
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, September 9, 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  
Jay James, Engineer/Building Official 

     Jason Mayer, Township Engineer  
     Hans Rentrop, Township Attorney  
     Mark Stacey, DDA Director 
     
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Schinzing, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Agenda of September 9, 2019, with the following change as 
discussed. 
Discussion – 
Dave Campbell – The applicant for Item I5, 2199 Haggerty Road, asked that his 
concept review be pulled off of tonight’s agenda as he is still in negotiations with the 
seller. He might return in October.    MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY  
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Schinzing, to approve the Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Minutes of July 8, 2019, as written.   

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
Bill McKeever – Zoning Board of Appeals  

 We have not met since the last meeting of the Planning Commission. 
 
Dave Campbell – The Zoning Board of Appeals last met in July. Their September 26th 
meeting was canceled due to a lack of petitioners. They will meet again in November. 
 
George Weber – Township Board of Trustees  

 We have a meeting tomorrow night, so this will be a little bit dated. 

 This is budget time, so all activities within the Township are actively reviewing 
costs, plans and requirements. The Board will be starting a series of budget 
meetings weekly. 

 We continue to review and address the Horse Farm property to see what’s 
required. Jay James has done a lot of intensive work trying to understand what 
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it’s going to take to bring that property up to condition. We’ll have more 
discussion on that tomorrow as well. 

 The other interest within this group, which has already come before us, was the 
proposal to sell an acre of the cemetery land, and probably not very usable land, 
on Benstein Road to the Benstein Grille for expansion of the property for parking 
and outdoor seating. 

 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 During the August meeting, there were three items worth mentioning. 

 One was the discussion and approval of a contract to treat phragmites on the 
property. 

 The 2020 DDA Budget was approved which will be going to the Township Board 
at their September meeting. 

 We approved asking the Township Board for a $2.5 million advance for the 2019 
budget to cover shortfalls. 

 Mark, do you have anything to add? 
 
Mark Stacey – The Barrington property has an onsite cement plant so we’re going to 
see road construction happening any day on that. The intent is to build the roads and all 
of the basements with that cement plant. In talking with the developer, he expects them 
to move forward on that very quickly. That will be an exciting development. 
We are working closely with the Aikens group on deadlines to close on his property.  
In addition, we have been having issues with someone spray painting graffiti under the 
Martin Parkway bridge. The good news is that with the work of residents and the 
Sheriff’s Department, the suspect was apprehended. 
 
Jay James – Building Department 

 The one project that you’ll be seeing again is Rolling Hills senior facility on 
Crumb Road and Haggerty. It got started this week. They are starting to do land 
clearing and the building plan has been approved. 

 
E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
None. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
None. 
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
ITEM H1: PZ19-0002 – BRUCE ROSENTHAL – TEXT AMENDMENT 
An amendment to the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance No. 3.000, to amend 
Article 26, Use Standards, Section 26.316, Off Premise Alcohol Sales Outlets, to amend 
the standards for requiring a special land use. 
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David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review of the Planning Department’s report.  
 
Jones – How many places currently sell alcohol? 
 
Dave Campbell – Including bars and restaurants? 
 
Jones – Yes. 
 
Dave Campbell – We believe 60 establishments in Commerce Township. Keep in mind, 
that does not include Wixom, Walled Lake, Wolverine Lake or any of our surrounding 
communities, Novi, West Bloomfield, Milford, White Lake. Those are only within the 
boundaries of Commerce Township. 
 
Jones – You mentioned earlier, 34 beer and wine sellers. 
 
Dave Campbell – There’s 60 total, including bars and restaurants; 34 of those are 
retailers. 
 
Mr. Bruce F. Rosenthal, Attorney, 4301 Orchard Lake Road Ste. 180 PMB 116, West 
Bloomfield, MI, was present along with Mr. Robert Ficano. 
 
Mr. Rosenthal requested that folders of information be distributed to each of the 
Commissioners. 
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Thank you for giving us the time and pleasure of presenting to this 
Commission. I think the summation of our text amendment was provided. We do have 
two companies that we represent who have been granted by the State an SDD resort 
license. There are only 15 resort licenses given annually by the Michigan Liquor Control 
Commission (MLCC). It’s a very limiting factor and a very thorough review. We’re kind 
of in a quagmire here. We did represent to the State all the specifications that the clients 
were looking for. The State did a thorough investigation regarding financing, inventory, 
ability, location, background and things of that nature. MLCC found they were fit to be 
granted an SDD license. I left a package for all of the Commissioners. I have the 
licenses of both candidates in the package.  
After I reviewed the Ordinance, I did propose a text amendment based upon a very 
specific set of circumstances. We’re not asking for everything to be opened up to every 
retailer that may have alcohol. There are certain conditions, even with our proposed text 
amendment. One, you had to have an SDM license prior to July of 2017. I proposed two 
different text amendments actually, kind of mixed and matched them, with a resort 
license or an SDD license. I know that there are questions regarding compliance with 
both the city and the State. I also understand that the MLCC believes they are the 
foremost authority in granting, monitoring and dealing with liquor in the State of 
Michigan. I go from community to community. I don't want to be in conflict. 
I’ll also say one other thing that’s very important. We have guided our two stations at 
issue not to seek to go ahead and sell any hard liquor under the license. We truly came 
here to Commerce Township to comply with the Ordinance; not to fight, not to go ahead 
and sell, holding our hands up and saying, “I have a State license, I don’t care.” We 
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want to be compliant and we want to work with the Township. I think that’s an important 
point. I'm happy to answer any questions.  
 
Mr. Ficano – Mr. Chairman and Honorable Members of the Board. I’m Robert Ficano. 
Mr. Rosenthal are partners in a lot of our legal activities. The one thing that I think 
needs to be distinguished here is that there's actually two options in terms of the 
amendment that you might look at. One is the resort license, and one is the regular 
SDD license for anybody that was prior to 2017. If you had a member of the MLCC, they 
would tell you that there's probably only 5 or 6, up to 10 at the most, resort licenses per 
year, if they get to them and they’re actually approved. I realized in looking at the 
Planning Director’s report, it said that, in theory, if you were to go with the general ‘any 
store after 2017’, there's probably about 15 that would qualify for the spirits license to be 
tacked onto to their SDM, or to become SDD licensees. 
The other option is one with the resort license. Currently, both petitioners in front of you 
have that. It is much more exclusive or difficult to obtain from the MLCC. They don’t 
hand too many of them out. I think one approach is that it could be opened up to all 15 
at this point. If the Ordinance was passed in such a way that it was strictly for the resort 
license, you’d probably be able to limit it a lot more than opening it up to the total 15. At 
the same time, some of those are good players and at some point they may come to 
you and say, “We want to do this as well.” I know some stores have SDD licenses and 
some don’t. So, there's really two options that you might have. 
 
Chairperson Haber opened the public hearing. He clarified the public hearing 
process for the residents by explaining that all questions and comments would be 
heard, but answers would not necessarily be provided this evening.   
 
Ray Golota, 1595 Vanstone Dr, Commerce Township – If I'm hearing correctly, if it was 
granted to Clark gas station, now Marathon there, then that would mean that in that 
general location there would be three stores that would be able to sell liquor, beer and 
wine? There's Annie’s, and right across the street there's another one, so three. I'm 
thinking to myself that it would be ludicrous to grant what they’re wanting. You’d have 
three liquor stores there and maybe the possibility of opening it up to the other 15, 
because once again, if you give it to one, the rest will want it. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Thank you.  
 
Chairperson Haber closed the public hearing as there were no additional 
questions or comments. 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever – I'm with Mr. Golota. I don’t understand what the rationale is for the amount 
of liquor stores that you’d ultimately end up with. It puzzles me as to why we would need 
3 to 4 liquor stores to a block. 
 
Chairperson Haber – We spent a lot of time on this particular topic, and frankly, I don’t 
see any reason why it needs to be changed. 
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Weber – I’ll be following in line here. Dave, based upon the numbers that you supplied 
us with, if we exclude Wixom, Walled Lake, Wolverine Lake, we’ve got 28 square miles 
within the Township. If you say, ballpark, that 75-80% of that is either lake, greenspace 
or residential, it leaves 20-25% commercial. If we have 34 establishments in there, that 
says that we have 5 or 6 businesses currently selling spirits per square mile. 
The wording in Section 26.316 was not accidental. It was on purpose, specifically to 
guard against some of the secondary effects associated with alcohol sales in the 
community. My personal opinion is that there is not a demonstrated benefit to create 
more locations. 
 
Parel – I agree. I don’t think there's much more I could add to that. 
 
Schinzing – Dave, is the resort license a way to bypass the 2-mile part of the rule? 
 
Dave Campbell – Not as it’s currently written. 
 
Schinzing – What’s the difference between a resort license and a regular license? 
 
Dave Campbell – I may ask Mr. Rentrop to help me with that. As far as Commerce 
Township is concerned, I don't know that there is much of a distinction. It doesn’t make 
any difference with what you sell or how you sell as far as the packaged spirits. As far 
as the State of Michigan and the MLCC is concerned, there is a distinction. My 
understanding is that the resort license was created to facilitate economic development 
in resort type communities; communities that have a seasonal vacation base, that are 
quiet the rest of the year, other than the few months per year when they are a popular 
tourist destination. My understanding is that the resort licenses were meant to provide 
those communities opportunities to have more of these types of establishments to 
reflect the fact that they have an influx of tourism for a certain portion of the year. 
Whether or not that applies to Commerce Township, that was a decision by the MLCC. 
We could have an entirely separate discussion as to whether Commerce Township is a 
resort community, or whether it’s a full-time residential community. 
 
Hans Rentrop – Generally speaking, the standard SDD is transferable from one 
community to another, whereas a resort license is not.  
 
Schinzing – What would be the ramification of them ignoring the local Ordinance since 
the State of Michigan gave them that license? 
 
Dave Campbell – It would become an enforcement issue for Commerce Township, 
much like if you were violating your site plan, or violating your Special Land Use 
approval. The Township would have to take enforcement action, but we would be doing 
so at the local level, as opposed to the MLCC imposing any kind of enforcement. 
 
Schinzing – Then I guess I have a question for the petitioner. There is a means by 
which your clients could apply for a Special Land Use. Is there a reason why you didn’t 
choose that avenue and are choosing this avenue instead? 
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Mr. Rosenthal – After discussing it, we were not opposed to seeking a Special Land 
Use. I don’t know if we fall within the umbrella of acceptability. That’s the problem with 
the one mile. 
 
Dave Campbell – Mr. Rosenthal is correct. Geographically, neither of the locations that 
he represents could meet the spacing standards. 
 
Schinzing – There are some on this list that could though, correct? 
 
Dave Campbell – I did not go through the 15 on the list to make a determination as to 
whether or not they could meet the spacing standards. 
 
Jones – We spent many hours and a lot of research to come up with what we have here 
today. It was well thought out and for the best interest of the community. Considering 
that we have 60 establishments already in this area, plus others in the adjacent 
communities, we’re probably well over 100. I think we have enough people selling liquor 
today and I'm opposed to the text amendment. 
 
Winkler – I agree with what the other Commissioners have mentioned thus far. One of 
the things that comes to mind is that the property owners who are part of this request; 
they had the opportunity to give their opinion at a public hearing that took place back in 
2017, in advance of the text amendment that the Planning Commission reviewed and 
made a recommendation to approve, to the Township Board, back in July of 2017. I'm 
not sure if the property owners were at the public hearing, but there was an opportunity 
for them to state their opinions at that time.  
The other question I have for David or Mr. Rentrop is as far as what other municipalities 
have done within Oakland County or nearby. Are there similar ordinances or similar 
situations? Is there any trend you might have seen? 
 
Dave Campbell – When we adopted the use standards in 2017, we did do a good bit of 
research about what some of our peer communities did. While I did not include that in 
tonight’s packet, my recollection of it is that we certainly are not unique for the State of 
Michigan, Oakland County and even this particular area of Oakland County in regulating 
alcohol retailers, in terms of their location, in terms of their proximity to one another, and 
in terms of their operation. I believe Bloomfield Township, Waterford Township and 
several others have regulations in place that, while different in some ways to what we 
have, certainly use a lot of the same rationale and a lot of the same standards. 
 
Winkler – Thank you. 
 
Dave Campbell – I have two points. One is I don't know if you want to offer the 
petitioners an opportunity to respond to any of the discussion at this point. That’s up to 
you as a Planning Commission. The second thing is, if you were to move toward a 
motion this evening, Mr. Rosenthal and Mr. Ficano are correct that they offered their 
primary text amendment, and then an alternative to that. I think if you were to make a 
motion, you should specify whether that motion were to apply to both the primary and its 
potential alternative. The alternative is to limit the SDD’s to only the resort SDD’s. 
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Chairperson Haber – Mr. Rosenthal, anything to add? Any comments you want to make 
before we consider this? 
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Both clients have sold and currently sell beer and wine. What we are 
talking about is spirits. We’re in a quagmire only because I have clients with State 
licenses but they can’t operate. They’ve spent tens of thousands of dollars. I would say 
this before the Commission votes; if there's any background that you need me to 
provide, I’d be happy to do so, on surrounding communities, data and how many resort 
licenses are given by the State. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Like I've said, we spent a lot of time on this. We anticipated these 
things happening and we tried to cover all of this at that time. Is there a motion? 
 
Schinzing – I’ll attempt it, and I would note a point of clarity – this motion is only a 
recommendation. We’re not voting on whether you can or you can’t. We’re just 
recommending to the Township Board, but I think it seems pretty unanimous. 
 
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Jones, that the Planning Commission  
recommends denial, to the Commerce Township Board of Trustees, of Item PZ19-0002, 
the request by Bruce Rosenthal for an amendment to the Commerce Township Zoning 
Ordinance No. 3.000, to amend Article 26, Use Standards, Section 26.316, Off Premise 
Alcohol Sales Outlets, to amend the standards for requiring a special land use. 
Move to recommend the Commerce Township Board of Trustees DENY PZ #19-0002, a 
petition to amend Sec. 26.316 of the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance to exempt 
OPASO’s that held an SDM license prior to July 2017 from requiring special land use 
approval should they seek to add an SDD license to the SDM-licensed premises.  This 
recommendation is based upon a finding that the proposed text amendment is contrary 
to the intent of the Planning Commission and the Township Board when they adopted 
the Use Standards of Sec. 26.316, and specifically the Purpose statement of Sec. 
26.316.A.      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
>>Chairperson Haber noted that Items I1 and I2 would be reviewed together, with 
separate motions to be made for each. 
 
I. NEW BUSINESS 
ITEM I1: PSP19-0009 – REAL GREEN SYSTEMS 
Daniel Jacques with Real Green Systems of Commerce Township MI is requesting site 
plan approval to expand their parking lot located at 4305 Pineview Drive.  
Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-078 
 
ITEM I2: PSP19-0010 – REAL GREEN SYSTEMS 
Daniel Jacques with Real Green Systems of Commerce MI is requesting site plan 
approval to expand their parking lot located at 4375 Pineview Drive. 
Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-075 
 
Dave Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review of the Planning Department reports 
for each item.  
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Jones inquired about the 12’ one-way road connecting the properties, and whether it 
was wide enough for the Fire Department. Dave Campbell stated that he had consulted 
the Fire Department; they would like to see the connection remain and it is wide enough 
for a fire truck. 
 
Mr. Joe Kucik, 5811 Turnberry, Commerce Township, and Mr. Dan Jacques, 335 E. 
Wise Road, Commerce Township, were present to discuss the proposals. 
 
Mr. Kucik – We started in Commerce Township in 1984. We bought several buildings 
and we now own three that are located just north of here. The good news is that the 
company has been thriving and the employees have been doing really well. We’re doing 
it all in Commerce Township. We don’t want to move. We’ve been here for 30+ years 
and we want to stay. We are definitely in big need for additional parking. We are parking 
on the south side of Oakley Park Road. We’re renting spaces from the church to 
accommodate. We sent out an email last week to all the neighbors. I didn’t want them to 
be surprised about the Planning meeting. I went and talked to Joann Heitzmann, who 
Dave and Jay are familiar with. She is good with the whole plan. The neighbor’s are in 
agreement. It seems like our friends in the Planning Department are in favor. We hope 
you gentlemen will approve it for us. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Do you want to take the phone calls when the trees come down? 
 
Mr. Kucik – We are going to do everything we can to minimize it. I'm not a tree hugger 
per se, but I love trees. It breaks my heart to have to take any trees down. It’s an 
unfortunate thing. I’ll tell you the other thing; we’ve had a lot of these trees coming 
down. How many cars have been damaged, Dan? 
 
Mr. Jacques – Quite a few, and they’re at the end of their life cycle.  
 
Mr. Kucik – Unfortunately, we’ve had to take some down because we’ve had them 
come down on cars in the parking lot. We invite staff to come out and do a site plan with 
us. We are in agreement and want to minimize any casualty of trees. 
 
Dave Campbell – With the site plan for 4305 Pineview, one of the conditions that staff is 
recommending, which goes back to preserving as much greenspace as we can, is for 
the parking spaces along the perimeter, where Commerce Township typically requires a 
20’ long parking space, the Planning Commission oftentimes will encourage 18’, so long 
as it’s adjacent to a 4” curb. That allows the car’s bumper to have 2’ of overhang with a 
curb that’s low enough to accommodate that. That gives you 2’ more of greenspace 
around the entire perimeter. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Winkler – I really like what this petitioner is trying to do. I’d like to support both of these 
projects, given the fact that their company is continuing to grow in Commerce Township. 
David, you mentioned about the dumpster enclosure. Is there currently a dumpster 
enclosure on the site? 
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Dave Campbell – Yes, and Mr. Kucik can correct me if I'm wrong. The existing dumpster 
enclosure for the 4375 site is here. As best I can tell, they’re keeping their dumpster and 
their activities to that enclosure. The difference is that at the 4305 site, there's a second 
freestanding dumpster that would need to be included in an enclosure. 
 
Winkler – Thank you, David. 
 
Mr. Kucik – We have no problem with that, sir. 
 
Jones – I was there on Saturday and I am in total agreement with what they want to do. 
As far as trees are concerned, I used to be a tree hugger, until I had to have trees 
removed and cleaned up that just missed damaging my house. There is a place for 
trees; I like to see them in a forest. 
 
Mr. Jacques – We have a tree in the backyard at 4305 that’s a monster and it’s all 
hollow. 
 
Schinzing – I'm in agreement. 
 
Parel – Dave, regarding 4305, you mentioned that the back drive was constructed back 
in 2010. Same ownership; they haven’t sold the property since then? 
 
Dave Campbell – Correct me if I'm wrong, gentlemen, but Real Green and their 
subsidiaries own both properties and owned both properties 2010 when that driveway 
connection was made. 
 
Mr. Kucik – We did. 
 
Parel – Was there a reason that you didn’t pull a permit for that? 
 
Mr. Kucik – We didn’t realize that we had to pull a permit to pave. The driveway was 
there already. We paved it and curbed it because there was a lot of traffic coming from 
Martin Road, cutting through the neighborhood and going down that road. They were 
dragging mud and it was just a mess. We decided to clean it up. 
 
Parel – I'm not against having it there. It makes sense. My biggest concern is not so 
much on the 4305 plan, because I think there's an opportunity to have some spots 
there. Without knowing which trees are going to be removed, it looks like there are 
some opportunities, in my opinion, to not take out some of the pines. You could argue 
that they may be at the end of their lifespan. I drove by 4375 and in my opinion, 
alongside Oakley Park there are some beautiful trees. Personally, I think you’d be doing 
the Township a disservice if you allow those trees to be cut down. I’d like to see a 
modified plan. We need growth in the community, but I think it would be terrible to have 
those trees come down. 
 
Mr. Kucik – They’re not all coming down. Some of those pines will be left. 
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Extensive discussion ensued regarding the number of trees to be removed, versus 
those that would remain, replacing landscaping with 56 shrubs and what the height of 
those shrubs should be. 
 
Weber – I'm a little bit in tune with Brian, but I have a question. Rather than taking it 
south and eliminating a lot of trees, is there no opportunity to include parking along the 
east side of the building? 
 
Mr. Kucik – I don’t think we have enough room. We came to the Township initially 
wanting to do that. 
 
Dave Campbell – They’re correct that they would run into some setback struggles if they 
were to propose new parking along the east. I also don't know that they would be able 
to get as many parking spaces there as what is being proposed. 
 
Weber – I like trees. I'm just trying to determine if there is an alternative or a creative 
solution. It’s not just the trees, it’s the fact that the canopy blocks the view for most of 
the industrial complex from Oakley Park Drive. It is a barrier. 
 
Dave Campbell – I would point out that at one point, they were looking adding more 
parking spaces along the west side of the building. We recommended that they avoid 
that because you’ve got residential homes further west. We were doing our best to 
preserve the tree canopy on this side of the building in an effort to block the view of a 
light industrial park from the residential homes. 
 
Weber – That’s 20 spots. Is there any other alternative on the south side of the building 
that would give them what they need to accomplish with the space? 
 
Jay James – A parking structure. 
 
Dave Campbell – I don't know that it’s an answer that they would particularly like. As 
you can see, they’re proposing 10 parallel spaces along the south perimeter of the 
expanded lot. The reason they did parallel was because if they did perpendicular, they 
would have to be longer, pushing the lot even further toward Oakley Park Road and 
increasing the loss of trees. The parallel spaces were something of a compromise. 
There is also a setback requirement relative to the Oakley Park side of the site. I 
suppose if you eliminated these 10 parallel spaces, you would be preserving the trees 
that occupy this footprint here. Given the investment that they’re making in this 
expansion, I'm not sure they could do it for a net increase of only 9 spaces. 
 
Weber – What is the need for 20 additional spots for that building? Is that the growth of 
personnel in that building? 
 
Mr. Kucik – We’ve added about 23 employees in the last 9 months and we’re continuing 
to grow. If you visit our properties, you’ll see they’re beautifully landscaped and we take 
a lot of pride in the buildings. We will do everything we can to preserve the beauty of 
that property. I don't want to remove the trees either, but I don't see any other choice. 
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McKeever – Over at Unit 3, at 4305 Pineview, the paving of the circular drive around the 
side of the building; that’s going to have to increase the slope of the retention, isn’t it? 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes. 
 
Jay James – Yes, but it won’t be outside of the allowable slopes. 
 
McKeever – There won’t be any kind of barrier requirement? 
 
Jay James – Not at this point, I don't think that’s going to be an issue. As far as 
capacity, they’ll have to provide us with the numbers, but as Dave said, we watched the 
basin this past year. It’s so sandy out there. I've never seen standing water for more 
than 10 minutes and that was during a heavy downpour. 
 
McKeever – What was the plan with the existing dumpster that’s not in an enclosure? 
Because right now, that will be sitting in the circular drive. 
 
Mr. Kucik – I would imagine that we would double the size of the existing enclosure. We 
have a tenant down at that end of the building. It makes sense that they have one, but I 
didn’t even realize there was a dumpster down there. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I have a real conundrum here because I'm going to get the phone 
calls. 
 
Mr. Kucik – I’ll give you my cell number. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Is there any way that you can increase the parking on the 4305 
and shift some of it over there? 
 
Mr. Kucik – We would have no problem doing that. I think we’ve maximized it though. 
 
Dave Campbell – I don’t want to make any suggestions on the fly. I would tend to agree. 
With the existence of the detention basin which has to remain, I don't see a lot of 
options here to provide more on the 4305 site than what they’re already proposing. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Have you considered carpooling? 
 
Mr. Kucik – It’s already strongly encouraged. Right now we have a dangerous situation 
where people are walking across Oakley Park Road. We need to correct that. 
Chairperson Haber – What you’re asking us to do here is to take a nicely landscaped 
area and park 10 cars in front of it. That’s a pretty tough thing to do. 
 
MOTION by Weber, supported by Winkler, that the Planning Commission approves, 
with conditions, Item PSP19-0009, Real Green Systems, the request by Daniel 
Jacques with Real Green Systems of Commerce Township MI for site plan approval to 
expand their parking lot located at 4305 Pineview Drive. Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-078. 
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Move to approve PSP19-0009, a site plan for a 35-space expansion of the parking lot 
for the Real Green System’s building at 4305 Pineview, Unit 3 of the Richardson 
Industrial Park site condominium.  Site plan approval includes approval to retain the 
existing paved & curbed cross-access driveway between 4305 Pineview and 8601 
Boulder Court.  Approval is based upon a finding by the Planning Commission that the 
additional parking spaces being requested are necessary to accommodate the use on a 
typical day of operation, and that the proposed design meets the applicable standards 
and requirements of the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance.   
Site plan approval is conditional upon the following items:  

1. Administrative review and approval by the Planning Department of a revised site 
plan to address the following: 

a. Design of new exterior site lighting (if proposed); 
b. A landscape island in lieu of cross-hatched pavement around the existing 

utility pole to remain north of the existing building; 
c. 18-foot spaces around the perimeter of the expanded lot with a 4” curb to 

accommodate a 2-foot overhang; 
2. Engineered construction plans to be reviewed and approved by the Township 

Engineer and Township Fire Marshal; 
3. A site visit by the Planning & Building Departments prior to any tree clearing to 

ensure that the trees to be preserved have been clearly marked and/or fenced 
off;  

4. A revised landscape plan to be reviewed and approved by the Landscape 
Architect to address his review comments; 

5. The existing dumpster enclosure will be expanded, and/or a new enclosure will 
be added, to ensure the enclosure capacity accommodates both existing 
dumpsters. 

Discussion – 
Haber – While they are paving, should the 12’ driveway be resized to standards and 
brought up to code? 
Schinzing – I don’t think anyone would comply with the one-way sign as it is too 
convenient to cut through.  
Campbell – I would clarify that the Zoning Ordinance does allow one-way drive aisles. I 
think that resizing would present concerns for the association as it would encourage cut-
through traffic. 
Parel – It may add to the drainage issues too. 
Campbell – Yes, the culvert would need to be expanded.  
Weber – I would be concerned with encouraging cut-through traffic. 
Ultimately, the Commissioners were not in favor of expanding the one-way driveway. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
MOTION by Schinzing, supported by Jones, that the Planning Commission approves, 
with conditions, Item PSP19-0010, Real Green Systems, the request by 
Daniel Jacques with Real Green Systems of Commerce MI for site plan approval to 
expand their parking lot located at 4375 Pineview Drive. Sidwell No.: 17-13-300-075 
Move to approve PSP19-0010, a site plan for a 19-space expansion of the parking lot 
for the Real Green System’s building at 4375 Pineview.  Approval is based upon a 
finding by the Planning Commission that the additional parking spaces being requested 
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are necessary to accommodate the use on a typical day of operation, and that the 
proposed design meets the applicable standards and requirements of the Commerce 
Township Zoning Ordinance.   
Site plan approval is conditional upon the following items:  

1. Administrative review and approval by the Planning Department of a revised site 
plan to address the following: 

a. Design of new exterior site lighting (if proposed); 
2. Existing and/or new parking spaces shall not be used for outdoor storage; 
3. Engineered construction plans to be reviewed and approved by the Township 

Engineer and Township Fire Marshal; 
4. A site visit by the Planning & Building Departments prior to any tree clearing to 

ensure that the trees to be preserved have been clearly marked and/or fenced 
off;  

5. A revised landscape plan to be reviewed and approved by the Landscape 
Architect to address his review comments; 

Discussion – 
Haber – Who will supervise tree clearing? 
Campbell – The Planning and Building Departments will meet with the gentlemen 
onsite, along with their tree clearing contractor to ensure that the trees to stay and those 
to be removed have been clearly delineated. 
Schinzing – We know what has happened in the past. 
Campbell – Yes, we all know the story about the guys who literally had their map upside 
down and they cut down the wrong trees on the wrong end of the property. That is 
something that happened in Commerce Township and that’s why we’re so protective. I 
would have to imagine that cutting down 120 trees will be a multi-day job, given the 
height of some of them. I can’t necessarily promise that Jay or I will be standing there 
for the entirety of that project, but it will be very clearly marked as to what is staying and 
what’s going, and I think Mr. Kucik will want to be as protective as we are. 
Haber – We’ve had issues before. 
Mr. Kucik – We won’t let that happen. You have my word, and we’ll work with the 
Planning and Building Departments to make sure that only the trees that are marked are 
removed. It breaks my heart too. 
Haber – We all feel the same way. You’re a good neighbor. You’ve done a lot for the 
community and we want to help. 
Jones – You might need someone there to monitor tree removal. 
AYES:  Schinzing, Jones, Weber, McKeever, Winkler, Haber 
NAYS: Parel     MOTION CARRIED 
 
ITEM I3: PPU19-0001 – CRUMB ROAD MULTIPLE FAMILY – PRELIMINARY PUD 
REVIEW 
Weiss Properties, LLC of Royal Oak MI is requesting preliminary review of a proposed 
multiple family Planned Unit Development located on the north side of Crumb Road, 
west of Haggerty Road. Sidwell No.: 17-25-426-015 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review. 
 
Jones – Will they explain the recognizable and substantial benefit? 
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Dave Campbell – They’ve provided a narrative where they speak to that, which was 
included in your packet. I've had several discussions with both the architect and with Mr. 
Samona on that topic. I would guess that they are ready to speak to that issue as part of 
their presentation this evening. 
 
Mr. Steve Samona, 32820 Woodward Ave, Ste 240, Royal Oak, MI, was present on 
behalf of the developer, along with Mr. Harvey Weiss, and Mr. Alexander Bogaerts and 
Mr. Mark Abanatha of Alexander V. Bogaerts & Associates, 2445 Franklin Road, 
Bloomfield Hills, MI. 
 
Mr. Samona – First, I want to thank the Planning Commission for this opportunity, and 
Dave for doing an excellent job of summarizing. He talked a little bit about the site and 
it’s a challenging site. Retail has changed dramatically and the footprint is significantly 
smaller. Where there is retail development, absolute necessity is visibility from the road 
which this site lacks. I know there are some sites with superior frontage and visibility 
that are being proposed for commercial and they struggle to get off the ground. 
We own the two Meijer out lot buildings. We are familiar with the area and we 
understand the economics of retail in the area and it’s challenging. I don't know that this 
site has any sort of real commercial viability.  
If you look directly across the road, there is partially constructed parking lot where 
somebody was intending to do some sort of commercial development, but that was 
probably back when I was in high school and it’s still struggling to get off the ground. 
There's a lot of forestry on this site, and a large stockpile of topsoil. It is a big of an 
enigma.  
We look at the site almost like a puzzle to solve. What we really like the site for, as 
Dave touched on, is multi-family because it is permitted by the Overlay. We got together 
with our experts and we did our homework to make sure we’re making a prudent 
investment and that demand was there, introducing a product that the community 
needs. We came up with a plan that we’re really excited about. We think it’s a perfect 
use of the site. With that use, unlike commercial which is the underlying zoning, we’re 
actually able to do it in a creative way, to use the forestry of the site as an asset, instead 
of rushing in with a commercial site where you’d be looking at a parking lot. 
I know there was a lot of talk about how much everyone likes trees. We like trees as 
well and we think that serves as a beautiful buffer between the commercial around it. It’s 
a reflection of the area, with the multi-family to the west, and senior housing to the 
south. We think this is a perfect and logical use of the site. 
We worked with our experts. Their recommendation is that they see a hole in the 
community for a particular type of property that’s targeted toward a younger 
demographic, young professionals, empty nesters, and young families, people who are 
going to buy a house, who are in the community and who you want to retain. We’re 
seeing this type of development as a trend in multi-family in West Bloomfield, Novi, and 
Plymouth. We think it’s a great site for it because it’s a more of a dense area with 
shopping and entertainment nearby. 
We’re conscientious of community development aspects. We’ve owned the property in 
front of Meijer for about 10 years. We took over that property when it was probably 
somewhere about 30% occupancy and we worked really hard to make that site work. 
We are long-term holders of our assets. We want to build something we can be proud of 



Page 15 of 22  Monday, September 9, 2019 
Planning Commission Meeting  
 

 

and the community can be proud of. We’re not here to build something that the 
community doesn’t need. This is an area where luxury housing is needed. 
One of the things we put a premium on is how to preserve the forestry on the site. We 
talked to the architects and tried to figure out how to preserve open space. We came up 
with a plan to design the nature trail at the west end of the property. We think it’s an 
exceptional amenity for the community and for the seniors that are nearby who will be 
walking to Meijer. We don't want to see these beautiful aged trees go away. It’s 
something that we anticipate would be for public use. 
At the same time, it’s meeting the needs of the community for a particular type of 
housing or a particular demographic. We engaged CBRE, the most respected multi-
family analysis firm in the area. They came up with a plan and said that demand is 
strong. What they didn’t want us to do was come up with the same units that are already 
in the community; what they’d characterize as unusually or extremely large units.  
They had a particular design they thought would help retain your younger residents; 
something a younger person would want to live in, with modern finishes and high-end 
materials on the outside. This is a top-notch development, and Alex Bogaerts is familiar 
with our community. He designs a nice product. As long-term holders of our assets, we 
want something that we’re going to be proud of.  
The other thing too is that we think with the evolution of the retail industries, this will be 
another asset to the retail in the area to help provide customers and have a base of 
people in the area. I think it’s a real win-win, the best use of the property. It’s a chance 
to have a site come to life that has sat dormant for a long time, and likely will continue to 
sit dormant for a very long time if this particular type of use doesn’t come along. I’ll pass 
it along to our architects to talk about their vision. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – Good evening. I'm the architect for the petitioner. Mark Abanatha is also 
here, he’s our Senior Vice President. Steve has stolen all my thunder, so forgive me if I 
repeat. We think we have something that is really a great opportunity for the community. 
Harvey and Steve have been in the community for over 10 years, and that longevity 
speaks to the fact that they know what is needed in the community in terms of a quality 
development. 
Our proposal will save a significant quantity of trees, along the west and north property 
lines. We see this is a factual benefit. Most everyone recognizes the value in saving 
trees. A classic retail development will strip the site of all these trees and will not give 
you the quality offered with this proposal. 
The current retail nearby this property and throughout the nation is struggling. Amazon 
has cut into the retail marketplace. Retail is not the great opportunity that it used to be. 
This property is also essentially off the beaten path for retail as it lacks frontage, in 
addition to retail having a diminishing audience. We believe this property is best served 
by looking at a different perspective for multi-family. 
Apartment developers generally want to start a development with about 200 units. That 
gives the development team the opportunity to defer their costs over a greater number 
of units. We talked at length with Harvey and Steve and because they have other 
properties that they manage, they concluded that they can move through this with only 
100 units and still make it excellent, bringing this property to a fully leased development. 
There would be 20 units on the first floor with direct access to garages. That will have a 



Page 16 of 22  Monday, September 9, 2019 
Planning Commission Meeting  
 

 

tendency to retain the senior market in the community who want to sell their homes and 
downsize, but they still want high-quality in a luxury type setting. 
This will be a quality development. Our firm has been in the community for over 40 
years, and we are very proud of what we do. Two of our most recent developments are 
Shearwater and Barrington. We have a commitment to excellence. There is a 
commitment here to provide community benefit. The trail network would be an 
advantage for this property. The architecture of this project is high-end and we believe 
the development will provide several community benefits that comply with the spirit and 
intent of the Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Abanatha – Good evening Members of the Commission. When we look at projects 
like this, we look at what’s going on around it to determine if the site is proper. Alex and 
Steve have touched on a number of these points. One of the key components is 
obviously is the trees. Another is the nearby retail and restaurants, and another is the 
marketing study and what it brings, along with the discussion about community benefit. 
One of the biggest things is that there is a hole in the market right now. There are a 
number of units that are bigger, and a number of younger families and millennials are 
looking for smaller units. Those don't exist right now. 
They have a site that has been sitting for a number of years. The Haggerty Overlay 
talks about mixed use and diversity within that, particularly in the Overlay. That’s really 
what this project brings. It fills a gap in the community. It allows younger and older 
residents to come in, live in the community and stay in the community. It allows a 
residential component to come right into the heart of commercial. 
Alex and Steve both talked about the struggles of commercial. You’re seeing mixed 
uses, not only nationally but all over southeast Michigan, integrating people to live close 
to where they work, shop and dine. That’s a very positive thing and it’s what 
communities are trying to do to have vibrancy as a whole. That’s why we are so excited 
about the project and we think that this site is a perfect fit. 
Retaining the trees is the public benefit that we’re bringing, along with linking the trail 
network, reducing pavement and keeping more open space by clustering the 
development. In addition, we pride ourselves on our state-of-the-art, cutting edge 
architecture. This project will be a catalyst to strengthen the commercial and the 
restaurants there. Lastly, density is a really relative term. In looking at the square 
footage of the units versus the footprint that we’re actually taking up, there will be open 
space. This is what’s really required to make this a luxury development.  
 
Commission Comments: 
Winkler – A couple things come to mind. One is that there are a lot of reasons this site 
is vacant. Many of those reasons were mentioned by the petitioner. If you look at this 
being zoned business/commercial; even if was going to be a single-family residential 
development, it would be worse off as far as economic viability of the project. 
There are a lot of challenges for the site and in getting the project approved, as there 
are a lot of things that need to take place to make it happen. Given that it is such a 
small site, coupled with the need to make it a viable project, I like what I see and what 
they’re proposing.  I also like the look of the building; it’s very sharp looking. 
 
Jones – Is this a rental or for sale? 
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Mr. Bogaerts – Rental property. 
 
Jones – Rental. What is anticipated cost per square foot? 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – The rental rate is possibly in the range of $1.50 to $1.75 per square foot. 
 
Jones – That’s pretty good for this type of project. I'm most concerned about the effect 
on a number of rentals in the area, with regard to developments at Five & Main, the 
proposed $100 million project. I know Galbraith has 300 units over there, and the other 
project is 150. I think from the 20 years that I've been on the Planning Commission, our 
Township Board has always felt that this is a bedroom community, and there has been 
a certain opposition traditionally to having an excess of rental properties. That’s an 
issue that you will probably encounter at the Township Board. It is a beautiful project 
and it’s a very small area to deal with. 
 
Schinzing – Dave, could you pull up the aerial? Is there a sidewalk now down Crumb 
Road? 
 
Dave Campbell – No, but Rolling Hills will be installing it on their frontage, which is the 
south side of Crumb Road. 
 
Schinzing – My guess is that we’d want a sidewalk along Crumb on this side as well. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – We talked about taking this across and connecting to the south side. 
 
Schinzing – I know this is a complicated commercial property. This is probably the 3rd or 
4th, just on Haggerty, luxury apartment project that we’ve heard. It seems that there is 
definitely a desire and a need for it in the community, or I don't think investors would be 
putting up this kind of money. I like the project. I like that you are salvaging as many 
trees as possible on a lot where, if it was commercial, zero would probably salvaged. 
 
Parel – Did you just add in all the tree stuff in the last hour? I'm still trying to get to the 
significant benefit portion. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I was thinking of a new fire station or something. 
 
Parel – I think part of the problem is the viability. I just don't know what else you could 
do with the site so I respect that. I think you’ve got a great looking, quality product. You 
talked about parking outside of the garages. You wouldn’t propose carports, would you?  
 
Mr. Bogaerts – There would probably be some carports on the site. 
Parel – I’m not sure how the Commission feels about carports. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts and Mr. Abanatha discussed visual details of the carports.  
 
Parel – Dave, regarding building height and the current Zoning Ordinance, there's some 
ambiguity. You mentioned it, and my thought was could we clear that up in the future? 
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Dave Campbell – Yes, there are a couple of instances in the HRC Overlay, and the 
standards for residential development within the HRC could be cleaned up. It would be 
to everyone’s benefit. 
 
Parel – I like what you’re proposing with the trails, but I’d like to see something more 
beneficial added. 
 
Weber – You mentioned density in this area, and adding 250 bodies on 5 acres is 
something that will get the attention of the Township Board. As we look at the 
community as a whole, coupled with all of the other multi-family developments that are 
going on right now, there's a little bit of concern with that. Developments are going on 
along the M-5 Corridor and Pontiac Trail and we’re adding a lot of multi-family. Now, 
we’re feeling like we should pump the brakes a bit. We know we’re changing the look 
and feel of Commerce Township, hopefully for all the right reasons, but we don’t want to 
lose the core values that Commerce has as a residential, lakes area community. 
With this particular project, we understand the challenge and why retail is unlikely, but 
the three stories of this, overlooking residential to the west, is going to stand out. It’s 
going to be higher than the other developments in this general vicinity. The architecture 
is great, but my concern is that it will be highly visible for the residents to the west. 
 
McKeever – George basically touched upon all of my issues. I like the concept and 
would be in favor of a similar project, but I can’t wrap my head around the density. 
Density is not just about footprint. It’s about use, traffic, trips generated and the amount 
of people in a small space. Even though the units are small, and that’s the demographic 
you’re shooting for, you’re still going to be generating traffic that would take up a space 
three times that size. I'm not comfortable with the density. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I love the design. I think you guys did a great job, but you’re 
putting a size 13 foot into a size 10 shoe. The density just doesn’t work for me, and 
that’s a theme you’re hearing through this whole thing. 
We talked about this earlier when we met. I think it’s a great project, I really do, but I 
think it’s just too much for this small piece of property.  
If this ever comes to fruition, the benefit to the community will have to be substantial. 
The sidewalks will be there one way or the other. The trees we’re going to govern one 
way or another. We need something more definite. You need to work on that with us 
before going to Township Board. This is going to be a really tough sell to the Board. 
 
ITEM I4: BENSTEIN ROAD – CONCEPT REVIEW 
Jim Manna and Karmen Santourian are requesting a conceptual review of a proposed 
multiple family development located at 2593 & 2605 Benstein Road. 
17-21-401-031 & 17-21-401-032 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review of the Planning Department’s report 
for this Conditional Rezoning proposal. He noted that the petitioners had submitted a 
revised version of the proposal this afternoon.  
 
Mr. Jim Manna and Ms. Karmen Santourian were present to address the request. 
 



Page 19 of 22  Monday, September 9, 2019 
Planning Commission Meeting  
 

 

Mr. Manna – Honorable Planning Commissioners, thank you for giving us this 
opportunity tonight. I thank you for being here so late. I know it’s a very high-paying job 
and has great rewards. 
First, I want to speak to Mr. Schinzing and Mr. Jones, and tell you that we, in West 
Bloomfield Township, did a housing study that we paid $30,000 for. That included our 
neighbors to the east and to the west, including Commerce Township. I was surprised, 
as a 31-year veteran of real estate, to learn that the main ingredient that was missing in 
the housing study was apartment housing. The reason for the study was that we were 
getting so many developers from all across the country coming into West Bloomfield 
Township saying we want to do a senior citizen development. It’s a very lucrative and 
profitable venture, but we were getting too many and needed to do a study. There are 
starting to be some vacancies in some of these. 
The one part of that study that was missing was the interim housing for relocation 
clients, and for people who would rather live in an apartment than buy something. Of 
course, there isn’t much land left in West Bloomfield Township. It’s one of the fastest 
growing communities.  
This 3-acre parcel presented itself to us, and it’s in an area that’s quite a mess. To the 
north of us, our neighbor, those are rentals. Across from us to the east in Wolverine, 
those are commercial rentals. To the south of us we have a couple of houses and then 
the cemetery and the restaurant, as Dave said. We’re hoping you can have a favorable 
position on this. Thank you. 
 
Chairperson Haber – All right, you understand this is non-binding? This is just a 
discussion. 
 
Mr. Manna – Of course, yes, sir. Absolutely. 
 
Commission Comments: 
McKeever – I’m not opposed to it. I think my preference would be Conditional Rezoning. 
However, there does seem to be an awful lot of concrete down the main drag with the 
garages fronting the streets, and 2-cars wide. I don't know how that’s going to play out. 
I'm sure you could get creative and fine tune it. I don't see that this wouldn’t be a fit for 
the area. 
 
Ms. Santourian – This is preliminary. We thought that the 2-car entry garage would be 
favorable, rather than having parking in open areas. That’s the reason for those, but we 
would certainly take a look at that. 
 
Jones – Is this a rental or purchase? 
 
Mr. Manna – Interim housing. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Rental. 
 
Ms. Santourian – We started talking about the housing study that West Bloomfield 
conducted. I looked at your Master Plan and the housing analysis that was published 
was expertly written. You have considerably good housing stock in Commerce 
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Township, not only all the older homes that are well-maintained and enjoyed, but the 
new houses are really beautiful. So, there's a lot of people that want to live in 
Commerce. There are younger people who are trying to get a home for the first time 
and they may be challenged in getting financing. They’re looking for a few years in a 
multi-family residential community to get that strength to be able to be a homeowner. 
With all of the beautiful, recreational opportunities, four-season parks and the great 
schools, hopefully they will remain in Commerce. It is a good transition for this area. 
 
Weber – I'm very familiar with this area. I live close to the site and drive past there daily. 
I would not be a fan of multi-family. I would be much more in tune with possibly rezoning 
it from R-1B to R-1C, so that we could get more density. I would be in favor of single-
family homes, but I'm not a fan of multi-family. 
 
Parel – I do know that there are multiple land uses in the area. The only thing I could 
say, in an instance like that, I would default to the Future Land Use Map, which is 
neighborhood commercial. 
 
Schinzing – I like the project. 
 
Jones – I agree with George. I feel that we have enough of this type of product. My 
general feeling is this; I know it’s mixed, but I still feel it’s a residential area. I'm not in 
favor. 
 
Winkler – I have nothing to add from a project standpoint to what’s already been 
mentioned by the Commissioners. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I live in the area also, and I don't have a problem with it. You had 
me, until I saw this. I liked the original one better. I just don't care for the way this looks. 
Something in the back of my mind says that we can’t have 8 units in a row, it’s only 6. 
 
Ms. Santourian – There’s only 4. It’s the garages that are delineated. 
 
Chairperson Haber – Each one has a 2-car garage? 
 
Ms. Santourian – Yes. 
 
Dave Campbell – I meant to ask that. So every unit would essentially have two, single-
stall garages? 
 
Ms. Santourian – No, it’s a 2-car garage but to give some texture and difference, the 
doors are alternated. That could be changed. 
 
Chairperson Haber – It looks like barracks to me. 
 
Dave Campbell – They’re separated on the outside, but once you get past this pillar in 
the middle, it’s a standard 2-car garage. 
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Ms. Santourian – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Haber – I don’t have a problem with this. We are split here, so I can’t tell 
you what’s going to happen, but I like the way it was set up. 
 
Schinzing – I just didn’t care for the elevations. 
 
Mr. Manna – We would work on that. We had less than 30 days. 
 
Ms. Santourian – This is premature, but we just wanted to make sure we have 
something that is viable. Speaking of trees which we’ve been talking about all night, we 
are committed to preserving as much green space as possible. There is a mature tree 
line and we tried to locate the building as far north as possible to preserve that. 
 
Dave Campbell – I might put Mr. Weber on the spot since he will be wearing both his 
Planning Commission hat and his Township Board hat on any rezoning. Is your concern 
primarily the land use of multi-family, and not necessarily any of the design issues that 
go along with it? 
 
Weber – It’s not the design issues. It really is that this area, as you pointed out, is a 
hodge-podge. I think adding multi-family adds to the feeling of complexity versus trying 
to simplify that vibe. 
 
Ms. Santourian – That’s what we discovered. There's such a variety that we thought this 
would be a great transition. 
 
Dave Campbell – I think Mr. McKeever mentioned his concern that it might be a lot of 
concrete down that center corridor. It made me think of Redwood Homes and their 
development, Four Seasons, off Union Lake Road. When I drive through there, I always 
feel that it’s a lot of concrete. Those are 4-plex and even 6-plex buildings. Everybody 
has their own driveway going to their own garage, but the driveways are just one right 
after the other, with a 2’ strip of stone in between. I think they’re uncurbed as well, and 
my impression when I drive through is that it’s just a vast, flat expanse of concrete. 
 
Mr. Manna – For Mr. Weber, one of the issues for any developer is today’s cost of land 
and development precludes you from doing certain things. For example, a residential 
subdivision; according to the current zoning, I’d be able to put 8-10 homes in there. It 
wouldn’t make sense for what we’re paying for the land, underground, the road, et 
cetera. I’d have to look at your zoning map to see where R-1C would put us. 
Weber – R-1C is 7,200 square feet? 
 
Dave Campbell – That sounds like R-1D. I think R-1C is 10,000 square feet. 
 
Mr. Manna – We will look into that, but that will make a difference between leaving it a 
raw piece of land versus developing it. This is what we think is the best use. If we can 
get four votes here, or unanimous, then it still has to go to the Township Board. 
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Weber – The good part is that there are 6 other people. I get what you're trying to do. 
I'm just one opinion. 
 
Chairperson Haber – It’s up to you if you want to pursue it. 
 
Mr. Manna – Thank you. 
 
Weber – If there is a development that you’ve done that I could go look at that would 
give us a feel of what you’re trying to accomplish, I'm happy to go. 
 
Mr. Manna – I appreciate that. 
 
ITEM I5: 2199 HAGGERTY ROAD – CONCEPT REVIEW - REMOVED 
>>Dave Campbell noted at the beginning of the meeting that the applicant for Item I5 
had requested that his concept review be removed from tonight’s agenda. 
 
J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   

 The M-5 pedestrian bridge progress was discussed at length with regard to the 
Commerce Township lettering, the panels and lighting. 

 The upcoming M-5 5K was discussed. 

 Dave also briefly discussed the vacant land at Glengary and Wixom Roads, and a 
potential development recently suggested by a developer for assisted living. The 
Commissioners response was unfavorable for the proposed use in this particular 
area. 

 
K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  OCTOBER 7, 2019 @ 7PM 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Schinzing, to adjourn the meeting at 9:22pm. 
 MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


