
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, April 8, 2019 
2009 Township Drive 

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

Tom Jones 
Brian Parel 
George Weber 

  Absent:  Larry Haber, Chairperson (excused) 
     Russ Schinzing, Vice Chairperson (excused) 
     Bill McKeever (excused) 
                     Also Present:  Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director  
     Jay James, Engineer/Building Inspector 
 
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Agenda of April 8, 2019, with one change, to move up Item I2, 2018 Planning 
Commission Annual Report, to be heard before Items H1 and I1, to allow time for the 
petitioners to arrive.     MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Weber, supported by Jones, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Minutes of March 4, 2019, as presented.  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
George Weber – Township Board of Trustees  

 The recent Township Board meeting was on March 12th. Items of significance 
were as follows. 

 We introduced an Ordinance to amend the Freedom of Information Act 
Ordinance. That was to formalize the process and, if there's any costs, the 
applicant will be responsible for costs associated with labor to pull information. 

 We gave approval for the Township Attorney to move forward with a consulting 
agreement regarding the Crown Castle cell tower. The company wants to enter 
into a long-term lease with the Township. We are contracting with a firm to better 
understand what reasonable revenues we should expect. This is an existing 
tower that will be upgraded. 

 We adopted an Ordinance for fireworks, in accordance with State law. 

 We also adopted the Zoning Map amendments for the 11 properties that we 
discussed here last month in Commerce Village. 

 Old business we discussed centered on the West Oakland County Transit 
Authority, where the municipalities of West Oakland are being asked to help with 
increasing funding for the Transit Authority. There will be more to come on that. 
We’re still in the investigative stage. 

 The Horse Farm at 2552 Wixom Road; we have sent notice to the tenant that 
we’re looking to terminate the lease based upon non-payment of rent, and non-
compliance with proper insurance. 
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Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 The DDA Meeting was March 19th. 

 The DDA Board approved extending the contract with Insite Commercial as the 
broker for the property for two years. 

 We approved a $1.5 million advance request from the Township Board to hold us 
over until the sale of the Aikens property later this year. 

 
Secretary Winkler – Dave, with Bill not here, could you provide an update on the Zoning 
Board of Appeals? 
 
Dave Campbell – Zoning Board of Appeals 

 The meeting was on March 28th. We had three petitioners, each one for a 
dimensional variance. 

 First was a front yard setback for an addition to an existing home on Oakley Park 
Road. 

 The second was for an addition to an existing detached pole barn on Glencoe, 
which is a private road off of Welch. 

 Third was for a new pole barn for an existing home on Glen Iris. 

 All three were approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 I would also mention that March 28th would have been Jorge Pacheco’s last 
meeting, and we had a nice plaque ready for him; however, he had a family 
situation and was unable to attend. We hope that he will come back to the May 
Zoning Board of Appeals meeting so that we can recognize him for his almost 20 
years of service on the ZBA. 

 
Jay James – Building Department 

 We’re getting a lot of permits in, but people haven’t started work yet. I’m 
assuming that’s weather related. 

 We continue to issue permits, but it’s been kind of slow so far this year. 
 
Dave Campbell – The County just lifted the weight restrictions off the County roads 
today. You’ll start seeing some heavy duty trucks back out on the roads, and I think 
that’s when Jay’s workload starts to pick up. 
 
Secretary Winkler – The petitioner for the long-term care facility on the south side of 
Crumb Road, west of Haggerty; has he come back to the Building Department yet? 
 
Jay James – No. 
 
Dave Campbell – They’re currently working with the Township Engineer to finalize their 
engineering construction plans. The review I saw from the Engineer was a revise and 
resubmit, but it was for some relatively minor items. Their plan has always been to 
break ground this spring. I still think they’ll be on track to do that. 
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E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Joanne Heinzmann, resident of 3351 Byron Road, Howell, MI, and owner of property in 
Richardson Industrial Park, provided handouts to the Commissioners. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – This pertains to Unit 4 of the Richardson Industrial Park. Behind us, 
they’re currently building a beautiful building from what I've seen, and it’s on Boulder 
Court. However, can you tell me please how they plan for the storm drainage sewer or 
pipe? At the end of our lot, at the west side of the detention basin, it’s a manhole, and it 
is now covered up. However, next to the manhole, the water was forced up into the 
basin. I'm worried that they will damage the pipe, because they have closed off the 
manhole. Sometimes the water is so strong that it actually lifts the lid off the manhole 
and our men have to put it back in the spring. Now though, it is closed off, and I have a 
picture of it on my phone if you would like to see. Last week when we had rain, the 
water was forced out in the soil next to it. I'm worried about this storm drainage system. 
Can the Planning Department suggest something else for that? 
 
