
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, November 5, 2018 

2009 Township Drive 
Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER:  Vice Chairperson Schinzing called the meeting to order at 
7:00pm. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:   Russ Schinzing, Vice Chairperson  

Brian Winkler, Secretary 
Tom Jones 
Bill McKeever 
Brian Parel 
George Weber 

  Absent:  Larry Haber, Chairperson (excused) 
Tom Jones (excused) 

                     Also Present:  Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director  
       
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Weber, supported by Winkler, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Agenda of November 5, 2018, as presented. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Winkler, supported by Parel, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Minutes of October 1, 2018, as presented.  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
Bill McKeever – Zoning Board of Appeals  

 Nothing to report from the ZBA. 
 

George Weber – Township Board of Trustees  

 Since our last meeting, we’ve had two Township Board meetings, one on 
October 9th, and the other on October 23rd. 

 The October 9th meeting was primarily associated with reviewing and confirming 
a multitude of special assessment districts. Of note also is the approval of the 
expenditure for Sleeth Road manhole rehabilitation. There's about 20 of them; 
roughly a half a million dollar expenditure to take care of those for the next 50 
years hopefully. 

 On October 23rd, a couple of highlights. We had a presentation from Living Lab 
as it relates to Parks and Recreation, the Dodge Park V improvements, most of 
which is centering on the Scarlet’s Smile integrated playground for handicap and 
non-handicap children, and the splash pad, along with the building of a new 
restroom and changing facility. 

 You might have noticed that there are new barriers being put up along the M5 
and Pontiac Trail roundabout, replacing the snow fences. It was deemed that the 
barriers were successful, not necessarily in eliminating accidents, but in 
significantly reducing the severity of those accidents. 
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 For Township employees, there will be another healthcare option, in addition to 
those already in place. 

 
Discussion took place regarding the barriers at the roundabout, which are an interim 
solution. 
 
Dave Campbell – The fences are in place at the northbound and westbound legs of the 
roundabout. Mr. Weber is correct. They force people to slow down and look left as they 
enter the roundabout. The RCOC put in the snow fences originally as an experiment. 
They found that the average entering speed went from about 29mph down to 22mph. 
They were effective, however not very attractive. They wanted to put something more 
permanent up. We talked about a lot of different options, including landscaping or an 
ornate wall, but the reason we held back on any of those things is that we aren’t sure 
what the future of that roundabout is. It may have to get reconfigured in large part 
because of the development at the northeast corner of Pontiac Trail and Martin 
Parkway. 
The new barriers are an interim solution that might be there for maybe three years until 
we know the fate of that roundabout. We didn’t want to do anything too elaborate that 
might just get ripped out a few years from now. 
 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 A couple of highlights from the October 16th DDA meeting. 

 The first was that the DDA Board is going through an 8th amendment to the 
Aikens’ agreement, which is the large retail development within the DDA 
property. The amendment involves a 6-month extension to the agreement, and 
another non-refundable deposit for them to close on the property. The extension 
is through the end of June 2019. 

 The second item is that the DDA is getting closer to shifting the interest rate on 
the outstanding bonds from an adjustable rate to a fixed rate, based upon the 
shift upwards in interest rates. Plante Moran will make a presentation at our 
November meeting, and then most likely, we will be looking at putting that on the 
Township Board’s December 11th meeting agenda. 

 
Weber – I think it’s already on the December agenda. 
 
E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
None.  
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
None. 
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
None. 
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I. NEW BUSINESS 
ITEM I1: PSP18-0006 – BOULDER DEVELOPMENT 
Boulder Development LLC of Commerce Township MI is requesting site plan approval 
to construct a new office/manufacturing/warehouse building located at 8681 Boulder 
Court. Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-100 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. He presented the location on the 
overhead, along with proposed renderings. He noted that the Planning Commission saw 
a preliminary version of this plan in September. Boulder Industrial Park is a commercial 
site condominium, and this building would be the third facility for Basic Rubber & 
Plastics. This is a principal permitted land use in the TLM zoning district. 
Issues noted in the October 31st Planning Department letter included that the Planning 
Commission should discuss and make determinations on the following: 

1. Design and building materials; 
2. A proposed window on the north side of the building; 
3. The proposed 18’ parking spaces, as opposed to 20’ that are typically required 

per the ordinance, along with 4” curbs, which maximizes greenspace; 
4. Whether or not screening is required for the loading dock/truck well along the 

front of the building based upon the orientation of the building; 
5. Accent lighting proposed along the side of the building that is not fully shielded 

and downward-directed; 
6. Any signage, wall signs and/or ground mounted signs, are recommended to be 

deferred to the Building Department for Administrative Approval under a separate 
permit; 

7. Landscaping had a few items to be corrected on a revised landscape plan. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Where is the window? 
 
