
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Monday, June 5, 2017 
2009 Township Drive 

Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Haber, called the meeting to order at 7:00pm. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:   Larry Haber, Chairperson  
     Tom Jones, Vice Chairperson 
     Brian Winkler, Secretary 

Bill McKeever 
John Hindo 
Russ Schinzing 

  Absent:  Jay Czarnecki  (excused) 
                     Also Present:  Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director  
     Jay James, Engineer/Building Official 
     
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Schinzing, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Agenda of June 5, 2017, as presented. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Jones, supported by McKeever, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Minutes of May 1, 2017, with corrections: 
Discussion - 
Jones inquired about Ms. Rabban's comments on Page 13.  He asked what she meant 
by trap, and also asked if the word reinforce was meant to be enforce. 
Campbell replied that he could not speculate on the meaning Ms. Rabban intended here 
with her words.  The minutes are just meant to be a recording of what she said. 
Jones also referenced Page 20, Cliff Sieber's comment, "The reduced size of the 
parking spaces, from 22 feet to 18 feet...".  Jones stated that Cliff must have meant 20 
feet as required. 
Campbell replied that 20 feet is required and they are allowed to reduce to 18 feet if 
they provide a 4 inch curb. 
Jones initiated discussion on curb heights, 6 inch versus 4 inch, as most cars are not 
designed with enough clearance for 6 inch.  He added that curbs need to be rounded to 
minimize damage to the underside of a vehicle. 
Campbell and James reviewed the current curb requirements and standards.   
Jones asked that the Township consider going to 4 inches. 
Campbell would discuss potential changes to the standards with the Township 
Engineer. 
McKeever noted that all occurrences of Giddinger in the minutes, under Uncle Buck's, 
should be corrected to Hittinger. 
Jones concurred with this correction.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
Brian Winkler complimented the Recording Secretary for a job well done on the 25-page 
minutes. 
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D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
Bill McKeever – Zoning Board of Appeals  

 There was a variance granted at 8928 Gittins.  It was a dimensional variance 
from Article 33 of the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to replace a 
detached garage that encroaches into the required front yard.  He was just 
replacing his current garage. 

 
John Hindo – Township Board of Trustees  

 We have not met since April 11th. 

 We have a meeting next week. 

 The main thing that we will see is Item 1.  As you've seen in the report from Dave 
Campbell, the Township Board will determine whether there is sufficient evidence 
that Clark/K & S Fuel has violated the Conditional Rezoning Agreement and what 
action to take on it. 

 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 The May DDA meeting was fairly routine, but there were three items worth 
mentioning. 

 The construction contract was approved for the sidewalk installation in the DDA 
area.  As you may have seen, the work has started and is moving along at a 
good pace.   

 There was a purchase offer made and tentatively accepted for the west portion of 
the DDA parcel located at Haggerty and Oakley Park.  The east portion is still 
available for sale. 

 We are waiting for imminent approval for the purchase of the property directly 
southeast of the Township Hall for a medical office building. 

 
Director Stacey - We're seeing quite a bit of production onsite.  Pulte is moving right 
along.  Galbraith's project is before DEQ for a sewer permit to tap into our system.  He 
is moving through the process and we should see his workers back out soon.  
Everything else is progressing satisfactorily. 
 
Jay James – Building Department 

 We are really busy right now. 

 I've hired two new building inspectors to help me out. 

 Ordinance work has picked up and we have an additional person helping out with 
that as well. 

 
E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Tom Thomasma, 2190 Richardson Road - My company is ER Thomas Development, 
and I am the developer of the site condominium off Richardson Road by the name of 
Ashton Park. 
We had an unfortunate incident today.  Part of the development along Richardson has a 
conservation easement and we're trying to put a water main along the road.  I gave 
instructions to the tree clearing people but something went wrong and they cut down 
some trees that they shouldn't have.  A few were in the conservation easement, and 
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one of them was not; however, it was a large oak and we were trying to save it at all 
costs.  I met Mike Powell out there previously and we had it staked by GreenTech 
Engineering.  We had decided we could snake the water main around that tree and it 
was clearly marked with yellow caution tape. 
 
Mr. Thomasma continued his lengthy explanation regarding the mishap, including that 
detailed diagrams were provided to the tree clearing company and there were multiple 
walk-throughs.  The tree was cut down this morning, and they also hit a power line.  He 
stated that he was dumbfounded, he called the accident negligent and stupid, and 
apologized to the Planning Commission.  He added that he would go along with any 
mitigation/remediation decided by the Planning Commission and Township in this 
regard. 
 
Dave Campbell - This just came up mid-afternoon today.  I have no answer yet until we  
can look at the extent of the vegetation that was removed to determine what can be 
done to mitigate. 
 
Chairperson Haber - Who will be the front man on this? 
 
Dave Campbell - I will. 
 
Schinzing - Isn't this the second time this has happened on the property?  Weren't trees 
cut down here that weren't supposed to be? 
 
Jones - I think that was somewhere else. 
 
Dave Campbell - My recollection is that one of the conditions of site plan approval was 
that the applicant would come in with a tree clearing plan for the entire site.  My 
understanding is that never happened.  The project pre-dates me a little bit, but I believe 
the site was cleared without the submittal of the tree clearing plan. 
 
Schinzing - That frustrated me, and now we're here again. 
 
