
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING 
Thursday, January 25, 2018 

2009 Township Drive 
Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Rosman called the meeting to order at 7:00pm. 
     
ROLL CALL: Present:  Rusty Rosman, Chairperson  
     Clarence Mills, Vice Chairperson  

Jorge Pacheco, Secretary 
     Rick Sovel, Township Board Representative 
     Bill McKeever, Planning Commission Representative 
     Robert Mistele, Alternate ZBA Member 

Also Present:  Jay James, Engineer/Building Official 
     Dave Campbell, Planning Director 
     Paula Lankford, Assistant to the Planning Director 
     George Weber, Township Board Trustee 
 
Chairperson Rosman introduced the Members of the Board to those present, as well as 
Jay James, Dave Campbell, Paula Lankford, and George Weber.  She reviewed the 
requirements for receiving a either a dimensional and/or sign variance from the Zoning 
Board of Appeals, including the fact that all standards are to be met by the applicant.  
She assured the applicants present that the sites of the proposed variances have been 
visited by the members of the Zoning Board.  She also explained that if a petitioner’s 
variance request is granted, they will receive their letter of approval by mail. It is 
imperative that the letter be presented when applying for a building permit. A variance is 
valid for 365 days from the date of the approval letter.  If the variance is used, it runs 
with the land; however, if it is not used, it expires. 
 
Chairperson Rosman stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals members held an 
educational meeting at 5:30pm, just prior to this regular meeting. The Township 
Attorney, Building Administrator and the Planning Director drafted the agenda, and the 
discussion was opened for questions and answers regarding signs. A previous 
educational meeting addressed dimensional variances. The Board members have all 
learned a much stronger way to run meetings, how to handle motions, what to include in 
motions, et cetera. The members are all well-educated and the meeting was beneficial. 
 
B. APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to approve the Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
Agenda for January 25, 2018.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
C. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
MOTION by Pacheco, supported by Mills, to approve the Zoning Board of Appeals 
Regular Meeting minutes of November 21, 2017 as presented. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
D. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
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E. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES 
Rick Sovel – Township Board & Library 

 We had the microphones and speakers redone here in the conference room. We 
also have a new podium up here if someone wants to speak. 

 The pedestrian bridge over M-5 is MDOT’s first project of the year. Technically 
they’ve already started. There will be some lane closures, but it will be minimal. 

 
Dave Campbell – Their deadline for completion of the bridge is August 15th. If they don’t 
have it done, they have to start paying a penalty to MDOT. 
 

 The Richardson Center remodeling should be completed in about 6 weeks or so. 

 We have had some issues with garbage pickup, but hopefully everything has 
been resolved. If you have problems, you can call the Township and let us know. 

 
Chairperson Rosman – There is also a phone number on most of the garbage cans. If 
they don’t pick up, you can always call them directly. 
I would like to celebrate that the new Library has been open one year. It’s just wonderful 
and I love it. If you have not visited the Library, I strongly urge you to go and take your 
children or grandchildren. There's something for everybody – it’s not just a book. 
There's a million different things in the Library and it’s an absolute pleasure. 
 
Bill McKeever – Planning Commission 

 We’ve had some conceptual site plan reviews. 

 There was also a Special Land Use approval and site plan approval for a senior 
assisted living facility on the east side of Decker, north of 14 Mile Road. 

 
F. OLD BUSINESS: 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to remove Item PA17-0013, Wilson Marine, from 
the table.      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM F1:  PA17-0013 – WILSON MARINE – TABLED FROM NOVEMBER 21, 2017 
Wilson Marine of Commerce MI is requesting exception from Article 30 of the 
Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to construct a monument sign that will 
encroach into the front yard setback located at 4272 Haggerty Road. 
Sidwell No.: 17-13-400-014 
 
Chairperson Rosman open the public hearing. 
 
Ron Wilson, Owner of Wilson Marine, was present, along with David P. Smith, to speak 
to the variance. 
 
