
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Monday, November 4, 2019 

2009 Township Drive 
Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER:  Secretary Winkler called the meeting to order at 7:01pm. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:   Brian Winkler, Secretary 

Tom Jones 
Brian Parel 
George Weber 

  Absent:  Larry Haber, Chairperson (excused) 
     Russ Schinzing, Vice Chairperson (excused) 
     Bill McKeever (excused) 
                     Also Present:  Dave Campbell, Township Planning Director  
     Mark Stacey, DDA Director 

Jay James, Engineer/Building Official 
     
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Agenda of November 4, 2019, as written. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
MOTION by Jones, supported by Weber, to approve the Planning Commission Regular 
Meeting Minutes of October 7, 2019, with one correction on Page 4, change 50,000 
square feet to 15,000 square feet.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
D. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES  
George Weber – Township Board of Trustees  

 Our last meeting was October 22nd. 

 We made a resolution authorizing the Township Supervisor to purchase two 
parcels of land along the Union Lake corridor that were for sale for any potential 
future land use for the Township. 

 We discussed reconsidering of a Zoning Ordinance regarding off-premise alcohol 
sales. 

 The 2020 Budget was approved for the Township, after several months and 
several iterations. 

 We made a motion to approve moving forward to contract with People’s Express 
for the purpose of transportation for our senior citizens and disabled residents 
over the age of 18. 

 We’re continuing to work through a subcommittee on a resolution for Windmill 
Farms and how we might be able to move forward with that property. 

 
 
Brian Winkler – Downtown Development Authority 

 I would like to turn the DDA update over to Mark Stacey, DDA Director. 
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DDA Director Mark Stacey – The most exciting news that we have recently is the 
closing of the Five & Main property. Last Thursday, Robert B. Aikens and Company 
closed on Phase I so he is now the owner of that property. He’s getting ready to move 
forward with his project, which I'm sure will be back before this board within the next 60 
to 90 days. He is hoping to start Phase I next spring. 
 
Jay James – Building Department 

 Things are just starting to wrap up. 

 Everybody is in a hurry now to get foundations in or wrap up their exterior 
developments before the snow flies. 

 It will be busy for about the next 6 weeks. 
 
Secretary Winkler – I did want to mention one other thing before this meeting gets 
started. As the substitute Chairperson for the Planning Commission tonight, I wanted to 
mention to the attendees here tonight that I have very severe hearing loss. It is partially 
offset by the use of hearing aids. I apologize in advance for asking people to repeat 
themselves during the course of this meeting as a result of my hearing loss. 
 
Dave Campbell – I would like to make it known to the folks in the audience that if 
anyone is here tonight for a public hearing relative to the off-premises alcohol sales 
issue, I know some information went out over the course of the weekend that there 
would be a public hearing at tonight’s meeting. That information was incorrect. There 
will be a public hearing, but it’s going to be at the Planning Commission’s December 2nd 
meeting. If anyone is here for that public hearing, you’re essentially a month early. 
Tonight’s meeting is a public meeting and you’re more than welcome to remain in 
attendance. We do have a general public discussion portion of this meeting where 
anyone is welcome to make their thoughts known to the Planning Commission on any 
topic; however, if you’re looking to participate in a public hearing on the off-premises 
alcohol sales outlet issue, that will be at the December 2nd meeting at 7:00pm. The 
Planning Commission will not have any discussion on that topic this evening. They’re 
going to hold that discussion at the public hearing on December 2nd. 
 
E. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Craig (Mierzwa), Attorney for Annie’s Party Shoppe – I wanted to make a few comments 
here since we can. I know that on December 2nd, the Planning Commission will be 
reconsidering the language of the Zoning ... 
 
Secretary Winkler – Text amendment. 
 
Craig Mierzwa – Okay. What’s important to note for everyone that’s here is that Zoning 
Ordinance Section 26.316c is going to be amended. There was some confusion at the 
Board of Trustees meeting. The proposed language was discussed and the attorney for 
Commerce Township, Hans Rentrop, proposed new language. That’s what you all will 
be considering on December 2nd. What’s really important, and what the Board didn’t 
seem to really understand was the fact that the Zoning law proposed amendment is 
going to do away with the Board of Trustees approval for alcohol sales, or offsite 
premises alcohol sales, if you are a SDM beer and wine merchant, or a resort beer and 
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wine SDM merchant. That merchant can simply change their mind and start selling 
alcohol in Commerce Township, without any Board approval.  
Now, what that means is, the proliferation of alcohol sales which the Planning 
Commission was trying to curb, and we know by the 7-0 vote against the amendment in 
the first place that it was important, but what we’ll have is, there will be more than two in 
one mile. That exception to the rule will be gone. Also what is important is that there's a 
500-foot rule for alcohol sales, so you can’t sell within 500 feet of a school, a public 
place of worship, a public park, a daycare facility. That goes out the window as well. 
Those restrictions are going to be gone. That’s what everybody’s up in arms about right 
now more than anything else.  
People are talking about competition; hey, what’s wrong with a little competition? And 
making the analogy with ice cream; if we’re selling vanilla and chocolate, why can’t we 
sell strawberry too? Meaning I'm selling beer and wine, so why can’t I sell hard liquor as 
well. That’s going to have a big impact and it’s going to proliferate alcohol sales 
establishments.  
What’s important is, you have to be an SDM merchant as of July of 2017. If you were, 
you can change your mind and open up and start selling hard alcohol. I think the big 
thing here is that this is to benefit one place, 519 Commerce Road, the Marathon gas 
station. From the pictures that I've seen online, it’s a small little store. Is it viable to be 
selling liquor at such a small store? Probably not. What’s going to come next is a 
request to build a larger facility. They’re not supposed to be able to do that, but 
whatever gamesmanship is going on is going on, and I just want everybody to know 
that. We’ll talk again on December 2nd. Whenever the next meeting is for the Board of 
Trustees, we will be here and the public will be here. We can express our thoughts 
more then. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you for your comments. 
 
