
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, May 6, 2019 
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  

Russ Schinzing, Vice Chairperson  
Brian Winkler, Secretary 
Tom Jones 
Bill McKeever 
Brian Parel 
George Weber 

                     Also Present:  Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director  
     Jason Mayer, Township Engineer  
     Mark Stacey, DDA Director 
     
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Agenda of May 6, 2019, with the following changes: 

1. Remove Ensign Development Group – Daycare – Use Determination from the 
agenda which was Item I2; and, 

2. Move Item I5, City Crossing – Drive Thru – Concept Review up to Item I2. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Weber, supported by Schinzing, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Minutes of April 8, 2019, as presented.  
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
Bill McKeever – Zoning Board of Appeals  

 A variance was granted to 2360 Glen Iris to construct a detached garage in the 
non-required front yard. 

 There was a variance approved for 1210 W. Oakley Park to construct an 
attached garage in the required front yard setback. 

 There was also a variance granted at 2145 Glencoe to allow a detached garage 
that exceeds the maximum allowable square footage for an accessory structure. 

 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 The April DDA meeting was routine. I’ll certainly open it up to Mark Stacey if he 
wants to add anything. 

 Just to make the Planning Commission aware, Susan Averbuch is resigning from 
her position on the DDA Board. Her last meeting will be May 21st. 

 
Mark Stacey – We’re working diligently with Bruce Aikens on the downtown 
development. We have been in discussions with other developers for remaining parcels 
on the property, but nothing to bring to you tonight. 
 
Chairperson Haber – What’s the closing date? Is it still July? 
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Mark Stacey – July 30th. 
 
George Weber – Township Board of Trustees  

 I’ll keep the Township Board update brief. 

 Earlier in the month, we had a groundbreaking for the credit union on Pontiac 
Trail and Walnut Lake Road. They are moving quickly. 

 On Wednesday of this week, we will be interviewing four candidates who are 
bidding to become the general contractor for us as we look to begin the design 
phase, and ultimately build the new fire station on Welch Road. That is also 
moving quickly. 

 Tomorrow morning, I will be coming in here to go through all of the proposals for 
the Township waste management. All the bids came in today. We will vote and 
identify the winning bid for the 5-year contract by the end of the month. 

 Regarding the Horse Farm, we are still working with the present lessor so that it 
will continue as a horse farm. We have to raze the home that’s on the property, 
move the electrical, and fill in the well. Basically, things need to be brought up to 
code. I know Jay James will be meeting with us to talk about the structural 
improvements that need to be made. 

 Finally, tomorrow is an election day. There's one item on the ballot; it is the 
funding for the Walled Lake Schools going forward. 

 
Chairperson Haber – Three weeks in a row, my garbage hasn’t been picked up. I’ve had 
to call them. 
 
Weber – That’s why we’re out for bid. 
 
Dave Campbell – I do want to mention that the room is in a unique configuration this 
evening, because we have the election tomorrow and they do the counting in here 
during the day. That’s why we only get half the room tonight. 
 
E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
None. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
None. 
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
None. 
 
I. NEW BUSINESS 
ITEM I1: PSP19-0003 – ISLAND CLUB PHASE 2 
Andrew Marougy with IC Development of Commerce MI is requesting site plan approval 
to develop a 7 unit phase within the Island Club Site Condominium development located 
east off of Benstein Road. Sidwell No.: 17-16-476-032 
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Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
Dave Campbell – This is a project that should be familiar to the Planning Commission. 
Island Club is the peninsula that jets out onto the south side of South Commerce Lake. 
It’s accessed off of Benstein Road. The project goes back to the early 80s, the original 
21 condominium units were approved in 1983. That was amended in 1999 to add 7 
units to the 21 for a total of 28. Around 2010, a developer came in that was looking to 
develop 7 units along the canal, and 4 additional units in the area we call the infield. The 
challenge with getting the project done involves some engineering and sanitary sewer 
issues that Jason Mayer, our Township Engineer, can probably speak to more 
intelligently than I can.  
The 28 units that are there now are currently served by a community septic field, in the 
area next to the tennis courts. Everybody’s waste outlets into their own private septic 
tank in front of their homes, then ultimately it discharges into the septic field.  
Both the County Health Department and MDEQ have said that once that septic field 
fails, which it inevitably will, they’re not going to get an opportunity to put in a new septic 
field. So before it fails, all of these existing 28 homes have to be connected to the 
Township’s municipal sanitary sewer. The issue has always been that when these 
properties were developed, the 7 houses here, and at one time, the other 4 units here, 
those properties would not be able to connect to the community septic field. They were 
going to have to bring the municipal sewer in. By bringing it in off of Benstein Road, they 
were going to have to put in a pump station so that all new and existing units could be 
serviced. The pump station is not a cheap endeavor; it starts at a quarter of a million 
dollars and up. At least two other developers considered building these 11 new units 
within Island Club, but because of the cost of the pump station, they’ve never been able 
to make the numbers work. 
The latest developer to take a run at this is Mr. Andrew Marougy, who’s here with us 
this evening, and who also has the benefit of being a homeowner within the Island Club 
development. Mr. Marougy can probably explain better than I can the negotiation and 
the deal that he has agreed to with his neighbors. My understanding is that he is the 
developer who will bear the cost of the new pump station to be able to create 7 new 
units within Island Club, then the 28 individual homeowners have each agreed to bear 
the cost for their connection fee to the new sanitary sewer, which is about $4900. 
 