David Smith – As you can see on the site plan, we’ve requested a variance. We’ve had 
many discussions with Mr. Campbell. This is a very unique situation, with a couple items 
of practical difficulty. One is, we realize that Haggerty Road has a future right-of-way of 
60’. Both parcels are continuous. They’re separate pieces of land, but they’re both 
owned by the Jensen’s. The parcel to the south, 4278, has a dedicated right-of-way of 
60’. The right-of-way to the north; they actually own to the centerline of the road. We 
realize that the Township does require a future 60’ right-of-way. We don’t see that 
happening for a few years with Tri-County funds trying to improve Haggerty Road. 
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We’ve placed the sign in a location where it is protected by the curbing. It’s 56.2’ 
approximately from the centerline of the road. If you noticed, there is a 25’ gravel 
ingress/egress driveway through there. It’s not ideal for anything, the way it’s setup to 
access the road. It was created many years ago and unfortunately, we deal with it. 
Both sides of both buildings, at 4272 and 4278, have cross-access. If I put the sign any 
further to the south of the 60’ right-of-way line, I have two problems. One, I'm in a 
parking lot in the cross-access easement, and two, it’s covered by the buildings. 
The sign is in compliance with the Township requirements. We will put a nautical type of 
base on it. This is the lakes area and there is a large amount of people who frequent 
this location.  
We have other issues and we’ll address those with the Township later on, but we look 
forward to your questions and comments. 
 
There were -4- returns and -0- letters. 
 
Chairperson Rosman closed the public hearing.  
 
Board Comments: 
McKeever – Do all of the buildings in this park have Haggerty Road addresses? 
 
Ron Wilson – Yes, I believe they do. 
 
McKeever – The two buildings that front Haggerty, 4272 and 4278, do they have 
signage on Haggerty? 
 
David Smith – Jensen’s does, for 4278. We have some photographs. In the back, 4270, 
has a sign. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – What numbers are Wilson Marine and Volvo? 
 
David Smith – Wilson’s is 4266, Volvo is 4270. I believe Volvo, the sign they have now, 
is not in compliance with the Township. That will be removed, and the new sign will be a 
joint sign, per the Jensen’s request. This will eradicate one more issue of 
noncompliance; so Volvo and Wilson Marine will both be on the same sign. 
 
McKeever – Dave, even though they have a Haggerty Road address, they’re not 
entitled to any signage on Haggerty Road? 
 
Dave Campbell – Wilson is only entitled to have a freestanding sign on the road that 
they have frontage upon, which is actually Plant Drive, a small cul-de-sac on the north 
side of Oakley Park. With Haggerty Road being a much more travelled road, they’re 
hope is to get a permitted sign on Haggerty, and their only way to accomplish that would 
be to share a sign with the other property owners, with the permission of Mrs. Jensen 
who owns 4272. All three of these buildings are allowed to share a sign, but they’re not 
all allowed to have their own sign. This is comparative to an office park where you have 
multiple buildings coming off a main road; they’re not all allowed to have their own 
monument signs at the main road. They can have one shared sign on the road that says 
“Bill’s Office Park”. Essentially, that is what Wilson is asking for this evening with the 
permission of the property owner, Mrs. Jensen. 
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McKeever – Other than the building fronting Plant Drive, and the setback issue, the size 
of the sign is compliant? 
 
Dave Campbell – The height is 6’, which is good, and the sign area is 32 square feet, 
which is also good. The only sign exception they’re requesting this evening is the 
setback relative to the centerline of Haggerty Road. We require 75’, and they’re asking 
for 56.5’. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – A variance of 18.5’. 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes, an exception of 18.5’. 
 
Sovel – Are there any issues with the 25’ road easement? Does the sign go all the way 
out to the road? Are they actually putting the sign in the easement? 
 
Dave Campbell – It’s right on the edge of the easement. It’s a private easement and it 
wouldn’t necessarily be our prerogative as to whether or not they want to impede this 
easement. 
 
Sovel – Is there a setback from the easement? 
 
Dave Campbell – No. 
 
Sovel – And it doesn’t have to be vacated or anything like that? 
 
Dave Campbell – No, and Volvo in particular wouldn’t have any access if that easement 
were to be vacated. It would be landlocked. 
 
Sovel – So there is no cause for alarm with the easement situation? 
 