Chairperson Haber - Tom, I think you'll need to work with Dave on this and we'll let you 
know where this will go.  There are no answers right now.  We will get back to you.  
Thank you for coming in. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review of the Planning Department's 
recommendation that the public hearing for Item F1, along with Item F2, remain tabled 
and that no discussion be held by the Planning Commission during the meeting. 
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ITEM F1: PSU17-001 – CLARK GAS STATION – SPECIAL LAND USE – PUBLIC 
HEARING - TABLED FROM 5-1-17 - REMAIN TABLED 
K & S Fuel Venture of Commerce MI is requesting Special Land Use for expansion of a 
new fueling station located at 519 Commerce Road.  
Sidwell No.’s: 17-10-404-002 & 17-10-404-003 
 
ITEM F2: PSP17-0002 – CLARK GAS STATION TABLED FROM 5-1-17 - REMAIN 
TABLED 
K & S Fuel Venture of Commerce MI is requesting Site Plan approval for the 
construction of a new gas station/retail building located at 519 Commerce Road. 
Sidwell No.’s: 17-10-404-002, 17-10-404-003, 17-10-404-024 & 17-10-404-025 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
 
ITEM G1: PZ17-0002 – COMMERCE TOWNSHIP – TEXT AMENDMENT  
An amendment to the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance No. 3.000, to amend the 
following Sections: Article 2, Section 2.02, to add a definition for Off-Premise Alcohol 
Sales Outlet and Article 26, to add Section 26.316 to regulate retailers selling beer, 
wine, and/or liquor for consumption off-premise. 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review of the proposed amendment and 
recent updates.  He stated that discussion is necessary on the proposed minimum 
spacing between off-premises alcohol retailers. 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever - No comments. 
 
Hindo - I will reiterate my comments from the last meeting.  I'm more in favor of having 
only one license per 1/2 mile for SDD licenses for packaged liquor, and no restrictions 
on SDM licenses for beer and wine. 
 
Jones - I feel as though two in a mile is acceptable, but they must be a 1/2 mile apart. 
 
Hindo - That works, one per 1/2 mile. 
 
Schinzing - I feel more comfortable with that also, the 1/2 mile requirement. 
 
Winkler - No additional comments. 
 
Haber - Is this a legal reason? 
 
Hindo - It is.  These are subject to challenge all the time.  I think that it makes for a 
stronger defense for the Township that we are in compliance with State law.  It's not 
something we created to be more restrictive.  The State law is basically no more than 
one SDD license per 1/2 mile, with the exception of some special circumstances which 
you might see around the Township, such as two across the street from each other. 
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Haber - I'm trying to avoid having them next door or across the street from each other.  
It seems like too much to me, but that doesn't seem to be the feeling here so I will let 
this go the way it is. 
 
Schinzing - Let this go the way it's written, or as we just discussed? 
 
Haber - We can change it.  When you make a motion with a recommendation, then you 
can change it. 
 
Dave Campbell clarified the language before the Commission, and reiterated the 
suggested changes.  Open discussion continued as the Commissioners worked to 
reach a consensus. 
 
Jones restated that there could be two within a one mile spacing, but they have to be a 
1/2 mile apart from each other.  Hindo added that he is in agreement with Jones, 
whether it be one per 1/2 mile, or two within a mile but they have to be a half mile apart. 
 
Dave Campbell - The State currently doesn't have a distance requirement for SDMs.  
It's only for SDDs.   
 
Hindo - I suggest that we follow the State law and that it only apply to liquor licenses 
which are SDDs.  Since the State has no restrictions on SDMs, we should follow State 
law. 
 
Haber - I don't necessarily agree.  I think it should be both. 
 
Jones - I think it should be both also. 
 
Schinzing - I'm in agreement that we should follow State law. 
 
Winkler - I agree, follow State law. 
 
McKeever - I agree with John.  It's more defensible. 
 
Jones - State law for either one. 
 
Haber - Is it clear now? 
 
Dave Campbell - What I'm hearing is that the spacing requirements relative to an 
alcohol retailer are going to be the same for Commerce Township as the required by  
the State of Michigan? 
 
Jones - Right. 
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Dave Campbell - Just to be clear, this means you could have two beer and wine stores 
next door to each other.  The State of Michigan does not have a spacing requirement 
for SDM licenses. 
 
Hindo - Only if they comply with the rest of our requirements, they can. 
 
Dave Campbell - Yes, if they comply with all the other requirements. 
 
Haber - I still have a little problem with this.  I don't think this community needs it. 
 
Hindo - I understand your concern, but with my legal hat on, I'm in favor of following 
State law. 
 
Dave Campbell - This is not meant to sway anyone's opinion one way or the other, but 
the Township Attorney has vetted this to the extent possible and is comfortable that this 
is defensible in a court of law as it is currently written.  What's in front of you is more 
restrictive than what the State would require. 
 
Haber - If the Township Attorney feels that way, I would like to stick by my original 
decision, one per mile.  I think that's in the best interest of the community.   
 
Jones - They're looking for a consensus. 
 
Haber - We can look at the consensus, but whatever we do will be scrutinized by the 
Township Board no matter what. 
 
Schinzing - Was there a requirement in here for the distance requirements from 
residential? 
 
Dave Campbell - Yes, if it is open to 9PM or later, it has to be 500 feet from any 
residential zoning district. 
 
Schinzing - In Commerce Township, that really minimizes the areas that this could be. 
 
Haber - This whole part was to be restrictive. 
 