Dave Campbell brought up the rendering on the overhead. 
 
Dave Campbell – In the TLM zoning district, you’re required to have a 25’ side yard 
setback. It can be reduced to 15’ as long as there are no windows or openings on that 
particular side of the building, that aren’t otherwise required by the building code, for 
emergency ingress or egress. That particular window isn’t required for emergency 
ingress/egress. It would just be a nice window for somebody’s office. As a Planning 
Commission, rather than referring this to the ZBA for a dimensional variance, you could 
instead treat it as an architectural decision, whether a window on that side of the 
building is more in keeping with our architectural standards than would be a blank brick 
wall. That could be part of your discussion and determination on architectural and 
building materials. 
Speaking of which, I wanted to have discussion regarding the size of the bricks for the 
office building. They’re proposing 4x12 utility size brick. We’ve had discussions in the 
past about whether a standard face brick, which is 2.5x8, is more appropriate. I believe 
that Mr. Smith and his team will say that, for an industrial setting, the jumbo brick is 
more architecturally appropriate, but I did want to have that discussion with the Planning 
Commission. 
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They are in need of waivers from the building materials standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance, particularly for the light manufacturing portion of the building. There's a 
significant overage of metal panels, so they do need a waiver from the Planning 
Commission. Part of your discussion of whether or not you want to grant that waiver 
might be ensuring that the office building portion is what you consider to be consistent 
with our building material standards. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Would the applicant like to speak to any of the items 
brought up? 
 
Mr. Smith, 8700 Boulder Court, Commerce Township, MI, was present along with Karl 
Vollmar, Pucci & Vollmar Architects, PC, 508 E Grand River Ave, Ste 100B, Brighton, 
MI, and Mark Collins, Nowak & Fraus Engineers, 46777 Woodward Ave, Pontiac, MI. 
 
Mr. Smith – We’ve discussed it, and all the things that were reviewed in the letter are 
not beyond our scope of doing. We have samples of the brick that we’ve proposed if 
you’d like to see those. We didn’t bring them in here today, but we can certainly present 
them to the Building Department. Maybe Karl has samples in his briefcase of something 
similar to what we’re talking about. 
As far as the overuse of metal, there’s going to be an 8’ brick/block wall, and then the 
balance will be steel, in earth tones as you can see in the rendering. There are a lot of 
tall pine trees in the yard, so it’s going to blend right in with the landscaping pretty well. 
As you can see from the rendering, you can’t see the truck well from the road because 
of the way the office is oriented. We’re confident that is blocked properly, unlike my 
current building across the street where I had to build a 10’ wall, 20’ off the building. It’s 
kind of an eyesore as far as I'm concerned, but it does block the truck well. 
 
Karl Vollmar – I’d like to speak to the window on the north wall. It overlooks the big 
retention pond, so it’s not right on the road. There's quite a bit of distance between the 
building and the next property. 
 
Dave Campbell – I would argue that if this property line were configured differently, we 
wouldn’t even need to have this discussion about the 15’ setback. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Winkler – In concept, I like what I see on the site plan and the building elevations. I 
would suggest that we follow through with Dave’s recommendation, when considering 
granting a waiver for the building materials, that the office building be done in the 
standard size brick, rather than the utility size brick, particularly given the small size of 
the office building compared to the manufacturing portion. Otherwise, it looks good. 
 
Parel – Dave, there's a note in here with regard to the property to the west. It is zoned 
as single-family residential. There's a note regarding the buffer zone proposed between 
this property and the residential. I would be interested in what’s being proposed as a 
buffer. 
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Dave Campbell reviewed the site on the overhead in relation to the single-family 
residential site referenced, and explained further. 
 
Dave Campbell - There is a 12’ strip between the sites, which arguably means this site 
is not adjacent to a residential zoning district because of that 12’ strip. However, the 
intent is still the same, to protect the residential land use from the office/manufacturing 
commercial type land use. The existing vegetation, which includes a pretty tall stand of 
trees, will remain and serve as a buffer. 
 
Parel – Those are evergreens? 
 
Mr. Smith – They’re pines, and the landscape plan proposed... 
 
Dave Campbell – In addition to the existing vegetation which will remain, they’re also 
proposing a row of evergreens and smaller shrubs to further enhance the buffer 
between the sites. 
 
