg Drive 
connection. She then presented the "Proposed Site Plan" which did include the Forsberg Drive 
connection. She pointed out that the Forsberg Drive connection was deemed to be essential and 
included in the Preliminary Plat, which was approved by the Township Board in July of 2000. 

What was materially omitted was the "Current Site Plan" from which any proposed changes should be 
measured. While I understand that this was only a process to determine whether the proposed changes 
comply with Township ordinances, it is only logical to assume that this is the proposal to advance to a 
Preliminary Plat process. Your time and our time as participating citizens will be wasted without 
consideration of the Current Site Plan, and using that as the measuring comparison. It is clear from the 
developer's marketing materials that he is not using the Planning Commission Plan of 1999 but he is 
using the "Current Site Plan" as first approved by the Township Board in July of 2000. 

As you are hopefully aware from the Public comments, in order to ameliorate the concerns and 
objections to potential heavy traffic flow into and through Ponderosa Estates, the "Current Site Plan" 
specifically caused Forsberg Drive to turn south upon entering Ember Oaks before connecting with the 
main north/south traffic flow on the east side of Ember Oaks, closest to Ponderosa. This single change 
everyone agreed was likely to keep traffic through Ponderosa Estates to a minimum. 

By showing the original Proposed Site Plan of 1999 and the Proposed Site Plan of 2015 and omitting the 
"Current site Plan" of 2005 and now in place as a part of the Meridian Township Master Plan, it gave the 
appearance of a simple and inevitable change, not likely to find any objection of the Planning 
Commission; when in fact, some of the members of the Commission were trying to raise questions but 
were not sure how to ask the question and were apparently dissuaded from this clarity. Further, those 
neighbors who watch this process from their cable TV are not likely to fully appreciate the issues. 

No evidence presented by the Kebs, Inc. presenter regarding the proposed changes to the 11Current Site 
Plan" were compelling in any way whatsoever to change the road system adjoining and intersecting with 
Forsberg Drive. Generally speaking, his presentation dealt with a redesign of lots and roads on the north 



end of Ember Oaks so as to provide for more greenspace. He attempted to make the compelling 
argument that with the increase of required setbacks from the railroad line and pipeline, it was 
necessary to make some lots smaller, though he stated the "average" lot size did not materially change. 

Using the table in the Proposed Plan, the 1999 Plan called for an average lot size of 31,974 square feet. 
(116.71 acres times 43,560 square feet divided by 159). The average in the Proposed Site Plan, including 
those already under a Final Plat, is 28,327.78 (102.75 acres time 43,560 divided by 158). Since the 
average larger lots were in Phases I through Ill, the change impacts the undeveloped sections, dropping 
those averages to 26,525.86. I believe those changes are material to Ponderosa residents and out of 
character with the underlying RR zoning. We think the developer is simply trying to maintain the 111 
lots he started with years ago and risks "contaminating" the Ponderosa RR zoning and character via his· 
re-design increasing density proximate to Ponderosa. 

Safety is a major issue which must be addressed by the Township and the Planning Commission as it 
reviews and compares the Proposed Site Plan Sketch to the "Current Site Plan." Safety, drainage, 
character and other issues were agreed to in the Preliminary Plat approved by the Township Board in 
July of 2000. This Plat design, taken from Ember Oaks marketing materials, is attached, because it is 
easier to read than the "Current Site Plan" on the table at the rear of the Township Conference room. 

The safety issue has 2 parts: the first part is whether Ember Oaks residents exiting the new easternmost 
Ember Oaks exit onto Jolly Rd, heading east will actually feel safe in doing so. The second part is 
whether there will be traffic back-up in Ember Oaks (there is already delay at times in the morning 
exiting Ponderosa). If either condition occurs, a motorist may seek an alternative route. The re-design 
provides no barrier to entry to Ponderosa, so it is logical to assume the Forsberg Drive entry to 
Ponderosa will be used. Ponderosa streets were not designed for that traffic, or traffic volumes, placing 
residents (especially children) at risk. 

Our objections to modifications which would be made North of the east/west Consumers Power 
Easement are based solely upon the change in traffic flow as it might affect traffic into and out of 
Forsberg Drive. We are focused on those sites immediately contiguous to Ponderosa, and in particular, 
the street design South of the east/west Consumers Power Easement. We believe this is a significant 
safety issue affecting Ponderosa residents and their guests. The street design in the 2000 Preliminary 
Plat was acceptable and we urge you to return to that. Better yet, make Forsberg Drive available for 
police and fire only. 

Sincerely, 

~kl~-~· 
Thomas W. Repaskey, J.D. 
P38139 
3663 Stagecoa·ch Drive 



Dear Mr. Scott-Craig, 

My apologies for including you herein but, in keeping with Schroeder's most recent letter, 
dated May 20, 2015, I am carbon copying you. 

Thank you for your"attention to this matter. Furthermore, thank you for your very fine service. 
Despite my desire to have a different outcome with respect to the Planning Commission 
meeting, dated May 18, 2015, I felt you and your colleagues did a truly exceptional job. 
Moreover, I believe we, as residents of Meridian Township, are very fortunate indeed to have 
such conscientious members. 

·----------------~------



Mr. Duff Schroeder 
Schroeder Homes 
4665 Debbie Road 
Ste. 130 
Okemos, Ml 48864 

Thomas J. Dart, Jr. 
3569 Cabaret Trail 
Okemos, MI 48864 

RE: Reply to Your Most Recent Letter, Dated May 20, 2015 

Dear Mr. Schroeder, . 

06/01/15 

I am in receipt of your most recent letter (the "Letter"), dated May 20, 2015, and am deeply 
troubled by many of your assertions. I will attempt to address most herein. 

You begin your Letter stating "I am writing to each of you in an effort to correct what appears 
to be a misunderstanding about our future development plans at Ember Oaks." Let me state, 
frankly, there is no misunderstanding with respect to your future development plans. You 
have applied for an amendment to an existing PRD, changing the home site layout including, 
but not limited to, lot sizes. Such changes are not in keeping with past representations, 
particularly during the sales process, believed to have been made to existing homeowners 
within the subdivision. 

You further evidence such chan1)es by your statement with respect the Declarations of 
Restrictions (the "Restrictions"), found in the Letter, fourth paragraph down, which reads 
"Finally, the next phase will be subject to the same Restrictions as are currently in place." 

As evidenced by my Affidavit, dated May 14, 2015, and incorporated herein, SP Investments 
Limited Partnership (the "Developer"), a Michigan limited partnership, its assigns, affiliates 
and successors, including, but not limited to, its employees, representatives or agents acting 
on behalf of the Developer, sold properties upon the believed upon representations and 
warranties stated therein. Moreover, I believe other homeowners offered similar affidavits 
attesting to such relied upon Developer representations and warranties. Specifically, the 
Developer is believed to have represented and warrantied that Ember Oaks is a developing 
community. As lots within the Plat are sold and developed, new lands would thereby be 
added to the Plat, sold and developed; All such development was to be under the 
Restrictions. 

Such believed upon representations and warranties are further evidenced by the amended 
Restrictions, whereby lots were indeed added to the Plat and corresponding Restrictions. 
There have thus far been 3 phases and three amendments to the Restrictions to 
accommodate such. 

(1 of 4) 



Therefore, your offer of encouragement, implying we should be pleased the next phase, just 
one among many future phases, will be placed under the Restrictions is meaningless when 
you previously presented, and made sales based upon such representations, that all such 
phases would, indeed, be placed under such Restrictions. 

You further note the newly proposed lot sizes, in the smallest form, would be "approximately 
the same size as current lot 24 (Chinoy)." The Chinoy residence, photo attached, is a 
beautiful home and additive to our community. Furthermore, the Chinoy residence fully 
complies with the Restrictions. 

If, indeed, you plan " ... to develop the undeveloped land as future phases of the Ember Oaks 
Subdivision" as stated, it appears lot size, as evidenced by the Chinoy residence, isn't a 
reason for failing to place all phases under such Restrictions. However, as described above, 
you only offer a single phase, such being the next phase. The obvious resulting question is 
why? 

On or about April 22, 2015, Schroeder Homes hosted the Ember Oaks Subdivision's annual 
meeting. During the meeting, among other items, you, specifically, and Keith Schroeder, were 
asked about rumors circulating about the Developers new course with respect to developing 
the unplatted lands with smaller and less expensive homes. Duff, you specifically replied by 
saying you were "considering" developing the land with "slightly smaller lot sizes, with slightly 
smaller homes, with slightly less brick or stone requirements." Keith further said "such ideas 
were under consideration." And, he was looking at potentially creating a separate community, 
perhaps called "Ember Oaks East," which, he added, "may be separated by a buffer." These 
stated changes, contemplated or otherwise, are not and could not be in keeping with the 
Restrictions nor the believed and relied upon representations and warranties previously 
offered to the home buyers within Ember Oaks. 

Despite such conversation, and in particular the position such activity was merely "under 
consideration", I, not 9 days later, received notification from the Gail Oranchak, Meridian 
Township Principal Planner. Such letter indicated the Developer's desire to amend the PRO 
and correspondingly change the characteristics of such future development. Obviously, a 
request to hear a PRO amendment was in the works for some period of time, including, but 
not limited to, the creation of a new home site sketch plan, and, indeed, as far back as 
February 17, 2015, you, the Developer, had applied for such amendments at the Township's 
regular Board Meeting. 

Having just 9 days earlier been told, amongst a group of Ember Oaks homeowners, all at the 
annual meeting, such matters were "in consideration" isn't in keeping with the facts. Instead, 
you, the Developer, in active pursuit of such matters most recently represented as "something 
under consideration," was, contrarily to its own assertions, seeking, instead, active 
modification. 

Such behavior is hardly in keeping with the reputational assertions you make in your Letter, 
particularly as they relate to honesty and integrity. 

Jeff Kyes, of KEBS Inc., represented you well. In particular, he said "things do change out 
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there in the world and requirements change ... " He further pointed out new ordinances 
requiring increased set backs from the gas line and drain commission requirements including, 
but not limited to, drainage and pre-treatment requirements, requiring more area to treat 
water. 

I most certainly can both understand and appreciate ordinance required changes, even when 
such changes require new site plans to accommodate such. Had you, instead, presented 
such changes to me, as a homeowner, indicating why you planned on making the changes, 
provided you kept such unplatted lands under the Restrictions as previously presented, in an 
unmodified and variance free form, you would have had an ally. Instead, you elected to 
misrepresent your active pursuit to make such changes as contemplated considerations, 
despite having expensed considerable funds for a new site sketch plan and pursued the 
amendment application process. 

Even more troubling, you continue to move forward ignoring your previous sales practices 
including, but not limited to, your believed upon representations and warranties under which 
many home buyers relied upon; that is, Ember Oaks was a developing community, adding 
unplatted lands to the Plat, over time and as developed, all in keeping with the Restrictions. 

Therefore, I offer the following suggestion. Since, as discussed above, lot size, in and of 
itself, is not a reason not to continue to place all unplatted lands under the Restrictions 
(Chinnoy's residence complies with such Restrictions and is of the same or similar size to the 
smallest newly proposed lots), and no other known reason exists for failing to comply with 
such Restrictions you had drafted, on your own behalf, and thereby used such drafted 
Restrictions to induce sales within such community, you should have no problem continuing to 
place such unplatted lands, through all sequential phases, as developed, under such 
Restrictions (provided such Restrictions stand as they do now, in present form, as of June 1, 
2015, unmodified excepting appropriate amendments to add unplatted lands to the Plat, and 
variance free from either (a) the Developer or (b) the Architectural Control Committee ((unless 
such Architectural Control Committee is composed of no less than %'s of the current 
homeowners excluding any Schroeder ownership or its affiliates))). If you agreed to such 
actions, in keeping with the promises you made to existing homeowners, and such newly 
formed home site sketch plans could adequately address the legitimate concerns, as 
expressed at the Planning Commission meeting, dated May 18, 2015, with respect to health, 
safety and welfare, I suspect you might gain a number of allies. 

In closing, simply stating " ... we have worked hard to maintain a reputation for honesty and 
integrity" doesn't make it so. Actions, instead, are what determines someones reputation. 
And, thus far, your actions fail to reflect your assertions. In the future, beginning now, I 
remain hopeful a new course will be chosen focused on honesty and integrity. Only under 
such circumstances can your stated reputational desire truly be achieved and, through time, 
perhaps, trust restored. 
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:;;:,14°BM; 
Thomas J. Dart, Jr. 

C.c: Gail A. Anderson (gaa), Attorney for Developer 
John Scott-Craig, Planning Commission Chair 
Mark Kieselbach 
Jeff Kyes 
Milton L Scales 

(4 of 4) 



' ' 

~ 
SCHROEDER 

HOMES 

May 20, 2015 

Dear Ember Oaks Homeowners: 

I am writing to each of you in an effort to correct what appears to be a misunderstanding 
about our future development plans at Ember Oaks. 

First and foremost, we intend to develop the undeveloped land as future phases of the 
Ember Oaks Subdivision. 

The current plan includes a total of 158 lots, which is the same number oflots as in our 
prior plan. While average lot size has decreased somewhat, the smallest of the new lots is 
approximately the same size as current lot 24 (Chinoy). Moreover, the reconfigured plan 
includes an additional 11.67 acres of open space beyond the p1for plan. 

Finally, the next phase will be subject to the same Restrictions as are currently in place. 

While it can never be the case that all Ember Oaks' homeowners will love the design of 
every other home within the subdivision, I promise you that when .approving house plans, we 
always take into consideration its "fit" within the comm.unity at large. 

In the future, if and when rumors about our intentions circulate, I would ask that you give 
us the benefit of the doubt and let us lmow what your concerns are. Schroeder Homes has been a 
part of Meridian Township for over 50 years, during which time we have worked to maintain a 
reputation for honesty and integrity. I can assure you of our continued commitment to the Ember 
Oaks community, 

Very truly yours, 

SCHROEDER HOMES 

~ 
Duff Schroeder 

BS/gaa 

cc: John Scott-Craig) Planning Commission Chair 
Mark Kieselbach 
JeffKyes 

G:\docs\l 200\Cl212 rtt\M002\Proposed Ltr to Homeowners.do a 
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To: Planning Commission 
From: Neil Story 

3537 Ponderosa Drive 
nstory@me.com 

Re: Comment on Rezoning Application, Planned Residential Development #15-9701 
Investments Limited Partnership) 
Date: 1 June 2015 

Members of the Commission: 

My wife Tammy and I live at 3537 Ponderosa Drive, nearly adjacent to the Ember Oaks 
development parcels. I attended the May 18 Planning Commission meeting, and briefly 
participated in the Public Comments section of the meeting in regard to the Ember Oaks 
rezoning application. 

I. Summary 

I've thought very hard about that meeting, and have come to believe that the 
approach being taken on the application, while plausible, is in error, will yield damaged results, 
and will set the wrong precedent for handling similar applications in the future. I contend that: 

1. §86-378 of the Township zoning ordinance requires that the Planning 
Commission and Township Board review both a sketch plan and a rezoning request from 
scratch when the applicant is asking for a rezoning from a 1999-established RR with PRO 
Overlay to a 2015 RR with PRO Overlay; 

2. that this may be a novel situation (rezoning an already rezoned PRO with 
Overlay), and that how it is handled will set an important precedent; 

3. that, as part of their review, the Commission and Board are required to 
examine the sketch plan and application with regard to what the underlying RR zoning would set 
as the maximum number of developable lots in 2015, given changes in water retention and 
pipeline setback requirements and added acreage since 1999, and not with regard to the 
maximum lot number established under the 1999 rezoning/preliminary plat decision; 

4. that the rezoning applicant is required to submit a 2015 traffic study with its 
rezoning application; and 

5. that these actions, in light of the long lag between preliminary plat and the 
requested rezoning/sketch plan amendment are fair to all and unduly burdensome to none. 

I request that the Planning Commission return SP Investments' application to the 
applicant, with an opportunity for the applicant to submit a new application documenting from 
scratch its supporting evidence for requesting in 2015 the rezoning of land from RR to RR with 
PRO Overlay. 

II. The Problem Defined 

The rezoning application is being framed as a sketch plan amendment for an already 
existing RR PRO Overlay, and that the job of the Commission and the Township Board at this 
stage of the application is simply to determine if the application complies with the requirements 
of the PRO District, §86-378, using six criteria. All of this was spelled out by Township Principal 
Planner Gail Oranchack in statements made to the Commission at the meeting, and in her May 



15 Memorandum to the Commission. Questions about lot layout, the road network, and the like, 
should be left to a later stage in the review process. 

I don't fault Planner Oranchack at all. That framing seems natural, plausible, and 
sensible. Only decide what needs to be decided at this stage of the process. But that framing 
can lead to a distortion of the process and to the conclusions that result. 

As I read §86-378, it tells me that the ordinance drafters viewed an application for 
rezoning and a sketch plan as two different things to be evaluated simultaneously ("The 
Planning Commission and Township Board shall review and approve, conditionally approve, or 
deny the sketch plan concurrently with the application to rezone the development parcel to PRO 
overlay" - §86-378(g)). Both the sketch plan and the rezoning need to be in focus. The framing 
of this application, however, focuses on the sketch, and diminishes attention to the fact that this 
is an application for REzoning (emphasis intended). 

The facts here appear on the surface to be different from the expected normal course of 
events. This doesn't seem to be a situation where the applicant is asking for the very first time 
that land be rezoned from RR to RPO Overlay. Here the PRO Overlay already exists, from 
1999. I believe that the framing is subtly pushing us to compare the 2015 site plan amendment 
to the 1999 PRO overlay. 

But I believe that the ordinance is telling us to focus not only on the 2015 sketch plan 
amendment, but also on the 2015 rezoning application for a PRO Overlay; it is telling us to 
compare 2015 to 2015. Put differently, I think the applicant is required; and quite rightly, to 
establish from scratch the case for using a PRO Overlay on these parcels of RR land now, in 
2015. That, to my understanding, has not been done, and I believe the Planning Commission 
should return this rezoning application to the applicant, allowing the applicant, SB Investments, 
time to prepare additional evidence for its rezoning request. 

This may be the first time that a PRO Overlay rezoning application has come up in a 
circumstance where there is already a PRO Overlay in place. I wouldn't know. My wife an·d I are 
very new to this township and to this Ember Oaks application. But if it is the first time, then how 
this application is handled will set an important precedent for the future. 

Ill. The Problem Exemplified: The Maximum Number of Lots Permitted for Development Under 
RR with a PRO Overlay 

Let me give two concrete examples of where this distinction makes a difference: the 
maximum number of lots permitted for development under RR with a PRO Overlay, and the 
handling of traffic studies. There may be others. 

First to the maximum number of lots permitted for development under RR with a PRO 
Overlay. Here the applicant (and the Planning Department) appear to assume that the 
maximum number of lots that can be platted on the development parcel is the same in 2015 as 
when the overlay and preliminary sketch were originally approved in 1999 (158 as originally 
approved, minus 47 finally platted, equalling 111 lots still available to develop). 

That assumption may or may not be correct, but I believe that a fair reading of §86-378 
requires that, as of the date of filing the rezoning application/sketch plan amendment in 2015, a 
new calculation of the maximum number of lots that can be developed be made, using the 



actual conditions of 2015. Perhaps this has already been done, and the number remains the 
same. If so, then my concern is not valid. 

But if it has not been done, then I believe that it must be done: given new water retention 
requirements, pipeline setbacks, acreage added, and the like, the maximum number of single 
family dwellings that the underlying RR zoning would permit in 2015 must be calculated. That 
number could, in principle, be less than, equal to, or greater than the earlier number. However 
that may be, I believe that after such a long gap in the development process, §86-378 requires 
the applicant to treat the rezoning application as a totally new request to rezone RR land to a 
PRO Overlay District. 

IV. The Problem Exemplified: The Traffic Study Requirement Imposed by the Rezoning 
Application Form 

Second, the traffic study requirement impos$d by the rezoning application form. In 
pertinent part, Part l(E)(3)(b) of the rezoning application form requires SP Investments to have a 
rezoning traffic study prepared when it has "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." (Parenthetically, I can well understand why an applicant, 
asserting that it can develop the same number of dwelling units in 2015 that it was permitted in 
1999, would not want to have to establish that fewer peak hour trips would be generated in 2015 
than in 1999, all without doing a traffic study, and in order to avoid a new traffic study.) 

Perhaps a traffic study has been done and I am not aware of it. In that case my concern 
is not valid, and can be dismissed. But if a 2015 traffic study has not been prepared, then I 
believe a fair reading of §86-378 and the rezoning application, quite rightly, requires the study to 
be done. 

' ' 

If you discount the process as nothing more than a sketch plan amendment, then the 
traffic study requirement just seems like a misfit between what the applicant is seeking and the 
closest available form to get its request before the Planning Commission. But there is no misfit 
when you recognize that this is a rezoning request that is asking for a change from a 
zoning/preliminary plat decision made 16 years earlier. If circumstances have changed 
sufficiently to call for a new sketch plan (and ultimately a new plat), they can have changed 
elsewhere as well. We are not comparing RR with PRO Overlay to RR with PRO Overlay. We 
are comparing 1999 RR with PRO Overlay to 2015 RR with PRO Overlay, and should be 
evaluating a from scratch 2015 sketch plan together with a from scratch 2015 rezoning 
application and its required accompanying 2015 traffic study. 

It is certainly possible to imagine that traffic engineers could find that driving habits have 
changed over, in this case, a 16 year time span; that a greater number of peak hour trips would 
be generated from within the Ember Oaks subdivision itself in 2015 than would have been the 
case in 1999. It is even easier to imagine that the number of peak hour trips will have increased 
on Jolly Road, a narrow, hilly arterial at that location, over that period. 

And none of that imagining even takes into account the increased east-bound traffic out 
of Ember Oaks that will be generated because of the portion of the development in the 
Williamston School District, and the subsequent redirection of east-bound traffic through the 
neighboring Ponderosa subdivision via the Forsberg Drive connection to Stagecoach Drive. (My 
wife and I are very concerned by that diversion, and will address it separately.) Nor does that 



imagining even take into account the substantial additional traffic on Jolly that will result from the 
very large personnel increase at Jackson National Life, only 2 % miles to the west. 

So there is nothing at all discordant about requiring a traffic study with this rezoning 
request. If the facts on the ground have changed sufficiently to justify a from scratch new sketch 
plan, then they justify a from scratch new rezoning application and its attendant traffic_study. 

V. Summary, Request, and Fairness of the Request 

In summary, l contend that: 
1. §86-378 of the Township zoning ordinance requires that the Planning 

Commission and Township Board review both a sketch plan and a rezoning request from 
scratch when the applicant is asking for a rezoning from a 1999-established RR with PRO 
Overlay to a 2015 RR with PRO Overlay; 

2. that this may be a novel situation (rezoning <:ln already rezoned PRO with 
Overlay), and that how it is handled will set an important precedent; 

3. that, as part of their review, the Commission and Board are required to 
examine the sketch plan and application with regard to what the underlying RR zoning would set 
as the maximum number of developable lots in 2015, given changes in water retention and 
pipeline setback requirements, and in acreage added since 1999, and not with regard to the 
maximum lot number established under the 1999 rezoning/preliminary plat decision; 

4. that the rezoning applicant is required to submit a 2015 traffic study with its 
rezoning application; and 

5. that these actions, in light of the long lag between preliminary plat and the 
requested rezoning/sketch plan amendment are fair to all and unduly burdensome to none. 

l request that the Planning Commission return SP Investments' application to the 
applicant, with an opportunity for the applicant to submit a new application documenting from 
scratch its supporting evidence for requesting in 2015 the rezoning of land from RR to RR with 
PRO Overlay. -

I believe that this request is true to the language and intent of §86-3788 and the 
Rezoning Application form. I also believe that this request is fair to the developer, to the 
residents and neighbors of Ember Oaks, and to residents of the Township. The long lapse of 
time between the original preliminary plat and this request for rezoning makes this a more 
complex case. The developer is allowed to recognize changed facts on the ground by being 
allowed to request a sketch amendment; and the Township and its residents are allowed to 
recognize changed facts on the ground by having the rezoning application evaluated as a 
request for a from scratch rezoning from RR to RR with PRO Overlay. I don't think this request 
unduly burdens anyone, and I note that §62-7 of the Land Division ordinance says that "no 
vested rights shall accrue to the owner or proprietor of any subdivision solely as a result of 
tentative or final preliminary plat or final plat approval." 

Thank you for your time, and for your consideration. 

Neil Story 
3537 Ponderosa Drive 
nstory@me.com 



June 4, 2015 

Planning Commission 
Charter Township of Meridian 
5151 Mars.h Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 

Reference: Rezoning Application Identified as Planned Residential Development #15-97015 (SP Investments 
Limited Partnership) 

Questions related to compliance with zoning ordinance for Planned Residential Developments (PRD). 
I 

Dear Commissioners: 

While I appreciated the opportunity to make comments at the public hearing May 18, I also appreciate the fact 
that those hearings are taped. I benefited from listening to the presentation m its re-broadcast. It is clear that 
not only the presentations, but most of the discussions were influenced from this being described as an 
.amendment. It may not be. 

It is true that the Notice to Affected Property Owners dated April 30, 2015, refers to it as an amendment. As 
I stated during the public hearing, I was unable to find any procedures within the Township's zoning 
ordinance that sets forth standaras or processes for amendment by an Ap,Plicant. The fact that the Applicant 
has added 2.67 acres to the existing PRD renders that question moot. It 1s no longer the same property. To 
a2ply "amendment" standards (standards presumably oased on an equity theory) to the Application establishes 
"crrag_along" rights to this 2.67 acres when those acres have not previously been subjected to the township's 
rezolllllg process. 

I am mindful of a comment made after the May 18thmeetingthatthetownship has fewPRD's so there is a 
learning curve and perhaps, precedents being set with all actions taken with respect to a PRD. Accordingly, it 
is important that actions taken here be deliberate and thoughtful. 

You stated that your role in this matter at this stage is to determine whether the applicant has complied with 
the ordinance. I suggest that if you consider that this is not an amendment, that more due care needs to be 
exercised and further questions asked and answered (based upon information presented at the May 18 
hearing). 

Logically, once a Final Plat determination has been reached (in addition to the practical fact that new owners 
now occupy and possess those properties), those Phases should be viewed as complete in all aspects 
(hereinafter referred to as Final). If that view is adopted, then this Application sliould be viewed under its 
own merits for compliance pertaining solely to the undeveloped lands plus the additional 2.67 acres 
(hereinafter referred to as Undeveloped). Simply taking the 1999 Sketch and comparing it to the Application 
2015 Sketch is not sufficient. If you consider that this 1s not an amendment, and process it as a normal 
request for a Planned Residential District, then the Ember Oaks development will end up with two Planned 
Residential Districts on property with an underlying zoning of Rural Residential. That result appears to be in 
compliance with the zomng ordinance. 

In particular, here are areas for review for compliance under that viewpoint. 

Has the Applicant calculated the buffer areas required by section ( e )(1) for both Ponderosa and Final 
for purposes of meeting the open space requirements? 
Has the number of lots been properly calculated under section (d)(4)(a) for Undeveloped? 

It was clear that the buffer area required for Ponderosa was not included in the calculations of net open space, 
unless those buffer acres were included in separately labeled areas, like wetlands. It is also clear that the 

· buffer area reg_uired for Final was not considered. If the developer had lands subjected to setbacks or other 
changes affect!ng the development proces~, the ~a!h would suggest that the number pf lots computed using 

· ( d)( 4 )( a) for Fmal would also change. It 1s surpnsmg that the same total number as m the 1999 Plan was 
reached, if a calculation has been made solely on Final. 



An equitable argument could be made that outside forces have caused the developer to modify the Sketch. 
That statement 1s true solely for those lands currently under the approved PRD. It is not true for the 
additional 2.67 acres. 

I have not been able to determine whether the Applicant has title to other properties contiguous to Final or 
Undeveloped, or if this Application covers all properties held. Based upon tlie new proposed Jolly road 
access, it appears additional acres are held. If so, then a question is whether the remaimng acreage's use is 
consistent with Rural Residential use (lot width, etc). 

We hope you will consider all of these points in your deliberation on this Application. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Hooper 
3653 Stagecoach Drive 

Exhibit attached 



Exhibit to Letter to the Planning Commission dated June 4, 2015 

Referenced sections of Ordinance 

Section (d)(4)(a) 

The applicant shall prepare a preliminary lot layout, containing information required by the 
Department of Community Planning and Development, in conformance with the underlying 
zoning district in which the development parcel is located or the district being requested with a 
concurrent rezoning application, and in conformance with the comprehensive development plan, 
the subdivision regulations~ and the Township's Code of Ordinances, without variances. The 
preliminary lot layout may show roads crossing regulated wetlands at the narrowest points. The 
purpose for this requirement is to determine the number oflots that could be located on the 
development parcel using conventional development standards within the underlying zoning 
district or the requested zoning district. The Department of Community Planning and 
Development shall determine the maximum number of dwelling units within 15 days of submittal 
of a preliminaiy lot layout meeting the submittal requirements of the department. A fee set forth 
in the adopted schedule of fees shall accompany the submittal. 

(e) The following areas shall not be counted toward the minimum open space requirements: 

Residential lots. 

Public or private rights-of-way. 

Driveways and parking areas. 

Buffer areas required by this section, unless contiguous and integrated with other preserved open 
space. 

Floodways, floodplains, wetlands, or other water bodies or waterways. 

Design standards. The fo,llowing standards are intended to ensure that the development is designed to 
preserve important natural features and open space. 

(1) Buffering adjacent residential development. When the proposed PRD is adjacent to land zoned with 
minimum lot sizes greater than the average lot size approved for the PRD, a fifty-foot buffer area 

\ 

shall be provided between the two parcels. . ' 



Charter Township of Meridian 
Planning Com.mission 
Meridian Municipal Building 
5151 Marsh Road 
Okemos, MI 48864 

JUN O g ?flit; 

RE: Application to Amend PRD #15-97015 Should Be Recommended for Denial 

Dear Commission, 

I write requesting that the Planning Commission deny the request by SP Investments Limited 
Partnership's to amend the Planned Residential Development #97015 ("PRD 11

), which is listed 
on the June 8, 2015 Agenda as item 7C. 

-~t issue is whether it is appropriate to amend unplatted lands, as fully described in the 
·Developer's Sketch Plan titled "Ember Oaks (PHASES 4+)." We submitted the attached affidavit 
and provided public comment during your May 18 meeting._Please consider the content of our 
affidavit and the following concerns: 

(1) The Unplatted lands are already under an existing PRO. The following, with 
respect to this existing PRO are believed to be true: 

(a) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(4)(c) states "Once the preliminary 
lot layout is found by the Department of Community Planning and Development 
to be in conformance with the governing regulations, the total number of lots 
intended for residential units shall become the maximum number of dwelling 
units permitted on the development parcel under the PRO overlay zoning 
district. 
(b) Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378(d)(S)(c) reads "The required amount 
of open space ·shall be preserved in perpetuity. The preserved open space shall 
be deeded to the development's homeowner's association, a land conservancy, 
the public or otherwise protected in a manner acceptable to the Township. The 
form of all preservation instruments shall be approved by the Township 
Attorney. The preserved open space shall be shown and appropriately labeled on 
the plat approved by the Township and recorded with the county register of 
deeds. 

(2) It is believed that the developer represented and warranted the following with 
respect to Unplatted lands: 

(a) Ember Oaks was a developing community; _ 
{b) The Developer planned to develop such community in phases; 
(c) As each phase became complete, or substantially complete, the Developer 
would add additional lots within the Un platted lands to the Plat; 



(d) The Plat has Declarations or Restrictions, substantially controlling the type of 
community thereunder; and 
(e) It is further believed the Developer stated all homes within the subdivision 
(including Unplatted lands) would be controlled, according to the Declarations of 
Restrictions. This means homes had to be specific size and quality including, but 
not limited to, materials used and have architectural integrity (as approved by 
the Architectural Control Committee of which Developer solely controls). 

(3) It is believed that the Developer has a history supportive of following the model it 
laid forth during the sales process, as suggested in its believed upon representations and 
warranties above. That is, the Developer has added Unplatted lands, as lots, to the Plat, 
as phases in the development were completed. Such additions are evidenced by the 
necessary amendments to the Declarations of Restrictions, which indeed have been 
amended 3 times. 

(4) It is believed that the Developer advertised and continues to advertise, as evidenced 
by signage located directly on the Unplatted lands. 

(5) Given the Meridian Township Ordinance §86.378 language, buyers of lots and 
homes; as the case may be, would have had reason to believe, and further to rely upon, 
the provisions suggesting 

(i) maximum numbers of dwelling lots and 
(ii) the Unplatted lands would be preserved in perpetuity. 

(6) Given the Developer's believed upon representations and warranties, existing 
homeowners would have had reason to believe and rely upon such believed 
representations and warranties including, but not limited to, the future 
development with respect to Un platted lands. 

Now, the Developer, as the applicant, is petitioning this Commission for an amendment. Such 
amendment, as proposed, reflects, generally speaking (some lots would .actually be larger than 
existing lots under the existing PRD), desires to decrease the lot size and, presumably, increase 
the number of lots offered. It is further believed the Developer is desirous of making such 
proposed changes to reflect economic factors not then anticipated when it originally submitted 
and received the original PRD. 

Even if total lot numbers and/or preserved open spaces stay the same, by way of lots 
and open spaces in aggregate, but are modified such that they fail to stay true to the original 
PRD (which is evidenced by the desire to amend such) and the believed upon Developer 
representations and warranties, such proposed amended PRD would fail to stay in keeping with 
what purchasers have relied upon. 

Furthermore, it is believed such homes, eventually built upon the proposed amended PRO · 
lots, would be smaller than those believed to be represented and warranted to existing 
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homeowners including, but not limited to, less stone or masonry requirements presently 
required. 

The problem, as the Commission is now aware of, is that buyers under the existing Plat 
may have relied upon - and many homeowners did in fact rely upon, as evidenced by Affidavits 
and letters submitted and public statements - many factors including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

(1) Original PRO, as issued, and reflected in both the Plat and Unplatted lands; 
(2) The believed upon Developer's representations and warranties, particularly as 
reflected on the Unplatted lands; 

(3) The Declarations of Restrictions (historically representing, by amendment, a 
history of Unplatted lands entering into the Plat). 

Therefore, if the honorable Commission were to "recommend for approval" this petition for 
amendment of the original PRO, this Commission would, with full knowledge of such as 
evidenced by the Affidavit attached and incorporated herein, inadvertently 

help the Developer to potentially breach its believed represent~tions and warranties made to 
the existing Ember Oaks homeowners. 

For the reasons discussed above, and others, we humbly request this Commission "recommend 
denial 11 of the Developer's requested PRO #15-97015 amendment. 

Thank you for your consideration with respect the issues raised above and their direct 
application to this matter. 

Teresa A. Bingman, Esq. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF DR. LLOYD AND TERESA A. BINGMAN 

We, Dr. Lloyd G. Bingman and·Teresa A. Bingman, Esq., of 1425 Ambassador Drive, 
Okemos, Michigan, after first being duly sworn, declare that the following information is true to 
my actual current knowledge and recollection without investigation or inquiry: 

(1) We have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this Affidavit, except as to those 
stated on information and belief, and, as to those, We believe them to be true based upon my 
recollection of the matters set forth in this Affidavit. 

(2) On or about January 12, 2006, we purchased our primary residence from SP Investments, 
Limited Partnership, a Michigan Limited Partnership entity. 

Such residence is located within the Ember Oaks Subdivision (the Subdivision"). 

(3) To the best of our recollection and information and belief, the Developer, as an 
inducement to purchase, orally made the following representations and warranties. For the 
purposes of this.Affidavit, "Developer" means SP INVESTMENTS LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, 
a Michigan limited partnership and Keith L. Schroeder. 

(a) To the best of our recollection and upon information and belief, the Developer 
represented and warranted the Subdivision was a restricted community, controlled by the 
Declarations of Restrictions for Ember Oaks Subdivision (the "Restrictions") and enforced by the 
Homeowners Association ("HOA"). 

(i) Copies of the Restrictions are available by way of either (1) Ingham County Register 
of Deeds or (2) the Developers website, located at: 
http://schroederhomes.com/~pdfs/ember_oaks/Ember_Oaks_Bylaws.pdf 

(ii) Copies of the Bylaws are available from the Developers website, located at: 
http ://schroederhomes.com/ _pdfs/em ber _oaks/Ember_ Oaks _Bylaws. pdf 

(iii) Copies of the Articles of Incorporation for Ember Oaks Homeowners' Association, a 
Michigan nonprofit domestic corporation, with pe.rpetual duration, located under Department of 
Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, corporate entity documents, by way of 
http://www.dleg.state.mi.uslbcs coro/image.8spFILE TYPE;UCO&FILE 
NAME=D200111\2001309100000257.tif 

(b) To the best of our recollection and upon information and belief, Developer represented 
and warranted that the Subdivision was an ongoing development, developing in phases. Affiants 
further are informed and believe Developer represented and warranted as the remaining lots 
sold within the Plat, it would begin additional phases of development adding such to the Plat 
and its corresponding Restrictions. 



(c) To the best of our recollection and upon information and belief, the Developer advertised 
the Subdivision as a controlled community with specific standards. Such standards are 
evidenced in the Restrictions including, but not limited to, the following building restrictions: 

(A) Masonry requirements of stone or brick, covering all sides of the home; 
(B) Trim requirements; 
(C) Minimum setbacks; 
(0) Garage minimums (minimum of 700 sq. ft. and no less than 3 cars); and 
(E) Minimum home square footage requirements for first and second floors. 

(d) Affiants, to the best of our recollection and upon information and belief, recall the 
Developer represented and warranted, as a further inducement to purchase, that future lands, 
as added to the Plat and developed, would be done so under the same restrictions as existing 
phases. It is believed, to the best of our recollection, Developer made such representations 
and warranties as to the Subdivision standards as an assurance to earlier purchasers to induce 
their purchase of their property. 

(4) Developer has placed existing signage in the Ember Oaks subdivision that reads: "Ember 
Oaks, PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, FUTURE PHASE." It is our opinion such 
signage is for advertising purposes and further suggests the intent to develop such lands within 
the Subdivision standards as evidenced in the Restrictions. Such signage was in existence on 
or around the time we purchased our property and still stands as of May 10, 2015. 

·10'-ib ~· Dated this\,',._day of u , 2015 

Lio~ c1 07 },erf sc, A. C-
Subscribed and sworn to by Rii·f\(\ 01a0 ?.i,!"\c;ntct,'\.before me on the _I 6 day 

of I"{\/ ,;:io1f'<7 "---
Signatur~ /~ 

,// = . 

Printed name ,L} fn':J C,,a, 'L,f__ 

Notary public, State of Michigan, County of ~~ Jvzl,rn,, 

My commission expires .1714 ruh 1 . )J) /Y 

AMY CRANK 
NOTARY PUBUC - STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 
~Y ~ommission i:xe~a . 07, 2018 

Acting 1n the County ·0t :..< 
--;7.'"'·, r==i.....:...._ 
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· Derived from Figures per Sketch Plan prepared by Applicant 

(A) (B) 
Phases 1-111 and 

Original PRD 1999 2015 Sketch 

(C+D) (B-A) 

1999 Plan Asa% Revised Asa% Change 
Gross Acres 230.30 100% 232.97 100% 2.67 
Street ROW 21.74 9% 26.45 11% 4.71 
Lots as proposed 116.71 51% 102.75 44% (13.96) 

Gross Open Space Area 91.77 40% 103.44~ 11.67 
Easements 

Wetlands 
Mandated Buffer Area?? 

Net Open Space 

t;/;U,,-JfVl~ ,i...A ~ 

r<l bl t-,lc_ .Huo f' o... 

c.1..k G / ~ (1.t; i 5 

~({A.Jc..... 

8.61 4% 
16.92 7% 

66.24 29% 

11.90 5% 3.29 

16.74 7% (0.18) 

74.80 32% 8.56 

(C) (D) 

i Final Plats 
i __,..,~ > ,' 's- ,>' • ~· ,• L' -< ,.,.,..' '«~ ,,,_, "'" • >' 

2015 Sketch 

Phase 1-111 Asa% Undeveloped Asa% 

71.09 100% 161.88 100% 

8.90 13% 17:55 11% 

35.17 49% 67.58 42% 

26.69 38% 76.75 47% 

2.15 3% 9.75 6% 

3.64 5% 13.10 8% 

20.90 29% 53.90 33% 
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RESOLUTION TO APPROVE Planned Residential Development #15-97015 
SP Investments LP 

Ember Oaks " Jolly Oak Road, east of Dobie Road 

RESOLUTION 

· At a regular meeting of .the Planning Commission of the Charter Township of Meridian, 
Ingham County, Michigan, hefd at the Metidian Municipal Building, in said Township on the 8th 
day of June 2015, at 7:00 p.m., Local Time. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: Note request was 
----'-----------1solely for remaining 

· The following resolution was offered by 
~ 

----1---- and supported by 

WHEREAS, SP Investments LP requested an · mendment to Planned Residential 
Development #97015 sketch plan for the remaining 161.88 acres of the Ember Oaks n'T'"""r..._u_e....._._ ____ ~ 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and c;Hscussed the re uest 
at its May 18, 2015 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on November 16, 1999, the Township Board approved the origi al sl< ch 
plan consistent with the open-space and design requirements .of Section ~6-378 PRJg Distri t for...--------. 
159 lots laid out according to the lot width and lot area of the RAM district on 230.:facres· and Authority 

. to add? If 
WHEREAS, the Township Board approved final plats for Ember Oaks, Ember aks #2, add does 

and Ember Oaks #3 consisting of 47 total Iots on 71.09 acres; and not this · 

. WHEREAS, approximately 2.67 9cres have been added tO<thc dcvelo,flff1-Rr1H1"Hft~=:r1redefine, 
the land area for the entire Ember Oaks development from 230.30 acres to 232.97. acres and developm 

ent 
WHEREAS, the 111 lots on the remaining · f 1.88 acres are· consistent with the humber parcel? 

permitted by the underlying RR zoning and RAM district standards for lot width and lot area; 
and · 

WHEREAS,. 44.4 percent, dedicated opE n space for the overall 232.97 exceeds the 
minimum 20 percen required by PR~ district stand1 rds; and 

WHEREAS . a 50 foot buffer is· in place to 3eparate lots in the PRO and adjacent land 
zoned for minimu lots sizes great than the aven, ge lot size in the PRO; and 

, contiguous en space has beE n retained to the extent possible; and · 

Wrong on two 
counts computed. 

) not using 161 and 
· on Gross not net. 

Has required 
Ember Oak buffer 
been considered? 

How was this computed? By subtracting what 
was buildable in 1999? If 11 acres were lost 

' - as Kebs stated, highly improbable this was 
recomputed. 

I 



) 

If an arterial street, where was 
traffic study required in an 
zoning application 

Again -- uses 232, 
not 161.88 

\ 
; 
i 

Resolution to Approve 
PRO #15"97015 (SP Investments LP) 
Page2 

WHEREAS, A ouffer has been provided for lots closest to Jolly Road, an art rial stre·et; 
and 

WHEREAS, at .69. dwelling units per acre, the PRO remains consistent with e 2005 
· Future Land Use Map which designates the 232.97 acres as Residential 0.5 - 1.25 dwelling 

units per acre. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE PLANNING COMMISSJON OF 
THE CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF MERI.DIAN hereby approves the amendment. to Planned 
Residential Development #15-97015 dated April 17, 2015 for the remaining 111 Iots on 161.88 
acres in the Ei:nber Oaks plat. 

ADOPTED: YEAS 

NAYS: 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 

) 
) SS 

) 
. . 

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and·acting Chair of the Planning Commi~sion 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 8th day of June 2015. -

John Scott-Craig 
Planning Commission Chair 

G: \pJann!ng\ IREZ\PRD 15-97015 (SP lnvestments)\Resolulion to approve PG 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

13-A 
Township Board 

Director of Community lanning and Development 

Martha Wyatt 
Associate Planner/Landsc 

July 1, 2015 

MUPUD #15014 {Campus Village Development) request to develop a mixed use 
planned unit development at 2655 Grand River Avenue 

Campus Village Development has submitted a proposal to establish a mixed use planned unit 
development (MUPUD) on the property located southwest of the intersection of Grand River 
Avenue and Park Lake Road. The site, addressed as 2655 Grand River Avenue, consists of three 
parcels and is currently known as Meridian Pointe. The existing commercial development was 
approved as a shopping center in 1997 under Special Use Permit #96141, with three building 
sites, for a total of 107,500 square feet. Foods for Living, State of Fitness, and a Salvation Army 
store occupy the existing multitenant building. The third building pad, west of the Salvation Army 
store is vacant. The proposed MUPUD combines the existing retail building with new multiple 
family housing and mixed use buildings, which will occupy the entire 12.65 acre site. The site is 
zoned C-2 (Commercial) and is located in Section 20 of the Township. 

The project, called "The Avenue on Grand River'', includes the construction of 1 O multi-story 
buildings plus the existing retail building. Eight apartment buildings and two mixed use buildings 
are proposed and are designated as Block 1, 2, and 3 on the plans. One mixed use building offers 
retail space on the first floor and apartment units on floors two through four (Block 1 ). The second 
mixed use building has an on-site business center/entrepreneurial hub on the first floor and 
apartment units on floors two through three (Block 2). A clubhouse/community center is located 
on the first floor of one of the apartment buildings (Block 2). Block 3 consists of four, 3-story 
apartment buildings arranged around a central courtyard. Block 4 is the existing retail building. 
Amenities are provided throughout the development and are intended to benefit the residents and 
the public. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 11, 2015 for MUPUD #15014. Based on 
the discussion at the public hearing the applicant revised the plans (dated May 27, 2015) which 
were reviewed by the Planning Commission at their June 8, 2015 regular meeting. 