Mr. Marougy, 1730 Sadie Shore Dr., Commerce Township – I’ll take care of the 
connection costs, they just need their tap fee. 
 
Dave Campbell – You’re taking that cost. All right, wow. They pay their tap fee, and they 
also pay to abandon their existing septic tank. So, a pretty fair deal for the existing 
homeowners that ultimately will get connected to municipal sanitary sewer, which they 
would inevitably have to be.  
Mr. Marougy is also not proposing, at least not at this time, to develop the other 4 units 
within the infield. That will remain an undeveloped natural area for now.  
What he is proposing to do with this, what is technically a new condominium, Island 
Club #2, is to create 7 new units along the canal. Those 7 new units are the same 
configuration as they have been ever since the developers were looking to do this back 
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in 2010 as to lot sizes, configurations and frontages. The key point has always been, 
who bears the cost of the pump station, and they’ve got that worked out. 
Mr. Marougy has submitted revised documents for the condominium, master deed, 
bylaws and exhibit B-docs. The bylaws are currently under review by the Township 
Attorney. He’s saying that with a few relatively minor revisions, they can be ready for 
execution and recording. The Township Engineer took a look at the B-docs. Jason, I 
know you had some comments, but I don't think anything was too overwhelming. 
 
Jason Mayer – Nothing we can’t fix. 
 
Dave Campbell – Okay. Procedurally, with any condominium you need two approvals; 
one by the Planning Commission and one by the Township Board. If the master deed 
bylaws and exhibit B-docs can get shaped up relatively quickly, this could potentially get 
in front of the Township Board at their meeting next Tuesday, assuming you are ready 
to take action this evening. As I've said, this is a project you’ve seen several times 
before and have approved in different iterations, most recently in the Spring of 2017. 
The most significant difference with Mr. Marougy’s proposal is that he’s only doing 7 
new units as opposed to 11, and he’s relocating the pump station closer to the existing 
septic field and the tennis courts.  
 
Chairperson Haber – Are there any residents here from Island Club? One, okay. We 
may want to hear from you to make sure you understand what’s going on. I take it that 
all the legal aspects are being sorted out in a legal agreement. 
 
Dave Campbell – There's a master deed and bylaws that are currently under review by 
the Township Attorney. There are some revisions to be made but nothing too significant. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Do we need to see that before we work on this? 
 
Dave Campbell – It should have been included in your packet. You as a Planning 
Commission are usually more interested in the condominium site plan. The master deed 
is fairly standard. I can run you a copy if you’d like to see it.  
I should mention that one of the things that the last developer meant to include in the 
master deed, which Mr. Marougy has now included, is language about rear yard decks, 
and making it clear that no variances shall be issued for any decks outside of the 
approved building envelope.  
 
Chairperson Haber – Will that come back to us? 
 
Dave Campbell – This is possibly your only opportunity to take a look at this. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Okay, this is it.  
 
Mr. Marougy – With regard to the pump station relocation, first, all existing lines are 
going to that location now to the septic field. Secondly, having a pump station at the 
entrance to the sub would take away from all the homes. Lastly, even though this is a 
separate association, the reason I redid the bylaws and master deed was to very closely 
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mirror the bylaws and master deed for Island Club #1. Technically, it can almost all be 
tied together. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Chairperson Haber – Do you have an agreement with the other 28 homeowners? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes, there was a vote of approval. 
 
Chairperson Haber – So you’re going to demolish the holding tank and fill it in? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Haber – You’re a nice guy. Okay, and you know about the sprinkler 
systems? The Fire Marshal wants the 7 houses to have sprinkler systems? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes, I'm aware of that. 
 
Weber – The way this is reading, we don’t get to retrofit the 28 homes with sprinklers; 
it’s only those additional 7 homes? 
 
Dave Campbell – Correct. The International Fire Code requires that when you have only 
one point of access to a new residential development, any number of homes above 30 
have to be fire suppressed. Mr. Marougy would argue that they have 28 homes now, 
and he’s proposing 7 new, so he should only have to fire suppress 5 of the new 7. The 
Fire Marshal sees it differently and states that all 7 new homes need to be fire 
suppressed in order to meet fire code. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Are you going to be the contractor building these homes? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Not myself, but I will actually be involved. 
 
Chairperson Haber discussed the proposal with the one Island Club resident who was 
present to ensure she understood what was taking place. She confirmed that she 
understands pretty well, and that Mr. Marougy had several meetings with the residents. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Bill, do you have any questions? 
 
McKeever – I do not. 
 
Schinzing – I don’t see any elevations here. Is it part of the Island Club standards as to 
how these new houses will be built and the materials that will be used? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes, they’re all very similar. I think it’s actually in the bylaws too, but 
everything is similar including the minimum home square footage. Island Club in itself is 
very diverse. You won’t see two houses alike. 
  
Chairperson Haber – You’re going to keep it that way. 
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Mr. Marougy – Yes, I will. 
 
Schinzing – As a resident running this, he can control the value of his home. 
 
Dave Campbell – We have in our Zoning Ordinance anti-monotony standards for new 
residential neighborhoods of 10 units or more. This requires significant variation from 
one house to the next. Those standards would have been applicable when the previous 
developer was looking to do 11 homes. Now that Mr. Marougy’s only proposing 7 
homes, he might argue that’s less than 10 and therefore he doesn’t have to meet the 
anti-monotony standards. I can see a reasonable show of good faith that the standards 
would still be applied in this instance and could be included in the master deed if Mr. 
Marougy is agreeable to that. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I understand that you live there. 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes, I do. I built my house there and I’ll be there a while. 
 
Dave Campbell – Are you comfortable with putting standards in the master deed and 
bylaws that comply with our anti-monotony standards? It seems like something you’re 
going to want from an association level regardless. 
 
Mr. Marougy – That’s correct. I would agree to add that in. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Okay, good. You’re very easy to get along with so far. We’ve had 
problems with Island Club with the former owners. This has been going on 10 years. 
 
Dave Campbell – At least, there was a consent judgment back in 1983. 
 
Jones – In Jason Mayer’s report, the second to the last point is, Please provide us with 
information about how the “Convertible Area” is planned to be serviced by sanitary 
sewer. At some point, that Convertible Area could have homes in it. Did you give him 
the information he wanted? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Yes. At this point, we’re not planning to put any homes in there. I'm not 
sure what that land will become, but essentially the pump station sizing is the same. It 
did not get downsized because of the lower number of homes. So, in terms of servicing 
I believe I provided that information to staff. 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes, and I think Jason’s question had to do with the routing of the 
actual sewer main. 
 
Jason Mayer – Yes, I talked to Andrew on the phone. If he is going to develop those 
center lots, it would just require a couple extensions of gravity sewers, so that’s what we 
talked about. 
 
Dave Campbell – And Mr. Marougy, the pump station is sized so that if you, or anyone 
else did build the 4 additional units, it could handle the additional homes? 
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Mr. Marougy – Yes, nothing changed in size. 
 
Jones – Next question is a small thing, but on Sheet 1 and Sheet 3, there are different 
numerical sizes of those 7 lots. I'm just curious as to why. 
 
Dave Campbell – We can certainly verify these square footages before this gets 
recorded. 
 
Jones – Okay. Then on Sheet 2, I was looking at the small illustrations referring to 
septic tanks. I noticed that Units 7 and 16 don't show a septic tank. Is that meaningful at 
all? 
 
Dave Campbell – I think a couple of them share, don't they Andrew? 
 
Mr. Marougy – Not that I'm aware of. That’s a good question. 
 
Jones – I was just asking. 
 
Dave Campbell – I had a conversation last week with Jay James and he did mention 
there are a couple instances where there's a shared tank, and 16 and 17 might be one 
of those examples. 
 
Chairperson Haber – At this point, that won’t make much difference as they will be 
vacated and hooked up to the sewer. 
 
Mr. Marougy – That’s correct, and I do know the septic tank locations were pulled from 
the Oakland County Health Department or the WRC. 
 
Jones – Other than that, I'm in favor of this project. 
 
Winkler – I have no issues with what’s proposed. 
 
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Jones, that the Planning Commission 
recommends approval, to the Commerce Township Board of Trustees, of Item PSP19-
0003, Island Club Phase 2, the request by Andrew Marougy with IC Development of 
Commerce MI for site plan approval to develop a 7 unit phase within the Island Club 
Site Condominium development located east off of Benstein Road.  
Sidwell No.: 17-16-476-032 
Move to recommend the Commerce Township Board approve the condominium site 
plan for Island Club #2, PSP19-0003, by the request of Andrew Marougy of IC 
Development LLC.  The recommendation of approval is based upon a finding by the 
Planning Commission that the information presented demonstrates that the proposal 
meets the applicable standards and requirements of the Commerce Township Zoning 
Ordinance for a single-family site condominium.   
The Planning Commission’s recommendation of approval is conditional upon the 
following items:  
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1. Review and approval of the condominium master deed by the Township Attorney 
and Township Engineer.     

2. Inclusion in an updated master deed of the residential design standards of 
Section 27.03 of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance. 

3. The seven units within Island Club #2 to have residential sprinklers consistent 
with the requirements of the Fire Marshal and the International Fire Code.   

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM I2: ENSIGN DEVELOPMENT GROUP – DAYCARE – USE DETERMINATION 
Item I2 was cancelled and replaced with what was previously Item I5, City Crossing. 
 
ITEM I2: CITY CROSSING – DRIVE THRU – CONCEPT REVIEW 
Arkan Jonna with A.F. Jonna of Bloomfield Hills MI is requesting a conceptual review to 
add a drive through window onto an existing retail plaza located at 40200 Fourteen Mile. 
Sidwell No.: 17-36-400-030 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
Dave Campbell – The site is located on the north side of Fourteen Mile, east of M-5, in 
the plaza with Leo’s, Jimmy Johns and several other tenants. Mr. Jonna’s company was 
the developer of the plaza, and still owns and operates it. It’s a plaza they’ve struggled 
to keep fully occupied, and I think particularly along this end cap of the east side of the 
building. The latest tenant that wasn’t able to make it was a coffee shop. Mr. Jonna’s 
team would argue that part of the reason the coffee shop couldn’t make it there is 
because they didn’t have a drive through. 
Their conceptual proposal to discuss tonight is to reconfigure the east side of the 
building to add a drive through lane and a bypass lane to allow for counter clockwise 
circulation around the building. Mr. Jonna has stated that this may not necessarily be a 
food and beverage establishment. It could be a credit union or financial institution, a use 
that could also benefit from a drive through. 
One of the issues we’re hoping to discuss with the Planning Commission tonight is 
within the Special Land Use standards of our Zoning Ordinance. For any drive through 
use, one of the use standards is that the drive through window should not be on the 
front of the building. However, the front of the building by definition is any side of the 
building that faces a road. In this instance, this side of the building does front upon Loop 
Road. By Zoning Ordinance Special Land Use standards, you’re not to have a drive-
through window that faces out to Loop Road. This is something that the Planning 
Commission could potentially deviate from because it is a use standard. 
I did ask Mr. Jonna and his team if it would be possible to have the pickup window on 
the north side of the building to avoid this issue, but the way the building is constructed, 
that’s easier said than done. I explained to Mr. Jonna’s team that if the Planning 
Commission were to consider a site plan to allow a drive through on this site, I think it 
would have to be with the understanding that the overall site would be an improvement 
for everybody involved. We talked about what those improvements might include; 
additional sidewalks, landscaping improvements, doing a retaining wall along the east 
side to make the drive through at grade, and that would be an aesthetic enhancement.  
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Arkan Jonna, A.F. Jonna Development and Management Co., 4036 Telegraph Road, 
Ste 201, Bloomfield Hills, was present along with Austin Armstrong, who is responsible 
for leasing of A.F. Jonna’s Commerce Township properties. 
 
Mr. Jonna – Of all the real estate that we have, this is probably the weakest link in the 
whole bunch. We’ve never been able to fill it and keep it filled. We’re always doing rent 
concessions. This is a project that we’re taking on to try to improve it. One of the ideas 
that has come up is a possible drive through here. It’s a way of doing business today; 
either coffee, a smoothie king, a lending institution. It’s just something that enhances the 
property and brings in more attention. This is not an easy and small endeavor for us. 
That retaining wall will be about 13’ to 14’ high. It’s an expensive endeavor for us. We’re 
not good sellers. This is something that we’ve owned for a while and we’re going to 
keep it. We’re just trying to figure out how to make it better. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Winkler – With what David has put in his report, with the potential landscaping 
improvements, the high quality materials of the retaining wall, and then the willingness 
of the petitioner to add sidewalks, I’d be willing to give this site a chance with a drive 
through as proposed. I don't see any objections to it, given the other measures he has 
discussed with the Planning Department. 
 
Jones – I agree. Arkan has always been a good citizen and I'm in favor. 
 
Schinzing – I wish I could see a rendition of what the retaining wall would look like. That 
would be helpful for me at least, because right now it’s just a concept. My other concern 
is just traffic backup on Loop Road. I know turning left onto Fourteen Mile is a problem, 
but then if you have people trying to take a right into this, or even a left, it could be 
backed up if it’s a coffee shop or something very popular. 
 
Parel – Is the purpose of the retaining wall to shield the drive through? 
 
Mr. Jonna – The property falls off there. There's an existing layered retaining system 
right now. In order to get the two drives, we’d have to have a straight line up. The 
material I think we would use here is a Unilock system. What you see are paving type 
products. 
 
Chairperson Haber – It’s not going to be a cement wall? 
 
Mr. Jonna – No. 
 
Parel – Other than traffic considerations, I would be concerned with the backup of traffic 
into the drive through. 
 
Weber – On the layout, are you proposing that traffic would flow in from Loop Road, 
across the south face of the building, then loop north and east again and into the drive 
through? What is the traffic flow and how are people going to get from Loop Road to the 
drive through? 
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Schinzing – That’s my concern also, because it’s right here. 
 
Dave Campbell – They sent over these handouts today. It’s the same plan that I hope 
was in your packages, but it’s overlaid on the aerial to give a better sense of how it 
would layout. It is a pretty tight and narrow turn. 
 
Mr. Jonna – That’s the first item David and I spoke of. We’re not going to look for a very 
intense user here. We’re going to look at a smoothie shop which is not the same as 
Starbuck’s. The stacking and the backup along that stacking lane is not as intense as 
McDonald’s or Taco Bell and you don’t need 12 to 14 spaces. 
 
Weber and Mr. Jonna discussed hypotheticals of what might take place if a Starbucks 
or other intense user did want to occupy the site. 
 
Weber – Does it make more sense to have your drive through at the Leo’s location, 
versus the east side? Then you wouldn’t have to make the costly revisions of the 
retaining wall and two drives. 
 
Mr. Jonna – Leo’s is actually doing fairly well. It’s the same owner that owns the one at 
Commerce and Carroll. We’ve helped him build his business there. Yes, absolutely, but 
they’re not going anywhere. They’re there for the long haul. Any moves would be much 
more costly. 
 
Weber – I don't have an issue with the deviation for the land use. I get what you’re trying 
to accomplish. My concern is the traffic flow. The only way I can see that you can do it is 
looping people all the way around the building. I don't know how they can do that turn. 
 
Mr. Jonna – If you loop around the building, the driver is on the outside. It doesn’t line 
up with the walls. 
 
Weber – I’ll leave it to your judgment. I understand what you’re trying to do and I 
support it. 
 
McKeever – I'm in agreement with Brian. I would be curious to see the concept plan and 
would definitely consider it. 
 
Chairperson Haber – This is not my favorite thing. I think this is a traffic nightmare. I 
think I feel pretty much the same way as the rest of the Commissioners. I probably 
wouldn’t stand in your way, but it wouldn’t be what I’d like to see there. It’s going to be a 
real traffic mess. But, I think you’ve got the feeling of what people said here. You’ll have 
to take it and run with it and see how it really works out. 
 
Mr. Jonna – Yes. That’s the first item David and I spoke about was the backup of the 
stacking. We understand that and we’d have to figure out a less intense user. That’s the 
only way it would work. 
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Dave Campbell – If I may, I didn’t hear any strong objection to the location of the 
proposed drive through window and it’s proximity to Loop Road. What I heard more was 
concern about traffic and the potential for traffic backups. So, as they move forward with 
this, they will have to look at either the user they will put in there, or make some 
reconfiguration with the way traffic circulates around the site, or have a very good 
wayfinding plan, or all of the above for this to be able to work. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I think you’ve summed it up. It would be nice if it was on the west 
side of the building instead of the east. 
 
Jones – Dave, do you think there's any reason why you would want the traffic expert to 
look at this? 
 
Dave Campbell – Assuming they want to move forward, one of the things I’d want to 
see is a stacking plan to show how the vehicles can maneuver through there, especially 
larger vehicles. A turning template is something that any traffic engineer can do to show 
how the vehicles will circulate through there. As they said, I think it really has to do with 
the use that will go in there. 
 
Discussions continued regarding stacking and traffic concerns. 
 
ITEM I3: ROCK RIDGE – CONCEPT REVIEW 
Jacob Park with Rock Ridge Investments LLC of Commerce MI is requesting a 
conceptual review of a proposed site condominium development located north off of 
Pontiac Trail. Sidwell No.: 17-33-400-050 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. 
 
Dave Campbell – The Rock Ridge concept has been before you a couple times before, 
but in the context of rezoning. The Commerce Ridge Mobile Home Community is on the 
north side of Pontiac Trail, east of Beck Road. It was only half developed with 42 
homes, and the plan for the second phase was next door to the east for an additional 47 
mobile home sites. That second phase never came to fruition. The owner/developer, Mr. 
Park, who is here this evening, came to you and asked to split off the undeveloped 
portion and rezone it from MHP to R-1D single-family. He wanted to pursue the 
rezoning for the purpose of developing that property with detached single-family homes. 
He estimated that there would be about 17 new single-family homes. The Planning 
Commission recommended approval of the rezoning, and the Township Board 
approved the rezoning, so the property has been rezoned from MHP to R-1D.  
Mr. Park has since been working with his engineer on a condominium site plan to 
develop the property. I think what they’ve determined is that if they could find a better 
spot for their detention pond, they could get a couple more home sites out of it. Mr. Park 
then talked to the property owner next door and figured out that he could buy about half 
an acre for the detention pond. In so doing, he could get 20 home sites instead of 17. 
The issue with buying the property from the homeowner next door is that property is still 
zoned R-1B. To take that property, split it off and then combine it with Mr. Park’s 
property, and not have a split zoning scenario, the best way I can see to do it is to 
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rezone that half acre of property for the detention property, and then combine it with Mr. 
Park’s property in anticipation of him coming back with a condominium site plan with 20 
single-family homes. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Do we have to review the whole thing again with the addition of 
three houses? 
 
Dave Campbell – When it comes to you as a condominium site plan, which it has not 
yet. You saw a 17-home site concept plan, but it was always made clear that it was just 
a concept. He was looking to rezone and he would build something like the concept 
plan. Now he’s hoping he can get closer to 20 homes. 
 
Mr. Park – Back in January, we saw the general site plan which was all done by a land 
planner. Since then, we’ve worked with the engineer based on the R-1D standards, 
what the exact building envelopes would be and how this would all shake out. We 
looked at the detention pond standards, which from ’05 when the original detention 
pond was cut has since gone up. It is two 100-year rain storms to be retained with no 
outlet, which is essentially a half of an acre. It’s pretty serious and it’s about three times 
the size of what it was originally, correct? Give or take. 
 
Jason Mayer – Yes. 
 
Mr. Park – That would basically put our development from 17 lots down to 15, if we 
keep it on the east side of the Taylor-Ladd drain. Alternatively, we looked at what it 
would take to move it onto the west portion of the drain. Based on that, we would not be 
able to use a gravity detention system, due to having to go over or under the drain. The 
elevations just don't work out, and we essentially have to put in a mechanical pump 
system, which is not what we’re interested in. Since then, I worked with Mr. Arnold, the 
45-year owner of the adjacent property along Pontiac trail. He and I have a verbal 
agreement to relocate the detention pond onto his portion of the property. Mr. Arnold is 
not interested in granting a drainage easement. He’s only interested in selling the 
property due to liability issues, which I completely understand and respect. I would like 
to go forward with that purchase agreement direction to make it easier for everybody. 
One question I do have is regarding the rezoning of that portion of the property.  Does it 
make sense to write a special use for that portion, seeing as they would both be single-
family residential, even though it’s R-1B versus R-1D? Then the zoning would be 
consistent along the property lines for the master plan. 
 
Dave Campbell – It is never desirable to have split-zoned properties for a number of 
reasons. We can talk more about it, but having one property with two zoning districts on 
it is going to be problematic one way or another as we go through the site plan approval 
process. For example, there's landscape buffer requirements anytime you go from a 
higher density to a lower density. If we had two zoning districts, you might wind up 
having to put a buffer between the backyards of those houses and the detention pond. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Chairperson Haber – Would the detention pond be fenced? 
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Dave Campbell – No, unless there is a particularly steep bank. Typically a residential 
detention pond isn’t required to be fenced. 
 
Jason Mayer – Correct. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I would be concerned about a family with young kids in there. The 
detention looks almost like a swimming pool. 
 
McKeever – I don't have any issues with the request. 
 
Weber – I have no issues either. 
 
Parel – No issues. 
 
Schinzing – Did the lot sizes change? 
 
Mr. Park – They remain the 7200 square foot requirements. They shrunk a little bit in 
width, down to about 65, and then grew in depth. Originally they were 72 by 100. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Why did they shrink? 
 
Mr. Park – They didn’t shrink in area. 
 
Schinzing – They just changed in ratio. 
 
Dave Campbell – They’re narrower and deeper. 
 
Mr. Park – Yes, which also helps with the curvature of the road and the cul-de-sac. 
 
Jones – Will the cul-de-sac design meet the Fire Department requirements for size to 
allow fire equipment to circulate? 
 
Dave Campbell – It’s going to have to. The Fire Marshal looked at the original 17-unit 
concept plan. When there's less than 30 homes, then they are permitted by fire code to 
only have one point of access which is all that’s proposed here. The cul-de-sac will have 
to allow for circulation of the fire equipment. 
 
Mr. Park – We also plan to have an emergency access point to the rear of Commerce 
Ridge as well. That would be a gravel road. 
 
Weber – I think it’s asphalt. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Just the approach, yes, but the road itself will be gravel. 
 
Weber – Which we discussed previously. 
 
Mr. Park – Yes. 
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Winkler – Larry, I have no additional comments to what’s already been mentioned by 
the Commissioners. 
 
Haber – I have none either. 
 
ITEM I4: FIRST & MAIN PHASE TWO – CONCEPT REVIEW 
James Sharba with the Granger Group of Wyoming MI is requesting a conceptual 
review of Phase Two of the First & Main Senior Living Facility located at 2500 Martin 
Parkway. Sidwell No.: 17-24-401-057 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. 
 
Dave Campbell – We’re all familiar with Granger’s First & Main assisted living project, 
on Martin Parkway. The project got approved in late 2014 to early 2015, and opened 
about this time last year. What you see out there today was always meant to be Phase I 
of a 3-phase project. Phase II was meant to be a second building in this area here, and 
Phase III was envisioned to be some independent living duplexes or cottages in the 
back area of the site. The existing building is a 3-story assisted living, with the memory 
care unit on the top floor. There's 103 rooms in the existing building.  
Granger group is now ready to move onto Phase II. It’s an L-shaped building with a first 
floor corridor connecting the two buildings. The L-shaped building would be 67+/- 
independent units. The overall site would not change dramatically. A lot of the work has 
already been done. The driveway that would loop around both buildings is already in 
place. They would have to construct some additional service parking. 
Granger Group, represented by Mr. Sharba who is here this evening, wanted to get 
some preliminary feedback from the Planning Commission on this next phase of their 
project before coming back with a formal site plan submittal. I'm aware that there have 
been conversations since the first phase opened regarding the building materials and 
the appearance of the existing building. I made it clear to them that the Planning 
Commission is likely to have some ideas of how that existing building might be 
improved or enhanced as part of this next phase of the development.  
This is no surprise. When Granger came in to do the existing building, the site plan 
always showed a secondary building in this area and the other units in the back. I was 
hoping they could come here this evening to have a conversation on a conceptual level 
of what the site would look like once Phase II is completed so they can get off on the 
right foot. 
 
James Sharba, Design Director, Spacewerks, a division of the Granger Group of 
Companies, 2221 Health Dr. SW Ste 2200, Wyoming, MI, was present to address the 
request. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Mr. Sharba, were you involved in the first phase? 
 
Mr. Sharba – I was. At the time I was involved in the original assisted living and memory 
care building, I was working for Hobbs + Black Architects. I currently work for Granger 
Group. We have six of these locations; four in Michigan and two in Ohio, and we’re 
getting started on doing Phase II. Commerce Township is one of our strongest markets.  
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In the past year, Granger Group has decided to get out of the operations side of the 
business of senior housing. We have partnered with a group out of Georgia called Age 
Well. They’re a very strong operations company. They also own properties as well, 
about 1500 units across their portfolio, and they’ve been doing a really good job here at 
the assisted living and memory care building, as well as our other facilities. Independent 
living generally is like an incubator for the assisted living and memory care senior 
components as seniors move through the aging process.  
I was involved with Hobbs + Black as a lead designer on this project at the time. 
Actually I designed the Township Hall here with Mr. Wynn Berry. I've been involved with 
working in Commerce Township for quite a long time. At the time we proposed this, the 
request from the Township Board was to explore Georgian architecture as a style for 
the building. We presented a couple different concepts. Our original site plan had the 
building turned with the front door facing out to the Parkway. It was requested that we 
build with zero setback. We tried to get a driveway in between the Parkway and the 
building so we could have the drop-off on the side. It was requested that we move the 
building as close as possible to the Parkway setback. In doing so, the front entrance 
ended up looking away from the road. Then it was requested that we make it look like 
the entrance might be on that side of the building. We have a secondary entrance and 
turnaround. 
Some of the other things that we did with this building is on the north side, there's a little 
stub that comes off. That was always intended to be a plug for the independent living to 
go into, so that the services and access between the two buildings, for staff and for 
residents, could be achieved there. It was always conceived that this L-shaped building 
would sit the way we have it right now. We had to make a couple modifications to the 
floor plan as far as the mix of units that we have. We’re looking at 67 units in 3 stories; 6 
are studio, 50 are one-bed, and 11 are two-bed. That mix could change a little, but it 
shouldn't go up. 
With the addition of this building on the north side, the L-shaped elbow opened up to the 
Parkway, this façade on the north side would be screened as it was always intended to 
have another building up against it. Therefore when we were designing the architecture, 
dormers and pitched roofs, the idea was that the north side would be screened at some 
point with a nicer looking building. 
 
Mr. Sharba reviewed the proposed renderings and perspectives on the overhead. He 
discussed the design, layout and materials, and cohesiveness. 
 
Mr. Sharba – The common area has some nice Georgian details to it. We will be using 
similar materials to tie the two buildings together. We’ll be very sensitive about the 
lighting and the landscaping, and keeping it pedestrian friendly by creating the 
necessary connections to the walking paths. There are tower elements on the ends of 
the building which will allow natural lighting to the corridors. We have residential 
features and a true pitched roof. This building will be constructed out of wood, and as 
such the floors will be lower than what the main building is. The ridge height is at 45’, 
which is around parapet height of the existing building. 
Other comments we have heard were that the existing building seems out of place, but 
then again it’s the only building sitting out in a field there. I think once some things of 
similar scale have been built around it, it should start to be a little bit more palatable. 
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Mr. Sharba continued to elaborate on the perspectives from different angles, the 
building materials and architectural elements. He discussed balconies, chimneys, 
dormers, and other features that are similar to the architecture of the existing building 
being replicated on the new building. In addition, similar materials such as the red brick 
and white HardiPlank siding will be used, along with black metal hand rails and the 
black asphalt shingled roof. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Chairperson Haber discussed issues with the existing building, questions and 
complaints he has received about the appearance, the placement so close to the road, 
the stark white façade, issues that arose in the initial review process, and the difference 
from the renderings to the actual building.  He explained that he did not want those 
problems repeated with this building and that the developer will be held to a higher 
standard. In addition, due to the numerous complaints received, he would like to see 
some changes made on the existing building incorporated as part of the approval for the 
new building. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Bill, did you have anything to add with regard to this project? 
 
McKeever – You covered it. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I just want you to know that we’re going to ask you to make some 
changes to both buildings, if this goes through. 
 
Mr. Sharba – Do you have suggestions? 
 
Chairperson Haber – Yes, I have a number of them. I want to see what you will do. The 
residents do not like the existing building. If we have a chance to improve it, we will take 
the opportunity. 
 
Weber – What is the rationale for the southern facing portion of the L-shaped building 
not being parallel to the existing building? It’s is cocked a little, and I'm curious why it is 
not lined up? 
 
Mr. Sharba – That is so that the rooms positioned along both of those façades are not 
looking straight across at something that’s directly parallel. It allows for western 
sunshine and a view sideways that looks out to Martin Parkway. If I could locate it 
further, I would, but it won’t fit. 
 
Dave Campbell – Are there balconies on that side? 
 
Mr. Sharba – Yes, on the second and third floors. The first floor will have common areas 
for recreation and fitness. Some doors will allow access to the exterior where we may 
continue to develop an outdoor patio space. 
 
Dave Campbell – So you’re saying that the slight angle helps orient those balconies so 
that they’re not looking straight across at the other building. 
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Mr. Sharba – Thank you, Dave. That’s correct. 
 
Weber – Okay, thank you for that. Once we get further in, I’ll be able to visualize that a 
little better. I’m not going to pile on to Larry’s comments regarding the view, but we do 
get significant comments. For me, I’ve got to have repainting of the white siding. The 
renderings you have are gorgeous, but the brick that you’re showing, and the colors on 
the renderings is not the actual red that the brick has. That doesn’t look horrible to me, 
but that color red on those bricks isn’t a good representation of what’s actually there. 
For me, everything that’s white needs to be painted. I know you’ve got Hardi board 
there, and I read the comments that there might be some concern with manufacturer 
warranty. I’m not sure that would be an issue if it’s a good paint that’s applied properly, 
but the white needs to go. In addition, the landscaping that’s done on that building and 
the existing building needs to be better and more mature. If you look at the landscaping 
that’s along Martin Parkway now, the bushes are 2’ tall if that. It looks sparse. The 
renderings look great, but we need to see that and not what’s presently on Martin 
Parkway.  
 
Parel – I support my fellow Commissioners. I think this is an opportunity to really 
improve this area. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I think it’s the white that bothers everybody. It’s very stark. 
 
Schinzing – It’s really the white that gets me. It’s just so stark. I’ll be honest with you, 
when I drive by in Bloomfield Township, off Square Lake Road, that’s a beautiful 
building. I'm like, “Why didn’t we get that?” That’s a really nice job.  
There's just so much white here, and then to carry that into the next building, I'm not in 
favor. 
 
Weber – Does the new building need to match the existing building, in terms of brick? I 
like what you’re showing here from an architectural standpoint and the design. I get that 
there's some rationale for having some similarity, but at the same time, it doesn’t need 
to be the same brick and the same siding. 
 
Mr. Sharba – I’d like to ask that question back. Does it need to match? My associate 
and I had discussed this. A lot of times we do something a little bit more modern. I'm a 
little concerned that if we didn’t match the architecture here, that you would end up with 
something that wasn’t cohesive and may feel very odd. However, if you’d like us to 
explore something I'm happy to draw something else. 
On the other building, discussing a different paint color on the Hardi siding is probably 
doable, more landscaping is probably doable, but taking the roof off to change things to 
tie it into something that may be more contemporary like the Bloomfield location – I 
don’t see that happening. 
 
Schinzing – Dave, correct me if I'm wrong. The plan too is that, not too far from here, 
there's going to be a 4-story hotel, potentially. 
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Dave Campbell – Yes, I just want to pull up the aerial. When you say not very far, the 
hotel will land right about there, basically where the library once was. 
 
Schinzing – Oh, okay. Yeah, it’s a ways. Potentially, there's going to be housing in 
between there? 
 
Dave Campbell – That area is Phase II of Mr. Aikens development, and we don’t know 
exactly what Phase II is going to be, but yes he’s indicated that it would probably be 
more residential than Phase I, whether that’s apartments, condos or townhouses, but 
we really don't know yet. 
 
Weber – So I don't think we’re asking for structural changes. For me it’s get rid of the 
white and add landscaping, and I think that building would have an entirely new feel. I 
think the renderings that you’re showing look very nice. I don't think we’re looking for 
modern and snazzy. I think we’re looking for homey and classic. 
 
Schinzing – It’s too late for that, but I agree. The common theme has been that the 
white is very stark. 
 
Jones – I am in agreement with the other comments. I don’t care for the white. With 
regard to painting the existing building, it seems to me that some years ago we had a 
building on Oakley Park that went through several scenarios about paint, and it wouldn’t 
stick to the surface. So I'm concerned about painting it. 
 
McKeever – That was ceramic tile or ceramic-faced brick on the front of that building. 
 
Chairperson Haber – This is Hardi board. 
 
Jones – I’d be concerned about asking them to paint something they might not be able 
to paint. 
 
Weber – People paint HardiPlank every day. 
 
Dave Campbell – I don’t think we’re talking about painting the brick. We’re talking about 
painting the siding. 
 
Jones – Right. 
 
Winkler – Now are we talking about the proposed building, or the existing building? 
 
Chairperson Haber – Both. 
 
Winkler – Okay. Well, in talking about the proposed building, I agree with what’s been 
said about more brick, less white. Other suggestions I would make are to make sure 
that those chimneys are brick and not white because they’re really going to stand out. 
Then, I would suggest the petitioner put in more brick detailing as well. I agree with 
what’s been said about higher standards for this project. 
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Regarding the existing building, what’s there is there. In discussing this with David, 
there are two key elements of the existing building that people have expressed 
displeasure about. One is the fact that it has vertical elements that make the building 
look higher and that’s been part of the objection. Secondly, at the time this went through 
the Planning Commission, the petitioner did do some changes to the building on that 
west side at the suggestion of the Planning Commission. Based upon what’s there now, 
the options to modify that appear to be pretty limited. You could put brick facing on the 
bottom, along the first story windows, to add a horizontal element that would 
perceptually bring the building height down a little bit. Then you’ll see at the 3rd floor, the 
floor line, there's one wider piece of siding that aligns with the soldier course on the 
brick pilasters. If that were to be made a different color, maybe to match the brick, that 
would give another horizontal element to bring the height of the building down visually.  
Those are a couple of suggestions, but we do have to remind ourselves that this went 
through the process. Changes were made by the petitioner, both at the Planning 
Commission level and the Township Board level. I think the petitioner hears what we’re 
saying. 
  
Chairperson Haber – Well, Mr. Sharba, welcome back. 
 
Mr. Sharba – Thank you. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Did that help you out any? 
 
Mr. Sharba – Sure, absolutely. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I’ll be interested to see what you do. 
 
Dave Campbell – Can I ask a quick question? Mr. Sharba, the building is occupied, 
correct? 
 
Mr. Sharba – By nature, occupancy fluctuates, but yes it’s pretty stable. 
 
Dave Campbell – So, to the Planning Commission, whatever changes you’re looking for 
to the existing building, it’s not your expectation that we’re ripping the roof off of a 
building that’s occupied and having to relocate people. I don't think that’s the 
expectation. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I don't think that’s what we said, but some of the suggestions here 
I think made a lot of sense, especially Brian’s comments. He’s our architect here and his 
suggestions are decent, so take that and run with it. 
 
Mr. Sharba – I will do that. Thank you. I look forward to seeing you again soon. 
 
J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   
None. 
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K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 Dave Campbell gave a brief update on the Aikens project, and a recent meeting 
with the RCOC regarding the roundabout at M-5 and Pontiac Trail that addressed 
what, if anything, needs to be done with the roundabout to accommodate 
additional traffic that will be generated by the Five & Main project. The traffic 
consultant wants to further review the roundabout using more sophisticated 
software that will hopefully take into account the platooning effect. A platoon is 
the group of cars that gets released every time a light turns green. There's are 
traffic signals at Maple Road, Haggerty Road, and Welch Road. Those all 
release platoons of traffic into this roundabout. The preliminary analysis probably 
didn’t take that platooning effect into account, so the RCOC wants further 
analysis. That study needs to be funded by the developer. 

 Dave also noted that the steel is going up for the credit union.  
 
Chairperson Haber discussed the report provided by Jay James, the Monthly Permit 
List. 
 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  JUNE 3, 2019 @ 7PM 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Parel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:32pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