Mr. Smith – Because of the residential, we purposefully cut the site short a little bit just 
to leave that buffer in there. 
 
Weber – For clarification on the brick, you have it in the office area, but in addition to 
that you’ll have 8’ of brick all the way around the perimeter. Is that correct? 
 
Karl Vollmar – It’s concrete block on the industrial portion of the building. 
 
The applicant and Dave Campbell reviewed the renderings on the overhead, defining 
the office portion, the rest of the building, and the concrete block areas. It’s a split-face. 
There are bands with different colors and different textures, and those are smooth face. 
This will line up with the bands in the office as well. 
 
Weber – I have no issues with the site plan as submitted. 
 
McKeever – I’m in agreement with Brian. I'm fine with all the other issues, including the 
lighting, but I think I’d rather see the smaller brick used on the office portion. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – I would defer to both Bill and Brian on that as they have 
quite a bit of experience on this. With the concessions we’re making on the building 
materials for the entire building, we’re going to request that you use the smaller brick 
size. Are you okay with that? 
 
Mr. Smith – Yes. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Let me make sure, everyone is okay with the truck well 
not being seen, the accent lighting, and the window? 
 
There were no objections by the Commissioners. 
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Vice Chairperson Schinzing – What about the 4” curbs? 
 
Mark Collins – We can modify the curb. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – And the brick size, that was it. I see there's signage on 
your rendering. We’re obviously not approving that signage, just so you know. 
 
Mr. Smith – Right. That’s a separate application. We’re just showing that for reference. 
 
MOTION by Winkler, supported by McKeever, that the Planning Commission approves, 
with conditions, Item PSP18-0006, the request by Boulder Development LLC of 
Commerce Township MI for site plan approval to construct a new 
office/manufacturing/warehouse building located at 8681 Boulder Court.  
Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-100 
Move to approve PSP18-0006, a site plan by Boulder Development LLC for a new 
21,694 sq ft office/light manufacturing building on Unit 4 of the Boulder Industrial Park. 
Site plan approval is based on the following findings of the Planning 
Commission: 

1. The proposed window on the north side of the office building is necessary to 
satisfy the intent of the building design standards of Article 27 of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

2. A waiver of the strict application of the building materials standards of Article 27 
can be granted, so long as the Planning Director administratively reviews and 
approves revised elevations consistent with the Planning Commission’s 
direction as discussed at the November 5 meeting;  

3. 18-foot parking spaces can be approved so long as they are adjacent to 4” curbs; 
4. The proposed office building effectively screens the proposed truck well / loading 

area; 
5. The proposed wall-mounted sconce lights qualify as accent lights. 

Site plan approval of Boulder Unit 4 is conditional upon the following items:  
1. Review and approval of engineered construction plans by the Township 

Engineer, Building Official, and Fire Marshal; 
2. Administrative review and approval by the Planning Department of a revised site 

plan to include the following: 
a. Building materials to be revised based on the direction of the Planning 

Commission – standard size brick will be used for the office portion of the 
building as discussed herein; 

b. Dumpster enclosure to match the building, and a detail demonstrating 
compliance with the standards of Section 29.05.C of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

c. 4” curbs where adjacent to 18-foot parking spaces; 
d. Backing taper at the west end of the parking lot; 
e. Building-mounted wallpacks to be fully shielded and downward-directed;   

3. Review and approval of a revised landscape plan by the Township’s Landscape 
Architect to address comments noted in his Oct. 22 review letter; 

4. Signs to be reviewed and approved under a separate Sign Permit by the Building 
Department subject to the requirements of Article 30 of the Zoning Ordinance; 
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5. The emptying of the dumpster to be between the hours of 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. only;  
Discussion – 
Dave Campbell – Do the hours for the dumpster present a challenge at all? 
Mr. Smith – No, not at all. 
AYES:  Winkler, McKeever, Weber, Parel, Schinzing 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Jones    

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM I2: AMERICAN PLASTIC TOYS – CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
John Gessert representing American Plastic Toys of Commerce MI is requesting a 
conceptual review of a proposed addition onto their existing building located at 799 
Ladd Road. Sidwell No: 17-34-151-019 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. He detailed the location, which falls 
into Walled Lake and Commerce Township, along with the conceptual proposal for the 
addition of approximately 80,000 square feet of warehouse space. The property is 
zoned industrial so their existing and proposed uses are permitted in the district. He 
explained the history of a previous request for an addition in the late 80s, however at 
that time there were challenges with the Township parking requirements as there was 
not enough space onsite to accommodate. They paved and prepped the area for the 
addition, but did not follow through due to lack of space for parking. The applicant is 
hoping to discuss the issue of parking with the Planning Commission. Dave had asked 
the applicant to compile information on existing employment levels, peak staffing and 
anticipated staffing with the addition at their highest possible volume of production.  
He added that the conceptual review is meant to be an informal discussion. Nothing is 
binding for the applicant or for the Planning Commission. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Thank you. It’s just our opinions today to give you an idea 
of where we stand on some of the issues. 
 
John Gessert, President, American Plastic Toys, Inc., 799 Ladd Road, Walled Lake, MI, 
was present along with Patrick Hebert, Plant Manager. John noted that the Assistant 
Plant Manager was also present in the audience. 
 
Mr. Gessert – Commerce Township has the headquarters for one of the few U.S. 
manufacturers of toys. One of the ways we’ve been able to maintain our presence here 
is our product line is big and bulky, so it requires a lot of storage. In addition to 
producing ahead of time for Christmas and just in time deliveries, we also produce a 
vibrant spring and summer product line as well. That’s why we need additional storage, 
and we use the building across the parking lot for manufacturing. 
We’re making an effort to avoid the problems we had last time we talked about this. We 
got a little too far along in the process, so as a courtesy, we’d like to talk about 
reconsidering this. Through discussions with the State of Michigan and Oakland County, 
they said why don’t you take another stab at it. Specifically, as to the parking, I’ll go 
back to David’s comment. Last time we looked at this, the Planning Commission 
required that we increase our total parking spaces to just over 900 spaces for this 
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addition. The current standard for 80,000 square feet would require an additional 160 
spaces. Presently we have 147 spaces comfortably now onsite. We run 24 hours a day, 
5 days a week, sometimes 6 days a week. Our current staffing is about 100 people at its 
maximum during the day. We have about 35 people in the office, about 40 people in 
assembly with supervisors, and then 25 assorted people that are in shipping, quality 
control, molding department, et cetera. The off-shifts, at full-max capacity, represents 
about 45 people per shift.  
We have enough spaces to support if the next shift were to come early, and we have 
enough spaces for the new people coming onto the shift, as well as accommodating 
people who are already there. This doesn’t take into consideration the amount of ride-
sharing/shuttles that are used. Parking has never really been an issue for us, but it 
would be very challenging for us if we were to have to add another 160 spaces. It would 
make the addition difficult and we would have to shrink down the space. 
In previous discussions, they suggested that we buy adjacent undeveloped land and not 
develop it. I don’t know that that’s in anybody’s best interest to have a property that’s left 
to mow or pave. We never have everybody there from first and second shift. 
As you can see, we’ve had trailers in the back, but we will be converting outside storage 
to inside storage. We ship virtually all of our products via semi-trailers, so we always 
have trailers coming in and out of the yard. The addition would incorporate two to four 
shipping docks. Our major customers, like Walmart, Menards, et cetera. spot trailers in 
our yard, which we would back into the wells that would be facing the south side of the 
building. 
We would be converting basically a parking lot where we have trailers stored, not 
usually more than 24 to 36 hours, to indoor storage as well as any trucks would be 
hidden at the back of the building on the south side. 
Other important things to consider about this proposed project is that we are adjacent to 
the new Michigan Airline trail. I think it provides an opportunity here. It’s appealing 
because the northern façade of the building and that space would be improved for the 
people who would be using this trail. They wouldn’t just be looking at a parking lot, they 
would be looking at a building, which would be consistent with the rest of the buildings 
as far as building materials, et cetera. The lighting would contribute to added security for 
that portion of the trail, between Ladd Road and Benstein, and would make it nicer. Now 
that the trail is there, and it’s developed and finished, we would be willing to work with 
Walled Lake and Commerce Township to designate parking space for the trailhead. It’s 
a nice intersection. 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever – I understand their need for little parking. My concern would be if the 
building changes use years down the road. How do you handle that when you have a 
building that, by design, is 160 parking spaces undersized or too short? Is there any 
kind of restriction or contingency? 
 
Dave Campbell – If American Plastic Toys moved out of this facility entirely, and a 
different user wanted to reoccupy the space, they would need approval from Commerce 
Township to do so. One of the things my department always looks at, anytime you have 
a change of occupancy/change of use, is parking. In this hypothetical, if a different user 
came in who wanted to use that space for something other than warehouse, they might 
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find themselves in a challenging predicament. We might have to say, that’s not a space 
you can occupy for that particular use because you don’t meet the parking 
requirements. That hypothetical user may have to look at acquiring adjacent property to 
expand the parking lot, or do a shared parking agreement with other facilities. Maybe 
that is something American Plastic Toys would have to think about, if they make this 
investment and use up that area of their site for more building, it might preclude them 
from being able to sell it to another user sometime in the future because that user won’t 
have enough parking for that site. 
 
Mr. Gessert – The other thing I might add is that if you look at the north side facing, we 
have silos. We do injection molding, so with the rail service there, we had to invest in 
additional silos to hold plastics. That’s very unique to injection molding operation. That 
provides some additional area, and we obviously didn’t include that square footage as 
far as potential parking. 
From David’s explanation, it probably would hurt the value of the building as far as 
potential resale uses; not that we’re intending to sell. We’re perfectly comfortable in 
Commerce Township. We like the area and we support the staff here. It would probably 
be more of a detriment to us as far as resale value. 
 
McKeever – My concern is ending up with a building of a half a million square feet that 
is unsellable or unusable. 
 
Dave Campbell – If they were to proceed and come back to the Planning Commission 
with a site plan in the near future, they may want to see where on the site they could 
show some deferred or land banked parking. I don't know that they can squeeze 
hundreds of spaces on there, but there may be opportunities like Mr. Gessert just 
mentioned to add some land banked parking in certain corners of the site, to maximize 
every last parking space on the site. Not to necessarily build them as part of the site 
plan, but at least show that there is an opportunity to put them in if the day ever comes. 
As part of that, they would need to look at their existing stormwater detention. Typically, 
what Commerce Township wants to see is that if the day comes where you need to put 
in additional spaces, you want to be sure that your storm facility can take on that 
additional storm load without having to dig a deeper pond. That’s something their 
engineer would want to take a look at. 
 
Mr. Gessert – It’s also worthy to note that since the rail access is no longer in the 
building, the space west of the silo is unused, undeveloped ground. That’s where the 
rail setting used to be. That could be potentially additional acreage if you will for parking 
spaces that was not included in any of our numbers. The 147 spaces very specifically 
are paved and would not be affected by the addition. 
 
McKeever – It would be necessary to show that space, as Dave said, on the final site 
plan. 
 
Weber – I drove by over the weekend. The only question I had was the same as Bill’s; 
what was the future potential for the building? That’s been answered. 
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Parel – No questions. 
 
Winkler – A couple of things, and one is a question for David. David, in your 
recollection, have there ever been any issues with parking on this site in the past? 
 
Dave Campbell – I've never heard of any. I spoke with Jay James and he’s never heard 
of any either. I don’t know what day of the week this aerial photo was taken, but the 
parking lot certainly looks like it has extra capacity. I might defer to the owner or 
operator as far as their day-to-day needs currently. I think they’ve said they have a 
surplus of parking currently, and they’re running at close to peak manpower. 
 
Mr. Gessert – A toy company, November 1st, yes. 
 
Winkler – The trailhead parking, as being suggested, would be a real plus. Lastly, if this 
addition is ultimately approved from the site plan side, there’s a way to monitor the 
parking in the short-term afterward to ensure we’re not seeing any issues. It’s a possible 
stipulation. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – What is the ceiling height proposed? 
 
Mr. Hebert – It would be the same as the last building which is approximately 20-24’ at 
peak. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – I will say, I looked for warehousing in Commerce 
Township for a while for my business. It’s a premium. If they do put in warehousing, and 
they want to sell the building, people are going to buy the building for the warehousing, 
not for other things. I know for a fact as I struggled with that. 
I heard you mention, John, you’re proud to be in Commerce Township, yet the branding 
on your product says Walled Lake. 
 
Mr. Gessert – Correct, and I would encourage you to go to our brand new website 
where it references Commerce Township instead of Walled Lake. It’s funny, I always 
thought the Commerce Township/Walled Lake line was further back in the building, then 
when I realized that my office and a few other offices were in Walled Lake, but pretty 
much everything else was in Commerce Township, we made that adjustment when we 
updated our website. 
The only problem is that most of our toys, in compliance with federal standards, have 
our address stamped in the bottom. We have almost 3,000 injection molded tools, not 
all of which have that address stamped in the bottom. I shuddered when I thought about 
potentially changing every single one of those to Commerce Township. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – But moving forward ... 
 
Mr. Gessert – Yes, moving forward, we can look at that. One other thing I would 
mention too, we actually did most of the berms and the storm water runoff when we 
looked at the addition previously. The natural barriers that go around the property have 
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grown in nicely. It’s pretty much hidden back there because a lot of that work was 
already done. 
 
Mr. Hebert – You can see that the space is limited. The parking lot was actually all set 
to have the building in 1989. The parking lot was just put there to cover the pea gravel 
and grading that was already done. The berm to the back, and off the north side, that 
goes down too; it was designed for 200-year storms. With the building there, there really 
is no excess water. Anything that pours on that parking lot would be the same as what’s 
coming off the roof. That was all flat ground. The trees behind the semi-trailers are like 
30’ high now. It’s been a long time and it’s a really good natural barrier. The shrubbery 
is towards the rail trails and that’s blocked pretty good too. If there was ever anything I 
could do, it would be in that area. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – I think the consensus for everyone is that when you do 
come to site plan, we would like to understand what the potential for parking would be, 
even if it’s deferred. 
 
Mr. Hebert – How many spaces do you feel we should be shooting for? 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – As many as you can. What could you put on there? 
 
Weber – If you took the entire area where you have your silos, and then going all the 
way down the property line to the trailhead, that looks like that’s really your area of 
potential. 
 
Mr. Hebert – Yeah, all the drainage – I hate to say this, but most of the drainage from 
the building runs to a ditch, along there and then it can make it to the back. I can do 
some of it there, but it’s not quite as many spaces as it appears. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Make that part of your presentation. 
 
Mr. Gessert – Is there any tracking? I know Dave wants to come visit us once a week to 
look at the pictures, but we could track how many cars we have in the lot, two or three 
times a day, and show that. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – It doesn’t sound like it’s your present use we’re 
concerned about. It’s the future use; someone coming in to use this building for a 
different purpose. 
 
Dave Campbell – Our Planning Commission Chairperson, Mr. Haber, who is down in 
Florida, he is sending emails as we’re talking. He concurs; he wants to see deferred 
parking wherever you can make it work. He also likes the idea of a provision for a 
dedicated trailhead parking area. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – That’s a really good selling point. 
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Dave Campbell – What we have here is a nonconforming site. Your job as a Planning 
Commission is to bring the site up to reasonable compliance with today’s standards of 
the Zoning Ordinance, in some sort of proportion of what they’re proposing to do. One 
of the things I talked to their team about in early discussions was the idea of this 
trailhead, which I think they were in favor of. Speaking for Mr. Haber, he likes that idea 
as well. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Any other questions? 
 
Mr. Gessert – No, I think we’re set. Thank you. We appreciate your time. 
 
ITEM I3: COMMERCE RIDGE EXPANSION – CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
Jacob Park representing Commerce Ridge Inc. is requesting a conceptual review of a 
proposed rezoning of a parcel of land located north off Pontiac Trail, on the east side of 
the Commerce Ridge Manufactured Housing Community. Sidwell No.: 17-33-400-044 
 
Jacob Park, 185 Huntley Dr, Commerce Township, MI was present along with Eric 
James, Land Design Studio, 19466 Antago, Livonia, MI. 
 
Dave Campbell gave a review. He detailed the location, along the north side of Pontiac 
Trail between Beck and West Roads. Commerce Ridge consists of 42 existing mobile 
homes. This was originally developed in the 40s and overhauled in the 80s. Mr. Park’s 
father has owned it since 1989. There is another site plan, approved by the State of 
Michigan, for another 47 mobile homes on this portion of the property to the east. Mr. 
Park would like to get this portion rezoned, which is about 10 acres, plus or minus. He’d 
like it rezoned to single-family, most likely R-1D, to develop it with 17 single-family 
homes. The R-1D allows lot sizes with a minimum of 7,200 square feet, and that is what 
Mr. Park would be proposing. 
Dave reviewed the conceptual site plan on the overhead in further detail, showing the 
existing approved plan for additional mobile homes, and comparing and contrasting the 
single-family alternative proposal. The single-family development ends in a cul-de-sac, 
with a bridge going over the creek and a community garden at the north end of the site. 
This would require rezoning from mobile home to R-1D single-family, and also approval 
of a site condominium, which is how Mr. Park proposes to develop this. Anytime there is 
a rezoning and a condominium in Commerce Township, both have to go to the Planning 
Commission for a formal recommendation, and then to the Township Board for formal 
approval.  
Dave had discussed this with Mr. Park, as to sequencing the process. That may be 
something the Planning Commission would have thoughts on. Like any conceptual 
proposal, the potential developer wanted an opportunity to introduce himself to the 
Planning Commission and get first reactions. As mentioned previously, nothing is 
binding on behalf of the developer nor the Planning Commission. 
  
Mr. Park – The goal is to switch from mobile home park zoning to R-1D single-family. 
With that, you have larger sites. You have expansion in this area for more affordable 
housing. In this area, there is not a surplus of single-family homes within the $275,000 
to $325,000 range. Everything being built now is a bit north of that. 
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We’d be looking at building individual site condominiums, ranging from ranch style to 
two-story, with different frontages and different architectural features to have a nicer feel 
in the area. In addition, the proposed density in the proposed R-1D would be 0.6 acres 
per unit, as opposed to the approved plan now which is 0.2 acres for the 47 mobile 
homes in this new parcel area. We would also look at additional things such as maybe 
hooking up the garages for electric vehicles, or solar panels; different things that 
promote sustainable living practices. 
One of the things David and I had talked about is to have two entrances to the new 
proposed area. As it stands now, there's one entrance to Pontiac Trail. We would also 
provide a break-away fence to go between the existing mobile home park and the new 
proposed R-1D single-family development. That goes over the Taylor-Ladd County 
Drain, and that would be gravel. 
 
Weber – Dave, why the connectivity to the mobile home community? 
 
Dave Campbell – I think what Mr. Park is proposing is an emergency gated connection 
that would be accessible just to emergency fire, ambulance and police. In a worst case 
scenario, in the existing configuration with the 42 mobile homes, there could be some 
sort of vehicle breakdown or something that otherwise makes this drive inaccessible 
from Pontiac Trail, and then if there is another emergency in one of the units back here; 
if the entrance is blocked, emergency responders could not get back to it. The idea is 
that having a connection between the two gives you a second point of access for 
emergency responders. 
 
Mr. Park – Do you have any questions for us? 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Potentially. 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever – Would we be required to make up for the loss of the mobile home park 
zoning somewhere else in the Township? Is there a minimum that we are required to 
have? 
 
Dave Campbell – That’s a good question, and it’s not something I'm aware of. 
Historically, municipalities aren’t allowed exclusionary zoning that would zone out 
certain types of land uses. One of the big targets in the 60s and 70s was mobile home 
communities. Given that Commerce Township has two large mobile home communities 
along Wixom and Glengary, Stratford Villa and Commerce Meadows, and given the 
existence of Commerce Ridge here, I think it would be difficult to make any sort of 
challenge against the Township that we have zoned out mobile home communities. I 
think we’d make a very legitimate case that we have more than sufficient quantities of 
this type of residential product. 
 
McKeever – I like the concept. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Rather than Conditional Rezoning, would you rather have 
a zoning change? 
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McKeever – Would it be conditional, as opposed to a straight zoning change? 
 
Dave Campbell – That would be worth discussing here this evening. If it were rezoned 
to single-family, without any conditions on it, I would struggle to think of what else they 
could do with that zoning, other than something very similar to what they’re proposing. 
While Conditional Rezoning is always an option to the developer, I'm not sure that a 
Conditional Rezoning would necessarily give a whole lot more comfort level for the 
Planning Commission of what they’re going to get. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – I would be a proponent of straight rezoning, then we have 
it, and we always have it. 
 
McKeever – Right. It’s not like we are rezoning to a lesser residential where the density 
could get much higher. The portion I like is the reduced density. 
 
Weber – I'm in agreement with Bill. What is the square footage for an R-1C? 
 
Dave Campbell – I believe it’s 10,000 square feet. 
 
Weber – Okay. Again, I agree with Bill. I like the idea of less density, as long as there’s 
not something we don’t know about with having a minimum number of mobile homes. 
 
Dave Campbell – Given that it’s a good question, I will bounce it off our Township 
Attorney. Are we in some way putting ourselves in a predicament later on if we were to 
down zone from mobile home to single-family? 
 
Weber – I also like the idea that you’re starting at something that begins with $200,000, 
versus maybe some other the proposals we’ve had for entry level homes beginning at 
$375,000. These are potentially with a single-car garage. It appears that these homes 
will fit. Another proposal we saw had a bigger home on the same size lot. I like the 
proposal. Thank you. 
 
Parel – What are the sizes of the homes? 
 
Mr. Park – 1,200 to 2,000 square feet. 
 
Parel – It seems like a good concept. 
 
Winkler – I'm also in agreement with what’s already been said. I look at the project as 
one that has a price point that is more affordable than what we’ve been approving as far 
as residential developments in the recent past. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – Yes, we definitely have the potential to get a younger 
crowd back into Commerce Township. Would there be basements? 
 
Mr. Park – That would be the plan. 
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Vice Chairperson Schinzing – How do you propose shielding the one project from this? 
Do you see a problem selling those lots on the west side without shielding? 
 
Mr. Park – Not necessarily. I think that area, with all of the other units that exist on the 
south side of Pontiac Trail, I don’t know that the mobile home park would necessarily 
take away from that experience. As well as the fact that there's not really any supply of 
single-family homes in this area in that price point. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – So you’re thinking it’s a price point issue. 
 
Mr. Park – At that price point, I believe that negates any issue you see with the mobile 
home park. 
 
Weber – You’ve got four house elevation plans. How flexible are your renderings to 
make them look different? 
 
Mr. Park – Our plan with regard to the house frontages would be to change color, 
change siding and brick types, and also the location of the garage. We would not allow 
any two houses adjacent to each other to be the same. That should ensure that 
throughout the entire parcel, nothing looks too similar. 
 
Dave Campbell – As far as how the Zoning Ordinance is currently written, we have anti-
monotony standards. Those are applicable to any new single-family development of 10 
or 11 houses or more. Obviously we’re talking about 17 here, so the Township would 
require variation. Those variations include how you pitch the roof, how you do the front 
entry, windows, et cetera. 
 
Vice Chairperson Schinzing – It’s a very nice proposal. 
 
ITEM I4: 2019 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
Discussion took place regarding the schedule. Mr. Haber had reviewed the dates to 
ensure that they are consistent with Jewish holidays in particular. The meeting date of 
Monday, July 8, 2019, was discussed by the Commissioners and it was preferred as 
opposed to July 1st. 
The Planning Commission was in favor of forwarding the schedule, as presented, to the 
Township Board for final approval. 
 
ITEM I5: Election of Officers 
MOTION by McKeever, supported by Parel, to re-elect Larry Haber as Chairperson 
of the Planning Commission, Russ Schinzing as Vice Chairperson of the Planning 
Commission, and Brian Winkler as Secretary of the Planning Commission. 
AYES:  McKeever, Parel, Weber, Winkler, Schinzing 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Jones    

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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ITEM I6: Planning Commission Bylaws 
No changes were suggested. 
 
MOTION by Weber, seconded by Parel. Move to approve the Charter Township of 
Commerce Planning Commission Bylaws as presented. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  DECEMBER 3, 2018 @ 7PM 

 Brian Winkler noted that he would not be present on December 3rd. 

 Dave Campbell noted that Larry Haber would also be absent from the December 
meeting. In addition, it’s possible that Tom Jones will be absent. 

 It was noted that 4 Commissioners need to be in attendance for a quorum. 
 
K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 The pedestrian bridge over M-5 is open to the public and a lot of people have 
been taking advantage of it. It still connects to an unimproved trail, so it’s kind of 
a bumpy ride to get to it, but it is open. Some of the aesthetic enhancements that 
the Township funded got delayed for various reasons, and they are hopefully 
going to get done in February. 

 The trail way itself will be improved starting in the spring of 2019. My 
understanding from the Trail Way Council is that they’re going to start paving at 
Haggerty Road and work their way westward. 

 
Weber – Dave, what about lighting? 
 
Dave Campbell – The lighting is operational. They’re still making some adjustments. I 
was out there with the contractor and MDOT doing some inspections. There's a couple 
things they need to fix here and there. One of the things was the lighting, and they need 
to make some adjustments. They also need to have one particular person who is in 
charge of setting up a control panel for it. I think they’re working on that this week. Once 
that’s done, they will train us on how to run it. In the next couple weeks, we should have 
a fully illuminated bridge. 
 
Weber – It’s not just a switch? 
 
Dave Campbell – No. The lighting along the beams is color-changing LED. There are 
different things we can do with that. 
 
McKeever – Is it a remote? 
 
Dave Campbell – I don't think so. I think it has to be done at the control box. 
 
Dave Campbell – 

 For the December meeting, there are two potential action items.  
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 Aikens’ development, Five & Main, may be back in front of you to amend the 
PUD and the condominium that governs that entire development area. He would 
be amending the PUD to potentially add the four-story hotel that you’ve seen and 
discussed conceptually.  

 Also, amending the Commerce Towne Place Condominium to create two units 
where there is currently one unit. These will sequentially be units 13 and 14. 

 
Discussion took place regarding the purpose of splitting the units, pros and cons, 
phasing of the project, and the four-story hotel.  
 
Dave noted that if recommended for approval by the Planning Commission, the idea is 
that these amendments would then go before the Township Board in January 2019. 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Weber, supported by Parel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:16pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 
 