Schinzing - I understand, but I don't want to look anti-competitive.  I don't want to stifle 
competition just because we want to be restrictive.  Just the proximity to residential 
considerably reduces the area in Commerce Township where you can have this. 
 
Haber - On Page 2, the word "church" bothers me.  I understand it's in the State's 
purview to do that, and it is defined later on, but is there some other wording we can put 
in there? 
 
Dave Campbell - This is verbatim the way a church is defined per the Michigan Liquor 
Control Code. 
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Haber - Well a mosque is not a church, a synagogue is not a church.  It's a place of 
worship and that's what I think the words should be there. 
 
Discussions took place regarding the suggested change to include "place of worship" in 
place of "church".  Dave Campbell discussed "storefront churches" which open in retail 
spaces, and in so doing, they could make any alcohol retailer in the area suddenly 
nonconforming.  This is meant to provide a definition for a church to avoid transient 
operations from restricting other businesses.  Dave Campbell concluded that he would 
affirm this change with the Township Attorney. 
 
The consensus of the Commissioners was in favor of the suggested change in wording, 
if the Township Attorney finds no issues. 
 
Chairperson Haber reiterated the amendments discussed herein, and polled the 
Commissioners with regard to the changes for distance and location. 
 
Haber - Bill, how do you feel about it? 
 
McKeever - Less restrictive. 
 
Hindo - Less restrictive, one per 1/2 mile, and follow State law that it only applies to the 
SDD licenses. 
 
Jones - I agree with John. 
 
Schinzing - Same. 
 
Winkler - I'm okay with John's comments. 
 
Jones - What about John Hindo's previous request for the ability to have an exception if 
we choose.  Is that in here? 
 
Hindo - You're right, I did mention that based on the more restrictive language; but, if we 
are going to follow State law, then I don't think we need that. 
 
Jones - Okay.  After we're done with this, and the Township Board completes it, this will 
be sent to the State of Michigan so that they know the Commerce Township 
requirements? 
 
Dave Campbell - We will be in coordination with the Liquor Control Commission.  For 
any new license, there's a check box for "complies with local zoning".  It would be their 
obligation and mine to ensure that the check box is only checked if it complies with 
these standards. 
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Chairperson Haber ensured that the discussions were complete.  Dave Campbell asked 
if John Hindo could restate his suggested changes one last time for the record prior to 
any action. 
 
Hindo - The change is that we will follow State law.  There will be no more than one 
SDD license per 1/2 mile.  There will be no distance restrictions on SDM licenses. 
 
Dave Campbell - Relative to one another, or relative to all the other land uses we talked 
about including schools, playgrounds, et cetera? 
 
Hindo - Relative to one another. 
 
ITEM G1: PZ17-0002 – COMMERCE TOWNSHIP – TEXT AMENDMENT  
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Jones, to move that the Planning Commission 
forward application PZ17-0002, with changes, to the Commerce Township Board with 
a recommendation of approval, text amendment 3.033 to the Commerce Township 
Zoning Ordinance, to amend the following Sections: Article 2, Section 2.02, to add a 
definition for Off-Premise Alcohol Sales Outlet and Article 26, to add Section 26.316 to 
regulate retailers selling beer, wine, and/or liquor for consumption off-premise,  
This recommendation for approval includes the following changes to the 
amendment: 

1. In following the State of Michigan law, there will be no more than one SDD 

license per 1/2 mile, and there will be no distance restrictions on SDM licenses 

relative to one another, and, 

2. The word "church" will be changed to "place of worship", subject to approval of 
said change by the Township Attorney. 

AYES:  Schinzing, Jones, Hindo, McKeever, Winkler  
NAYS: Haber 
ABSENT: Czarnecki    MOTION CARRIED  
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 
ITEM H1: PPR17-0001 – TOM TRAYNOR – ACCESSORY STRUCTURE – PUBLIC 
HEARING 
Tom Traynor of Commerce MI is requesting approval as provided for in Article 33 of the 
Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to construct two accessory structures totaling 
(2,125) two thousand one hundred and twenty five square feet located at 722 Farr.  This 
parcel is 2.7 acres.  Sidwell No.: 17-10-201-008 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
Tom Traynor, 722 Far Street, Commerce, MI was present to address the request.  
 
Tom Traynor - Good evening.  Thank you for considering this request.  I can answer 
any questions you may have. 
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Chairperson Haber - What will be the use of the buildings? 
 
Tom Traynor - I maintain my properties in Commerce so I do my own snow plowing, 
landscaping, et cetera.  I have a work pickup truck, another pickup truck, a lot of tools a 
few trailers, four vehicles, and a log splitter.  It's a large piece of property.  The large 
garage is a partial garage and workshop.  You've been out to the site and you may think 
it looks pretty nice except in that corner. 
I do have permission from Comcast to park my trailers on their lot, but I don't want that 
to be a permanent thing. 
There isn't a really good layout to do a garage that's located well for my wife and kids, 
so I decided to do a smaller detached garage there.  I still need to have a workshop and 
equipment storage, and I can keep my maintenance vehicle in there. 
 
Haber - The rendering shows two different colors. 
 
Tom Traynor - It will match the house.  We really like the color, and we've done a lot of 
work on the property.  We've been in the Township for many years, and it's our 
Mayberry so we're not going anywhere that's for sure.  We're grateful to be there and 
things are working out very well. 
There is a hockey rink there, that large square.  That will be ripped out.  The arbor 
vitaes will be moved.  The parking garage will be landscaped. 
 