Jay James – I can speak to this. You are looking at the plan for Richardson Industrial, 
where Ms. Heinzmann’s building is located; she’s Unit 4. The building she’s referring to 
is being built north of there in an adjacent industrial sub. That was approved a couple 
months ago and they’re in the process of getting started. I’d have to go check their 
plans, but I believe all of their storm water goes to their pond, and not to Ms. 
Heinzmann’s. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – Correct. 
 
Jay James – The manhole you’re referring to at the northwest corner, that is a leeching 
basin. Those are designed with a gravel bottom so that the water can just perk into the 
ground. When we get heavy rainfalls, the water can’t perk away as fast as it is going to 
it. Those do often overflow, and then as it stops raining, the water perks away.  
To my knowledge, there's no drainage issue out there. I've been out to look at their 
basin before, and I've talked to Ms. Heinzmann about it. I’ve never seen standing water 
in the detention; it’s all sand. I will be glad to double check. I know Giffels reviewed the 
plan. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – I think I understand now. So it leeches, instead of... 
 
Jay James – Instead of going through the pipe to go away. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – It leeches down and not through the pipe. 
 
Jay James – Correct, it doesn’t run through the pipe. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – And if it is heavy, the rainfall, then it finds another way and comes up 
through the soil. 
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Jay James – There’s a catch basin, because it can’t perk away fast enough, so it fills 
up. When it starts to overflow, it will expand over, but once the rain stops the water 
perks away. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – So then there's decay in different spots in the basin? 
 
Jay James – No, I’m just talking about that leeching basin. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – So it’s going to cave in? 
 
Jay James – Nothing is going to cave in. That is a leeching basin which is designed to 
operate that way. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – But there are holes, and I'm just worried about kids, that’s all. 
 
Jay James – We will be glad to go out and look at any holes. It could be animal related, 
typically. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – No, this one’s not. I can see gravel coming out. 
 
Jay James – We’ll be glad to look at it. That’s the first time you’ve mentioned that. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – Thank you. I just saw it today, the hole next to it. 
Also, I pay taxes on my property. I believe the road is an easement, private road, and 
the detention basin is an easement, a private easement. So, I inquired about an 
overpass that was illegally put over the detention basin. I might have written to you 
about this? 
 
Jay James – You wrote to the Township Supervisor, David Scott. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – David Scott, okay. Thank you. Let me get my train of thought. 
 
Weber – I’m sorry, what’s an illegal overpass? 
 
Jay James – On the neighboring property to Ms. Heinzmann, they’ve constructed a 
connection to the parking lot to the north in the neighboring industrial sub. They put a 
culvert across the detention basin, about a 20’ section. This area used to be gravel on 
the aerials, but they paved it. Ms. Heinzmann brought that to our attention. I went out 
there on March 26th. I wrote a letter to the property owner next door, informing them that 
this was an illegal connection. I gave them until, I believe, April 24- 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – 18th. 
 
Jay James - ... to either remove it or to come in and talk to Dave about amending their 
site plan to see if that can be done. Until that date that I gave them is up, we’re waiting 
to hear from them. 
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Ms. Heinzmann – Okay, let me add to that please, if you don’t mind. I believe the date 
was the 18th of April. Also, you suggested that they pull out their original site plan, which 
is this one, amend it and present it for approval to the Planning Commission. Now, this 
is not their land. This is jointly owned by 5 co-owners, of which I am one. I pay my 
taxes, and this is my property, so I don’t think that anyone can grant anyone anything 
without letting me know as to whether I approve or not. 
 
Dave Campbell – If I may, Ms. Heinzmann’s complaints on this matter have certainly 
been lodged today. They’ve been lodged to David Scott. We got correspondence from 
her attorney today. Her attorney’s correspondence has been referred to our attorney. 
This is obviously being presented to you for the first time this evening. This is meant to 
be public comments. Ms. Heinzmann is certainly within her rights to be heard, but I 
would suggest that there not be any back and forth discussions with the Planning 
Commission on a matter that you don’t know about, and a matter that the attorneys are 
now involved in. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – I didn’t know. I'm sorry, but I want to be proactive. I don't want a legal 
issue. I'm trying to get ahead of this, and because Mr. James suggested that they add to 
or amend their site plan for approval, that’s what he stated in his letter to me, I 
vehemently disagree with this. This is part of my property. I don't feel that the Township 
has any jurisdiction over this, just as they do not have jurisdiction over my road. 
 
Weber – Thank you for your comments. At this point, we cannot respond on the matter. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – Because the attorneys are now involved. 
 
Weber – Well, the attorneys, and there’s also some dates that are involved. 
 
Dave Campbell – I also think that there's some information being presented to you that’s 
not factually accurate. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – You can correct me... 
 
Jay James – Ms. Heinzmann, understand that if they do come to the Township and 
want to go in front of the Planning Commission to amend their site plan, that would all 
be part of a public hearing, if I'm correct, and everybody within 300’ would be notified. 
You will be notified if they ever intend to come in front of the Planning Commission. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – Good, because I was planning on coming to every meeting of every 
department that the Township of Commerce has so that I could stay on top of this. If in 
fact I will be notified... 
 
Jay James – If they come before the Planning Commission, you will be notified prior. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – If they ever come. If they don’t come? 
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Jay James – They have two options. One is to remove the connection, as I explained 
before, or to come to the Township Planning Department and ask for their site plan to 
be amended. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – I have one more question, please. If they do not respond to you by 
the either the 18th or the 24th, you said they would have to remove it. Who removes it? 
 
Jay James – They either have to have it removed or come to the Township to amend. If 
they do not remove it or contact us, we will issue a ticket to the property owner to get it 
removed. The ticket provides them with another 14 days to remove it. If they don’t, we 
send them to 52nd District Court and the judge orders them to remove it. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – I see. Okay. Who is your engineering department? 
 
Jay James – Giffels Webster Engineers is the Township’s consulting engineers. 
 
Ms. Heinzmann – Thank you so much. 
 
Weber – Thank you. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
None. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
None. 
 
>>ITEM I2: PLANNING COMMISSION 2018 ANNUAL REPORT  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to approve the 2018 Planning Commission 
Annual Report and forward it on to the Township Board. 
AYES:  Jones, Parel, Weber, Winkler 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Schinzing, McKeever  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
>>Secretary Winkler proposed that Items H1 and I1 be heard together, with separate 
motions to be made for each, and there were no objections from the Commissioners. 
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
ITEM H1: PSU19-001 – CREATIVE BRICK PAVING & LANDSCAPE – SPECIAL 
LAND USE 
John Ketty representing Creative Brick Paving & Landscape of Keego Harbor MI is 
requesting special land use for an outdoor storage facility located at 1155 Rig Street. 
Sidwell No.: 17-27-351-010 
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I. NEW BUSINESS 
ITEM I1: PSP19-0002 – CREATIVE BRICK PAVING & LANDSCAPE 
John Ketty representing Creative Brick Paving & Landscape of Keego Harbor MI is 
requesting site plan approval for an outdoor storage facility located at 1155 Rig Street. 
Sidwell No.: 17-27-351-010 
 
Dave Campbell – This is an area of the Township and a proposal that should be familiar 
to you because Creative Brick was in front of you at the March Planning Commission 
meeting. At that time, they were looking at 1165 Rig Street. They received conditional 
site plan approval to occupy what had been a longstanding nonconforming outdoor 
storage yard, conditional upon them making some improvements to that outdoor 
storage yard, and specifically improvements to the screening. 
Shortly after receiving that conditional site plan approval in March, Creative Brick came 
back to the Planning Department with their intent to also purchase the vacant lot next 
door, and essentially double the size of their outdoor storage yard. The difference 
between the approval process for the first request, which was 1165 Rig, and this new 
expansion of the outdoor storage yard which is on the property of 1155 Rig, is that 
Creative Brick had the benefit of taking over a nonconforming site on this property. 
When you have a nonconforming site, the standard by which the Planning Commission 
can review and approve the use is a little bit different. The goal is to bring a 
nonconforming site up to reasonable compliance based on the use that’s being 
proposed. 
In the case of the vacant lot next door, the lot has never been developed, so it’s not a 
nonconforming site. The property at 1155 Rig is subject to the current standards of the 
Zoning Ordinance, which require Special Land Use approval for an outdoor storage lot 
within the Industrial Zoning District. Particular to the Special Land Use criteria are that 
the entirety of the lot, all four sides, be screened by an obscuring wall or fence 8’ in 
height, or something different from that if the Planning Commission determines it to be 
appropriate. 
What Creative Brick submitted is a site plan where they’re looking for some deviation 
from the Planning Commission on screening of the entirety of 1155 Rig. They’re 
proposing is an 8’ screen wall along the north side. By Ordinance, they would be 
required to put an 8’ screen wall along this property between the two lots. They of 
course don’t want to do that because they want to be able to use both of them, and 
circulate vehicles through the lots without having a wall. 
They are proposing to upgrade what they received approval for along the west side of 
1165 Rig Street, which is something I discussed with them as a trade-off. If they’re not 
going to build an 8’ wall in between the two lots, then let’s do something better along the 
west side of 1165 Rig. Along the south side of 1165 Rig, they’re proposing to have 4’ 
storage bins, and then their site plan shows a 6’ chain link fence along what I think is 
meant to be the entirety of the south side of both lots; although I hope they can clarify 
that for me, if those storage bins are effectively meant to be the wall along the south 
side. Then along the east side, they’re proposing a 6’ chain link fence. 
What my review letter did, dated April 2nd, was look at all four sides of the perimeter of 
the lot along with the property line going down the middle and present discussion to the 
Planning Commission about what is required and what is proposed. As I've said before, 
it’s the Planning Commission’s discretion whether to apply strict application of the 
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Zoning Ordinance requirements of an 8’ wall along all 4 sides of 1155 Rig, or whether 
some deviations are appropriate, which is what Creative Brick is asking for. They’re 
asking for a deviation along the shared property line along the middle. They’re looking 
for deviations along the south side of both properties, and deviation along the east side 
of 1155 Rig. 
Because this is a Special Land Use, it does require a public hearing. It doesn’t appear 
as though anyone is here to speak on this matter, but by State law we are required to 
open and close the hearing. As Mr. Winkler mentioned, two actions are at your option 
this evening. The first would be action on the Special Land Use, and the second would 
be action on the corresponding site plan.  
The Special Land Use has a lot of site plan elements to it. It has to do with the location, 
size and design of the fence, but keep in mind that what you decide on the fence is 
more tied to the use than it is to the site plan. They’ve proposed a driveway for each of 
the two lots. We’ve submitted the proposed driveway location to the RCOC, since Rig 
Street is a public County road. We’ve not yet heard back from them, so any approval 
would be contingent upon RCOC approval of the location and design of the driveway. 
We also had comments regarding lighting and the potential for landscaping, in addition 
to the perimeter wall or fence. Our letter does have a condition relative to temporary or 
portable buildings, which I think Creative Brick is going to want to discuss with you this 
evening. Then our Engineer did recommend some relatively minor improvements for 
drainage to the south. Because they’re not adding any new impervious surface, they 
don't have to meet the Township’s storm water management requirements. But, as a 
matter of good practice, the Engineer recommended and Creative Brick is proposing a 
sediment control swale in the southeast corner of 1155 Rig to collect sediment in that 
basin before the storm water continues on its way to the detention basin, which is 
shared by all lots in the Harrison Industrial Park. 
 
Secretary Winkler opened the public hearing. 
 
No comments. 
 
Secretary Winkler closed the public hearing. 
 
Stephen Bonamy and John Ketty of Creative Brick Paving & Landscape Inc., 3195 
Orchard Lake, Keego Harbor, MI, and 1155 Rig Street, Commerce Township, MI, were 
present to address the proposal. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – We are proposing to do an 8’ privacy fence, either pressure treated 
or potentially a cedar fence, along both road fronts. We thought that this would be a 
good solution. Dave had asked us if we would like to do a vinyl fence or something 
along those lines. My concerns with a vinyl fence are that if it’s ever hit, then it’s more 
difficult to repair. It is an industrial lot, so beautifying it more than with just a traditional 
wood fence is not necessary. I think the wood will blend in after it weathers. 
 
John Ketty – It’s a more quality product than plastic, aluminum or vinyl fence. It won’t 
shatter and it will hold pressure. 
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Stephen Bonamy – Also the other thing with a vinyl fence is that over time, if there was 
a need to replace a panel or section due to damage or a need to upgrade, that color 
fades. We thought the wood fence was adequate to bring the adjacent lot to the left 
more into compliance with the Ordinance, while on the back side we would provide 6’ 
chain link along the south and east sides. 
 
Dave Campbell – Stephen, just for clarity, would the 6’ chain link run the entire length of 
both lots, or just 1155? 
 
Stephen Bonamy – All the way down both lots. Here you have the 4’ bin blocks, and 
then you have the chain link behind it. Along the road front, as mentioned, would be the 
8’ wood fence. The bin blocks here would also be 8’ as well. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Weber – I think I get what you’re trying to accomplish. The concern I have is two-fold. 
One with what you’re proposing on the street side, and also on the east. I went to the 
properties again, looked at them and walked both because I didn’t pay much attention to 
1155 the first time. While this picture is a little dated, the land all along the building of 
the boat company is pretty well manicured. It’s grass and there's a couple of boats. I 
think those were staging areas and they had boats stored there until they covered them 
and pulled them back. There are no boats being stored anywhere except behind their 
building. 
But, whether you decide to sell the building, or a new tenant goes into the boat 
company, my opinion would be that the entire east fence would need to be 8’. It could 
be chain link, but it needs to be 8’ in height with some kind of screening, a mesh 
covering so that it is blocking the view since you’re going to use that outdoor storage. 
 
John Ketty – But the boat people have only got a chain link and you can see everything. 
 
Weber – I don't disagree. I went back there, for that 20’ that’s behind the building. Other 
than that, the whole length of their building is much more than 8’ high and it’s blocking 
the view. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – Obviously we’re moving pretty quickly on this. I think our main intent 
or purpose for this lot is to do an administrative building. At this time, we don't have the 
time to properly propose a building to you. So, as a means of moving forward, we are 
here today. We would love to put a building here, but unfortunately we don't have the 
time right now to do that. By putting an 8’ chain link fence here and here, we could 
agree to that as opposed to 6’, but I think we would prefer to leave it unscreened, 
because if we did put a building here, correct me if I'm wrong, we would not be required 
to have a fence. Once you have a building, as long as you store your materials behind 
the building, you no longer need a fence. If you look at all of these lots, the material was 
never really stored behind, but on the side. You’d have to clarify. Like I said, I would 
take into consideration that we are intending to put a building in over the course of the 
next few years. 
 
Weber – You’re asking for a Special Land Use for outdoor storage. 
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Stephen Bonamy – Right. 
 
Weber – Once we grant that Special Land Use, it stays with the land. If you chose to 
sell it in a month, the purchaser would get to keep it with whatever we approve today. 
You say you’re going to put a building there, and that’s great, but if we give you the 
Special Land Use and whatever the contingencies are associated with that today is 
what lives with that lot. 
 
Dave Campbell – You’re correct. If they were approved for a Special Land Use, it would 
run with the land, whether it is Creative Brick or the next tenant or landowner after that. 
They would benefit from the same approvals for an outdoor storage yard. 
 
Weber – I don’t have a problem with the deviation of the fencing between the two 
properties so you can use that amongst yourselves, but when you’re bordering on 
somebody else’s land, they have to look at it, and that could be a new tenant a month 
from now. That’s what we’re trying to protect for them. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – Can you answer, if there is a building on the property does it need 
to be fenced in? 
 
Dave Campbell – The outdoor storage yard would. If there was a storage yard behind 
the building, then just that portion would have to be screened in. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – With a chain link fence? 
 
Dave Campbell – With an obscuring 8’ fence or wall. Not the entire perimeter; just the 
portion that you’re using for outdoor storage in the rear of the building would have to be 
screened. 
 
John Ketty – What is the setback for the building? 
 
Dave Campbell – It’s 50’ to the front, 50’ to the rear, and it’s 25’ to either side, unless it 
doesn’t have windows, then it can be reduced to 15’. I think what the Planning 
Commission is saying is that we can’t necessarily base any decisions on the possibility 
of a building being built. We have to base it on the information we have in front of us 
right now, which is an outdoor storage yard without a building that we have to assume is 
going to be an outdoor storage yard without a building for 5 or 10 years. 
 
Parel – On the proposed plan, I'm wondering about the southern most west part of the 
storage area. You’re planning on putting chain link behind those bin boxes? Is that 
required, or could they utilize the bin boxes? 
 
Dave Campbell – I suppose you could reasonably consider the backs of those storage 
bins to be adequate screening. Keep in mind though that I think they’re like 4’ tall, and 
the requirement is 8’ tall. 
 
Parel – I was thinking maybe you could... How tall are those bins? 
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Stephen Bonamy – Some are 4’ and some are 8’ tall. 
 
Parel – I was thinking by utilizing those bins as your barrier, it would save money on 
putting additional screening behind them, which could be utilized then on the east side 
to screen the site from the neighbors to the east.  
 
John Ketty – Those bin boxes are not cheap. A fence you can put up cheap. We don't 
have enough boxes to put them all the way across. 
 
Parel – From my perspective, I agree that the east side should be screened. I've got no 
issue with the interior dimensions. 
 
Jones – I agree with both Brian and George have said. I think the 8’ fence is what we’re 
going to need to have there based upon what we’re seeing today. 
 
Winkler – I have a couple comments. First is, as I mentioned to the petitioner last month 
during the site plan review of 1165 Rig, I appreciate the improvements they’re proposing 
to make to this currently unused property. At the same time, I agree with the comments 
of the other Commissioners with taking that east property line fence up to 8’. There 
remains one other question regarding the property line between the two properties. The 
petitioners mentioned to David that they want to keep the two properties separate from 
one another, in case they want to sell one or the other. Dave mentioned in his report 
that, at this point in time, this would be the Planning Commission’s chance to look at 
that common property line to see if a fence or some other screening should be provided 
there, in case one property versus the other is sold off. The petitioner has met the 
basics for approving this on both properties with the 8’ fence on the north and west 
property lines, with the intention of screening the property from the adjacent sites. I 
didn’t want to drop that common property line from this discussion. 
 
Jones – Are you suggesting that maybe as a condition, if they sell, perhaps they would 
have to install an 8’ fence along that property line? 
 
Dave Campbell – I think that’s where Mr. Winkler is going with this. I think the idea 
would be that if they sold one or the other, or if they ever combined them and then look 
to split them back apart again, that would be the trigger point for putting a screen wall 
along the shared property line between the two properties. 
 
Jones – Can we add that as another condition? 
 
Dave Campbell – You can. They’re asking you do deviate from the requirement, which 
is that they have to install it now so long as that property line remains. You’re essentially 
deferring that requirement until the day where one of the properties is sold. 
 
Weber – Did you guys catch that discussion? If you sell one of those lots, then you’re 
required to put up an 8’ fence on the property line. 
 
John Ketty – That’s fine. 
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Dave Campbell – I think it would be to everybody’s benefit if you specified what the 
expectation for the fence materials would be, if and when that day comes. I don't know if 
the intent would be more of the 8’ cedar, or... 
 
Weber – My recommendation at a minimum would be 8’ chain link with mesh screening. 
 
Winkler – That’s a very good suggestion. 
 
Jones – That would be Special Land Use condition #4? 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes, I would include it in Special Land Use approval because the 
fencing and screening requirement is all relative to the Special Land Use. 
I also think it would help everyone, before a motion is made, if we went around all four 
sides of the perimeter and make sure that you as a Planning Commission know what 
you’re looking for so that can be incorporated into the motion, so there’s no ambiguity 
tomorrow. 
 
Weber – To Dave’s point, let’s go through the north, west, south and east, each corridor 
and make sure we know exactly what the consensus is that we’re approving. 
 
Dave Campbell – I think that would be to the benefit of myself, the petitioners and the 
Planning Commission. 
So, on the north side, they’re proposing the 8’ cedar fence, with the only gaps being the 
chain link gates at both driveways along Rig Street. 
 
Stephan Bonamy – Yes. 
 
Brian Winkler – Okay. 
 
No objections from the Planning Commission. 
 
Parel – I’m sorry, the chain link gate aligns with that fencing? 
 
Stephan Bonamy – Correct. 
 
Dave Campbell – So, two chain link gates, and otherwise 8’ cedar. Okay, along the west 
side, we’re agreeing to 8’ cedar? 
 
Jones – Yes. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – Pressure treated, 8’ wood fence. 
 
Dave Campbell – On the south side, so 1165 is going to have a 4’ fence; 1155 which 
isn’t going to have any bins, and they’re proposing a 6’ chain link fence. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – We’d like to amend that to an 8’ chain link fence. 
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Jones – Right, 8’ along there. 
 
Dave Campbell – And with the mesh material going across it? 
 
Weber – They proposed the 8’. I think the question is, is it to be screened with fabric, or 
based upon the purview of it being a retention pond, do we want to require screening? 
 
Jones – In my opinion, no. And along the other side would also be 8’ chain link fence. 
 
Dave Campbell – Okay, but along the south side, an 8’ chain link fence is just open 
chain link? 
 
Jones – That’s my thought. 
 
Parel – My suggestion is that it would be okay on the south side with regular 8’ chain 
link, but on the east side, it should be the screened version. 
 
Dave Campbell – So 8’ chain link along the east side, with some sort of a mesh fabric? 
 
Parel – That would be fine. 
 
Dave Campbell – You guys are comfortable with that? 
 
John Ketty and Stephen Bonamy both agreed. 
 
Dave Campbell – The Planning Commission also has discretion for any landscaping 
enhancements, in addition to the fencing. Keep in mind, I don't believe they are looking 
to tap into any water mains to provide any sort of irrigation. It is your discretion whether 
or not you want to see some landscaping on the outside of that fence, or whether the 
fence that is proposed is adequate for what they’re looking to do. 
 
Winkler – You’re talking about the north property line? 
 
Dave Campbell – Effectively, anywhere on the site. The Zoning Ordinance states, If the 
Planning Commission requires landscape screening, then it shall consist of closely 
spaced evergreens in staggered rows, augmented with other plantings for aesthetic 
enhancement. So it’s really up to your discretion what, if any, landscaping you want to 
see. Or, if you feel that the 8’ wood fence is an aesthetic solution. 
 
Parel – Do you gentlemen have any plans for landscaping? 
 
John Ketty – Eventually, since we’re a landscaping company. We want to beautify the 
place. 
 
Dave Campbell – It’s a discretionary decision by the Planning Commission. If you feel 
the fence that we agreed upon is sufficient, then that would be to your discretion. 
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Parel – From my perspective, I think it’s fine. 
 
Jones – Yes. And Dave, you have to add to that about the condition of sale. 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes, and that would have to do with the property line going up the 
middle. We would want an 8’ wood fence along that property line, if and when either of 
these properties were to change hands. 
 
Parel – Did we have wood or chain link? I think it would be similar to the east wall. 
 
Dave Campbell – The 8’ chain link with mesh fabric. 
 
Parel – Correct. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – Could that be conditional upon if the properties are sold to individual 
parties, so that if someone comes in for the two properties as a whole, the wall down 
the middle would not be required. 
 
Dave Campbell – I would assume that is what the Planning Commission’s intent was. 
 
Parel – Yes. 
 
Dave Campbell – So, if you sell one or the other, there's going to be a screen wall going 
up the middle, an 8’ chain link with mesh. 
The dumpster; right now they’re showing it here, which I think we’re agreeing on, will 
now be backed up by an open 8’ chain link fence. Typically we would require a 
dumpster to be inside an enclosure. I don't know if it’s too much to ask you guys to put it 
inside one of these bins. 
 
John Ketty – We can do that. 
 
Discussions continued regarding the dumpster, screening options, the size of the 
dumpster which is a 30-yard roll out, and its height which is 6’ tall. John Ketty reaffirmed 
that the dumpster will be enclosed inside one of the bins. 
 
Dave Campbell – Lighting; their site plan does not show any lighting, but as a condition 
of site plan approval, we would say that if they do install any lighting, it has to be 
compliant with the Zoning Ordinance, which is full-cutoff fixtures that are downward 
directed. 
Temporary buildings are not proposed at this time. If they were proposing a building, 
whether it be a permanent building or some sort of portable building, that would require 
separate site plan approval. 
 
Jones – Does that become a condition of the site plan approval? 
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Dave Campbell – I've got on there, recommended as a condition of Special Land Use 
approval, that no temporary, portable buildings should be installed on either 1155 or 
1165 Rig. I suppose you could say, without the necessary site plan approvals. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – We have a sort of temporary container. It’s not necessarily a 
building. It’s more of a train or storage container, that would not necessarily have a 
footing on it. 
 
Dave Campbell – Is it a container for sand and materials, or is it some sort of an office? 
 
Stephen Bonamy – No, it’s for storage. 
 
Weber – You’re just talking about a 40’ container. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – Yes, a storage container. 
 
Dave Campbell – That’s what a storage yard is for, as far as I'm concerned. I just want 
to avoid the possibility of a construction trailer that’s there for five years. 
 
Stephen Bonamy – It’s material storage, not human storage. 
 
MOTION by Parel, supported by Weber, that the Planning Commission approves, with 
conditions, Item PSU19-001, Creative Brick Paving & Landscape, Special Land Use, 
the request by John Ketty representing Creative Brick Paving & Landscape of Keego 
Harbor MI for special land use for an outdoor storage facility located at 1155 Rig Street. 
Sidwell No.: 17-27-351-010 
Move to approve PSU #19-001, a special land use for Creative Brick Paving & 
Landscape, to allow a contractors storage yard on an undeveloped lot at 1155 Rig 
Street within the Harrison Industrial Acres subdivision.  Special land use approval is 
based on a finding that the applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Commission that the proposed use complies with the special land use criteria 
of Section 34.08 of the Zoning Ordinance, as well as the use standards of Sections 
23.01 and 23.02.   
Special land use approval is based on the following conditions: 

1. Installation of obscuring walls and/or fences around the perimeter of 1155 Rig, 
consistent with the determination of the Planning Commission as part of their 
discussion on April 8, including any deviations the Planning Commission 
deems acceptable from a strict application of Section 23.01;  

(The following specifications as noted included references to both 1165 
and 1155 Rig Street as proposed by Creative Brick for the perimeter of the 
entire site, which utilizes both properties for outdoor storage purposes) 
a. North: 1155 and 1165 Rig Street will have an 8’ cedar fence along the 

north side of the properties, with the only gaps being the two chain link 
gates that align with the 8’ cedar fence at the driveways to each 
property along Rig Street; 

b. West: 1165 Rig Street will have an 8’ cedar fence along the west side 
of the property; 
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c. South: 1165 Rig Street will have bins along the south side of the 
property, and 1155 Rig Street will have an 8’ open chain link fence (no 
mesh screen is required on this south chain link fence as it is the 
retention pond area); 

d. East: 1155 Rig Street will have an 8’ chain link fence with a mesh fabric 
to screen the property from the neighboring business; 

e. Center Property Line: In addition, the center property line between the 
two properties at 1155 and 1165 Rig Street is not required to have a 
fence at this time. The fence is deferred; however, refer to condition #4 
below regarding any sale of either parcel. For this particular deviation, 
the petitioner agreed in exchange to upgrade the fence to 8’ cedar 
along the west side of 1165 Rig Street, as specified herein under 
condition 1.b. 

2. Installation of landscape improvements around the perimeter of 1155 Rig, 
consistent with the determination of the Planning Commission as part of their 
discussion on April 8; 

3. No temporary / portable buildings to be installed on either 1155 or 1165 Rig 
without the necessary site plan approvals;  

4. The event of a sale of either parcel, 1155 or 1165 Rig Street, will trigger the 
requirement to install an 8’ chain link fence with mesh fabric screening along 
the entire center property line which divides the two lots (the same type of 
fencing as is required now, herein, on the east property line to screen for the 
adjacent parcel). This condition applies whether the properties are maintained 
as separate parcels, or if they are combined now, and then later separated 
again. Any sale of either property will trigger this fence requirement. An 
exception may be considered, but only in the event that both parcels are 
purchased by a buyer as a whole unit in the future with intentions to use the 
property as is currently intended, for one business and a combined purpose, 
and that would be subject to Administrative review, and potential further 
review by the Planning Commission for final approval. 

Discussion –  
Dave Campbell – Stephen or John, do either of you have any questions before they 
take action on the motion? 
John Ketty – We’re good, thank you. 
Stephen Bonamy – All set. 
AYES:  Parel, Weber, Winkler, Jones 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Schinzing, McKeever  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
MOTION by Parel, supported by Jones, that the Planning Commission approves, with 
conditions, Item PSP19-0002, Creative Brick Paving & Landscape, the request by John 
Ketty representing Creative Brick Paving & Landscape of Keego Harbor MI for site plan 
approval for an outdoor storage facility located at 1155 Rig Street. 
Sidwell No.: 17-27-351-010 
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Move to approve Site Plan #PSP19-0002, a new contractors storage yard at 1155 Rig 
within the Harrison Industrial Acres subdivision.  Approval is based on a finding that the 
site plan satisfies the applicable review standards of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance.   
Site plan approval is subject to the following conditions: 

1. Review and approval of the proposed driveway by the Road Commission for 
Oakland County (RCOC); 

2. Signs to be reviewed and approved under a separate Sign Permit by the Building 
Department subject to the requirements of Article 30 of the Zoning Ordinance; 

3. Dumpster to be placed & screened in a manner deemed acceptable by the 
Planning Commission, as discussed herein, the dumpster will be enclosed inside 
of one of the 8’ bin boxes, in lieu of the standard dumpster enclosure required by 
the Ordinance; 

4. Any exterior lighting to be administratively approved by the Planning Department 
and consistent with the height & cutoff standards of Article 31 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

AYES:  Parel, Jones, Weber, Winkler 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Schinzing, McKeever MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
>>ITEM I2: PLANNING COMMISSION 2018 ANNUAL REPORT  
See above. Item I2 was moved up on the agenda after G. Old Business. 
 
J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   
None. 
 
K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Dave Campbell reviewed the following with the Commissioners. 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  MAY 6, 2019 @ 7PM 

 At the May meeting, you’ll potentially see two projects that are familiar, and both 
are single-family residential. 

 One is the Rock Ridge project on the north side of Pontiac Trail that was recently 
rezoned, located next door to the Commerce Ridge mobile home community. 
The vacant portion was rezoned from Mobile Home Park to Single-Family. It was 
a straight rezoning, so now the developer will be coming back to you with a 
condominium site plan for a 17-unit single-family condominium. 

 The other proposal that will look familiar is the Island Club project, where 
currently there are 28 homes on the peninsula. There is potential for another 11 
homes along the canal and the infield area. A few developers have taken a run at 
the project over the past several years, but for one reason or another they could 
not pull it off. The primary reason is that anybody who develops this is going to 
have to put in a sewer pump station, which is a considerable up front cost, 
especially when getting only 11 buildable lots out of it. This may be different 
because the developer in this case is a current homeowner within Island Club. 
He has worked out a deal with the 27 neighbors to help share the cost of the 
pump station, because they have to connect to sewer at some point when their 
septic field inevitably fails. The developer would need condominium site plan 
approval from both the Planning Commission and the Township Board. 
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 The last one you may see in May as a revised concept is the southeast corner of 
Glengary and Wixom. This is where Pulte proposed 91 homes, across from 
Stratford Villa, but the Planning Commission felt that was too dense. Pulte may 
come back with a revised concept plan. 

 
The Commissioners discussed lot sizes for R-1B, R-1C and R-1D at length.  
 
Brian Winkler noted that he would not be in attendance at the August Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:13pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