Harry Hurrelbrinck. 1552 Treyborne Circle, Commerce Township – I ride my bike a lot. 
They did a great job putting in the new bridge, and I commend the Planning Board for 
getting that done. The problem we have is access to it from our subdivision. Just 
wondering if there was any way to look at putting in an access route at the end of 
Crumb Road or somewhere that we can get to it without having to ride up the side of 
Haggerty Road and risk our lives doing it. 
 
Weber – I’ll respond briefly, and I can’t speak specifically from Crumb Road to the 
Airline Trail, but there is an entire Parks Master Plan available online that has all the 
existing trails and where they connect, along with future trail development throughout 
Commerce. There is going to be a desire to try to link the majority of the Township to 
the Airline Trail. 
 
F. TABLED ITEMS 
MOTION by Weber, seconded by Jones, to remove Item PSP19-0007 from the table. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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ITEM F1: PSP19-0007 – HOMESTEAD INDUSTRIAL PK UNIT 19 – TABLED FROM 
10-7-19 
David Biel of Commerce MI is requesting site plan approval to construct a new light 
manufacturing building located on Unit 19 within the Homestead Industrial Park on the 
south west corner of Pioneer and Richardson Roads.  Sidwell No.: 17-13-326-042 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
David Biel, 535 Laguna Ct., Wolverine Lake, MI, was present along with his engineer to 
address the request. 
 
Mr. Biel – We’ve tried to make some changes to meet the requirements. We put the 
windows in, tried to get some building improvements. One of your thoughts most likely 
is going to be, why are the windows so high? They are about 14’ high and we did that 
for a couple reasons. The main reason is that cars driving down Richardson Road won’t 
be able to see the windows if we put them so low, because there's so much heavy 
vegetation. I think that gives more visibility and better opportunity for more light to come 
it. The other thing was the original concern, which was why we didn’t put windows in the 
first place, it’s a security issue. The location that we’re in, there's not a lot of traffic. I 
already own a building there, and I’ve had other buildings there and they’re subject to 
break-ins, and windows create problems. I know they look nice, but a building without 
windows is more secure. We tried to come up with a compromise and put the windows 
higher. 
In the parking lot, those two areas that are loading areas, we can eliminate those. 
They’re not even necessary. They exceed the requirements of our building design 
because we have adequate loading in the back of the building. Those are really “No 
Parking” areas because the overhead doors are there. I own a landscaping company 
and I’ll be glad to do some additional landscaping. There's a handicap spot right next to 
the loading area, and they will need room and visibility to back out of that space. We 
thought if we put landscaping in there it would block their visibility, but I don’t want that 
to be a deal breaker. 
The biggest thing I want to share with you tonight overlaps with what we talked about 
when I was last here. I'm trying to maintain the harmony of the subdivision, and 
Homestead Industrial Park is an industrial park. All the buildings there were built under 
the industrial zoning. Now that it’s TLM, things are a lot more complicated. There hasn’t 
been one building built there since it changed to TLM.  
I'm trying to get tenants who are looking for that type of an environment in that type of 
an area. I hope that’s taken into consideration on your part, trying to build a building on 
speculation for tenants that I don't even have. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you, Mr. Biel. George, do you have any comments to share? 
 
Weber – Mr. Biel, I appreciate what you’ve done and the work that you’ve done, as well 
as your architect and engineering firm. I drove down Pioneer again today, and I'm 
familiar with several businesses there. This building does not meet the design standards 
that are consistent with the other buildings within the area, specifically as it relates to 



Page 5 of 23  Monday, November 4, 2019 
Planning Commission Meeting  
 

 

some sort of a front, whether you want to call it reception or an office area. While the 
new design cues make it look better, it is still a squared off, uncharacteristic building 
that is much more for industrial and warehousing versus TLM. I can appreciate the 
comments on TLM, but we are managing that to the ordinances that are in place. From 
my perspective, just having a square red brick building in that location doesn’t meet the 
intent of Section 27. 
 