Chairperson Haber opened the public hearing. 
 
Chairperson Haber clarified the public hearing process for the residents by explaining 
that all questions and comments would be heard, but answers would not necessarily be 
provided this evening.   
 
Regina Fronczak-Roth, 4080 Lake Pointe Ln, Commerce Township - I'm familiar with 
Farr Street, the elementary and the Comcast site.  This I'm not familiar with.  Are we 
putting in a business into residential?  What's the zoning? 
 
Haber - We should have an answer to that in just a few minutes. 
 
Chairperson Haber closed the public hearing as there were no additional 
questions or comments. 
 
Haber - Mr. Traynor, do you want to answer that? 
 
Tom Traynor - No, ma'am, it's basically a large garage and small garage for my wife.   
 
Haber - The question was whether that would be a business in there. 
 
Tom Traynor - No.  I own It's A Matter of Taste, I'm busy enough. 
 
Haber - Did that answer your question? 
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Regina Fronczak-Roth - Not really.  He's bringing in all this big equipment.  That's 
seems like a storage yard for a business.  I live close to that area.  That's the 
impression I get. 
 
Tom Traynor - No, not at all.  I just do my own maintenance. 
 
Haber - This is for personal equipment that has nothing to do with your business? 
 
Tom Traynor - Yes, personal equipment. 
 
Regina Fronczak-Roth - He did say, this is for my business. 
 
McKeever - He said he maintains his properties. 
 
Haber - It's to maintain his property. 
 
Jay James - Even if it was a business, and I don't think that's Tom's intent at all, but you 
can keep commercial vehicles as long as they're parked in a garage.  You cannot park 
them outside.  I would have no problem telling you, Regina, if he is storing materials of a 
building type, or storing commercial vehicles outside, we would look into it.  I believe he 
keeps his truck there to plow his personal house and to plow his own driveway at his 
restaurants.  I don't think Tom goes out seeking other plowing or landscaping jobs. 
 
Regina Fronczak-Roth - Thank you, Mr. James.  So, it's there for your business of It's A 
Matter of Taste? 
 
Tom Traynor - Well both, as I have another residential property. 
 
Haber - Okay, I think we've answered the question.   
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever - I have nothing. 
 
Hindo - Nothing. 
 
Jones - The proposed large garage is 10 feet from the lot line.  Is that acceptable? 
 
Jay James - Yes.  It can go as close as 3 feet. 
 
Jones - Is there going to be a driveway, not shown on this illustration here? 
 
Tom Traynor - Yes, sir. 
 
Dave Campbell - Jay and I were just talking about this.  If I understood you, Mr. Traynor, 
this concrete hockey rink will be removed.  You'll pull all these plants out and 
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reconfigure this.  There will be two garage bays, and I assume you will extend the 
concrete to those bays? 
 
Tom Traynor - Yes, but it will actually open up more green space than what's there now.  
The footprint of the large garage is roughly the same size as the hockey rink that's being 
moved over, but I'm not going to use that with it.  I don't want a concrete jungle.  I would 
hope that it's kind of obvious with what we've done there that it will be done in good 
taste. 
 
Jones - Should the driveway be on the site plan? 
 
Jay James - No, it's not required to have a driveway. 
 
Jones - Okay.  I assume that if we approve this today, there will not be any requests 
going to the Zoning Board of Appeals for this. 
 
Tom Traynor - No, sir. 
 
Schinzing - No comments. 
 
Winkler - I just want to be sure on one thing on the drawing.  There were minimum 
setback requirements for the north and south yards, at 25 and 35.  On the site plan, 
both of the structures are set at 20 feet... 
 
Jay James - I think I can answer that for you.  Those setbacks are for the primary 
residence.  The ordinance allows for detached structures, as long as they're located in 
the rear and side yards, to be as close as 3 feet to the property line. 
 
Winkler - Okay, thank you.  That answers my questions. 
 
MOTION by Jones, supported by Winkler, to move to approve, with conditions, 
PPR17-0001, an application submitted by Tom Traynor to construct two accessory 
structures that are greater than 900 square feet combined, totaling 2,125 square feet, 
for his home at 722 Farr Street, on a 2.7 acre parcel.  The motion is based on a finding 
that the proposed structures satisfy the applicable standards of Section 33.01.A.5 of the 
Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance.  Sidwell No.: 17-10-201-008 
Approval is conditional upon the following: 

1. A deed restriction recorded with the Oakland County Register of Deeds shall be 
provided to the Township’s Building Department prior to the issuance of any 
building permits.  The deed restriction shall prohibit any land division creating a 
parcel of less than 2 acres for the property the structure is located upon. 

2. Existing temporary storage structures on the property are to be removed upon 
completion of either of the two new accessory structures.    

AYES:  Jones, Winkler, Schinzing, Haber, Hindo, McKeever 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Czarnecki    MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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I. NEW BUSINESS 
Dave Campbell stated that there are three conceptual reviews.  These are opportunities 
for the developer of a new development to come before the Planning Commission for a 
non-binding discussion, before anyone gets too invested into engineering and 
architecturals. 
ITEM I1: COMMERCE HAMLET – CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
Paul Kashat of Bloomfield Hills MI is requesting a conceptual review of a live – work 
type development located on the south west corner of Wise and Carroll Lake Roads. 
Sidwell No.: 17-10-227-041 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
Mr. and Mrs. Kashat were present, along with their Broker, Mark Schafer of Thomas 
Duke Company. 
 
