
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

**SPECIAL** PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, June 19, 2017 
2009 Township Drive 

Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Haber, called the meeting to order at 5:00pm. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:   Larry Haber, Chairperson  
     Tom Jones, Vice Chairperson 
     Brian Winkler, Secretary 

Bill McKeever 
Jay Czarnecki 
John Hindo 
Russ Schinzing 

  Absent:  Dave Campbell, Twp. Planning Director (excused) 
                     Also Present:  Jay James, Engineer/Building Official 
     Phil Adkison, Township Attorney 
     Jason Mayer, Township Engineer 
     
APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Czarnecki, to approve the Special Planning 
Commission Meeting Agenda of June 19, 2017, as presented. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
None 
 
UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
John Hindo – Township Board of Trustees  

 The Clark Gas Station is on its way back to the Planning Commission. 

 At the last meeting, the Township Board discussed whether or not there was a 
violation of the Conditional Rezoning Agreement.  The Board determined that the 
Planning Commission will need to conduct fact-finding with regard to any 
violations, and then provide a recommendation to the Board. 

 Ultimately, we are only the recommending body and we send our findings back to 
the Board.  They have the final say in the matter. 

 
Phil Adkison - The process is established in the Ordinance itself.  The Township Board 
could get to the final decision without input from the Planning Commission. 
 
Hindo - We will have a public hearing on this very soon, correct Phil? 
 
Haber - Another one? 
 
Phil Adkison - Yes. 
 
Hindo - We will hear the public, along with the petitioner's comments, and we will 
receive the information given to us, such as a police report, then we will vote and make 
a decision. 
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Haber - We're only going to vote on the Conditional Rezoning? 
 
Phil Adkison - The only issue before you will be a recommendation on the Conditional 
Rezoning revocation. 
 
Schinzing - The Planning Commission already voted to not recommend it.  It wasn't a 
unanimous vote, but it was a vote to not recommend, and the Township Board overrode 
that recommendation. 
 
Hindo - Our duty here per the Ordinance is to do fact-finding for the Board to determine 
if the applicant has now violated that Conditional Rezoning.  It's not whether we 
approved the Conditional Rezoning or not, but to do fact-finding as to whether or not it 
has been violated. 
 
Schinzing - I see. 
 
Phil Adkison - Russ, you folks did the original recommendation as you would in any 
zoning, a Conditional Rezoning.  That was taken into account presumably by the Board 
and they made an independent decision as allowable, and that's in place. 
One of the conditions of the rezoning is revocation if there was a default on their part.  
The Zoning Ordinance provides that when that occurs, the Township Board does not 
conduct fact-finding themselves.  It's treated almost like a new rezoning issue.  It comes 
back to you, you go through the hearing process, taking evidence on that one issue, 
and then make a recommendation; but the Board is the decision-making body. 
 
Jones - What one issue? 
 
Phil Adkison - Whether or not the Conditional Rezoning Agreement was violated. 
 
Haber - We're not talking about the whole picture here. 
 
Jones - It's up to us to determine? 
 
Phil Adkison - You're making a recommendation.  You receive evidence.  The property 
owner will no doubt have evidence they want to offer, and the public probably will have 
also, and the Township Planning staff, along with enforcement staff. 
 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 The June DDA Meeting is tomorrow. 

 I have nothing to report. 
 
Jay James – Building Department 

 Nothing new to report. 

 We're very busy. 
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Chairperson Haber held discussion with Jay James regarding the family emergency that 
prevented Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director, from attending tonight's 
meeting.   
 
PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None 
 
ITEM 1: PSP17-0006 – COMMERCE COMFORT CARE 
Comfort Care Senior Living LLC of Saginaw MI is requesting a recommendation for 
approval to construct a new senior living facility located east off of Decker, north of 14 
Mile Road.  Sidwell No.: 17-35-400-044 
 
Phil Adkison provided history for the parcel in question.  In the 70s, this was part of a 
larger parcel owned by United Broadcasting and it had a TV antennae onsite.  This was 
zoned industrial.  Mr. Long Sr. was concerned that when this went up for sale, that it 
would be acquired and the industrial zoning classification, which appeared to be 
inappropriate at that time, would be made use of by a prospective purchaser and create 
issues with regard to the way development was going at that time in the neighborhood. 
The prospective purchasers were interested in what they could do with the property.  
The two sides met, and it resulted in a friendly lawsuit, governing the zoning.  As a 
consequence of that first Consent Judgment, the building that was on the property was 
allowed to remain for a period of time.  The property itself was zoned to residential in 
the original Consent Judgment, then there were provisions for the building ultimately to 
be removed. 
Sometime after that, the Consent Judgment was modified.  That was done in 
conjunction with the request of the Singh Development Company, to develop the east 
side of the property for multi-family dwellings.  We revisited the use of the industrial 
building on the site.  It hadn't been a problem.  It was used largely by Bill Petsch for his 
telecom repair service, and we allowed it to remain there for an extended period of time, 
ending in about 2003, then it was to be removed.  It has never been removed, so the 
property owner is in violation of the existing Consent Judgment. 
I understand, and the applicant can speak to it that it will be removed as part of their 
plans if they're approved.  If it's not, the Township, now that this matter has come to its 
attention, has asked me to take action to see that it is removed.  A deposit has been 
paid to an escrow account to prepare an enforcement order for that purpose.  We will 
see what happens tonight, and then before the Township Board in this regard. 
At the time the Consent Judgment was originally entered into, there was no such thing 
as a Conditional Rezoning, and contract zoning was specifically prohibited by the law.  
So whenever a property owner and a municipality wanted to make a deal regarding the 
use of property, they were prohibited from doing it unless they used the court system.  
Now to some degree, Consent Judgments are still a very popular tool to accomplish that 
purpose, because it's much like a contract.  The parties are bound by its terms unless 
they mutually agree to modify it, and you have a built-in enforcement mechanism in the 
court itself, which is an order that one or the other party act in compliance with their 
agreement in the Consent Judgment. 
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That's relevant tonight, and to the Township Board, as there is enormous flexibility in 
how you approach the development of this property, uses that would be allowed and 
how those uses are put in place.  It's whatever the two parties agree upon. 
Where we stand right now, the original Second Amended Consent Judgment is in effect.  
The Township is under no obligation whatsoever to modify it.  It can go in, pursuant to 
the Consent Judgment terms, and order that the building be removed, at the cost and 
expense of the owner, and the property will be pursuant to the terms of the Consent 
Judgment, only useful for a B2 business purpose, as that B2 zoning district was 
described in the Zoning Ordinance that was in place at the time the Consent Judgment 
was entered.  As an aside, and it doesn't have a lot to do with what we're doing here 
tonight, but the reason why that provision referred to the B2 zoning that was in place at 
the time the Consent Judgment was negotiated was because as you would expect, the 
property owner didn't want to lose the benefit of their bargain by having the Consent 
Judgment entered that says you can do whatever is in B2, and then have the Township 
amend the Zoning Ordinance to narrow the classification.  That would be of limited 
value to the property and that's why that language is in there. 
That brings us to our current situation where the property owner has a prospective 
purchaser for the property who wants to put a senior care facility on the land, and has 
asked the Township how best to accomplish that purpose.  Because the entirety of the 
original property is subject to the Consent Judgment, and the same property is still 
subject to the Consent Judgment, which has various enforcement mechanisms 
associated with it, I felt it was best to continue with the Consent Judgment approach.  It 
benefits the Township by keeping in place the enforcement provisions applicable to the 
same property, and to the remainder.  It also provides both the applicant here and the 
Township with unlimited flexibility regarding the proposed use. 
While Dave Campbell reviewed the proposal, using the assisted care facility language in 
the current Zoning Ordinance as a guide, that does not constrain us.  It's certainly a 
good starting place with regard to what you will want to see in order to be induced to 
recommend an amendment to the Consent Judgment to allow the use that has been 
requested, but it's not in effect binding on you.  It's just a starting place. It may also be 
the finishing place.  You may be very satisfied with what these folks have proposed and 
you can recommend then that the Township Board approve this site plan as an exhibit 
to the Third Amended Consent Judgment; or if you have interests you think ought to be 
protected on behalf of the Township, you can ask that those conditions be included in 
any amendment that the Township Board may want to consider. 
That's how we got here and you have pretty unlimited discretion in what you're going to 
recommend to the Township Board, keeping in mind common sense and what's doable 
is also a limit on your discretion.  You can't ask that the façade be gold plated.  They're 
unlikely to accede to that, but within the limits of common sense you can negotiate here 
on behalf of the Township to get a good development, or you may conclude that you 
think the existing Consent Judgment is better left in place and that you would 
recommend the Township Board not make any changes.  Keep in mind that these folks 
went first to the Township Board, they explained what they wanted to do, showed 
examples of what they've done other places, and the Board was open to the idea of 
amending the Consent Judgment to allow a similar use at this site, but they wanted 
input first from their professional staff and Planning Commission regarding how best to 
do that. 
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Haber - Just so I totally understand that, there were two Consent Judgments.  You said 
that the building still being on there is in violation.  Does that terminate the Second 
Consent Judgment? 
 
Phil Adkison - It would not terminate the Consent Judgment, though it would give the 
Township the right to seek court order to have the building removed at the property 
owner's expense.  We wouldn't want to terminate the Consent Judgment because that 
covers more than the property that's at issue here tonight.  It also involves the same 
development and the remainder that's not here. 
 
Winkler - Phil, I have a question.  Not precluding any decision by the Planning 
Commission, but if we recommend to the Township Board that the Consent Judgment 
be modified, would we see the site plan again? 
 
Phil Adkison - Unlikely.  I can see that it's conceivable that you would make that motion, 
but be concerned about some aspect of the proposed plan.  It's conceivable that you 
could make a motion to recommend a specific site plan that's been presented, with 
some modifications, and then ask that after the Board and Planning staff have looked at 
that, to have it come back to you for final approval.  That wouldn't necessarily be the 
most time efficient way to accomplish that purpose. 
 
Haber - Let's see where this goes and how it ends up.  That's always on the table.  We 
may want to revisit this after it goes through all the motions. 
 
Phil Adkison - Remember, in effect, the Township gets another bite at the apple 
because it's the Board's decision whether or not to modify the Consent Judgment.  
They've asked for your input because that's what you folks do is look at Planning  
issues, but it may well be that the site plan will get up there and they'll say, in the 
ordinary manner of things, and Planning Commission decision on site plan is final, but in 
this case it's not because we have control over the Consent Judgment, and they're not 
bound to take your recommendation.  They can add to it or subtract from it.  Past history 
suggests they'll be pretty close to what you've recommended. 
 
Jones - Phil, Dave has taken the time to go through this and he's been very good about 
giving recommended motion language.  I assume that you have seen his write-up on 
this and his recommendation of 10 items, which includes #9, demolishing that current 
building.  Have you looked at the proposed recommended motion and think it's 
acceptable? 
 
Phil Adkison -  I do.  I have read it and it's acceptable as far it goes.  I'm anxious to see 
what input you folks have. 
 
Jones - In addition to this, okay. 
 
Phil Adkison - Yes, and I'm expecting that if that building is not down by the time the 
Township Board considers it, or if there's not in place a very specific plan to get it down 
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within a reasonably short period of time, they're not going to be very anxious to approve 
an amendment. 
 
Haber - Jay, was there anything you wanted to add? 
 
Jay James - Not as far as the history of the parcel, no.  However, I would like to review 
a couple items. 
As you know, the parcel is on 14 Mile and Decker.  The parcel currently is 12.2 acres, 
and it's proposed to basically be split in half, with this development being on the 
northern half.  The boundary line with the City of Walled Lake actually runs partially 
through the site, which leaves the western portion in the City of Walled Lake. 
Dave has had some preliminary discussions with Walled Lake and their Planner, and all 
of the development, what the building looks like and the use, is all up to Commerce 
Township.  They have indicated that they have no issues with the access point on 
Decker, which is actually maintained by Walled Lake. 
 
Haber - If I remember, it's just a number of feet into Walled Lake. 
 
Jay James - It's substantial at 200 feet in. 
 
Haber - The building that is going to extend there will only be a few feet into Walled 
Lake? 
 
Jay James - Yes, the building itself is almost entirely in Commerce Township. 
 
Haber - So they've relinquished the responsibility to us. 
 
Jay James - All the parking in the front will be in Walled Lake, and the access to 
Decker. 
 
Haber - Okay. 
 
The Project Manager, Scott Bell, Lapham Associates, 116 South 3rd Street, West 
Branch, MI, was present along with the Applicant, Shahan Sikander, 9140 Gratiot Rd, 
Saginaw, MI. 
 
Scott Bell - We are the engineers and planners who have prepared the site plan for the 
proposed development.  Dave did a very good job of putting together the report.  I'm 
assuming everyone's had the chance to review that, so there isn't a whole lot for me to 
explain.  We are proposing the development of an assisted living housing for the aged 
at the property on Decker Road. 
The demolition of the proposed building would have to take place if our plan is to be 
developed, as it currently falls in the memory care wing, the parking lot and where that 
dumpster pad is proposed to be. 
We have proposed that the parcel be split, per the seller's survey, which includes a 
cross-access easement, a shared common drive.  The location of that drive, as 
previously mentioned, Dave got in touch with the Walled Lake Planners and we put 
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together a minor traffic impact report for that indicated location.  The geometrics of that 
drive were suitable. 
The building in and of itself is a little over 71,000 square feet of building; 89 units are 
proposed.  A portion of it would be memory care which is a separate wing.  The majority 
of our parking is out in front in the Walled Lake portion; although in order to provide 
additional parking, the ordinance only required approximately 30 spaces I believe, and 
we have over 40.  We have additional parking on the south side by the memory care for 
that facility as well. 
We have a colored rendering that you should all have received, and we have a larger 
copy here as well.  The exterior currently, based on the architect's design, primarily 
visible on the west and south sides, would be a combination of EIFS and brick, with 
decorative balusters, et cetera, over the dormers and over the covered entry.  The two 
sides facing north and east, which faces the existing multi-family townhouse 
apartments, would be primarily vinyl siding.   
I know that was one of Dave's topics.  I don't have a whole lot more information.  At this 
point in time, they're not completely finished with the architecturals.  There's months of 
architectural design to get a final product, but for conceptual purposes for today, that's 
what the owner and the architect have proposed for the exterior finishes.  The footprint 
isn't going to change from what we have designed here.  What may change inside, as to 
one of Dave's other comments, there was conversation about having two-bedroom 
units.  There is a need to have a larger square footage for those.  There is a possibility 
that some of the rooms may change, or become bigger or smaller in order to 
accommodate that, but I think you said you're going to keep them all single bedroom 
units? 
 
Shahan Sikander - Yes. 
 
Scott Bell - Yes, so I think we're good with what we have on that for now. 
Our site lighting and landscaping have all gone through the appropriate reviews through 
your consultants.  I believe we've addressed all of the issues and they have an 
approved as noted letter that they sent out.  By the way, I appreciate everyone's help 
with this project in pushing forward, and you folks for coming here tonight for a special 
meeting.  Your consultants and staff have been great in expediting everything.  We've 
done the best we could to turn things around quickly to be here tonight. 
A few minor things on the landscaping plan; a few additional trees that need to be 
labeled on there, and showing some of the flowers indicated with a symbol.  I've made 
those minor changes since their review letter. 
As far as the engineering review, we do have a couple comments from them.  In 
discussion with the shared easement indicated on the survey, it would be a 60 foot wide 
easement.  The terms and conditions of how that will be handled will be negotiated 
between the purchaser and the seller as far as maintenance.  Presuming at this point in 
time, we're developing it and we'll be responsible for constructing it, in accordance with 
whatever gets approved here, but also we'll be responsible for maintaining the building 
until such time as the property itself is developed and then that will be negotiated. 
Additional comments they had regarding the drainage calculations, that's an 
engineering aspect that, although we do have final calculations for everything, it wasn't 
part of the submittal that I did for Planning Commission, with the storm sewer plan 
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profile sheets.  But I think we did include some additional calculations on the stormwater 
plan that is shown there to show hydraulic gradient, our calculations for a detention, et 
cetera.  The water main changes have been made to the plan, which were simply 
increasing the stub to the south to a 12-inch so that a 12-inch water main can be 
brought through that property to connect and supply the loop. 
With that, we'll conclude and handle any questions you may have. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Haber - Thank you.  Phil, the shared access agreement, do we have one?  A shared 
access agreement for the road, and maintenance for the road? 
 
Phil Adkison - We do not, but listening to these folks and reading Dave's report, I made 
a note that it's going to have to be either in place, or a part of the Consent Judgment.  
There will have to be some flexibility because the use on the remainder is unknown, but 
it will have to be addressed so that the Township is satisfied that the road as approved 
will remain appropriately maintained, repaired and rebuilt as necessary. 
 
Haber - If they split that off and move the line down, then it would be the property 
owner's responsibility. 
 
Phil Adkison - Correct. 
 
Haber - That's a choice that you folks will have to make, but there will need to be a 
shared access agreement if you're going to share that piece of property.  Also, is there a 
time element that you're working with here?  Was that the reason for the special 
meeting? 
 
Scott Bell - Yes, I believe, although I'm not totally privy.  I know we do have a deadline 
on our purchase agreement that has us moving along at a certain pace.  Construction 
season, believe it or not, is slowly coming to an end already. 
 
Shahan Sikander - We're looking to get construction underway before the end of the 
year. 
 
Haber - You said you have the purchase agreement that has to be met.  Is there a time 
limit on that? 
 
Shahan Sikander - It's somewhere at the end of the August. 
 
Haber - Okay. 
 
Winkler - I gave this a good look in comparison to some of the surrounding buildings at 
the intersection of Decker and 14 Mile.  If you go south, there's a commercial 
development and that was built with almost entirely brick, with the exception of the 
horizontal reference points which are EIFS. 
Then as you go to the southwest, there's that large long-term care facility that was built 
within the last 3 or 4 years.  It's very similar to this building as far as its function, and 
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that's entirely brick with a few minor exceptions on the west elevation where they 
substituted HardiePlank.  Then if you look at Briar Place, it has a little more variation 
that this building has. 
So, I think from an elevation standpoint, I would like to see a lot more brick. 
 
Haber - That's one of my major notes that I have here.  Are you aware that we have a 
maximum amount of EIFS you can use?  Is it 20%, or 10%? 
 
Jay James - I believe it's 20%. 
 
Haber - I think that Brian's point is going to be well-taken.  We're not EIFS fans here.   
 
Scott Bell - I was told that after the rendering got sent. 
 
Haber - I would certainly encourage you to look at brick. 
 
Winkler - One other thing, a question for Jason.  I noticed how quickly this went through 
the Township departments.  Jason, are these regulated wetlands on this property? 
 
Jason Mayer - I believe it's the property further south where the wetland is located.  
There are none on this property. 
 
Scott Bell - Actually there are wetlands in the upper corner.  When it was previously 
looked at for development, the DEQ did a wetland assessment on the property.  They 
made a determination that those wetlands were delineated, flagged, marked and 
mapped, and they were not regulated because of their lack of size, they were under 5 
acres, and their proximity to a lake or stream. 
I've made numerous calls to Nancy at the DEQ.  She was off last week.  She has not 
responded yet to me, but I anticipate that she will concur with that 2002 report. 
 
Winkler - On the positive side, the building does pick up on some of the design cues 
from the long-term care facility on the southwest corner of that intersection. 
 
Schinzing - Is that long-term care or is that rehabilitation? 
 
Jay James - I thought it was a rehab place. 
 
Schinzing - One of my notes on here was regarding delivery vehicles, loading and 
unloading.  I didn't see that. 
 
Scott Bell - I will defer to Shahan as he's more familiar with the actual deliveries, but 
they're usually fairly minimal.  Typically in a facility like this, there's a small box truck 
that delivers food a couple times a week.  I believe the linens are handled internally.  
You have UPS or FedEx, but that would probably happen right at the front door.  Due to 
the licensing, the building is secured and their access has to be controlled, so pretty 
much anyone who comes into the building needs to come in through that front door. 
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Haber - All deliveries will be made through the front door, food and everything? 
 
Scott Bell - Food and everything, yes.  I believe the kitchen is actually in the central part 
of the building, so no matter where they bring it in, they've got to haul it through the 
building.  Same thing with garbage and waste. 
 
Jones - A couple of things that the Planner mentioned; You have to have 600 square 
feet for a two bedroom.  You understand that? 
 
Scott Bell - Yes, absolutely, and at this time we are not proposing any two-bedroom 
units. 
 
Jones - Another thing, the proposed driveway would be for other potential businesses.  I 
don't like the idea of something with 89 units and all the people that could be in there 
having only one entrance.  I suggest a second entrance. 
 
Haber - Are you talking about access? 
 
Jones - Right.  I don't like the idea of one shared entrance. 
 
McKeever - This would be better with a boulevard entrance at the south end, instead of 
a curb cut on Decker. 
 
Jones - I would say at a minimum, what you had at the old Hiller's, they had a wide 
entrance. 
 
Shahan Sikander - The residents that are going to stay here are typically not moving in 
and out of the building.  Probably 95% of them will be confined to staying within the 
building almost all the time.  The entrance will be used for visitors.  We don't anticipate 
too much traffic or congestion in that entry way.  Furthermore, the entrance will be 
sizable.  Given the proximity, next to the Singh Development to the north, on that end 
it's going to be difficult to accommodate an entrance over there because that area is 
very narrow in space.  We have just managed enough of an area to have an access for 
the fire trucks and all other vehicles. 
 
Jones - Well I'm still not happy with it.  A lot of times, we have a construction access. 
 
Shahan - Furthermore, 24 of the 89 units are memory care on the southeast end which 
has its own separate entrance. 
 
Jay James - He's referring to access to the road, not access to the building. 
 
Jones - There's one more comment from the engineers about the water main in Jason's 
report, #4, that they should have a 12-inch stub. 
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Jason Mayer - They meet the requirement if it's less than 1,500 linear feet of water main 
and it provides greater than a 1,000 gallons per minute flow.  They're good with how 
they have it shown, with the 8-inch loop instead of the 12-inch. 
The 12-inch stub is to the south so that when the property to the south is developed, it 
will be 12-inch through that site down to 14 Mile. 
 
Jones - Are you in agreement with that? 
 
Scott Bell and Shahan Sikander both agreed. 
 
Czarnecki - Nothing new.  I agree with everything in the report. 
 
Hindo - I'm good.  I agree with Brian. 
 
McKeever - I agree with Brian also.  That was the first thing that stuck out to me was the 
amount of EIFS and vinyl siding. 
 
Jones - Should this come back to show us the architecturals? 
 
Haber - Let's get to that right now because you don't have a material board here. 
 
Discussion took place regarding the desire to see a material board, and having the 
architecturals come back to the Planning Commission for review.  Signage and 
landscaping could be administratively approved.  The excessive parking was also 
addressed, and Scott Bell explained that this would allow for parties and events when 
people visit their relatives.  Lastly, the loading area was discussed. 
 
Jay James noted that the Township Board could approve the use, subject to approval of 
the architecturals by the Planning Commission.  Haber encouraged the addition of brick 
and stone to reduce the EIFS and vinyl.  Winkler concurred. 
 
MOTION by Jones, supported by Winkler, that the Planning Commission recommends 
approval, with conditions, to the Commerce Township Board of Trustees, of Item 
PSP17-0006, Commerce Comfort Care, the request by Comfort Care Senior Living LLC 
of Saginaw MI for a recommendation for approval to construct a new senior living facility 
located east off of Decker, north of 14 Mile Road.  Sidwell No.: 17-35-400-044 
Move to recommend the Township Board amend the Consent Judgment for the 
property at the northeast corner of 14 Mile and Decker Road to allow approximately 6.1 
acres of that property to be developed with the Comfort Care senior living facility, 
PSP#17-0006.   
The Planning Commission’s recommendation is conditional upon the following: 

1. The amendment to the Consent Judgment shall limit the use of the property to an 
assisted living facility of 89 units.  

2. A site plan for the Comfort Care facility to be included as an exhibit to the final 
amended Consent Judgment, with that site plan to be revised to address the 
following: 
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a. Comments of the Planning Director in his review letter dated June 14, 
2017, including but not limited to comments related to the external lighting 
and dumpster enclosure 

b. Comments of the Township Engineer in their review letter dated June 15, 
2017  

c. Comments of the Township Landscape Architect in his review letter dated 
June 15, 2017  

d. Comments of the Township Fire Marshal in his review letter dated May 22, 
2017 

e. Comments of the Planning Commission during their meeting of June 19, 
2017, including all comments relative to building materials and 
architecture 

f. Comments and findings of the Planning Commission relative to required 
number of parking spaces.  

3. The amendment to the Consent Judgment provide allowances for administrative 
approval of minor modifications to the site plan, and minor modifications to the 
site in the future, in lieu of amending the Consent Judgment every time a 
reasonable change is proposed. 

4. The amendment to the Consent Judgment state that existing one-bedroom units 
cannot be converted to two-bedroom units unless the units comply with the 
minimum floor area requirements of Article 26 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

5. The amendment to the Consent Judgment to state that all signs – and future 
modifications thereto - are to be reviewed and approved under separate permit 
by the Building Department based on the standards of Article 30 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

6. Engineered construction plans to be reviewed by the Township Engineer, 
Township Fire Marshal, and Township Building Official. 

7. Approval of the Decker Road access to be formally approved by the City of 
Walled Lake. 

8. Approval by both Commerce Township and the City of Walled Lake of an 
application to split & combine existing properties to create a new property 
consistent with the site plan. 

9. The existing commercial building demolished and removed consistent with the 
terms of an Enforcement Order to be drafted by the Township Attorney.  

10. This proposal has to come back to the Planning Commission for architectural 
approval. 

11. The shared access agreement will be included. 
12. It is stipulated that the development is for 89 single-bed units and there will be no 

double units.     MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
Shahan Sikander confirmed that the exterior elevations would need more brick and 
stone, but he asked if the overall design was acceptable.  Jones encouraged the 
applicant to talk directly with Brian Winkler on the matter.  Haber agreed and explained 
that Brian is an architect. 
 
OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   
None 
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PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 There was no Director's report in Dave Campbell's absence. 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  JULY 10, 2017  
 
Schinzing stated that he would not be present at the July meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Czarnecki, to adjourn the meeting at 5:45pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