Dave Campbell – I would say the issue is not with the easement. The sign is proposed 
within the curbed grassy area. It’s not as if they’re placing it within the travelled area of 
the easement. It’s being put into the curbed island.  
 
Sovel – Is this considered an off-premises sign? 
 
Dave Campbell – It is not because of the existence of the easement. Again, it’s 
comparable to an office park or industrial park scenario, where we do allow a shared 
sign at the public road, but it can only be a shared sign, and only with the authorization 
of the property owner.  
 
Chairperson Rosman – Mr. Wilson, do you own your property? 
 
Ron Wilson – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – And you have easement rights to the easement? 
 
Ron Wilson – Yes. 
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Chairperson Rosman – And I'm just curious; does Volvo own? 
 
Ron Wilson – He rents it. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Okay, so Mrs. Jensen owns it. Thank you. 
 
Mills – Is the sign to be lighted, illuminated? 
 
Ron Wilson – Yes, it is a box sign with tubes running through it. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Interior lighting? 
 
Ron Wilson – Yes. 
 
Mills – I think you indicated that the wooden sign in front of that pole will be removed? 
 
Ron Wilson – That’s correct. 
 
Pacheco – I'm fine. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Is Mrs. Jensen going to be on your sign also? 
 
Ron Wilson – No, they have an existing monument sign, and its grandfathered in.  
 
Dave Campbell brought up the image of the existing sign on the overhead. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Then who is the first building? 
 
Dave Campbell – Jensen owns that, but it’s occupied by Allied Welding. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Okay, then my question is, will there be space on your sign for 
the occupant of that building? 
 
Ron Wilson – No, they would have the Jensen sign that continues with the building. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – If Mrs. Jensen rents that building, the welding place, to another 
business, they might say, “I want to have a sign.” Commerce will say it’s too close to the 
road, et cetera. Then they might want space on that sign. Is there any agreement that 
the front building would have room on your sign? 
 
Ron Wilson – I didn’t discuss that with Kim Jensen because that guy always had their 
sign. They asked me to allow Volvo to join in on our sign to eliminate their noncompliant 
sign. 
 
David Smith – We would be open to that. We could change the sign later on. The way 
the ordinance reads, you’re allowed one sign for one parcel. If that issue came about, 
we could make allowance for three buildings to be located on that one sign. 
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Dave Campbell – In our Planning Department’s review letter, in our recommended 
motion language, we do recommend that if the ZBA does choose to grant a sign 
exception, one of the conditions to be attached to the approval is that this sign must be 
shared by all three of the uses in those buildings, regardless of the tenant or occupant. 
In other words, 4266, 4270 and 4272 have to share the sign. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – That’s what I wanted to assert because there can’t be another 
sign down the road. 
 
Dave Campbell – There are a couple of other conditions included in our recommended 
motion language, should the ZBA choose to grant the sign exception. One is that any 
other nonconforming signage on any of these properties would have to be removed as a 
condition of this sign exception. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I would like the motion to include the addresses, as the persons 
and businesses in these buildings may change over time. 
 
Dave Campbell – That works. Then standard language was also included for 
constructing a sign in the planned right-of-way, that the sign be allowed conditional 
upon the owner removing and relocating the sign, at the owner’s expense, if and when 
any work occurs in the right-of-way. 
 
Mills – Okay, 4266 is Wilson Marine, 4270 is Volvo. 
 
Dave Campbell – Volvo rents from the property owner, Jensen. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – And Jensen, the property owner, is 4272, the front building. 
 
Dave Campbell – Jensen owns three buildings, 4270, 4272 and 4278. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – But we’re only addressing 4272. 
 
Dave Campbell – 4278 does not have a whole lot to do with this conversation. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – So whoever makes the motion is including the addresses of 
4272, 4270 and 4266 Haggerty Road. 
 
MOTION by Mills, supported by Sovel, to approve, with conditions, Item PA17-0013, 
the request by Wilson Marine of Commerce MI for an exception from Article 30 of the 
Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to construct a monument sign that will 
encroach into the front yard setback located at 4272 Haggerty Road.  
Sidwell No.: 17-13-400-014 
Based on the presentation and comments we have heard, I believe the applicant, Ron 
Wilson of Sun Acquisitions, LLC and Wilson Marine, has satisfied the standards of 
Section 30.09 of the Township Zoning Ordinance for granting an exception to the 
required front yard setback for a freestanding sign along Haggerty Road, and therefore I 
make a motion to approve the request for an exception of 18.5 feet relative to the front 
setback requirement of Section 30.03.F of the Zoning Ordinance. 
Approval is conditional upon the following: 
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1. This motion is contingent upon any existing, non-compliant signs on the site first 

being removed. All other signage on the property for 4266, 4270 and 4272 
Haggerty Road, including but not limited to wall signs, freestanding signs, 
directional signs, temporary signs, and vehicles being used as signs, shall 
comply with the current standards of Article 30 of the Zoning Ordinance; 

2. This sign reference and variance are specifically applicable to the businesses at 
4266, 4270 and 4272 Haggerty Road, which are at any time to be included on 
this one sign, and therefore, only one monument sign will be permitted at this 
location for the above referenced addresses, with the businesses determining 
how the sign is to be shared; 

3. The freestanding sign to be removed and replaced at the owner’s expense, if and 
when necessary, for work within the planned 60-foot half right-of-way of Haggerty 
Road.   

Approval is for the following reason(s): 
A. Construction of the conforming sign would not obstruct the vision of motorists 

and otherwise endanger public health, safety and welfare; 
B. The intent is that this exception will not significantly impair the intent and purpose 

of this article. 
Discussion –  
Campbell – For clarification, did I hear the condition that any other non-compliant sign 
on any of these properties has to be removed? 
Mills – I indicated it.     MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
Chairperson Rosman – Thank you for taking down all those other signs. 
 
David Smith – Are there any other nonconforming signs there that we need to be aware 
of? 
 
Dave Campbell – The freestanding Volvo sign as we discussed. And, I want to check 
the history of the Allied Welding sign on the side of their building. They have two wall 
signs up right now and you’re only permitted one wall sign. Jay James stepped out of 
the meeting, but I will follow-up with him to see if that second wall sign was permitted.  
 
G. NEW BUSINESS: 
ITEM G1:  PA17-0015 – DEREK MUDGE – PUBLIC HEARING 
Derek Mudge of Commerce MI is requesting a variance from Article 6 of the Commerce 
Township Zoning Ordinance to construct a deck that will encroach into the required rear 
yard setback located at 5860 Waycroft Court. Sidwell No.: 17-04-226-296 
 
Chairperson Rosman opened the public hearing.    
 
Derek Mudge, Owner of the property at 5860 Waycroft Court, was present to address 
the request, along with James Gallagher of Cedarworks, Builder for the project. 
 
Derek Mudge – Thank you for taking the time to hear our case. My wife and appreciated 
all of you coming out to look at our issue. The lot is wide, but not very deep. It’s unique if 
you look at the lots in the neighborhood. I have a walkout off the kitchen nook. It’s made 
for a deck by the builder. I also have a walkout basement. Therefore, I planned this 
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deck that I felt would adequately fit the house and the neighborhood aesthetics. I have 
submitted everything and hopefully I’ve met the criteria for approval. 
 
James Gallagher elaborated on the need for the dimensional variance due to the 
setback line and the odd-shaped lot. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – You said a walkout basement, which means that’s a patio? 
 
James Gallagher – As you walkout the bottom floor, the basement, it’s a walkout, yes. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – So you’re talking about the deck upstairs? 
 
James Gallagher – Yes, there's a door upstairs as a means of ingress. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Thank you. 
 
There were -0- returns and -0- letters. 
 
Chairperson Rosman closed the public hearing.  
 
Board Comments: 
Pacheco – In looking at the plans, I believe it can be built according to code. 
 
Dave Campbell – A smaller version of that deck, yes. 
 
Pacheco – Yes. Have you discussed building a deck to code with the Township staff? 
 
James Gallagher – Yes, and we came up with another drawing. It shows that if the 
entire thing were included within the building envelope, the stairs would cannibalize a 
significant portion of the deck. You’d be left with about an 86-square-foot deck. 
 
Mr. Gallagher approached and reviewed the alternative drawings with the Board 
members. Discussions took place regarding placement of the stairs and landings. 
 
Dave Campbell – I want to clarify that point. Stairs and landings are allowed to encroach 
on the setback; not the surface of the deck itself, but stairs and landings are allowable. 
 
James Gallagher – He’s not allowed to encroach or build beyond the side of the house 
due to the HOA limitations, so he would still be left with 100 square feet. 
 
Dave Campbell – I would have to double check the dimensions. There would be a deck 
allowed within that area, and the stairs would be outside of that area. 
 
James Gallagher – Okay, if that’s the ordinance, that’s fine. But it just can’t extend to 
this side, which still limits where the stairs are allowed to be put. 
 
Dave Campbell – That’s an HOA rule, not a Township rule. 
 
James Gallagher – Right, but it’s the circumstances. 
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Dave Campbell – This drawing assumes that he cannot construct the stairs or the 
landing outside the building envelope, but that’s not the case. 
Open discussion continued as the Board reviewed the drawings. 
 
McKeever – You mentioned restrictions by the Township, but basically this is self-
imposed. We didn’t change the building envelope after you purchased the house. You 
purchased the house based upon availability. 
 
Mr. Mudge – It was new construction. I didn’t choose the location of the house or where 
it sat on the property. 
 
McKeever – But one of the things you have the ability to do prior to purchasing a house 
was to investigate what building area you had to put a deck in. You mentioned it was a 
restriction placed upon you by the Township, but that’s not true. 
 
Mr. Mudge – No, I didn’t say it was a restriction by the Township. 
 
McKeever – Builders tend to monopolize an entire building envelope and don’t leave 
space for a deck. My question is, did this fall into one of the developments where we 
required them to start putting the stamps on the plans regarding “no decks” encroaching 
into the setbacks? 
 
Dave Campbell – I don’t believe so. That was a relatively recent thing that we started 
requiring with new single-family residential site condominiums. It goes right into the 
approved bylaws that “thou shalt not ask for a rear yard deck variance”. I don’t believe 
Hills of Bogie Lake was one of them. 
 
Mills – My thought was that it looks like this could be made smaller to fit within the 
building envelope, and without altering the ordinance.  
I did appreciate the stakes in the ground. They were quite visible. 
 
Sovel – Do we know the maximum size he can build without needing a variance? 
 
Mills – I think he said the deck could be built, but the stairs would encroach, and the 
subdivision HOA won’t allow the encroachment. 
 
Mr. Mudge – The HOA won’t allow me to build outside of my house envelope. 
 
Extensive open discussions continued regarding alternatives for building the deck in 
accordance with the HOA guidelines, yet allowing the stairs to encroach into the 
setback, and the potential to reduce or eliminate the variance request. Mr. Mudge stated 
that he would like to opportunity to review, reconfigure and perhaps come back with a 
lesser variance request. He would work with staff on developing alternatives. 
 
MOTION by Pacheco, seconded by Mills, to table Item PA17-0015, Derek Mudge. 
   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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ITEM G2:  PA18-0001 – POWER TOOLS & SUPPLY INC. – PUBLIC HEARING 
Jeffrey McClure, owner of Power Tools & Supply Inc. of Commerce MI is requesting a 
sign exception from Article 30 of the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to install a 
wall sign that will not be on the road side of the building located at 8551 Boulder Ct. 
Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-102 
 
Chairperson Rosman opened the public hearing.    
 
Jeffrey McClure, Owner of the land and building at 8551 Boulder Ct, Commerce 
Township, was present to address the request. 
 
Jeffrey McClure - I’ve been there almost 22 years now. On the overhead is a good look 
at our facility. My request is straightforward. The Commerce Zoning says the front of my 
building is the part facing Boulder Court, which is blocked by all those beautiful trees. 
Certainly, one of the things that we wanted to do with this industrial park, as a group of 
business owners and land owners, was to keep the aesthetic value of the park in good 
status by preserving trees and protecting the wildlife. It’s a beautiful park and a nice 
facility, but you cannot see the sign from that location if you’re coming down Boulder 
Court. As you pass the trees, and actually start to view the building, that’s when you see 
what we would call the front of the building, which is the longer side of the building. 
Therefore, I am requesting that we be able to locate the sign on that face of the building. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – How have people been finding you for 20 years? 
 
Mr. McClure – They have a hard time, but we have the logo stenciled on the building.  
 
Dave Campbell pulled up the stenciled sign on the overhead. 
 
Mr. McClure – Since that photo, we’ve actually painted the building and put on a new 
roof. We’ve improved it quite a bit from an aesthetic standpoint. Our final touch is of 
course, to put this sign up. 
 
There were -0- returns and -0- letters. 
 
Chairperson Rosman closed the public hearing.  
 
Board Comments: 
McKeever – This will be the only sign on the building? 
 
Mr. McClure – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Do you have one on the north side right now? 
 
Mr. McClure – No. 
 
McKeever – Is there any kind of accommodation for a monument sign? 
 
Mr. McClure – No. 
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McKeever – Is there a reason why you wouldn’t prefer that over a wall sign? 
 
Dave Campbell – A monument sign is a freestanding, 6’ high sign. 
 
McKeever – At your entry. 
 
Mr. McClure – No, my preference would be to have this on the front face of the building 
so that it identifies it because we do have a lot of visitors.  I think it’s a better location to 
identify who we are. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Are you a one tenant building? 
 
Mr. McClure – One tenant, we own the entire building and the property. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Is there a provision in how it was built for it to be subdivided? 
 
Mr. McClure – It could be subdivided into two units. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – In looking at the future, if it is subdivided, what happens then? 
 
Dave Campbell – If the building were to be converted into a multi-tenant building, then 
multi-tenant buildings are allowed multiple signs for each tenant. That doesn’t mean that 
if Mr. McClure were to get his sign exception this evening, that a second tenant could 
come in and put their own sign on that side of the building without coming back before 
you. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Okay. 
 
Dave Campbell – Back to the ground sign, Mr. McKeever, we had a chance to look at 
that. Based upon the setback for a ground sign, he would be in the same boat as the 
monument sign would be blocked by the trees in the same way that the wall sign would 
be on the front of the building. 
 
Sovel – Would you be willing to correct your address to show you are in Commerce 
Township and not Walled Lake? 
 
Mr. McClure – Absolutely. 
 
Dave Campbell – The Township received official verification from the USPS stating that 
yes, that zip code of 48390 qualifies as Commerce Township. 
 
Mills – I agree with not cutting the trees. The area is unique and I have no problem with 
this. 
 
Pacheco – So the sign would meet the Township Ordinance? 
 
Dave Campbell – It would otherwise have to meet all the requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance as far as size, illumination, et cetera. 
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Pacheco – I don’t have a problem with it. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I don’t have a problem either. It certainly makes sense. The only 
requirement I would have is that you take out that sign that’s in the ground. 
 
Dave Campbell – I believe that was in the suggested language as a condition, if you 
were to approve, that any and all other signage on the site must comply with the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Mr. McClure – I’m in full compliance and I will remove that sign. 
 
Mills – Will you be painting the sign onto the building? 
 
Mr. McClure – No, it’s going to be an actual sign. 
 
Mills – Will it be illuminated? 
 
Mr. McClure – Yes. 
 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to approve, with conditions, Item PA18-0001, 
Power Tools & Supply Inc., the request by Jeffrey McClure, owner of Power Tools & 
Supply Inc. of Commerce MI, for a sign exception from Article 30 of the Commerce 
Township Zoning Ordinance to install a wall sign that will not be on the road side of the 
building located at 8551 Boulder Ct.  Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-102 
The motion is to approve an exception to Article 30.05.D.2.b to install a new wall sign 
for Power Tools & Supply, of Commerce Township, Michigan, that will be installed on 
the west side of the building not adjacent to the road. 
Based on the presentation and comments we have heard, I believe the applicant, 
Jeffrey McClure of Power Tools & Supply Inc of Commerce Township, has satisfied the 
standards of Section 30.09 of the Township Zoning Ordinance for granting an exception 
to allow a wall sign on the (WEST SIDE) parking lot side of the building rather than on 
the required front side (road side) of the building, and therefore I make a motion to 
approve the request for an exception to place the wall sign on the west elevation 
relative to Section 30.05.D.2.b of the Zoning Ordinance.  
Approval is conditional upon the following: 

1. All other signage on this site must comply with the current Zoning Ordinance. 
2. The existing wall sign located on the west elevation must be removed. 

Approval is for the following reason(s): 
A. The variance is needed because there is a unique feature to the applicant’s land, 

which would be the trees on the north side; 
B. And, granting of the variance will not cause significant adverse impacts. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
ITEM G3:  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS BYLAWS 
Sovel discussed 3.2.B regarding the January meeting and annual review of the bylaws 
with Dave Campbell. He suggested that maybe this could be done in November. It was 
noted that the Zoning Board of Appeals must meet at least once per year. 
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Sovel – On Item 3.2.C., we meet the 4th Thursday of those months unless it is a legal 
holiday. We’ve moved it before for Jewish holidays and other reasons. Can we change 
the language to read for other reasons? 
 
Rosman – For any other pertinent reason. 
 
McKeever – Or, unless otherwise noticed. 
 
Sovel – Or whatever Rusty says. 
 
Dave Campbell –  
 
MOTION by Mills, seconded by Rosman, to accept the Zoning Board of Appeals Bylaws 
as presented, for the year 2018, and to include adjustment to the language of Item 
3.2.C. with regard to changing a meeting date for a legal holiday, or for any other 
pertinent reason.  
Discussion – 
Campbell – January (3.2.B.) will remain the same? 
Mills – Yes. 
Rosman – Yes.      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM G4:  ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by McKeever, to nominate Rusty Rosman as Chairperson 
of the Zoning Board of Appeals.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Rosman, to nominate Clarence Mills as Vice 
Chairperson of the Zoning Board of Appeals. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
MOTION by Rosman, supported by Sovel, to nominate Jorge Pacheco as Secretary of 
the Zoning Board of Appeals.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
H: OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD: None. 

 
I. CORRESPONDENCE: None. 
 
J. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT: 
Dave Campbell discussed the following with the Board members: 

 Aikens proposed mixed-use development:  
o What is monopolizing most of the Planning Department’s time these days, 

and for good reason, is the proposed mixed-use development at the 
northeast corner of Pontiac Trail and Martin Parkway.  

o This is Mr. Aikens’ concept that includes entertainment, gourmet grocery, 
a lot of high-end retail and restaurants. 

o That will be proposed as a PUD which is appropriate for something of this 
scale. There's a lot of steps to the approval process. The hope is that the 
Planning Commission will be holding a public hearing for this PUD during 
their March meeting. That is the target. 

o If the Planning Commission recommends approval, then the PUD goes to 
the Township Board for final approval. 
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o The hope is that Mr. Aikens will have approval by the time he attends the 

International Council of Shopping Centers, ICSC, in May in Las Vegas, so 
that he can secure tenants at that event. 

o His highly detailed site plan would not yet be approved at that point, but he 
would have a conceptual development plan laid out and an agreement. 

o We’ve had a lot of meetings, conference calls and emails trying to get that 
set up for the Planning Commission in March. 

 Pedestrian Bridge: 
o The construction of the non-motorized bridge over M-5 has started. 
o There are some cranes on site and they are moving a significant amount 

of dirt. 
o I attended a progress meeting today with MDOT, which they will hold 

every two weeks. It sounds like everything is on schedule. 
o There will be some intermittent lane closures. 
o The only time there may be a full closure of M-5 could be around May 

when they hang the beams. This would likely be a few hours on a 
Saturday, as they’ve said it would have to be a weekend closure. 

 
Open discussions continued regarding the Aikens development, and also regarding 
replacement of the temporary fences with landscaping at the Pontiac Trail roundabout, 
which is scheduled for Spring 2018 by the RCOC. 
 
K. ADJOURNMENT:  

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE: THURSDAY, MARCH 22, 2018 
 
K. ADJOURNMENT: 
MOTION by Mills, supported by Pacheco, to adjourn the meeting at 8:29pm.   
  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
________________________ 
Jorge Pacheco, Secretary  
 
 