Paul Kashat - We've been trying to work on this for a while.  We've had the property a 
long time.  We love the Commerce area.  We've tried to come up with a plan or concept 
which would help the area, as well as what's around it.  We thought there is always a 
need for this with a lot of entrepreneurs out there and they need a place to spread their 
wings.  We're hoping Commerce will work with us on that.  Hopefully we can all come 
up with a plan that makes sense. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Winkler – From a concept, the building and site plan look attractive. The Planning 
Commission as a body has maintained and adhered to the Master Plan.  The major 
drawback I see her is that it makes me uncomfortable to have us veer from that 
direction we've taken.  This would require spot zoning on the corner to something that 
would not adhere to the Master Plan. 
 
Schinzing – How would the advertising and signage be oriented? 
 
Dave Campbell - My guess would be that the signage would be along the road frontage.  
The difference I see from the City of Walled Lake is that there is some public parking 
available here at the front.  They're showing some limited parallel parking in the front 
with the majority of parking in the back.  I would think there would need to be some sort 
of public access from the front and the rear. 
 
Schinzing - If you go to the pictures of the examples of the buildings, that would be 
facing the road? 
 
Paul Kashat - Correct. 
 
Haber - It would be similar to what you see there with parallel parking. 
 
Jones - That is zoned residential? 
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Dave Campbell - Correct, this is single-family detached. 
 
Jones - I'm a little uncomfortable with this.  I'm not sure that Legato ever got fully 
developed.  Even after it was built years ago, it was a long time before anybody 
occupied those places.  I'm not in favor of spot zoning.  That's the worst thing you can 
do according to the Michigan Planners' Association. 
 
Haber - Conceptually, this seems to make a lot of sense.  The problem I see, especially 
in Walled Lake because they have this in two different sections, is that it has not 
worked.  There are many empty places there.  It didn't work on Maple, and on Pontiac 
Trail there's another that has a few stores rented and a few of the residential units, but 
not very much.  It just doesn't seem to work. 
 
Hindo - I agree with the comments made.  I've driven by Legato many times and I've 
always wondered why that was built.  It didn't seem to fit. 
As for this particular corner, I don't know why when Augusta Woods was built, this 
wasn't incorporated, or there wasn't something in the deal with Hunter Pasteur. 
It would seem that it would make the most sense for this corner to have residential tied 
into Augusta Woods.  There are no houses there as there was not enough land 
because of this parcel. 
I don't think the residents that live there want to see these big, tall buildings, parking lots 
and people in and out of the businesses there.  Moreover, that's a busy intersection and 
it's very difficult to get in and out of there.  It's primarily residential at that intersection.  I 
lived there for 12 years and I definitely would not want to see commercial there with tall 
structures. 
 
McKeever - I agree with everything that's been covered.  I just don't see it on this 
corner. 
 
Haber - This is a very challenging spot.  Dave, is there a possibility that some of these 
lots could be developed residential, with a street coming through Augusta Woods?  I 
know there's a pipeline there. 
 
Dave Campbell - That's part of the conversation.  The Consumers pipeline is there on 
an angle, and that has an easement over top of it.  No one can put anything on top of 
the easement that Consumers can't drive over.  They don't want to see trees there and 
certainly no buildings.  My understanding is that they do allow surface improvements, so 
a parking lot, road or driveway would be allowable.   
In theory, it would involve some cooperation with the HOA for Augusta Woods.  A court 
or cul-de-sac could be possible, and that was discussed with Mr. Kashat and his broker.  
Their feeling was that the homes would not be marketable as it's too much of a high-
traffic corner for a single-family home.  They can speak on their own behalf, but that's 
the aversion to that idea as I understood it. 
 
Jay James - I believe that there was an easement left there for a street to extend off of 
Augusta Woods into that property. 
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Open discussions took place regarding the history of Augusta Woods and this site. 
 
Mrs. Kashat - You were comparing this to Legato.  I want to make sure you understand, 
that was just an example.  There are other places.  At the Legato location, the 
structures along the road are occupied.  It's the ones in the back with no frontage for the 
signs to be seen that have not been occupied.  This would still keep with the character 
of the area with residential zoning.  It would be a conditional zoning, but it would still be 
residential in appearance and be very quaint.  I put this together.  I'm a designer, so I'm 
not a professional architect, so don't take anything literally that you saw in my proposal.  
It was an idea.  We wanted to have a fountain on the corner with seating and make it an 
amenity for the community.  I think the only houses that would be affected would be on 
Wise Road.  It would offer a community center with possibly a bike repair shop, or 
whatever the community needed.  There are so many seniors now looking to downsize, 
and maybe some woman does baking but doesn't want to have a full-fledged business, 
or wants to live above the business. 
 
Mark Schafer - I've been working with the Kashat's on this property.  Our concern was 
that you'd end up having 7 to 9 homes, all backing up to a very busy intersection and 
the backyard then becomes what you see at Wise and Carroll Lake Roads.  That would 
be a concern, not only for market value but also from the absorption rate in building 
those homes. 
The biggest concern that I've heard here tonight was the challenge about spot zoning 
and the requirements to go to a non residential zoning in order to manage the 
commercial component to it.  Does the ordinance have an element to it that allows for 
home businesses within a residential zoning, to further define and limit the intensity of 
those uses? 
 
Dave Campbell - We do allow home occupations, as a lot of communities do.  There are 
certain requirements for a home occupation.  I don't have them memorized, but they're 
things like you're allowed to have very limited signage like maybe a one-square foot 
sign next to the door, or the commercial component cannot take up more than X square 
feet of the overall structure, et cetera.  The idea with the home occupation would be if 
you have an engineer working out of his house, or a designer, they're allowed to have a 
home office but it's not intended to be a situation where you are generating a lot of 
traffic and where it has a retail or commercial feel.  To the lay person standing at the 
street, it should look like any other house in the neighborhood. 
 
Haber - So in order for this to happen, Dave, we'd have to rezone this whole piece of 
property.  I think it's the intent of the Planning Commission not to rezone this but to keep 
it as is. 
 
Chairperson Haber polled the Commissioners and the consensus was not in favor of 
any rezoning for this property. 
 
Haber - None of this is binding, but this is the way we feel about it now. 
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Paul Kashat - Is it all right if I throw out another idea? 
 
Haber - Now's the time. 
 
Paul Kashat - Okay, would you be open if we kept it all residential, can we do another 
residential option? 
 
Haber - It is residential.  Are you talking multiple? 
 
Paul Kashat - Yes. 
 
McKeever - I would not be in favor of that. 
 
Haber - No, I don't think so. 
 
Discussion continued regarding the potential for condominiums.  The property is master 
planned for cluster residential, which was clarified as single-family detached homes, 
and this does not permit townhomes, duplexes or attached condos. 
 
Mrs. Kashat - Would the Commission be open to consider that residential and increase 
the density to have some kind of situation where people would want to live there?  
We're worried that it's a corner where nobody would want a driveway right on Wise or 
Carroll Lake. 
 
Haber - As I said before, this is a very challenging spot.  It would make a wonderful 
park. 
 
Mrs. Kashat - Does the city want to buy it? 
 
Haber - I don't think that would be acceptable to you.  My suggestion is, work on what 
you can.  Come back in to work with staff on some of your other ideas and let us know. 
 
ITEM I2: THE VUE – CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
Steven Schafer of Farmington Hills MI is requesting a conceptual review of a mixed use 
development located at 155 Haggerty Road, just south of The Home Depot.  
Sidwell No.: 17-36-400-014 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. 
 
Steven Schafer, Schafer Development - I've been involved with this property for about 
12 years.  I worked with the Fedder's for quite some time during the retail boom to try to 
put in a more conventional type strip center. 
We came to the Township to mitigate the wetlands, and we removed them from the site.  
There was a mitigation area approved by the DEQ.  There is also a master detention 
basin that currently exists on the property. 
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It was very difficult to attract a big box user to this site since the recession.  Retail is 
showing a complete contraction and we're seeing a lot of vacancies.   
We think this alternative is a fabulous opportunity for the community, and for the existing 
retailers that are already there to support those businesses.  There's a very nice 
shopping center to the south with a lot of restaurants. 
The super Kroger application fell through for this site.  We feel with the synergy of this 
area, it's perfect for this type of product.  What we're envisioning here is mostly an 
empty nester community; that's really who we are appealing to.  These are all main floor 
units, no stairs, and covered parking.  We're attracting people from the community that 
may have kids that are grown, but they want to stay in the area and vacation in Florida.  
They're not ready for assisted living, and this provides a great opportunity for that 
demographic to be close to shopping, movies, Costco and workout facilities. 
Also, mixing in retail which currently exists along Haggerty Road, we would envision 
having some more neighborhood type retail, a coffee shop, some outdoor seating 
areas.  We've been contacted by a restaurant and a smaller health food type user.  We 
think we could build retail on the front, and have good synergy between the two uses. 
These units are all designed with 9' ceilings, large windows, large closets, bathrooms, 
bedrooms and open kitchens and dining areas.  We'll also be offering some services for 
the residents, whether it be a caregiver or a visiting nurse.  We're also going to be 
offering a valet service and an onsite concierge.  When you come in with groceries, they 
can park your car and assist with bringing in the groceries. 
We think it's an ideal product.  We understand the reluctance in the community for more 
of the same old type of rental units and apartments.  I think what we're going to be able 
to offer here is going to be very upscale.  We would like to try to encourage some 
pedestrian walk-ability from here to the existing retail.  Other advantages would be an 
upscale community clubhouse and a pool. 
 
Mr. Schafer reviewed the plans, including circulation, landscaping and building layouts.  
He discussed challenges on the site with road improvements required by the RCOC if 
this were to be developed as commercial.  He feels this proposal would minimize the 
amount of traffic which may alleviate issues.  He concluded his presentation with a 
review of the elevations, building height, additional details on the unit layouts, including 
elevator service to the three floors, and the surrounding wetlands and natural areas.  
They're still trying to market this for retail.  The Fedder's have owned this since the 60's. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Haber - You to understand that this is all conceptual and what we say here is not 
necessarily binding. 
 
Steve Schafer - I fully understand that, yes. 
 
Jones - What's the building height? 
 
Steve Schafer - 45 feet from the ground to the roof. 
 
Jones - What about the air conditioning and mechanicals? 
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Steve Schafer - Those are all contained behind the skirting on the roof.  I don't know if 
we will have wall packs yet.  I haven't designed that, but there are two ways to heat and 
cool the building. 
One other thing I might add, typically garden style apartments rent for $1.00 to $1.15 
per foot.  These are going to be closer to $2.00 per square foot. 
 