Parel – I agree with George. I don't think the height is the challenge. I think there may 
be a way to accomplish this by breaking up the front of the building. One of the things 
we try to avoid is having buildings that have the same look across the entire front. I'm 
not opposed to the windows up top. I think it would actually help you with certain tenants 
from a security standpoint, and it would allow for wall shelving. I’d be okay with 
administrative approval on the landscaping plan. I don’t completely understand the two 
loading zones and how those may not be necessary. 
 
Mr. Biel – Based on the requirements for what we need for loading area, it’s 
approximately 400 square feet, which we’re accomplishing on the rear part of the 
building. I have 1,100 square feet total. The reason we labeled the first two spots as 
loading area – I don't know that’s an appropriate name. It’s really just a “No Parking” 
area because the overhead doors are there. We didn’t want to design it and put parking 
spaces over there.  
 
Dave Campbell – It’s not necessarily whether or not it’s designated as a loading area; 
it’s more the existence of overhead doors. Our Zoning Ordinance states that overhead 
doors shall be screened from view. The issue is the visibility of the overhead doors and 
whether you as a Planning Commission feel that they have fulfilled the requirements of 
the Zoning Ordinance that they be screened from view. 
 
Parel – Thank you. I understand you have some constraints here, but my position is that 
I think you can accomplish what we’re trying to accomplish administratively. 
 
Jones – I tend to agree with what’s been said. I'm wondering, Dave, if you would meet 
with this gentleman to come up with something that’s more in keeping with what we 
envision that area to be, with some ground level areas that could possibly be a 
reception area with some windows. I'm not sure exactly what George has in mind, but it 
just seems so much different than anything else in the area. 
 
Secretary Winkler – I’m fine with what’s been said so far. As George mentioned, we 
appreciate the improvements you’ve made to the elevations based upon the input you 
received in October. At the same time, we appreciate the fact that this is the Planning 
Commission’s one shot to look at this building before it gets built, and adjust to our 
satisfaction. The fact is, this building is right along Richardson Road, and in many ways 
it will be visible from Richardson from here going forward. Although you’ve done an 
admirable job at improving the elevations, you’re almost there. There are other 
improvements that could be made to this building from an architectural standpoint, and I 
think that would go a long way in getting the Planning Commission to approve the 
building.  
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I have some suggestions. Where you have your glass and aluminum entry doors on the 
south elevation, maybe those could be expanded to include a glass sidelight adjacent to 
the doors to make them more welcoming. Also, maybe look at either awnings or 
canopies, particularly above the doors on the south side, again to make it a little more 
welcoming. Then also, as Tom suggested, maybe have some lower windows to give the 
building more scale in relation to the elevation.  
David Campbell, I’d like your input on what Tom suggested, that maybe there be more 
review of the elevations based upon what Mr. Biel might suggest to improve them 
further. 
 
Dave Campbell – I'm always happy to meet with anyone, including Mr. Biel and his 
team. We have had meetings and conversations about the architecture, and I'm happy 
to continue to do so.  
I appreciate Mr. Winkler presenting some examples of things for them to look at, to at 
least give them some guidance of what you think would help the cause.  
 
Weber – Mr. Biel, what’s the opportunity of keeping what you’re trying to accomplish, 
but having it more consistent with the look and feel of the surrounding businesses? 
 
Mr. Biel – In my opinion, I feel it’s very much in line with the surrounding businesses. I 
believe it will be the nicest building on the street by far. 
 
Weber – If you’d like, we could meet sometime early this week or next week. I'm happy 
to drive the street with you and we could actually walk the property, and also take a look 
at some of the other buildings, and have a discussion. 
 
Mr. Biel – Quite honestly, I appreciate that, but what I think I'm going to do at this point 
is respectfully decline. That additional cost – it’s just not going to work. I'm trying to build 
a building on speculation. The first building that’s been built on the street in over a 
decade. I have no tenants, and I just don’t feel that your demands are reasonable. It’s 
an industrial park, and I know it’s been changed to TLM, but the tenants that you have 
in mind for me, with the glass building and fancy façade, are just not the people that are 
looking to rent space in Commerce Township on Richardson Road. I have to build this 
building in a manner in which it can be profitable and there's a return on my investment. 
I feel what you’re asking me to build, it’s not going to happen. I don’t like losing and I 
don’t like giving up. I have a lot of money invested in the design and everything, but at 
this point, I'm just ready to cut my losses. I think it’s a nice building. It was referenced as 
looking like a prison, which personally I find a little insulting. I’d like to meet with you and 
take a look at the buildings on my street, because this is by far the most expensive and 
nicest building on the street. It sounds like maybe I need to go to another community 
with my investment. These requirements are just so demanding. This is not Farmington 
Hills or Birmingham. I can’t get the rents. 
 
Jones – George made a generous effort to try to meet with you. I think you ought to 
accept that before you say absolutely no. That’s my opinion. 
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Mr. Biel – I agree, and I appreciate his offer, but I put a lot of thought into this. At this 
point, I'm ready to just suspend things. 
 
Mr. Biel continued to elaborate on the conditions on Pioneer Street with regard to land 
development. 
 
Jones – The offer stands. You decide. 
 
Dave Campbell – At this point, Mr. Biel could ask to formally withdraw his proposal. I 
don’t see any harm though in tabling this tonight, and at least allowing an opportunity for 
Mr. Biel to bring this back rather than going back to the starting line. 
 
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to table Item PSP19-0007. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
None. 
 
H. SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
ITEM H1: PPU19-0001 – COMMERCE TRAIL – PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
Samona Weiss Properties of Royal Oak MI is requesting approval for a proposed PUD 
(Planned Unit Development) for a multiple-family development to be located on an 
undeveloped 5.3 acre property along the north side of Crumb Road, west of Haggerty 
Road. Sidwell No.: 17-25-426-015 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, explained the public hearing process for the 
numerous residents in attendance, and provided a review of the Planning Department’s 
report. 
 
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 – We’re really proud of the project and we think it’s an absolutely perfect 
use of this challenging site. We talked about that last time; the site has limited 
commercial use due to lack of visibility, and the retail industry is changing. There is a 
rather large stockpile of topsoil on the property. It will cost a quarter of a million dollars 
to remove that, and it has to be done to make it developable. 
We thought it would make an excellent multi-family site. It seemed to fit in very well with 
the area, with the multi-family to the west, senior living to the north and single-family 
being developed on the east side of the road. 
We started doing our homework to make sure we were making a prudent decision. We 
engaged some experts, and they came up with a product that they thought was perfect 
for this particular market. It’s something unique. It’s not competitive with anything that’s 
in the market in Commerce Township today. The demand would be very strong. 
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The units are a small footprint; 850 square foot one-bedrooms, and 1,100 square foot 
two-bedrooms approximately. It suits really well to millennials, young professionals, 
young families, empty nesters, somebody who has a preference for a rental. People 
don't necessarily want a mortgage. They want that flexibility. 
Unfortunately, the way the Zoning Ordinance read, it wasn’t really prepared to deal with 
this type of development. We’re dealing with more of an infill, denser area and a smaller 
unit. A lot of what Dave saw in a study in the Township was a lot of what I would call 
mini-homes or really large apartments. That’s what the code had in mind; a one-size fits 
all approach to density under the general multi-family ordinance. It doesn’t take into 
consideration the size of the units, the open space. 
Typically, a multi-family target is somewhere around 200-unit count. What we would be 
allowed under just a multi-family zoning here is somewhere around 50 units. Multi-family 
is a permanent use, and the Haggerty Overlay did allow for three stories. We didn’t want 
to make any sort of compromise in the quality, the materials or the development itself. 
There are certain site costs, land costs and management costs and you have to hit a 
certain threshold for the development to actually make sense. We think the PUD is the 
perfect tool for a situation like this. 
It’s a beautiful site with a lot of natural, aged trees. We looked at how we could make 
that an asset for the development. We wanted to maximize the preservation of the trees 
and the open space. With this particular product, because of the age demographics, 
modern architecture and quality materials make sense. We designed it in a way to 
cluster the housing, and because the Haggerty Overlay permitted three stories, we were 
able to get what we needed for the development to make financial sense, and still save 
so many trees. 
I think with the underlying zoning, you only require 15% open space for multi-family, and 
we’re at somewhere around 35%. We saved a lot of trees on the west end of the 
property, and we created a nature trail there as well, which is a beautiful amenity for the 
senior housing, condos and nearby subdivision. The trees serve a dual purpose as they 
are a natural screen that transitions from the other adjoining uses. We only wanted what 
we needed to make this development make sense, and balance our interest of 
preserving trees and making it a beautiful development. 
I know this was mentioned earlier, about tying into the existing trail network. We thought 
that was an exceptional idea, to find a way for Crumb Road to tie into that trail network. I 
know the Township is working on that, and we would make a contribution toward that. 
We think that will be a real asset for the development as well. 
This to me is why you create a PUD, where the Township has a hand in the 
development. We’re making a commitment to open space, and making a contribution to 
the trail network, and to the quality exterior materials. We think this is the optimal use of 
the site, and a lot better than what’s going to be done if somebody were to develop it 
with the underlying zoning. They might have the entire site cleared. They could throw a 
commercial building up there, clear the site and it’s a parking lot. This is an opportunity 
for development to occur here, and a site to come to life that has sat dormant for a very 
long time. We think it’s a real win-win. 
I'm aware of the neighbor’s complaints and I've seen the petition. Our development 
team, we own the commercial buildings in front of Meijer, this piece of property is owned 
by Meijer, and these are our neighbors. We want to do something that’s in the best 
interest of the area, and we think this is truly the best possible outcome for that site. We 
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reached out to the association when we heard of their concerns. I know there were 
concerns about visibility of the site with it being a three-story structure. We did talk 
about it being a flat roof. If this were a two-story building with a pitched roof, it would be 
comparable in height. We’ve done some analysis. There is some pretty heavy screening 
with 60-70’ trees on the west side. 
I know another concern in the letter was with the traffic and the impact of this 
development. Multi-family is about as light of traffic as you’re going to find. We 
compared it to the underlying commercial use zoning, and this is from the Township 
Engineer. An hour of peak traffic for commercial use would be equivalent to what we 
would generate in a whole day. It’s not a lot of trips. 
The site does have excellent circulation. There's a direct access point to Haggerty from 
Crumb, and I believe there's two curb cuts from Meijer, with one being a lighted access 
point. There's also two access points from Maple as well from Crumb Road. 
We want to keep a dialogue open with the neighbors and address their questions and 
concerns. We think we’ve been a good neighbor and we want to continue to do so. With 
that being said, I’ll turn it over to the architect. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – Mark Abanatha is one of our Senior Vice Presidents and he is familiar 
with the process and format with the Township.  
I want to start with more of an abstract overview of this project. I believe Commerce 
Township is a beautiful community. I’ve had my practice for 41 years, with many 
opportunities to do projects for this community that we’re very proud of. This project is 
unusual from my standpoint in that we have a developer who is going to make such a 
commitment to architectural excellence, and that has to be done as part of the 
agreements. At the same time, he’s saving a tremendous amount of trees and a high 
percentage of open space. We will not have as much traffic use as the underlying 
zoning allows.  
Bringing a quality project into the community, it ends up being a stimulus for the next 
group of people. It raises the bar, and in the long term, it is a valuable benefit to the 
community. My firm has done a tremendous amount of multi-family over the years. 
From my heart to this community, this is a great opportunity for a beautiful building and 
a beautiful development. You have a chance to move forward here, and you have good 
cause to approve this because of what the underlying zoning would otherwise give you. 
 
Mr. Abanatha – Dave, Steve and Alex have done a great job in terms of talking about a 
lot of the attributes of the project. I just want to reiterate how excited we are about the 
project. We think it’s going to be fabulous for the community and a great fit for the site 
that has been sitting vacant for years. All of the commercial around this is desiring this 
as they will become more viable. People who come to live here are going to be able to 
walk to nearby restaurants and stores. That’s really what communities are striving for 
these days, especially the younger market, the millennials. They’re looking for the 
architecture you’re seeing, the attached garage component, et cetera.  
The first floor units can be accessible and used by empty nesters, so that’s also a very 
positive thing. You’re getting a good cross-section. The most important thing is that 
you’re bringing something in that’s a perfect fit for the site and the surrounding area to 
bring vitality and strength. 
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It’s a niche market that’s not being met right now. Young people are going to other 
communities because this type of product is not available here, the smaller, high-end, 
luxury product. 
This site is full of trees on the west. We also have attached multi-family to our west, 
other new multi-family coming in to the south, and commercial to the north. We set 
these buildings up so that when you look at the site plan, the ends of the buildings are 
all facing Crumb Road. That diminishes the size, scope and massing of that building as 
it relates to the road; it turns the mass of the building inward toward the open space. 
We’ve created two park areas, and a trail network into the park. The sidewalk will link up 
with the new senior development. 
Public benefit is part of the PUD, and linking up to the beautiful new Airline Trail is 
something that the developer has talked about contributing to.  
 
Mr. Abanatha presented cross-sections on the overhead. The renderings displayed the 
proposed project tucked into the trees, along with the anticipated sight lines of the 
proposed buildings from the existing Treyborne Cove Condominiums. He elaborated on 
the locations of the preserved trees, trail, parks, and surrounding area of the site. 
 
Secretary Winkler opened the public hearing. He reiterated 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. He asked that 
speakers limit their comments to 2 minutes each, and requested that they not repeat the 
comments already provided by others. He added that Tom Jones would be tracking the 
time for each speaker.  
 
Ian Mailing, 1842 Treyborne – I’m a resident of the Treyborne Condominiums. I'm also a 
licensed builder in the State of Michigan. I would like to ask some indulgence from the 
board. The two of us who are going to speak first are speaking to the substance of this 
matter. I think the majority of the rest of the people are going to reinforce that. If you 
would please grant the first two people a little bit more time, I think it will save you time 
in the long run and it will get us through the issues much quicker. 
 
Unidentified Resident – Respectfully sir, the petitioners had no limit on their time, and 
we think it is reasonable for our representative to have additional time. 
 
Secretary Winkler – I’m very sorry, but you’re speaking out of order, Ma’am. 
 
Ian Mailing – I appreciate the opportunity to make our case. Perhaps we’ll get through 
this as efficiently as we can. Treyborne is located immediately to the west of the subject 
property. We’re 101 condos with about 175 residents. Many of our residents have been 
there for 18 years, since the sub was built. I’d like to ask for a show of hands of those 
who live in Treyborne tonight so you can see how many people came out. (Numerous 
Township residents of the Treyborne Cove Condominiums raised their hands). You also 
should have in your possession a petition of 100 signatures, which represents about 
65% of the people in our sub. It has been said that our community has never been 
mobilized for any issue as we are for this one. 
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Our collective and forceful objection to this project can be summarized around 5 key 
areas. I want to cover each one of those. First, the general growth and traffic congestion 
impact in the immediate vicinity of Haggerty and Maple Roads in particular. That’s not 
necessarily just related to this development. It’s an overall problem. 
You have to understand that as much as the petitioner is arguing for young people, our 
community is mostly retirees, and it’s mostly people who came into the community with 
the idea that they were moving into a semi-rural area. They didn’t come here for 
congestion and traffic and 3-story buildings. They came for the quiet of the area and the 
ability to get around. Many of our residents would tell you, they have to pick their time of 
day to travel because they can’t make a left on Haggerty Road. These are real 
concerns. 
Right now, we’ve got a 249-home development going in off Haggerty Road. We’ve got 
the new retirement community going in on the corner of Crumb and Haggerty. You’ve 
got the new commercial development up at Pontiac Trail and M-5. We’ve got 6 big box 
stores within a mile. We’ve got about 50 commercial outlets and restaurants in addition 
to that, and now you’re saying that this is the place to start building high-rise apartment 
buildings? I think you ought to really take seriously what that impact is to the broader 
community. We don’t see it as a good option. 
Speaking to the specifics of the design, height, density of the proposed apartments; 
they’re incompatible with the surrounding area. Between the hotels down at 14 Mile, 
and the retirement community on Pontiac Trail, there aren’t any 3-story buildings, 
nothing in that vicinity. The proposed density is 19 units per acre. That’s 4 times our 
complex, which is 4.4 units per acre with a lot of green space, and all of these people 
have made an investment in that community for that space. The petitioner addressed 
our concerns about the height of the property and that’s a good thing. 
Beyond the added congestion, many of our residents have expressed concerns with 
impacts in terms of noise, appearances, potential crime that comes with rental 
apartment buildings, although this is an upscale one and we appreciate that. Natural 
habitats – we have deer running around like crazy and they’re going to get disrupted. 
And ultimately, property values. If you folks on the board live in homes, I'm sure you 
don’t want a property next to your home that’s 4 times the density of your house.  
I think it’s important to recognize, and this may have been in prior minutes, but this 
project is out of step with your own ordinance. Specifically, the PUD requirements #8 
and #9, it says, ...shall achieve a higher quality development than is otherwise possible 
with the regulations for the underlying zoning district. We don’t see that here. It says,  A 
PUD shall result in recognizable and substantial benefit to the ultimate users of the 
project and to the community. The benefit to the community must be proportionate for 
the modifications of the Township standards being requested. Such benefits may 
include, but not be limited to... 
Then we took note of, Preservation and enhancement of significant natural features, 
provide a civic facility or other substantial public improvement, and alleviate traffic 
congestion. We don't see this as alleviating traffic. We already have enough traffic 
congestion. 
In addition, if you want to make it multi-family under the PUD, then presumably you’d 
follow the multi-family standards that Commerce Township set, right? That says, and I'm 
reading ... 
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Secretary Winkler – Sir, we understand what’s in the Ordinance. You don’t have to read 
it. 
 
Ian Mailing – Specifically, your roof in Article 26 says, All buildings shall have pitched 
roofs and the maximum height shall be 35’ 2”. I won’t belabor the point on the 
ordinances, but I think it’s surprising that the ordinances aren’t part of the discussion. 
Two last points; the magnitude of this project and the density are really completely 
unnecessary. They’re necessary to somebody who says, “I want to make millions of 
dollars on this project,” but I'm a builder. I’ve developed properties myself. This property 
is on the Township’s valuation at $630,000. Add a couple hundred thousand to that to 
move the dirt, and now it’s $830,000. The development of 10 homes could produce a 
profit on that. Make it one-third. If you want to do something responsible, make it third 
acre building lots and build homes. That we’re all for. 
 
Jones – Sir, excuse me for interrupting. You’re already up to 6 minutes- 
 
Ian Mailing – I'm going to make my last comment. 
 
Jones – Let me finish please. I would hope that allowing you this much time will then 
discourage others from making comments because you’ve covered so much territory. 
 
Ian Mailing – Yes, that’s the point. 
 
Jones – Another minute, sir? 
 
Ian Mailing – The last point I want to make, if you could pull up the aerial, it should be 
noticed that there are two undeveloped properties in the immediate vicinity on either 
side of the Subaru dealership. Those are substantial lots. Our concern is that this will 
create a precedent for the development of those two lots as well. We don't want that 
ignored. As soon as you start accepting this density in this area, then it’s a multiplicative 
kind of problem. 
 
Glen Worth, 1587 Treyborne – I'm impressed tonight with the great presentation, but 
unfortunately there were some over-simplifications that border on untruths. My basis is 
going to be the traffic. I was raising my hand during the study on the cross-sections. 
They indicate that the lower floor, after they remove all of the excess dirt onsite, will 
start at the level of the ponds in our subdivision. I think we’d be content with that if they 
can assure us of that. In actuality, with the road elevations, they’d have to be way below 
the road. So, they’ll be 20’ above our elevation. It would be nice to have a rotating 
restaurant, that would benefit us. 
Traffic – their traffic study was excellent, but limited to Crumb and Meijer Drive. That’s 
not where the problem that we have is. If they would extend and take the blinders off, 
the full truth, then you come up with a whole different story. We have, at the current time 
on Haggerty at Crumb, the latest study there, over 22,000 cars per day. We notice a 
backup from the light at 15 Mile Road, almost to Crumb Road. If you add anything, it’s 
going to go past Crumb. If you look at their study, you can interpret that there's a huge 
number of cars. The local traffic from residents is 654. The total they show going 
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through that intersection is 3,657. This will just add more to that. It will back up during 
peak hours. Add the sub across Haggerty of 250 units, then you’re going to end up with 
a whole bunch of those people going the same way to M-5 also. 
Jones – You’re over two minutes already, sir. 
 
Glen Worth – We have tons of data that would have been available for traffic study and 
it wasn’t taken into account because it’s very negative. We need to, as a Planning 
Commission, look at what’s actually there on Haggerty already without the new West 
Bloomfield development, and without this. Something has to be done. 
 
Harry Hurrelbrinck. 1552 Treyborne – I looked at the drawings. I don't know where we’re 
putting all the cars. The average 2-bedroom, with 2 people driving is 140 parking 
spaces. I don't think they show enough details on any of these pictures where they’re 
going to park these 140 vehicles. I understand that people will have a garage and their 
own driveway, but you’ve got 140 additional units plus visitor parking. 
I also have a question regarding trash pickup; whether that’s done at the door, or if 
they’re going to put in stations to pick up the trash, which also require additional space 
that’s not shown in the pictures.  
My house backs up just past Meijer Drive. In the summertime when I sit on my deck, I 
hear horn honking and tire screeching all day long because people don’t yield to the 
stop sign on Meijer Drive. It’s a very dangerous intersection. I think adding the density of 
these units will add a lot of traffic that increases that situation.  
I’d like to know where they have some other projects so we could look at them and see 
what they look like now. It could be a project they built 3 to 5 years ago. I'm willing to go 
look at it to see how it’s maintained, what the structures look like, et cetera. 
Lastly, that building would look very nice on Mr. Biel’s property. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you for your brevity and the humor. 
 
Noemi Mirkin, 1220 Treyborne – I just want to repeat here what the Chairperson of the 
Planning Commission, Mr. Lawrence Haber, said: “This project proposal is akin to 
putting a size 13 foot in a size 10 shoe.” Take that into consideration. 
 
Carol Dawes, 1464 Treyborne – Even before this proposed development came up, 
there's a very serious concern about the traffic on Meijer Drive. It’s a 2-way stop right 
now. What does the Planning Commission need to know, or need to do or see before 
we can at least get two more stop signs. 
 
Secretary Winkler – If I may interrupt. For your information, the traffic study 
recommended a 4-way stop at that intersection. 
 
Carol Dawes – I hope we get it because all of us have had near misses and I don't think 
anybody wants a fatality by any means. 
 
Stacie Joseph, 1475 Treyborne – The talk about the millennials and wanting to walk to 
go to nearby shopping sounds really great. I'm there. But, to do that, you do have to 
walk in the street for most of that, or in a parking lot of the current developments. I'm 
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excited about the development at Pontiac Trail because you could walk, it’s not that far. 
But again, you’re walking in the street. There's no sidewalk. I like where you’re going, 
but are you going to do that? Is the Planning Commission coming up with those funds to 
do that? I'm not sure how you’re going to get that. 
The other thing is the parking. I see the garages, but do those go into just one level, or 
are those going underneath, which will add to inside parking and allow you to have less 
outside? That would be lovely as well. 
 
Linda Forman, 1668 Treyborne – I have some very serious concerns. One, they were 
nice in saying that the people who live behind the development are going to be 
protected by all those beautiful trees. What is going to protect them in the winter when 
they lose their leaves? What will they see? 
Two, how nice of you to put in a walking path along Crumb on the south side of the 
street. What good does it do? People coming from the senior complex? Well, sure they 
can walk, but then they have to cross Crumb Road. There's nothing there and no safety, 
and there's no way for people on the north side. I don't think you’re addressing the 
issues. I think you’re running around in circles. 
 
Renee Pittman, 1414 Covington Crossing – I live in the development right across from 
Treyborne Cove. I've been there 15 years, I'm an original owner. One thing that none of 
these developers really know, because they don’t live there, for 15 years around 
Sunday night, I'm sure everyone has heard it, that loud humming that goes on and on 
for hours. That’s either coming from the high tension wires, which is right next to us, 
along the corridor of Meijer Drive with your development, or it’s coming from the 
electrical plant behind Meijer. Your people will not sleep. You’re going to lose tenants 
because of that loud noise. You don’t know anything about that. 
 
Unidentified Resident – It’s more than Sunday. 
 
Renee Pittman – It’s more than Sunday, it’s like practically every day of the week. It’s 
coming from the substation and people just can’t sleep. I would never live there 
because it’s such a congested area. 
Also, the traffic. There have been so many accidents. If they’re going to put a 4-way 
stop, no one’s going to stop. People come from all parts of the world and they don’t 
even know who has right-of-way, so just to put 4-way stop signs, that’s not going to help 
anything. You need a traffic light there. They’re going to need a traffic light at Crumb 
and Haggerty for the assisted living.  
This is a nice concept, but in a bigger area, more acreage. You’re just cramming. You’re 
racking and stacking them in the name of profit. 
 
Jones – Okay, thank you. Next. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you. 
 
Jason Henderson, 3076 Ridgemont, Commerce Township – I don’t live in the condos. 
My main concern is, just because the property is not developed doesn’t mean that it 
needs to be. If you look at this map, what I see is one of the last few spots with trees on 
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it that they’re wanting to cut down. My parents who moved here 40 years ago, what 
drew them to Commerce Township was the undeveloped property that was here. All I 
see now is just everything being developed, trees being cut down, more condos, more 
neighborhoods, more traffic.  
 
Ann Hutchinson, 1760 Treyborne – I'm an original owner, 18 years and counting. The 
property that we lived on was a farm, and that whole area was farm originally. My 
question is, and I don't know if anybody has done a study, but the wetlands are 
designated by the DNR. We have a lot of unusual wildlife, birds, sandhill cranes, 
different things. Has there been any study as to what the development has done to the 
population of wildlife in the area? Do you know, with this new complex or others? 
 
Weber – I don't believe a study has been done. 
 
Ann Hutchinson – I mean deer are common, but the birds in particular. That area was 
designated as a DNR site because of the birds and the other wildlife. 
My other comment is, if you drive through that area with two condo developments, and 
you look at the contrast between that architecture and what’s proposed, it’s very 
different. If you’re going down Maple Road into Walled Lake, they have a similar look to 
those buildings. I don't think they are complementary. 
 
Joan Matousek, 1803 Treyborne – Nobody has brought up Crumb Road itself; one lane 
in each direction. It’s awful. Who is responsible for improving the route? The builder? 
The Township? Who? Because something’s got to be done, it’s a mess. Any answers? 
 
Unidentified Resident – That’s Oakland County Road Commission. 
 
Joan Matousek – Look what Oakland County has done for everything else. We don't 
need any more traffic. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you for your comments. 
 
Jerry Megalizzi, 1716 Treyborne – We talk about that there's three ways to get out of 
here; through Meijer’s, Meijer Drive, and the dirt road Laura Lane. They have to come in 
and scrape the dirt road every couple months. You don’t want to be there in the 
wintertime, because you’ll get stuck or you’ll ruin your tires. It’s something to think 
about, that hasn’t been paved so it’s really not an advantageous way to get out of that 
area. 
 
Sara Henderson, 3076 Ridgemont, Commerce Township – I'm also one of the other 
people here who don't live on Treyborne. You’re referencing bringing in millennials and 
a younger crowd. You’ve built out places like Library Pub, Jameson’s, Sidecar Slider 
Bar, Red Robin, CJ's, then there's Uptown. It’s trying to be sold to us like, we’re bringing 
this in to attract millennials and it’s going to be walkable. I don't see any sidewalks. I 
only see one crosswalk, other than a major intersection. The bottom line is, what we’re 
doing is bringing in a bunch of people in the middle of a plethora of bars and calling it 
walkable. I shop at that Meijer with my 6-year-old, and my 16-year old who is about to 



Page 16 of 23  Monday, November 4, 2019 
Planning Commission Meeting  
 

 

have a driver’s license, and I'm more worried about that over-congested area being 
impacted by more people coming and driving to and from. For six months of the year, 
and really let’s be honest, all year round, they’re going to drive to and from every one of 
those places I named back to that location. 
 
Dick Brainer, 1780 Treyborne – I want to speak about millennials. I worked on the 
downtown development of Eastern Market and what we turned that into. Where the 
millennials want to live is downtown Detroit, and they can’t find enough places to rent 
down there. They don’t want to live out here. We’re a bunch of old fogies out here, and 
rednecks. I’m not against the development, but I'm against the traffic. