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AGENDA 

DELTA CHARTER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

APRIL 22, 2019 REGULAR MEETING 

6:00 P.M. 

MEETING ROOM A 

DELTA TOWNSHIP ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

7710 WEST SAGINAW HIGHWAY 

 

 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 

 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

 

III. ROLL CALL 

 

 

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

 Minutes of the April 8, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

 

VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

 

VII. CORRESPONDENCE – None 

 

 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS – None  
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IX. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

 Case No. 3-19-4: GoForth Group, LLC, request to rezone the 96.23 net acre subject 

parcel, located on the southwest corner of Delta River Drive and Waverly Road in 

Sections 1 and 12 of Delta Township, RB, Low Density Residential, and RC, 

Moderate Density Residential, to RM, Multiple Family Residential. 

 

 Case No. 3-19-5:  GoForth Group, LLC, request for a Special Land Use Permit for a 

Planned Unit Development to allow the establishment of an 84-unit senior assisted 

living/memory care facility, 150 independent living senior apartments, 19 quadplex 

buildings containing a total of 76 independent living units for seniors, and a wellness 

center (from approximately 65,000 to 80,000 square feet in size) on the 96.23 net acre 

subject parcel, located on the southwest corner of Delta River Drive and Waverly 

Road in Sections 1 and 12 of Delta Township. 

 

 

X. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

 

XI. PLANNING DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

 

 

XII. PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 

 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

Individuals with disabilities attending Township meetings or hearings and requiring auxiliary 

aids or services should contact Township Manager and ADA Coordinator Brian T. Reed by 

email at manager@deltami.gov or calling (517) 323-8590 to inform him of the date of the 

meeting or hearing that will be attended. 
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF DELTA PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF APRIL 

8, 2019 

 

I CALL TO ORDER 

 

 Chairperson Meddaugh brought the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

II PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

Chairperson Meddaugh led the Commission and others present in reciting the Pledge of 

Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

III ROLL CALL 

 

Members Present: Sloan, Laforet, McConnell, Mudry, Kosinski, Bradley, Weinfeld, 

Schweitzer, and Meddaugh. 

 

Members Absent:   

 

Others Present: Planning Director Gary Bozek and Assistant Planning Director 

Dave Waligora 

 

IV APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

MOTION BY MCCONNELL, SECONDED BY BRADLEY, THAT THE AGENDA 

BE APPROVED AS SUBMITTED. VOICE VOTE. CARRIED 9-0. 

 

V APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

1. Minutes of the March 25, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting. 

 

Summary Record of Public Hearing for Case No. 2-19-3: Trisha Sieh, Civil 

Engineer/Consultant with Kimley-Horn, 767 Eustis Street, St. Paul, MN. 5514 for 

Brixmor Property Group, 8700 Bryn Mawr Avenue, Suite 1000-S, Chicago, IL. 

60631, Special Land Use Permit for the establishment of a Drive-Through Restaurant 

within the Delta Center Shopping Center located at the southwest corner of West 

Saginaw Highway (M-43) and Mall Drive South, in Section 14 of Delta Township. 

 

MOTION BY SCHWEITZER, SECONDED BY KOSINSKI, THAT THE 

MINUTES OF THE MARCH 25, 2019 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

AND THE SUMMARY RECORD OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR CASE NO. 2-

19-3: TRISHA SIEH, CIVIL ENGINEER/CONSULTANT WITH KIMLEY-

HORN, 767 EUSTIS STREET, ST. PAUL, MN. 5514 FOR BRIXMOR 

PROPERTY GROUP, 8700 BRYN MAWR AVENUE, SUITE 1000-S, 

CHICAGO, IL. 60631, SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT FOR THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT WITHIN THE 
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DELTA CENTER SHOPPING CENTER LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST 

CORNER OF WEST SAGINAW HIGHWAY (M-43) AND MALL DRIVE 

SOUTH, IN SECTION 14 OF DELTA TOWNSHIP, BE APPROVED AS 

SUBMITTED. VOICE VOTE. CARRIED 9-0. 

 

VI CITIZEN COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA - None 

 

VII CORRESPONDENCE - None 

 

VIII OLD BUSINESS – None 

 

IX PUBLIC HEARINGS – None 

 

X OTHER BUSINESS 

 

Preliminary Site Plan Review – Auto-Owners South Campus, northeast corner of 

Cryets Road and Mt. Hope Highway, Section 23. Proposal to construct a 179,071 

square foot high-rise office building and a 2,669 square foot maintenance building 

on 13.22 acres. 

 

Assistant Planning Director David Waligora said the site plan illustrated Phase I of a 

multi-phased plan on the subject parcel which consisted of a 235,500 square foot high-

rise building and a 2,669 square foot maintenance building on office zoned property. Mr. 

Waligora reviewed adjacent land uses and their zoning classifications and that the 

applicant had met all of the Township's minimum standards for lot area, parcel width, 

required setbacks, and the increased building height due to the approval of a Special Land 

Use Permit by the Township Board. Mr. Waligora proceeded to review Chapter 6 of the 

Zoning Ordinance which addressed the standards for site plan review and staff’s 

comments in regards to the standards. Mr. Waligora noted that the Comprehensive Plan 

recommended a non-motorized connection from Cornerstone Drive through Auto-

Owners property to Creyts Road. However, he noted that Auto-Owner’s had expressed 

concerns with a shared use pathway through the center of their property and had proposed 

an alternative route which staff found sufficient. 

 

Mr. Waligora noted that the Commission had been provided with the applicant’s Traffic 

Impact Study during their review of the Special Land Use Permit and that the applicant 

had provided an updated memo for this evening. Mr. Waligora summarized the 

Township’s recommendations for public utility extensions, pedestrian access and non-

motorized transportation improvements, and the fact that storm drainage provisions 

would have to be approved by the Eaton County Drain Commissioner’s Office. Mr. 

Waligora stated that the applicant would be required to provide additional green belt 

landscaping in order to meet the Township’s landscaping regulations. 

 

Mr. Kosinski questioned if there had been discussions with Lansing Community College 

about future connections to their property via a shared use pathway. 
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Mr. Waligora said Lansing Community College wouldn’t be required to install additional 

sidewalks at this time. 

 

Ms. Laforet inquired about the installation of a bike lane. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the installation of a bike lane was a recommendation initiated by the 

Township’s complete street ordinance for all new private roads in the Township. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if a sidewalk would run parallel to the shared use pathway or 

would there only be a single sidewalk. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the Township had one other instance where a shared use pathway had 

been proposed along the road right-of-way in conjunction with the Sikh Temple 

development. He said the Planning Commission ultimately decided to require the 

applicant to provide a sidewalk construction bond in lieu of constructing a sidewalk.  

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if the private road would eventually be turned over to the 

Eaton County Road Commission. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the road would remain private and maintained by Auto-Owners. 

 

Ms. Laforet inquired about a recommendation contained in the Non-Motorized 

Transportation Plan for a shared use pathway through private property. 

 

Mr. Waligora felt it was initially thought that Cornerstone Drive would be connected to 

Creyts Road. He pointed out that routes contained in the Non-Motorized Transportation 

Plan were all discretionary and that the plan was only an advisory document. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if Auto-Owners had a rendering of their master plan for the 

subject parcel. 

 

Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners had a preliminary master plan that illustrated several new 

buildings. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if there would be alternative routes for shared use pathways 

that Auto-Owners would be agreeable to. 

 

Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners was trying to maximize as much as the site as possible 

while still working around wetlands that existed on the site. He said the route proposed 

along Creyts and Mt. Hope was Auto-Owners preferred route for a shared use pathway. 

Mr. Keefe noted that the width of the right-of-way along this portion of Creyts Road was 

narrower than in other areas of the road and that the Road Commission had asked Auto-

Owners to provide them with additional right-of-way so that there would be a consistent 

50 foot right-of-way along Creyts Road. He noted that subsequent conversations with the 
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Road Commission had indicated that the shared use pathway would fit within this right of 

way. 

 

Mr. Mudry said if the shared use pathway was constructed as illustrated on the site plan, 

Auto-Owners would not be required to maintain the pathway. 

 

Mr. Waligora said that was correct. 

 

Mr. Mudry said if a sidewalk was constructed along the perimeter of Auto-Owners 

property, would they be required to maintain the sidewalk. 

 

Mr. Waligora said Auto-Owners would be required to maintain a sidewalk. 

 

Mr. Keefe wanted it clarified as to whether the proposed route was a sidewalk or pathway 

that Auto-Owners would be required to maintain. 

 

Mr. Waligora stated typically the Township maintains shared use pathways.  

 

Mr. Mudry noted that the Road Commission required sidewalks to be setback 10 feet 

from the edge of the road and one foot in from the road right-of-way. 

 

Mr. Waligora said it depended on where the curb was located and that 10 feet is the 

preferred distance, but it is not mandatory. He said Mr. Keefe had stated that the Road 

Commission was asking to standardize the right-of-way along Creyts Road to 50 feet on 

the east side of Creyts Road. 

 

Tammy Foster, Ziemnick Foster Engineering, 426 S. Clinton Street, Grand Ledge, Civil 

Engineer for the project, pointed out that curb lines were different than right-of-way lines 

and that the curb line was not necessarily 33 feet from the center line of Creyts Road. Ms. 

Foster said at the present time, portions of Creyts Road only had a 33 foot right-of-way 

and that Auto-Owners would be adding an additional 17 feet to the portions of the road 

that only had 66 feet of right-of-way. The curb would stay where it was and that they 

were just adding right-of-way behind the curb. Ms. Foster noted that the required 10 foot 

setback was actually a buffer between the curb and where the sidewalk would be placed 

so that it allowed for safe pedestrian, snow removal, and utility installation. 

 

Ms. Laforet said she was having trouble understanding why the landowner would be 

required to maintain a shared use pathway as opposed to a traditional sidewalk. 

 

Mr. Waligora said a decision as to who would be responsible for maintaining the pathway 

would ultimately come from the Township Manager. He noted that the Township 

maintained the shared use pathway along Creyts Road, north of Saginaw Highway, and 

that a specific determination would have to be made as to whether the route in front of 

Auto-Owners was considered a sidewalk or a shared use pathway. 
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Mr. McConnell questioned if the applicant had responded to the stipulations contained in 

staff’s recommendation. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the applicant hasn’t officially responded to staff’s comments as of yet 

and that this evening provided the applicant and the Commission an opportunity to 

address any issues. 

 

Mr. Keefe thanked the Planning Commission for giving them the opportunity to talk 

through and discuss their site plan at their south campus.  He said they are real excited 

about the opportunity to build a new building here in Delta Township.  Mr. Keefe said 

before we dive into the different topics of discussion, he wanted to mention where they 

were coming from.  He said one of Auto-Owners core values is prudence which they 

mean using their resources wisely.  That is how they implement it every day and it’s not 

to be confused with cheap so he didn’t want their discussions here to come off as them 

being overly cheap or in pure defiance of Township ordinance.  He said what Auto-

Owners was trying to do is make sure they are making the most effective use of their 

policy holders dollars and being team players when working with the Township. Mr. 

Keefe noted that Auto-Owners would comply with the Township Engineer’s 

recommendation to relocate the existing water main that traversed through their property. 

Mr. Keefe reviewed his letter dated March 11, 2019 that he had submitted to the Planning 

Commission that addressed the Township’s Non-Motorized Transportation Plan and 

Auto-Owners concerns with the timing of construction of the shared use path. Mr. Keefe 

noted that at this time, there were no sidewalk connections to their site and with the high 

amount of vehicle and truck traffic, and the high rates of speeds along this portion of 

Creyts and Mt. Hope, Auto-Owners believed it would be unsafe for pedestrians to walk 

or ride their bikes. He pointed out that Auto-Owners north campus had several more 

buildings and associates that were in better proximity to non-motorized transportation 

pathways, but there were very few people who used them. He noted that there were a few 

of their associates who lived in the Verndale complex located adjacent to their parking lot 

who walked to work. Mr. Keefe also noted that their grounds crew conducted a poll and 

out of the four bike racks Auto-Owners currently provided, people were not using the 

bike racks they currently had. Mr. Keefe said it was Auto-Owners recommendation that 

they delay the installation of a shared use pathway until such time connections to the 

pathway were provided. Mr. Keefe said assuming a sidewalk was not required, Auto-

Owners was willing to delay the installation of a pathway and agree to install a 10 foot 

wide shared use pathway. 

 

Mr. Waligora indicated that the Sidewalk Ordinance was a requirement outside of the 

Zoning Ordinance and in order to obtain a variance from the Sidewalk Ordinance, Auto-

Owners would have to go before the Township Board. He said it was beyond the ability 

of the Planning Commission to make a decision on whether or not a sidewalk was 

installed. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the Zoning Ordinance provided the Planning Commission the discretion 

as to whether or not a non-motorized transportation facilities were included in the 
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development on a case by case basis. He noted that the Sidewalk Ordinance was not 

under the Commission’s jurisdiction and that Auto-Owners would have to go before the 

Township Board to ask for relief from that requirement. 

 

Mr. Waligora said Mr. Keefe had stated that Auto-Owners had found the bicycle parking 

wasn’t necessary on their site, however, he pointed out that this was a standard in the 

Zoning Ordinance and that a variance would have to be obtained from the Zoning Board 

of Appeals. He noted that the Township was trying to plan for the future and provide 

multiple transportation options. 

 

Ms. Bradley noted that she lived in close proximity to Auto-Owners and would not want 

to be riding her bike on that road due to the heavy traffic in this area of the Township. 

 

Mr. McConnell wanted to understand that Auto-Owners proposal was that they would 

build the pathway at such time when connecting points were available. 

 

Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners would build the pathway when it became useful. 

 

Mr. McConnell said part of the rationale of the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan is to 

build segments when the Township had opportunities and that this case may present an 

opportunity to build it so it was done incrementally. At what point do we say if this 

segment is built, it would increase the likelihood that the segment next to it would get 

built or does everything have to be built around it before we say we’ll do the last link. 

 

Mr. Keefe felt the important link was the segment to the north which is where 

destinations such a residential and retail were located. He didn’t feel Auto-Owner’s 

pathway would serve any purpose except for the general public to treat it as a park. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh asked if Mr. Keefe was referring to once the pathway crossed I-496. 

 

Mr. Keefe said that was correct. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the parcel located to the west of Auto-Owners is zoned commercial 

and although it was vacant, the amount of traffic the Auto-Owners development will 

bring to the area may make the property more desirable to development in the future. 

 

Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners was in favor of providing sidewalks along Creyts Road, but 

until the property was developed there was no reason to provide sidewalks at this time. 

 

Mr. Weinfeld said he wasn’t actively involved in the development of the Non-Motorized 

Transportation Plan, but given his experiences, he felt Mr. McConnell was correct in 

asking at what point we start building these pathways. Mr. Weinfeld said he didn’t 

necessarily disagree with the proposal Auto-Owners has made to provide a shared use 

pathway from Creyts to Mt. Hope Highway and that he lived in the Snow Ridge 

subdivision and that he would rather ride his bike on a less congested route than down St. 
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Joe Highway. Mr. Weinfeld said he understood Mr. Keefe’s point about Auto-Owners 

providing bike racks that were currently not used, but he talked about the walking path 

that Auto-Owners had already provided for their employees on their main campus and 

furthering those efforts in order to make their campus more attractive for employees who 

were looking for alternative modes of transportation to get to work. 

 

Mr. Keefe said as he had mentioned earlier, it would be giving their associates a false 

sense of safety. He said the times when their associates would need to travel to a site is 

going to be during the heaviest traffic times, especially near the I-496 interchange on 

Creyts Road. Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners was only asking to construct the pathway 

when the time was right. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if the I-496 overpass was scheduled to be reconstructed in 

conjunction with the highway next year. 

 

Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners wasn’t aware of any construction projects in conjunction 

with I-496 and when working with MDOT and the Road Commission, Auto-Owner’s 

focus has been centered on the traffic signal at the I-496 interchange. 

 

Jacob Kulhanek, Construction Manager from Christman Construction Company for 

Auto-Owners, 208 N. Capital, Lansing, MI. said Auto-Owners was willing to make a 

commitment to build the pathway at some point in the future which would accomplish 

what the Township was trying to achieve. He said when the property located to the west 

was developed and the same discussion about non-connectivity took place, the Township 

would be able to inform them that the Township had an agreement with Auto-Owners 

that they would install the pathway. 

 

Mr. Weinfeld said the developer to the west could ask for the same type of agreement the 

Township would be making with Auto-Owners and request that when Auto-Owners 

installed a pathway, they would install their pathway. He felt it still came down to the 

question of “who goes first”. Mr. Weinfeld reiterated the fact that he wasn’t opposed to 

what Auto-Owners had proposed and that it was something the Township needed to think 

about going forward. 

 

Mr. Kosinski felt pathway maintenance may ultimately have to be addressed by legal 

counsel. However, he said there was still the issue of who was going to decide what 

triggered when the time was right to construct the pathway. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned who would draft an agreement between the Township and 

Auto-Owners. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the Township would involve the Township Attorney to come up with an 

initial draft an agreement. He said if it was a two party agreement, the Township Board 

would have to be agreeable to whatever terms were contained in the agreement. 
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Mr. Meddaugh questioned if drafting an agreement would slow the process for approval. 

 

Mr. Bozek said an agreement could be drafted concurrently with the submittal of final 

site plans. He said depending on whether Auto-Owners wanted relief from installing 

sidewalks or providing bike racks, those requests would have to go before the Township 

Board and Zoning Board of Appeals. Mr. Bozek noted that Auto-Owners had some time 

constraints that they wanted to meet and that there were some things they could do prior 

to final site plan approval such as clearing and grading, but the agreement would have to 

be in place prior to the Zoning Administrator approving the final site plan. 

 

Mr. Mudry referred to Mr. Keefe’s letter of March 11th which indicated that Auto-

Owners will provide an easement, at a future date, to Delta Township for the construction 

of a shared use pathway along the route identified in number one above. Said future date 

will be when both parties agree that development in the region justifies the recording of 

the easement and anticipated construction of the Non-Motorized pathway. Mr. Mudry felt 

that when there was wording when both parties agree, that means that only one party has 

to disagree to not move forward. 

 

Mr. Keefe said he understood Mr. Mudry’s point and that he would like to believe that 

Auto-Owners had a good working relationship with the Township, but addressing the 

issue in regards to when the pathway was constructed could be decided this evening. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh said it sounded as though the Commission had the broad strokes laid out 

for a pathway to move forward and that the agreement would have to be drafted by the 

Township Attorney and approved by the Township Board. 

 

Mr. Bozek said one of the Commission’s stipulation for approval this evening should be 

for Auto-Owners to enter into an agreement with the Township for non-motorized 

facilities. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh questioned if Auto-Owners would be willing to bond for the non-

motorized pathway or were they willing to fund the project independently. 

 

Mr. Keefe said assuming that the construction of the pathway was delayed, Auto-Owners 

would be willing to fund the pathway themselves. 

 

Ms. Laforet said this type of agreement had already been done when the Sikh Temple 

who had provided the Township with a sidewalk bond to install cost share for a shared 

use pathway. She noted that Auto-Owners was a long standing business in the Township 

that had been a good neighbor which she believed would continue. If someone else 

developed the property to the west and requested the same type of agreement, she felt the 

precedent had already been set with the Sikh Temple. Ms. Laforet felt the timing of when 

the pathway was ultimately constructed would resolve itself as a result of the agreement. 

 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF DELTA PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF APRIL 

8, 2019, PAGE 9 

 

 

Mr. Kosinski said given the zoning classification on the property located to the west, it 

was likely the Township would be dealing with a totally different situation in that the 

developer would have an incentive to provide alternative modes of transportation to their 

site. 

 

Mr. Keefe discussed the installation of bike lanes along Auto-Owners private drive and 

the fact that they were not in favor of this for similar reasons why they didn’t want to 

install the shared use pathway. It was their opinion that a bike lane may pose as an 

invitation for the public to use the bike lanes which was a liability risk for Auto-Owners. 

Mr. Keefe said another component of a bike lane would necessitate that their road be 

widened in order to maintain traffic flow. He also noted that the road was being proposed 

as close as possible to the existing wetlands on the property and widening the road would 

mean additional encroachment into the wetlands or eliminating parking spaces on the 

other side of the road. 

 

Mr. Bozek said bike lanes are a non-motorized facility that the Commission had complete 

discretion either to mandate or relieve Auto-Owners from having to provide them. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh said since Auto-Owners road would be private, there shouldn’t be any 

public access. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the private road served as access to Auto-Owners campus and that it 

wouldn’t be a public roadway. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh felt Mr. Keefe’s point was that the installation of a bike lane along their 

private drive may invite the public to ride their bikes along the roadway. 

 

Mr. Keefe said that was Auto-Owners concern. He noted that the Zoning Ordinance 

required 30 bike racks and he questioned if that was the maximum their site would be 

required to provide even after the other buildings were constructed. 

 

Mr. Waligora said that was correct and if Auto-Owners wanted relief from that 

requirement, they would have to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals. Mr. Keefe also 

inquired about the location of the bike racks and Mr. Waligora recommended that the 

racks be divided up throughout the entire site. 

 

Mr. Keefe addressed the Sidewalk Ordinance requirement for internal sidewalk from 

Creyts Road to their building, and the fact that Auto-Owners would like the option of 

installing them in the future for the same reasons they provided in regards to the shared 

use pathway. Mr. Keefe said Auto-Owners believed the sidewalks would never get used, 

and that they would have on-going maintenance costs. Mr. Keefe said staff had suggested 

a couple of sidewalk connections, but the westernmost sidewalk didn’t lead to anywhere 

except to their drive and he felt sidewalk decisions could be discussed if they were able to 

delay installation and work the details out at that time. 
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Mr. Bozek said the connections between the buildings and parking lots were not optional 

that that they were a requirement of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Mr. Keefe said their site plan illustrated the buildings connected by a sidewalk and that 

the connection drawn on the site plan is depicted as a future sidewalk. 

 

Mr. Waligora noted that internal sidewalks were a requirement of the Zoning Ordinance 

and that staff had made suggestions as to how to make it a more complete system, with 

interconnection between buildings, sidewalk, and to Creyts Road. He reiterated the fact 

that the Planning Commission could not grant relief from the sidewalk requirements and 

that the applicant would have to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals. Additionally he 

stated that relief from exterior sidewalks would be governed by the Township Board. 

 

Ms. Foster said the east-west connection from the multi-story building had to cross the 

roadway and that there was an existing path that led to the west side of the visitors 

parking lot that looped up to the main entrance that didn’t have to cross any roadways. 

She felt it was a safer loop for pedestrians to take rather than having to cross the road and 

parking lot. Ms. Foster said where the existing sidewalk terminated was being modified 

so that there was new sidewalk on the west end of the parking lot. She said the buildings 

would also be interconnected on the pond side of the building which they felt would be 

pedestrians preferred route between the two buildings. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the Zoning Ordinance required a system of pedestrian ways that were 

insulated from vehicular movements rather than having to walk through the parking lot. 

 

Mr. Keefe said prior to submitting their site plan, Auto-Owners had some conversations 

with staff and he was under the impression that changes to sidewalks would be appealed 

only if the Planning Commission deemed necessary. 

 

Mr. Bozek said some areas of the Zoning Ordinance gave the Commission some 

discretion and other areas didn’t. He said now that staff has a complete plan, applicable 

sections of the Zoning Ordinance had to be applied, as well as the Non-Motorized 

Transportation Plan and the Sidewalk Ordinance. He said as he had mentioned before, 

there were Boards Auto-Owners could go before to ask for relief from the sidewalk 

requirements. He noted that the Planning Commission will make a recommendation this 

evening subject to several stipulations and then Auto-Owners will work with staff to 

complete revisions to the site plan review process. 

 

Mr. Keefe said their site plan didn’t illustrate any landscaping in the required greenbelt 

area between their drive on Creyts Road and MDOT’s right-of-way and that the intent of 

the Zoning Ordinance was geared more towards properties along Saginaw Highway 

rather than taking sites like Auto-Owners into consideration. Mr. Keefe noted that their 

site had five acres of greenspace and that a heavily landscaped area along Creyts Road 

would look out of place. He also noted that Auto-Owners had also added additional 
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greenspace to the site that wasn’t there when they developed the site in 2012. Mr. Keefe 

said it was Auto-Owners view that they exceed the intent of the greenbelt requirements. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the Zoning Ordinance required a site to comply with today’s standards 

when it was redeveloped. 

 

Mr. Keefe said another of their concerns was that the area between their building and the 

roadway was like a wind tunnel and that they have had a hard time keeping vegetation 

alive. 

 

Ms. Foster said Auto-Owners would be applying the landscaping requirement for the 

ground maintenance building located closer to the road. She said the area from the 

northern development zone all the way to the northwest property corner at the I-496 ramp 

is where they were questioning whether or not installation of the greenbelt requirements 

was something this project would have to do. 

 

Mr. Bozek said he had some discretion, as Township’s Zoning Administrator, for buffer 

zones which were different than greenbelts. He said if Auto-Owners decided to go before 

the Zoning Board of Appeals, staff could package a number of variance requests. 

 

Mr. Keefe said throughout the rest of the site, Auto-Owners had nearly 400 trees that they 

were installing and that over 1,000 shrubs exited on the site. He said they were installing 

a lot of landscaping, but the greenbelt area seemed to be an area they felt was 

unnecessary. Mr. Keefe said at the visitor’s entrance, there was an area where they had 

four crabapple trees that were not in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. He noted 

that this was their main entrance for visitors and that Auto-Owners had proposed to 

install more aesthetically pleasing trees in this area. 

 

Mr. Waligora said the ordinance required 30 to 40 foot canopy trees and that the 

crabapple trees were too small. He noted that the crabapple trees could remain, but Auto-

Owners would have to include canopy trees. 

 

Mr. Bozek said the Zoning Ordinance required specific numbers of plantings in specific 

places and areas of discretion. However, he said this was an area staff didn’t have any 

discretion. Mr. Bozek said any deviation from the Zoning Ordinance had to go before the 

Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 

Ms. Foster questioned the interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance and whether there are 

distinct parking lot areas within the site, but there is overall parking totals and so we’ve 

proposed more parking lot trees over all of the parking lot areas than are strictly required 

based on the number of parking spaces. She questioned whether or not some of the other 

trees that were planted as parking lot trees in other areas could balance out the need for 

these specific ones within this parking area on site. 
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Mr. Bozek said staff could take a look at it and determine whether an interpretation could 

be made. 

 

Mr. Schweitzer questioned if the Commission could approve the site plan subject to the 

approval of variances. 

 

Mr. Bozek said he would recommend that the Planning Commission approve the site plan 

subject to obtaining the necessary variances, or compliance with the applicable standards 

in the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Mr. Meddaugh reviewed the items that would have to be addressed by the Township 

Board and the Zoning Board of Appeals and that the Planning Commission had discretion 

on the bicycle lanes along Auto-Owners driveway. 

 

Mr. Bozek noted that the Commission could decide whether or not they wanted to impose 

the bike lane requirement because it was a non-motorized facility. 

 

Mr. Weinfeld said during the Planning Commission’s review of Auto-Owners Special 

Land Use Permit, he made a comment in regards to recommending a non-motorized 

pathway through private property. Mr. Weinfeld said he felt the same way in regards to 

forcing a private property owner to install a bike lane along a private road that they would 

be maintaining. 

 

It was the general consensus of the Commission that Auto-Owners not be required to 

install a bike lane along their private road. 

 

Township Board member Dennis Fedewa, 7656 E. St. Joe Highway, Lansing, MI., said 

during the Commissions discussion this evening, it became apparent to him that the 

Commission was cognizant of what the citizens wanted in developing the Township’s 

non-motorized transportation system. He understood Mr. Weinfeld’s comments in 

regards to private property and when construction of pathways should begin, but at some 

point, the Township needed to say we are going to start here so that it’s not continually 

delayed. He asked that Commissioners always keep the vision of the Non-Motorized 

Transportation Plan in the back of their minds. Mr. Fedewa noted that when the 

Township received overwhelming input from our citizens, over 90% supported the 

expansion of the Township’s non-motorized transportation opportunities in the 

Township. He said while the Township valued Auto-Owners and applaud their 

commitment to the Township, what he saw on their campus may be true to their name 

“Auto” thought process is that they reside in Delta Township, but are they really part of 

the community, or do they consider themselves part of the community. He said what tells 

him that they are, then you make a commitment to try to integrate into the community as 

well and help the community become integrated and not become an isolated entity. 

 

Mr. Fedewa said the Township extended the pathway south of I-496 along the Carrier 

Creek which provided Auto-Owners an opportunity to provide a T-intersection so that a 
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pathway could be constructed to connect Auto-Owners, the Lansing Community College 

campus, and the property to the west that would not be located within the road right-of-

way. 

 

Mr. Kosinski said he agreed that the citizens had made it clear and he agreed that the 

Township needed to start somewhere, but he was inclined to view it as areal commitment 

by Auto-Owners was willing to enter into an agreement stating that they would pay to 

construct a pathway at such time as it was deemed appropriate. 

 

Ms. Laforet said she appreciated Mr. Fedewa’s comments, but her concern was if the 

Township required Auto-Owners to construct the shared use pathway right now that 

doesn’t connect to anything, the Township would be opening up themselves to a safety 

issue because she didn’t want to see bicyclist or walkers going south on Creyts Road due 

to the congestion in the area. 

 

Mr. Fedewa said he wasn’t advocating it should go forward as a priority, but rather he 

applauds the Commission for taking the pathway into account and he felt they came up 

with a well-balanced recommendation. 

 

Mr. McConnell said he supported the agreement to be triggered at an appropriate time 

and that the appreciate time needs to be tempered by staff drafting an agreement that 

would provide an opportunity to move as earlier as possible within feasibility. 

 

Motion by Schweitzer, seconded by McConnell, that the delta township planning 

commission approve the preliminary site plans for the proposed auto-owners building, as 

illustrated on site plans prepared by ziemnick foster engineering, and dated on march 8, 

2019, subject to the following stipulations: 

 

1. The applicant must meet all conditions of the Eaton county road commission. 

 

2. The applicant must meet all conditions of the Eaton county drain commissioner. 

 

3. The applicant must meet all conditions of the township engineer and township utility 

department. 

 

4. The Applicant must provide a landscape surety agreement for the installation of all 

required parking lot and greenbelt landscaping. 

 

5. The applicant shall obtain the necessary variances, or compliance with the applicable 

standards in the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

6. Execution of a two-party agreement letter regarding installation of a non-motorized 

transportation shared use pathway on the boundary of the property. 

 

7. No bike lanes shall be required on private roads maintained by the property owner. 
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Mr. Weinfeld said discussion this evening has Enlighted him as to the intricacies and 

complexities of such projects and the complications faced by developers as they approach 

a local unit of government and the necessary and sometimes awkward process they 

encumber. 

 

Voice vote. Carried 9-0. 

 

 Election of Officers and Committee Appointments 

 

MOTION BY MCCONNELL, SECONDED BY KOSINSKI, THAT THE 

CURRENT OFFICERS BE MAINTAINED FOR THE UPCOMING YEAR. 

VOICE VOTE. CARRIED 9-0. 

 

Officers for the ensuing 12 months are: 

 

Chairperson – Mike Meddaugh 

Vice-Chairperson – Jim Schweitzer 

Secretary- Arnold Weinfeld 

 

MOTION BY LAFORET, SECONDED BY KOSINSKI, THAT THE 

FOLLOWING COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS BE MADE: 

 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM  PARLIAMENTARIAN 

 

MIKE MEDDAUGH     BOB MCCONNELL  

DENISE SLOAN 

MARK MUDRY 

WENDY BRADLEY  

 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 

 

(PLANNING COMMISSION ACTS AS COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE) 

 

ZONING/SIGN BOARD OF APPEALS 

 

KIM LAFORET 

 

VOICE VOTE. CARRIED 9-0. 

 

XII PLANNING DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

 

Mr. Bozek acknowledged Dave Waligora’s appointment to the Michigan Association of 

Planning’s Memorial Scholarship Program Committee and Stephanie’s Balke’s 

appointment as a board member of the Michigan Chapter for the Congress for New 
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Urbanism. He noted that he attended the Township Board’s meeting this evening where 

they approved Chipotle’s Drive-Through Window Special Land Use Permit. They also 

referred a Rezoning Request to the Planning Commission for a project proposed on a 97 

acre parcel located at the southeast corner of Delta River Drive and Waverly Road. The 

project is senior oriented with independent living apartments, memory care, assisting 

living, as well as a health center. 

 

XII PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 

Mr. Bozek said at the Commissions’ last meeting, he informed them of a public hearing 

the City of Lansing was holding on April 2nd regarding eight parcels located at Jolly and 

Waverly Road. He informed the Commission that under the City Charter, the City of 

Lansing had to assign a zoning classification in order to take formal action to annex 

properties. He noted that the City of Lansing was considering a general commercial 

classification similar to the Township’s “C” zoning classification; however, he pointed 

out that the City also had variations of the “F” commercial zoning classification they 

were considering. Mr. Bozek said the request was tabled until May when a full body of 

members of the Planning Commission could be present. 

 

Mr. McConnell complemented staff for their involvement in activities and organizations 

associated with their profession and felt the Township benefited from that. 

 

Mr. Bozek appreciated the Commission’s work on the Auto-Owners site plan review this 

evening. He said it was a complicated development and the discussion that took place this 

evening was very advantageous. 

 

XIII ADJOURNMENT 

 

Chairperson Meddaugh adjourned the meeting at 7:52 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

     ____________________________ 

     Arnold Weinfeld, Secretary 
 

 

 

 

C:\Users\gbozek\Dropbox (Delta Township)\DELTA Planning Department\Anne Swink\MIN\2019 PC\April 8, 2019.doc 

  

 



DELTA TOWNSHIP PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT 
 
PREPARED BY: Gary Bozek, Planning Director 
 
CASE NUMBERS: 3-19-4 (Rezoning), 3-19-5 (SLUP for PUD) 
 
DATE:   April 18, 2019 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
 
APPLICANT:   GoForth Group, LLC 
    c/o Steve Larsen, Managing Member 

P.O. Box 867 
South Haven, MI 49090 

 
STATUS OF APPLICANT: Purchaser/Developer 
 
OWNER:   F&S Development Company 
    4275 Five Oaks Drive 
    Lansing, MI 48911 
 
REQUESTED ACTIONS: Rezoning from RB, Low Density Residential, and RC, Moderate Density 

Residential, to RM, Multiple Family Residential; and a Special Land Use 
Permit (SLUP) for a Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

 
EXISTING ZONING:  RB, Low Density Residential & RC, Moderate Density Residential. 
 
GENERAL LOCATION: Southwest corner of the Delta River Drive/Waverly Road intersection, in 

Sections 1 and 12 of Delta Township. 
 
PARCEL SIZE: 96.23 net acres, with approximately 3,335 feet of frontage along Waverly 

Road (eastern boundary), and two separated segments of frontage along 
Delta River Drive of approximately 1,060 feet and 370 feet (northern 
boundary).  The subject parcel also has over 4,700 feet of frontage along 
the Grand River (southern & western boundaries). 

 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Undeveloped 
 
ADJACENT LAND USES: N Single Family Dwellings/Vacant Single Family Lots/Delta River 
     Drive 
    E Waverly Road/Single Family Dwellings/Churches (City of 
     Lansing) 

W The Grand River/Grand Woods Park/Single Family 
Dwellings/Churches 

S The Grand River/Single Family Dwellings 
 
 
ADJACENT ZONING:  N RA, Very Low Density Residential/RB, Low Density Residential/ 
     AG2, Agricultural/Residential 

E Residential – Single (City of Lansing) 
W NR, Natural Resources/RA, Very Low Density Residential/ 
 RB, Low Density Residential 
S RB, Low Density Residential 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 

The applicant is wishes to develop a multi-faceted senior-oriented project.  Proposed is an 84-unit 
senior assisted living/memory care facility, 150 independent living senior apartments, 19 quadplex 
buildings containing a total of 76 independent living units for seniors, and a wellness center that 
may range in size from 65,000 to 80,000 square feet.  According to Township records, the subject 
parcel is 96.23 acres in size.  Of this, nearly 44 acres lie within the 100-year flood plain, which 
does not allow for development, as per Section 13.03 D.1. of the Delta Township Zoning Ordinance.  
Thus, the developable area of the subject parcel is limited to approximately 52 acres. 
 
The RM, Multiple Family Residential, zoning classification is necessary to accommodate the 
assisted living/memory care uses, as well as the 150 independent living senior apartments; which 
are only allowed to be established the RM zoning district.  These uses may not be established 
within any other of the Township’s zoning districts.  The PUD is necessary for the wellness center.  
Non-residential elements are permitted within RM zoned PUDs provided that they do occupy more 
than 50 percent of the total land area of the PUD.  It should be noted that any land area devoted 
to office/commercial type uses within a PUD may not be utilized in calculating the permitted 
residential density within a PUD. 
 
Attached to this staff report please find an aerial location map prepared by staff, a map illustrating 
existing zoning, and a sketch plan of the proposed development submitted by the applicant. Also 
attached is a brief project narrative from North Coast, a development partner of the applicant, a 
Summary Traffic Analysis (i.e., a Trip Generation Analysis) prepared by the applicant, and a 
descriptive illustrated project “brochure”. 
 

 
REVIEW & APPROVAL PROCESS: 
 
A summary of the review and approval process for a project of this type is provided as follows: 
 
1. Public hearings are held before the Planning Commission for the rezoning and Special Land Use 

Permit requests.  Following the public hearings, and a recommendation by the Planning 
Commission, the cases will be forwarded to the Delta Township Board for introduction and final 
consideration.  Tentative dates for these Board actions may be provided by the Planning 
Department staff immediately following the public hearing.  No further official public notices are 
required to be given as the requests make their way through the remaining steps in the review 
process.  Interested parties should keep in contact with the Planning Department for the scheduled 
future meeting dates. 

 
2. At the next scheduled regular Board meeting following the Planning Commission hearings, the 

Township Board will be asked to formally introduce the rezoning request, and set a date for final 
consideration.  This is strictly a procedural step, and no other action on the requests will be taken 
at this meeting. 

 
3. At a subsequent regular Board meeting, the Board will be asked to make a final determination on 

the rezoning and Special Land Use Permit requests. 
 
4. If the rezoning and Special Land Use Permit are approved, the developer will then have to prepare 

and submit detailed preliminary site plans for the project, along with supporting documentation.  
The preliminary site plans will be reviewed by the Planning Commission at a public meeting.  As 
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noted above, no official public notice of this meeting is required to be given.  The Planning 
Commission typically approves preliminary site plans subject to necessary revisions. 

 
5. The Township’s Zoning Administrator will be charged with ensuring that all of the plans and 

supporting documentation are in order prior to granting final approval of the site plan.  Once final 
approval is granted, the developer may seek a building permit and begin construction thereafter. 
 

 
SIGNIFICANT ELEMENTS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 

The primary residential development goal stated in the Delta Township 2013 Comprehensive Land 
Plan for Land Use (Page 64) is to: 
 

“Provide for residential development that will address the needs of all segments of 
the population while preserving existing neighborhoods and providing adequate 
room for growth.” 

 
Among the Plan’s stated residential objectives are: 
 

“Encourage residential development in locations possessing adequate 
infrastructure which are in close proximity to services and transportation facilities.” 
 
“Provide regulations permitting a range of housing types accommodating various 
income and age groups.” 

 
The Future Land Use Map within Plan recommends that the subject parcel be developed for low 
density residential land uses.  It should be noted that in characterizing low density residential 
development the Plan recognizes that development types other than single family detached 
dwellings may be appropriate given the following statement (Page 74): 
 

“However, other higher density housing types may be permitted including attached 
dwelling units. Encouraging compact building design is one of the principles of 
Smart Growth which is advocated in the Plan’s Goals & Objectives chapter.” 

 
 Smart Growth concepts are typified by compact mixed-use infill developments. 
 
 
RELEVANT ZONING ORDINANCE REGULATIONS: 
 

General regulations pertaining to development in the RM, Multiple Family Residential, zoning 
district, are contained in Section 4.12 of the 2017 Delta Township Zoning Ordinance. Senior 
Assisted Living/Memory Care and Senior Independent Living facilities are uses permitted by-right 
in the RM as per Table 4.18-B.1. (District Use Table, p. 4-34) in the Zoning Ordinance.  Planned 
Unit Development regulations and development standards are contained in Chapter 5 of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  Section 16.04 of the Zoning Ordinance contains the criteria to be evaluated when 
considering amendments to the Township’s Official Zoning Map.  Section 7.03 of the Zoning 
Ordinance specifies the general standards that must be satisfied for the review and approval of 
Special Land Use permit requests. 
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ZONING HISTORY OF SUBJECT PARCEL: 
 

Under the terms of the 1970 Zoning Ordinance the portion of the subject parcel located in Section 
1 (approximately 85 acres) was zoned A, Residential.  That portion of the site located in Section 
12 (approximately 11 acres) was zoned E, Agricultural. 

 
On September 13, 1974, a new Township Zoning Ordinance and Map were adopted and the entire 
subject parcel was zoned A2, Limited Agriculture. 
 
In November of 1977, F & S Development requested the subject parcel be rezoned to R4, Medium 
Density Residential, and a request for a Planned Unit Residential Development (PURD) was also 
requested at that time to allow the construction of apartment buildings on the site.  The Township 
Board denied both requests and instead, placed the parcel into the R1, Very Low Density 
Residential zoning district. 
 
In November of 1978, the Township Board rezoned the subject parcel from R1, Very Low Density 
Residential to R2, Low Density Residential. 
 
On December 14, 1990, a new Delta Township Zoning Ordinance and Map became effective, and 
the subject parcel was zoned RB, Low Density Residential. 
 
On June 19, 2006, in Case Nos. 4-06-5 and 4-06-6 (Wardlow), the Township Board approved the 
rezoning of the eastern 42.6 acres of the subject parcel from RB, Low Density Residential, to RC, 
Moderate Density Residential (see attached zoning map); and granted a Special Land Use Permit 
for a Planned Unit Development, which was to consist of 142 single family attached dwelling units 
in 33 four-unit condominium buildings and 5 two-unit condominium buildings.  The Planning 
Commission approved the Preliminary Site Plan for the development (The Village at Riverbend) on 
September 11, 2006.  The project was never commenced due to economic conditions on the cusp 
of the recession. 
 
On September 3, 2017, the current Delta Township Zoning Ordinance became effective and the 
subject parcel retained its split RB & RC zoning classifications. 
 

 
 
 
TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
 
 
 
PUBLIC UTILITIES: 
 

Water – Public water service is available to serve the site.  A 12” public water main is located 
adjacent to the subject parcel in the Waverly Road right-of-way and in an easement along the south 
side of Delta River Drive.  The Township Engineer has indicated that a looped system through the 
development that connects the Waverly Road and Delta River Drive water mains is likely to be 
required for improved water quality and fire protection for the proposed development, and the 
existing developments utilizing the Township’s public water system in the immediate vicinity.  The 
design of the water system and hydrant locations will be reviewed in detail by the Township’s Utility, 
Engineering and Fire Departments as part of the site plan review process. 
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Sanitary Sewer – Public sanitary sewer service is available to serve the subject parcel.  The 
developer has the option of seeking service from Delta Township or the City of Lansing.  The initial 
indication from the developer is that he wishes the Township to provide sanitary sewer service.  
This would require the installation of a sanitary sewer lift-station and equalization basin on the site; 
and the extension of a sanitary sewer force main under the Grand River south into the Township’s 
existing sewer system.  The existing lift-station located at Willow Highway and Thomas L. Parkway 
may also require upgrades to accommodate increased sewage flows.  The exact design of the on-
site sanitary sewer system and any necessary off-site improvements will be provided to the 
Township Engineer during site plan review for his evaluation and final approval. 

 
Storm Drainage – The subject parcel has approximately 4,700 feet of frontage along the Grand 
River which will provide direct access for storm drainage purposes.  As part of the site plan review 
process the Eaton County Drain Commissioner will review the design of the proposed storm water 
management plan.  It is likely that a combination of on-site detention, pre-treatment bays, and 
sedimentation ponds will be required as part of the design of the on-site storm water drainage 
infrastructure. 
 

 
PHYSICAL SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 

The Soil Survey of Eaton County, Michigan indicates that the subject parcel is made up of Marlette 
Loam, Capac Loam, and Owosso soils.  The Soil Survey of Eaton County indicates that these soil 
types may present severe to slight limitations for the construction of buildings due to wetness.  On-
site soil borings are necessary to determine actual building limitations, if any, present on the site. 
 
The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality’s Preliminary Wetland Inventory for Eaton 
County indicates that there may be regulated wetlands in the central portion of the site.  A wetland 
inventory, dated May 12, 2003, was prepared for this property by Wetland And Costal Resources, 
Inc. as part of previous development proposals.  This inventory identified seventeen wetland 
complexes on the site, all but four of which being located within the 100 year floodplain of the Grand 
River.  As noted previously in this staff report, nearly one-half of the subject parcel lies within the 
100-year flood plan and development may not occur within the 100-year flood plain area.  An 
interpretation and permitting regarding the possible encroachment into regulated wetlands that lie 
outside of the 100-year floodplain on the site will be required from the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) as part of the site plan review process. 

 
 
STREETS, ACCESS & TRAFFIC: 
 

Streets – The subject parcel has approximately 3,335 feet of frontage along Waverly Road and 
“split” frontage along Delta River Drive of approximately 1,060 feet and 370 feet.  Waverly Road 
is under the jurisdiction of Ingham County Road Department and Delta River Drive is under the 
jurisdiction of the Eaton County Road Commission.  The Waverly Road cross-section in front of 
the subject parcel consists of four paved north-south directional lanes with curb and gutter.  Delta 
River Drive in front of the subject parcel consists of two paved directional lanes without curb and 
gutter.  Delta River Drive is designated as a “Natural Beauty Road”.  There are traffic signals at 
the Waverly Road/Delta River Drive and the Waverly Road/Tecumseh River Drive intersections. 
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The interior drives and streets are proposed to private.  Eaton County 911 will require street names 
for the interior road system.  Private roads serving multiple family dwellings must comply with the 
standards set forth in Section 10.02 C. of the Delta Township Zoning Ordinance.  In summary the 
private roads must be at least twenty feet wide, have two-foot wide shoulders, be within a forty-foot 
wide easement, and have an adequate turnaround at their terminus to accommodate a fire truck.  
Please be advised that this only highlights the main standards.  More details are contained in 
Section 10.02. 

 
Access – Ingress/egress is proposed to be provided via two driveways on Waverly Road.  The 
northernmost driveway is to be aligned with Cambrey Drive on the east side of Waverly Road in 
the City of Lansing, and southernmost driveway is to be align with Tecumseh River Drive.  No 
access is proposed via Delta River Drive. 
 
Mr. Robert H. Peterson, P.E., the Ingham Count Road Department’s Director of Engineering, has 
provided the following preliminary comments regarding the proposed development: 
 

1. The generated 154 peak hour trips triggers the need for a Traffic Impact 
Study from a Professional Engineer, licensed to practice in the State of 
Michigan.  Said study should look at all intersections affected by the new 
traffic patterns, including but not limited to, traffic control warrants, right-
turn lanes, and tapers. 

 
2. The proposed southern-most driveway is correctly located opposite of 

Tecumseh River Drive.  The intersection has an existing diagonal-span 
signal, which was installed in 1999.  It has an old controller within a pole 
mounted cabinet, which has no pedestrian control capabilities - none of 
which is a present day ICRD standard.  Presently, all signal maintenance 
and repair costs are shared with the City of Lansing (33%) and ICRD 
(67%).  The new west approach will require a significant amount of signal 
work that will be the proprietor’s responsibility to pay for.  The Township 
should prepare to split future signal maintenance and repair costs as 
follows: Township (25%), City of Lansing (25%), and ICRD (50%).  A 
simple signal agreement will need to be executed prior to permits being 
issued. 

 
3. There are no existing pedestrian facilities anywhere close, so I assume 

none are proposed along Waverly Road. 
 
4. It looks like the main entrance will be located opposite of Cambrey Drive.  

We assume that both Cambrey Drive approaches are to be stop 
controlled.  The two signals (Tecumseh River Drive and Delta River Drive 
should create gaps in Waverly Road traffic to help movements at the new 
Cambrey Drive intersection.  The east approach of Cambrey Drive is a 
boulevard cross-section with a wide median.  It looks as though the 
proposed west approach is to “mirror” the east approach.  The township 
should know that the existing and proposed approach configurations come 
with operational issues, especially left-turn conflicts.  The Traffic Impact 
Study will need to study and address the intersection’s operational issues. 
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5. Since Waverly Road is a primary road, we request conveyance of 50 feet 

of right-of-way (measure west of the existing right-of-way centerline), 
along the parcel’s Waverly Road frontage for general highway purposes. 

 
6. Lastly, the intersection street lighting should be improved at both 

Tecumseh River Drive and Cambrey Drive.   
 

 Once more detailed information is available, ICRD would request another review 
of the information.  Please be aware that any proposed work within the Waverly 
Road public road right-of-way will be permitted by the Ingham County Road 
Department.  Permits are issued based on an acceptable and complete set of 
construction plans.  So, please remind the proprietor that the plans need to be 
complete, including traffic control to perform the work. 

 
Mr. Mathew Hannahs, P.E., the Assistant County Engineer for the Eaton County Road Commission 
also offered the following preliminary comments: 
 

Because there are no entrances onto Delta River Drive, and it is unlikely this 
development would affect traffic on Eaton County Roads, we will defer comments 
related to traffic to the Ingham County Road Department. 
 
Based on the layout, I expect the on-site roads will be private. Should the developer 
want the interior roads to be public, the current layout would not be acceptable to 
the Eaton County Road Commission. 
 
We do request the site plan include the dedication of additional right of way where 
this parcel abuts Delta River Drive. The total right of way should be 50 feet, 
measured from the road centerline. That would be an additional 17 feet beyond 
the current 33 feet of right of way. 
 
We request the opportunity to review and comment as the plans get more detailed. 

 
Trip Generation – The applicant has provided “Summary Traffic Analysis” (attached) for the 
proposed development.  This is essentially a trip generation estimate for the proposed uses on the 
site.  It employs a combination of actual data from similar actual operating facilities and data from 
the 7th edition of Trip Generation, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers.  The 
study estimates an average of 1,676 vehicle trips per day, and 154 trips per day during the highest 
peak hour.  It should be noted that the ITE cautions the use of the estimates contained in Trip 
Generation because of the small sample sizes.  These numbers trip the threshold for requiring a 
detailed traffic impact study for the proposed development, as per Section 10.03 B. of the Delta 
Township Zoning Ordinance.  As noted above, the Ingham County Road Department is also 
requiring a detailed traffic impact study.  The study will verify the trip generation estimates for the 
proposed development, determine the need for additional road improvements such as intersection 
alignment, deceleration/acceleration lanes at the ingress/egress points on Waverly Road, as well 
as traffic signal timing adjustments.  The study shall be required along with the submittal of detailed 
site plans. 
 
A detailed traffic impact study is on file for the development formerly approved for the subject parcel 
in 2006.  That development was proposed to be served by ingress/egress points in the same 
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locations as proposed for the development that is the subject of these requests.  The 2006 study 
concluded the following improvements were necessary: 
 
1. Revise signal heads and indicators (possible control changes) at the Tecumseh 

River Drive/Waverly Road intersection. 
 

2. Install STOP signs at the two exits at the Waverly Road intersection. 
 

3. All proposed access points must be constructed in compliance with the 
requirements of the Eaton County Road Commission and/or Ingham County Road 
Department, where applicable 

 
 
SIDEWALKS & NON-MOTORIZED FACILITIES: 
 
Sidewalks – Section 34-21(a) of the Delta Township Sidewalk Ordinance mandates the construction of 
sidewalks parallel to public and private streets at the time of construction of any new principal building.  
Thus, the developer will be required to install a sidewalk parallel to Waverly Road, and the proposed private 
cul-de-sac street that would serve the quadplex buildings. 
 
Non-Motorized Facilities – Section 6.07 B. 9. of the Zoning Ordinance requires the provision of non-
motorized facilities such as trails and shared-use pathways if deemed appropriate by the Planning 
Commission.  The 2018 Delta Township Non-Motorized Transportation Plan identifies a priority route for a 
shared-use path (Route 20B – see attached) traversing the subject parcel along its Grand River frontage.  
This route could serve as a future connection and extension of the Lansing River Trail. At a minimum, the 
developer should be required to provide an easement for this future shared-use path.  An actual 
construction option can be explored more in-depth during site plan review.  This route may also involve a 
bridge over the Grand River from the subject parcel to the Grand Woods Park. 
 
 
PERMITTED RESIDENTIAL DENSITY: 
 
The Township Zoning Ordinance defines the Net Buildable Lot Area (NBLA), as follows: 
 
For Planned Unit Developments: 
 

The net lot area less area devoted to water bodies; water bodies being defined as areas 
greater than one acre in size (either before or after project implementation) which are 
periodically or permanently covered with water. 

 
For Non-Planned Unit Developments: 
 

The net lot area less areas devoted to floodplains or water bodies; water bodies being 
defined as areas greater than one acre in size (either before or after project 
implementation) which are periodically or permanently covered with water. 

 
The maximum permitted by-right residential density in the RM, Multiple Family Residential, zoning district  
is 11 dwelling units per acre.  Under the requested RM zoning, a non-PUD on the subject parcel the 44 
acres within the 100-year flood plain would be subtracted from the total net site area to arrive at the net 
buildable area, which would be approximately 52 acres.  At a permitted 11 units per acre, a total of 572 
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dwelling units could be constructed on the site.  The developer is proposing to construct 310 senior living 
units on the subject parcel. 
 
For a PUD the flood plain area need not be subtracted.  Theoretically, it would allow the developer to 
realize a density increase of up to 25%, or 13.75 dwelling units per acre over the entire 96 acres, yielding 
1,320 dwelling units.  Keep in mind that the developer is not requesting the PUD to allow an increase 
residential density, but to allow the wellness center to be a component of the project.  It can be argued that 
a potential development of this magnitude is not be appropriate for the site. 
 
The Township can specifically tailor the approval of the Special Land Use Permit for the PUD to allow the 
applicant to develop the specific project being proposed, being an 84-unit senior assisted living/memory 
care facility, 150 independent living senior apartments, 19 quadplex buildings containing a total of 76 
independent living units for seniors, and a wellness center that may range in size from 65,000 to 80,000 
square feet. Further, the Township can stipulate that any increase in units, an increase in the size of the 
wellness center beyond 80,000 square feet, or the addition of other types of uses would require an 
amendment to the Special Land Use Permit and the ultimate approval of the Township Board. 
 
 
GENERAL STANDARDS FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS: 
 
Section 5.03 of the 2017 Delta Township Zoning Ordinance contains general standards for review of PUD 
applications.  These are analyzed as they pertain to this project as follows: 
 
A. The proposed development shall be consistent with, and further the implementation of the 

Comprehensive Plan or represent land use policies which are a logical and acceptable 
change in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 The proposed development addresses the increasing demand for senior housing options for 

Township residents.  The project advances the housing objectives stated in the Comprehensive 
Plan of encouraging residential development in locations possessing adequate infrastructure which 
are in close proximity to services and transportation facilities, and providing regulations permitting 
a range of housing types accommodating various income and age groups.  The subject parcel is 
able to be adequately served by public utilities and roads, provides a continuum of care option for 
seniors that is not presently available within the Township. 

 
 While the Comprehensive Plan recommends that the subject parcel be developed for low density 

residential land uses, the Plan also states that other higher density housing types may be permitted 
in Low Density Residential areas including attached dwelling units. It further states that encouraging 
compact building design is one of the principles of Smart Growth, which is advocated in the Plan’s 
Goals & Objectives chapter. 

 
B. The proposed development shall be adequately served by public facilities and services 

including, but not limited to, streets, sidewalks and pathways, water and sanitary sewer 
facilities, drainage improvements, and police and fire protection, or the applicant shall 
confirm that these facilities and services can be provided. 

 
 The development can be adequately served by public utilities and roads.  Pursuant to the 

Township’s 2018 Non-Motorized Transportation Plan shared-use pathways can be accommodated 
as recommended by the Plan.  Township police and fire stations are located within four miles of 
the subject parcel. 
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C. The development shall encourage the provision of useful open spaces and long-term 

conservation of natural features and resources. 
  
 Approximately 44 acres of the subject parcel lie within the 100-year flood plain, which is proposed 

to remain as open space. 
 
D. The mix of housing types and densities and the relationship between residential and non-

residential uses shall be acceptable in terms of convenience, privacy, and compatibility. 
 
 The development represents a continuum of care housing option for the Township’s senior 

population.  The proposed wellness center complements this by providing close and convenient 
on-site healthcare and recreational facilities. 

 
E. A PUD may be used to redevelop or improve an existing property where current ordinances 

do not provide the flexibility required for the adaptive reuse of the property, infrastructure 
and buildings. 

 
 Being that the subject parcel is currently undeveloped, this standard is not applicable. 
 
 
RM PUD DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 
 
The following table excerpted from the Zoning Ordinance summarizes the applicable development 
standards.  The concept plan illustrates compliance with these standards.  It should be noted that the 
table does not represent the totality of development requirements for the project.  A detailed set of site 
plans must be prepared by the developer for review and approval by the Planning Commission. 
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REZONING CRITERIA 
 
 
Section 16.04 of the Zoning Ordinance specifies the findings of facts to be considered by the Planning 
Commission and the Township Board in evaluating rezoning requests, as follows: 
 
1. Whether the rezoning is consistent with the goals, policies, and uses proposed for the 

subject parcel in the Township’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

As noted previously, the proposed development addresses the increasing demand for senior 
housing options for Township residents.  The project advances the housing objectives stated in 
the Comprehensive Plan of encouraging residential development in locations possessing adequate 
infrastructure which are in close proximity to services and transportation facilities, and providing 
regulations permitting a range of housing types accommodating various income and age groups.  
The subject parcel is able to be adequately served by public utilities and roads, provides a 
continuum of care option for seniors that is not presently available within the Township. 
 
While the Comprehensive Plan recommends that the subject parcel be developed for low density 
residential land uses, the Plan also states that other higher density housing types may be permitted 
in Low Density Residential areas including attached dwelling units. It further states that encouraging 
compact building design is one of the principles of Smart Growth which is advocated in the Plan’s 
Goals & Objectives chapter. 
 

2. Whether the rezoning is justified by a change in conditions since the original ordinance was 
adopted or by an error in the original ordinance. 

 
 There has not been change in conditions since the original ordinance was adopted or has there 

been an error in the original ordinance.  The existing zoning classifications on the parcel reflects 
an accommodation for specific multiple-family Planned Unit Development proposal that was 
approved but never materialized due to unfavorable economic conditions.  The rezoning is being 
requested to accommodate a new project which represents an opportunity to provide a housing 
option for seniors in a manner that does not presently exist within the Township. 

 
3. Whether the subject parcel possesses natural features and environmental characteristics 

which would be significantly adversely impacted by a development or use allowed by the 
requested rezoning. 

 
 The subject parcel has never been developed and remains in a natural state.  A formerly approved 

plan of development was not commenced due to the unfavorable economic conditions of the time.  
Nearly one-half of the land area (±44 acres) that comprises the subject parcel will remain as 
undeveloped open space due to limitations imposed by the presence of the 100-year flood plain on 
the parcel.  The development of a non-motorized shared-use pathway on the subject parcel will 
provide a gateway for the public enjoyment of the Grand River. 

 
 There may be some soil conditions on the site that may make development of certain areas of the 

subject parcel difficult.  An analysis of the soil conditions by a soils engineer would be necessary 
to determine the extent of the limitations posed by soil conditions on the site.  Also, during the site 
plan review process, any wetlands present on the site will be required to be evaluated by the MDEQ 



Planning Department Staff Report 
GoForth Group, LLC Rezoning & SLUP PUD Requests 
Case Nos. 3-19-4 & 3-19-5 
Page 12 

 
to determine if and where regulated wetlands exist and how they should be preserved and/or 
protected on the site. 

 
4. Whether the rezoning complies with the purposes of this ordinance as described in Section 

1.02 D. 
 

A. Promoting and protecting the public health, safety and general welfare. 
 
 Rezoning the property to an RM zoning classification does not inherently pose a threat to 

the public health, safety and welfare.  When developed in accordance with the applicable 
standards within the Zoning Ordinance, negative impacts are minimized. The companion 
PUD Special Land Use Permit also provides an opportunity for additional safeguards. 

 
B. Protecting the character and stability of the agricultural, recreational, residential, 

commercial, and industrial areas within Delta Township and promoting the orderly 
and beneficial development of such areas. 

 
 The proposed development represents a reasonable use of the land by providing a range 

of housing options recommended by the Comprehensive Plan.  Nearly one-half of the 
subject parcel would remain as open space area.  The site is adequately served by public 
roads and utilities. 

 
C. Providing adequate light, air, privacy and convenience of access to property. 

 
 Forty-four acres of land will remain as open space.  The Zoning Ordinance contains 

safeguards such as buffer zones and increased setbacks as protections for adjacent single 
family residential development. 

 
D. Regulating the intensity of use of land and lot areas, and determining the area of 

open spaces surrounding buildings and structures necessary to provide adequate 
light and air and to protect the public health. 

 
 As noted previously, one-half of the subject parcel will be preserved as open space.  The 

Zoning Ordinance regulations ensure the preservation of open space areas, installation of 
buffer zones, and maintenance of adequate building setbacks. 

 
E. Lessening and avoiding congestion on public highways and streets. 

 
 Traffic on adjacent roadways will increase as a result of development.  The Zoning 

Ordinance requires review by the applicable road agencies, which will mandate any 
improvements necessary to accommodate increased traffic and minimize negative 
impacts.  The applicable road agencies have reviewed the concept plan and have not 
indicated major concerns at this time, other than possible intersection design 
improvements addressing alignment issues.  The applicant will be required to prepare a 
traffic impact study, which will be reviewed by the road agencies.  If any road 
improvements necessary to accommodate the development are identified by the study, 
they will be required to be implemented by developer as per the requirements of the 
applicable road agency. 
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F. Promoting adequate and efficient provisions for transportation systems, sewage 

disposal, water, energy, recreation, and other public service and facility 
requirements. 

 
 The subject parcel can be adequately served by the adjacent roadway, and public utilities.  

The preserved open space areas may serve as an additional recreational resource for 
Township residents. 

 
G. Encouraging the use of lands and natural resources in the Township in accordance 

with their character and adaptability. 
 

 The clustering of a diversity of senior housing options as provided for the RM zoning district 
would take advantage of the site’s unique character in that nearly one-half of the site will 
remain open space area. 

 
H. Limiting the improper use of land. 
 
 The requested RM zoning designation does not inherently represent an improper use of 

the land.  As noted previously, the proposed development seeks to advance a number of 
housing goals stated in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 It should be noted that land uses in the vicinity of the subject parcel are not all single family 

residential.  There are institutional uses in the form of churches in the immediate vicinity 
on the east side of Waverly Road.  Under the previous 1990 Zoning Ordinance an assisted 
living/memory care facility would be classified as an institutional use permitted to be located 
within any of the Township’s zoning district.  The new 2017 Zoning Ordinance now 
specifically classifies these uses as multiple family residential uses, which requires them 
to be located within the requested RM district. 

 
I. Fixing reasonable standards to which buildings and structures shall conform. 
 
 These standards are contained within the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
J. Prohibiting uses, buildings or structures which are incompatible with the character 

of development or the uses, buildings or structures permitted within specified 
zoning districts.  

 
 The proposed development is consistent with the standards specified for development with 

the requested RM zoning district. 
 
K. Protecting against fire, explosion, noxious fumes and odors, heat, dust, smoke, 

glare, noise, vibration, radioactivity, and other nuisances and hazards in the interest 
of the public health, safety, and general welfare. 

 
 The requested zoning change will not pose a threat or nuisance with regard to the listed 

hazards. 
 
L. Preventing the overcrowding of the land and undue concentration of buildings and 

structures so far as is possible and appropriate in each zoning district by regulating 
the use and bulk of buildings in relation to the land surrounding them. 
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 The Zoning Ordinance provides these protections via the applicable site development 

standards governing projects within the RM zoning district.  
 
M. Otherwise reduce hazards to life and property. 
 
 When developed and maintained in accordance with the applicable standards set forth in 

the Zoning Ordinance, hazards to life and property are reduced. 
  
5. Whether uses allowed under the proposed rezoning would be equally or better suited to the 

area than uses allowed under the current zoning. 
 
 It can be argued that because of the limitations on the site by the 100-year flood plain, its over 

3,000 feet of frontage on an arterial roadway, and its irregular shape that the development subject 
parcel can more easily be achieved under an RM zoning classification.  An RM classification would 
allow more easily the clustering of dwelling units and for a greater variety of dwelling types to be 
developed on the site. 

 
6. The ability of the Township or other governmental agencies to provide services, 

infrastructure and facilities that may be required if the rezoning were approved. 
 
 The requested RM classification would not hinder the ability to provide adequate infrastructure and 

services for development on the subject parcel. 
 
 
 
SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT CRITERIA 
 
 
 
Section 7.03 of the Zoning Ordinance specifies the general standards that must be satisfied for the review 
and approval of Special Land Use permit requests, as follows: 
 
1. The proposed Special Land Use shall be compatible and in accordance with the goals, 

objectives and policies of the Delta Charter Township Comprehensive Plan and any 
associated sub-area and corridor plans. 

 
Again, the proposed development addresses the increasing demand for senior housing options for 
Township residents.  The project advances the housing objectives stated in the Comprehensive 
Plan of encouraging residential development in locations possessing adequate infrastructure which 
are in close proximity to services and transportation facilities, and providing regulations permitting 
a range of housing types accommodating various income and age groups.  The subject parcel is 
able to be adequately served by public utilities and roads, provides a continuum of care option for 
seniors that is not presently available within the Township. 
 
While the Comprehensive Plan recommends that the subject parcel be developed for low density 
residential land uses, the Plan also states that other higher density housing types may be permitted 
in Low Density Residential areas including attached dwelling units. It further states that encouraging 
compact building design is one of the principles of Smart Growth which is advocated in the Plan’s 
Goals & Objectives chapter. 
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It can be argued that proposed development is not completely in character with the established 
single family detached residential land use pattern in the vicinity.  However, it can be argued that 
development on the subject parcel can be sufficiently isolated and buffered from the adjacent 
homes so as to minimize the impact of a higher density development.  Examples would be the 
over 3,000 feet of frontage along Waverly Road, the Grand River, the western 44 acres of the 
parcel within the 100-year flood plain that cannot be developed, the buffer zone requirements where 
the parcel abuts single family lots to the north, etc. 

 
2. The proposed Special Land Use shall be constructed, operated and maintained so as to be 

compatible with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and so as not to 
change the essential character of the area in which it is proposed. A Special Land Use shall 
be designed and constructed so as to not create a significant detrimental impact, as 
compared to the impacts of permitted uses. 
 
While the Comprehensive Plan recommends that the subject parcel be developed for low density 
residential land uses, the Plan also states that other higher density housing types may be permitted 
in Low Density Residential areas including attached dwelling units. It further states that encouraging 
compact building design is one of the principles of Smart Growth which is advocated in the Plan’s 
Goals & Objectives chapter. 
 
Specifying and limiting the proposed project density and character and requiring additional approval 
if changes are proposed, provides an assurance that the development will maintain compatibility 
with the single family residential uses in the vicinity. 

 
3. The proposed Special Land Use shall be served adequately by essential public facilities and 

services, such as highways, streets, police and fire protection, drainage, water and sewage 
facilities. Such services shall be provided and accommodated without an unreasonable 
public burden. 

 
The site can be adequately served by all necessary public utilities and services. 

 
4. The proposed Special Land Use shall not involve uses, activities, processes, materials and 

equipment, or conditions of operation that will be detrimental to the natural environment, 
public health, safety, or welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, 
odors, or other such nuisance in comparison to the impacts associated with typical 
permitted uses. 

 
The proposed use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials and equipment, or 
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to the natural environment, public health, safety, or 
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, odors, or other such nuisance 
in comparison to the impacts associated with typical permitted uses. 
 

5. The proposed Special Land Use shall be located and designed in a manner which will 
minimize the impact of traffic, taking into consideration: pedestrian access and safety; 
vehicle trip generation (i.e. volumes); types of traffic, access location and design, circulation 
and parking design; street and bridge capacity; and traffic operations at nearby 
intersections and access points. Efforts shall be made to ensure that multiple transportation 
modes are safely and effectively accommodated in an effort to provide alternate modes of 
access and alleviate vehicular traffic congestion. The applicant shall comply with the 



Planning Department Staff Report 
GoForth Group, LLC Rezoning & SLUP PUD Requests 
Case Nos. 3-19-4 & 3-19-5 
Page 16 

 
Township’s Complete Street Ordinance. 

 
 The local road agencies have had an opportunity to review the concept plan and have not indicated 

any major concerns at this time.  A detailed traffic impact study is required as part of the site plan 
review process by both the Township and the Ingham County Road Department.  Impacts on the 
adjacent roadways as a result of the development identified in the traffic impact study will be 
addressed by the road agencies.  Necessary road improvements may take the form 
acceleration/deceleration lanes at the entrances, traffic signal timing adjustments, etc. 

 
 Sidewalks are required as part of the development, as well as provisions for a shared-use pathway 

in accordance with the 2018 Delta Township Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. 
 
6. The nature and character of the activities, processes, materials, equipment, or conditions 

of operation, either specifically or typically associated with the use shall be reviewed. 
 
 There will be no peculiar activities, processes, materials, equipment, or conditions of operation 

associated with the proposed development. 
 
7. Measures shall be taken to ensure that outdoor activity, storage, and work areas will be 

compatible with adjacent land uses. 
 
 No outdoor storage or work areas are proposed.  There may be a possibility of outdoor recreational 

activities for residents, but no special measures appear warranted with regard to these. 
 
8. The proposed Special Land Use shall be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained 

to meet the stated intent of the zoning district and shall comply with all applicable ordinance 
standards. 

 
 The proposed use will be developed in compliance with all applicable standards contained within 

the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
9. The general standards and requirements of this Section are basic to all uses authorized by 

Special Land Use approval. The specific and detailed requirements relating to particular 
uses and area requirements must also be satisfied for those uses. 

 
 It has been demonstrated that the applicable use standards will be complied with. 
 

 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 
At the end of this report and supporting documentation please find correspondence from persons living in 

the vicinity conveying opposition to the rezoning and Special Land Use Permit requests. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
The following motions are offered for the Planning Commission’s consideration: 
 
Rezoning 
 
“I move that the Delta Township Planning Commission recommend to the Delta Township Board approval 
of the request to the rezone the property described in Case No. 3-19-4 from RB, Low Density Residential, 
and RC, Moderate Density Residential, to RM, Multiple Family Residential, for the following reasons: 
 
1. The request allows for the advancement of the residential goals and objectives stated in the Delta 

Township Comprehensive Plan. 
 
2. The findings of fact required for rezonings by Section 16.04 of the Delta Township Zoning 

Ordinance have can be satisfied. 
 
 
Special Land Use Permit 
 
“I move that Delta Township Planning Commission recommend to the Delta Township Board approval of 
the request for a Special Land Use Permit to establish a Planned Unit Development on the property 
described in Case No. 3-19-5 for the following reasons: 
 
1. The request meets the general standards specified for Special Land Uses in Section 7.03 of the 

Delta Zoning Ordinance. 
 
2. The request meets the specific standards specified for PUDs in Section 5.03 of the Delta Township 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The issuance of the Special Land Use Permit for the Planned Unit Development shall be subject to the 
following stipulations: 
 
1. The developer shall prepare a traffic study as per the requirements of the Ingham County Road 

Department and Section 10.03 of the Delta Township Zoning Ordinance.  The traffic study shall 
be submitted with the application for site plan review. 

 
2. Dedication of the necessary easements on and across the subject parcel for the development of a 

shared-use pathway in accordance with the route recommendations contained within the 2018 
Delta Township Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. 

 
3. Development on the site shall be limited to an 84-unit senior assisted living/memory care facility, 

150 independent living senior apartments within a single building, 19 quadplex buildings containing 
a total of 76 senior independent living units, and a wellness center that may range in size from 
65,000 to 80,000 square feet. 

 
4. Any increase in units, an increase in the size of the wellness center beyond 80,000 square feet, or 

the addition of other types of uses shall require an amendment to this Special Land Use Permit for 
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the Planned Unit Development following the review and approval procedures set forth in the Delta 
Township Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5. Additional road right-of-way for Delta River Drive and Waverly Road shall be dedicated as per the 

requirements of the Eaton County Road Commission and Ingham County Road Department. 
 
6. An open space agreement shall be executed with the Township as per the requirements of Section 

5.06 of the Delta Township Zoning Ordinance. 
 
7. Failure of the applicant to comply with any of the provisions required by the Delta Township Zoning 

Ordinance, or any stipulations required by the Delta Township Board, shall constitute grounds for 
termination of these Special Land Use Permit by the Township Board." 

 
/gb 
Attachments 
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Gary Bozek

From: Justin Dillon <justindillon766@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 9:23 AM

To: Gary Bozek

Subject: Rezoning cases 3-19-4 and 3-19-5

Good Morning Mr. Bozek, 

 

My name is Justin Dillon. I live at 4163 Delta River Dr. It is the last Lot to the west of Waverly that would 

border the new proposed assisted living development.  

 

I just want to let you and the planning commission know that i am against the rezoning of the 96.23 parcel and 

against the special land use permit.  

 

I recognize the owner of that parcel has had that land up for sale for a long time, and i'm not against a 

development of housing for families on that land, but i do not in any way think this proposed assisted living 

development fits in this area. Many of us have purchased homes in this area for the quiet residential feel. I love 

the natural feel of delta river drive and the surrounding neighborhoods to the north and south of me. Sticking a 

development of that size in the middle of multiple neighborhoods would in my opinion reduced home values 

and quality of living. There would be ambulance sirens that would disrupt the surrounding neighborhoods. It 

just doesn't make sense in my opinion to drop that giant facility in the middle of all this residential space.  

 

I appreciate the chance to voice my opinion. 

 

Regards, 

 

Justin 





To whom it concerns: 

Planning Department 

I am a resident of Saratoga Farms for over 20 years.  I object to the 

implementation of cases 3-19-4 and 3-19-5.  This will reduce my 

property value and lower my equity.  I have long range plans to use my 

equity within the next 5 years to redo my roof and flooring.  I fear I may 

not be able to get a loan down the road. 

 

The definitive increase in vehicular traffic will endanger kids in the area.  

When I travel around the area and Eaton county, I see a lot of vacant 

land that can be used for this project.  I understand the township owns 

some of these properties. 

 

For example, there is the old Waverly golf course, old farm corner of 

Canal and old river trail.  It is my understanding they are owned by 

Delta Township.  If I am wrong, I appreciate hearing from you.  If I do 

hear from you, I would like to know what other properties were 

considered.  It is imperative that I get a written response for my 

records. 

 

Also, there are the old catholic high school on Saginaw, mount hope 

from waverly to canal, farm corner of St. Joe and Creytes. 

 

It seems to me that not enough research and due diligence was done 

before making this decision.  There will be an election someday and if 

this plan is implemented, I will personally start a campaign to vote out 

of office all Eaton County officials.  In other words, Peter will pay for 



Paul.  It would be ironic if some officials are named Peter or Paul.  Then 

God definitely works in mysterious ways. 

Sincerely 

Alec Aaron 

3005 Appaloosa Way 

Lansing MI 48906 

517-321-3615 

 

Ps I am short on conversation and long on action.  So, there is no need 

for talk only action. 







 

 

   
 
  

                              
 

Planning Department                        (517) 323-8560 

7710 West Saginaw Highway  Lansing, Michigan 48917-9712  

Phone: (517) 323-8560  Fax: (517) 323-8599 

www.deltami.gov  www.facebook.com/deltatownship   www.twitter.com/deltatownship 

Supervisor Kenneth R. Fletcher  

Treasurer Howard A. Pizzo  

Clerk Mary R. Clark 

Manager Brian T. Reed 

 

Trustee Fonda J. Brewer 

Trustee Andrea M. Cascarilla 

Trustee Dennis R. Fedewa 

Trustee Karen J. Mojica 

 

 

 

 
To:  Planning Commission, Delta Charter Township 
 
From:  Gary Bozek, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 18, 2019 
 
Subject: General Information Memo 
 
 

 Planning 
 

- The next meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for May 13, 2019.  • The Planning Department is in 
receipt of a Special Land Use Permit request from Tarbert Properties, LLC (aka Michigan CAT) to allow for the 
rental, sales, and service of construction equipment.  The proposed 40,000 square foot facility would be located on 
an 18 acre industrial zoned parcel on the southwest corner of Canal Road and Mount Hope Highway. 
 
 
Township Board Actions 
 

- On April 15th, the Board introduced proposed amendments to the civil infractions section of the Township’s 
Code of Ordinances that designates those Township officials authorized to issue civil infraction tickets.  
 

- Also on April 15th, the Board authorized the Planning Department to proceed with the adoption of a new 
Special Event Ordinance designed to streamline the review and approval processes for those wishing to 
conduct events in the Township. 
 
 
Miscellaneous 

 
 

- The Building Department is reviewing the building plans for the Sikh Temple proposed to be constructed 
on a site at the northwest corner of Canal Road and Mt. Hope Highway.  The Planning had most recently 
reviewed and approved a “downsized” version of the original development proposal. 
 

- The Hilton Garden Inn at the southwest corner of West Saginaw Highway and Canal is scheduled to open 
within the next few weeks. 
 

- Work has commenced on the Old Lansing Road bike lanes. 
 
 
/gb 
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