Haber - What's the size of them? 
 
Steve Schafer - They range from 850 square feet for one bedroom, up to 1,700 square 
feet with the three bedroom. 
 
Jones - What about the road?  You have 280 units and a restaurant.  Along Haggerty, is 
there going to be a center turn lane? 
 
Steve Schafer - Yes, we will have to do some accel/decel work in this area.  This is the 
logical spot because it lines up with the project across the street. You'd also have an 
alternate route that connects down to 14 Mile Road.  We have the ability to access all of 
these interior roads also. 
 
Haber - We had a problem there with that road.  Who maintains that? 
 
Jay James - The one they tie into?  That's actually the one that the Township just did a 
special assessment for, to maintain those roads.  It was all private and there was no 
association established to do it. 
 
Schinzing - My only question was the rent, and you told me. 
 
Hindo - I don't have anything. 
 
McKeever - No comments. 
 
Haber - There were 280 units? 
 
Steve Schafer - 282. 
 
Haber - They will be high-end. 
 
Steve Schafer - Absolutely. 
 
Haber - You're going to have interior parking.  How many spaces per unit? 
 
Steve Schafer - There are a couple of extras, but it's basically one covered space per 
unit.  There will be outside parking also, and no covered wells or anything like that.  In a 
30-unit building, there would probably be about 6 extra spaces inside of a building, and 
then we will provide the required amount of spaces on the exterior.  Every unit will have 
a covered space and some will have the ability to have two spaces. 
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Discussion continued regarding parking requirements and potential reductions. 
 
Jones - Dumpsters? 
 
Steve Schafer - There is a commercial compactor in the basement with a chute on each 
floor.  There will be no outside dumpsters. 
 
Jones - What about the retail places and the restaurant? 
 
Steve Schafer - I would assume they would have some type of dumpster and we would 
provide for that in the commercial site plan, unless we try to keep it interior.  We would 
want those very well screened as we would be the developers of the commercial as well 
as the residential.  The residential property would be owned long-term by us. 
 
Winkler - From a basic architectural standpoint, the renderings and elevations in the 
package were pulled from other projects. 
 
Steve Schafer - Yes. 
 
Winkler - That's understandable.  We just discussed not deviating from the master plan 
on the last item, and this project also deviates; however, it seems like the context 
surrounding this use is quite different that the past petition. 
As mentioned, retail is a tough sell.  There are a lot of good things about this, and a lot 
of bad things.  The negative things are more perceivable and the route that the 
petitioner and developer would have to take to bring this to fruition. 
Dave mentioned in his write-up about the possibility of this being developed as a PUD.  
I see that being a real plus for the Township as well as the developer, knowing there are 
some built in covenants. 
Regarding the rental units versus home condominiums, that's something that's been an 
issue in the past with the Township Board, but I can't speak for them.  I just wanted the 
petitioner aware of that.  It's attractive in a way, but at the same time it's going to be a 
tough sell procedurally. 
 
Haber - Brian, if I had seen this six months ago, I would have said it was not a good 
idea.  Now I'm not so sure.  I'm wavering a bit because of what's going on in the 
economy with big box retailers shutting down.  This is a big empty space and we may 
have to consider it.  I'm not saying I'm in favor - I'm saying I would consider it at this 
point because of what's going on with retail. 
I'll tell you right now, no EIFS. 
 
Steve Schafer - We got one approved in Troy that's all brick.  We can do all masonry, 
with a few accents. 
 
Haber - What do we have, 10% EIFS? 
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Dave Campbell - It depends on the zoning district, 10% might be our maximum in our 
business district. 
 
Steve Schafer - I don't care for it either.  I'd rather see something that can wear the test 
of time, especially with the rents that we're going to demand here.  It really has to be like 
a home with a lot of quality. 
 
Open discussions ensued regarding comparisons to other local rental developments, 
including Shearwater and Barrington, both by the same developer.  The numbers of 
units, designs, and services were addressed. 
 
McKeever - It's interesting.  As a PUD, I could see it working. 
 
Hindo - I would be in favor. 
 
Jones - I think there's going to be an awful lot of competition. 
 
Schinzing - Personally, I'm tired of Novi getting all the cool stuff.  I really like the idea of 
this. 
 
Winkler - From our viewpoint, it would depend on how the PUD comes along between 
the developer and the Township. 
 
ITEM I3: LOON LAKE/BENSTEIN DEVELOPMENT – CONCEPTUAL REVIEW 
Walter Goodman of Farmington Hills MI is requesting a conceptual review of a single 
family residential development located at Benstein and Loon Lake Road. 
Sidwell No.: 17-28-451-008 
 
Chairperson Haber - Dave, would you like to give us a heads up on this?  We've seen 
this property more than one time.  I've seen it three times. 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. 
 
Walter Goodman was present to address the request. 
 
Walter Goodman - I saw that this piece was sold, and then it came back on the market.  
I looked into it and I did a couple diagrams where we connected through the 
subdivisions.  I talked to Joe Schulist at the time.  He thought that then you'd have to 
deal with all of the neighbors who live in the old subs, and he wondered if they would 
accept cutting through that sub.  That was a concern. 
To come out onto Benstein was looked at as an alternative, but then you have the light 
so people start cutting through the subdivision before the light to go around.  That is 
another consideration. 
We tried to come in off the other sub, but usually they don't like to change a cul-de-sac 
once it's there.  That's a County road. 
Those were the objections and that's why I went back to the original drawing. 
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Haber - It's kind of interesting because we didn't like the original drawing. 
 
Walter Goodman - I didn't know that either. 
 
Haber - I've seen this three times already. 
 
Walter Goodman - It's a tough piece. 
 
Haber - It is and it isn't ... 
 
Walter Goodman - You also have a gas main that comes through, which isn't a problem, 
but it's there and you've got to deal with it.  The other consideration that we talked to 
Jay about, if we do the other lots and cul-de-sac, including 20, 21 and 22, do you bring 
water and sewer up the road, or do you go through the sub? 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever - My opinion of this hasn't changed.  I'd still like to see elimination of the cul-
de-sacs and connection to the neighborhood.  They're just isolating themselves. 
 
Walter Goodman - Which neighborhood? 
 
Haber - I think he's talking about both of them. 
 
McKeever - I understand that there may be an issue of the existing cul-de-sac and an 
Oakland County road, but for all the cul-de-sacs, there should be no issue coming up 
with a design that eliminates those.  I would like at least the inquiry about tying into the 
existing.  If Oakland County says no, then go from there. 
 
Walter Goodman - I'm just trying to understand.  (He reviewed the overhead with the 
Commissioners.)  We might have one cul-de-sac on the west side, because you get 
more lots that way, but get rid of the one coming toward the street? 
 
McKeever - Yes, sweep that down. 
 
Mr. Goodman's partner approached the overhead.  He wanted to understand further.  
He reviewed the cut-off road and connection possibilities. 
 
McKeever - I think those were all pretty strenuously suggested the last time this was 
reviewed. 
 
Haber - I think it's clever that lot was spun off so that you wouldn't have to put a 
sidewalk in. 
 
Schinzing - Larry, how did they do that and who approved spinning that off? 
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Jay James - We approved it, staff.  It met with all the requirements and we had no 
choice but to approve it. 
 
Dave Campbell - We conferred with the Township Attorney and legally, we had no basis 
not to approve that split.  If they meet minimum lot size requirements and have access 
to the public road, we legally couldn't deny the split. 
 
Schinzing - Even though we absolutely know why they did it. 
 
Dave Campbell - We were well aware of what the intent was. 
 
Haber - John, do you have something to add? 
 
Hindo - I agree with the comments you and Bill have made.  I feel very strongly about 
the sidewalks and I really wanted to see them on this site. 
 
Jones - You said that last time. 
 
Haber - I know, we all said it. 
 
Schinzing - Can you get the minutes from the last time? 
 
Walter Goodman provided insight on the two ponds.  The reason there are now two, 
instead of the other site which was a 60-year flood plain, is that there has to be a 100-
year flood plain here.  This is conceptual and assumes that is what would be needed. 
 
Jones - With this all as one development, did we talk about having a walking path so the 
residents from the lower cul-de-sac could access the other sub. 
 
Haber - That was a suggestion that came up. 
 
Dave Campbell - We did talk about if this were one condominium, which I think is what 
you intended, or what Schulist intended when we had the conversation with him, there 
was a disconnect between the four units that came off Drakeshire, and the 20-
something units that would come off Loon Lake.  There was conversation about, are 
there opportunities to at least provide a pedestrian connection to have a cohesive 
neighborhood coming off these different streets? 
 
Open discussions continued regarding adding a cul-de-sac to an existing subdivision, 
issues of maintenance, the Commissioners' preferences for sidewalks and connectivity, 
reconfiguring the roads, and creating a cohesive neighborhood.  The consensus, as in 
the previous conversations with Mr. Schulist, were in favor of sidewalks and 
connectivity.  Winkler elaborated on his prior comments, his discussions with the 
neighbors in that area who were in favor of connection, the phases of the project and 
chances of cut-throughs.  (See April 11, 2016 minutes for the prior discussions that 
were referenced herein.) 
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Haber - We'd really like to see this developed.  It's a nice spot in a good area. 
 
Walter Goodman - I will come back with the drawings where we connect through, and I 
that will also answer the walking path.  We need a new design and we'll see what the 
density would be if we did that. 
 
Haber - There is an answer to this.  In the Township, we're trying to get walking paths 
and sidewalks wherever we can.  That was very important to us the last few times. 
 
Discussion continued regarding the house on the corner lot and how to handle the 
sidewalk in that particular area. 
 
J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   

 Schinzing initiated discussions regarding concerns with tree removal, addressing 
repetitive issues, and potential mitigation or remediation.  He feels that 
Richardson Road is one of the most beautiful areas in Commerce to drive.  

 McKeever inquired about the status of a development that seems to be 
languishing.  Dave Campbell discussed efforts of staff to keep moving forward. 

 
K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  JULY 10, 2017  

 Ashton Park was covered. 

 We moved the July meeting to Monday the 10th, due to the 4th of July holiday. 

 The Goddard School, which is a daycare/preschool, has been looking at a piece 
of property on the east side of Martin Road, next door to Sedona Stone.  They 
think they'll be ready for the July meeting. 

 I also expect to see a new cell tower on the July agenda behind the Township 
Fire Station #4, on Glengary Road. 

 
Schinzing - I will not be able to attend the July 10th meeting. 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Haber, supported by Winkler, to adjourn the meeting at 9:15pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

. 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


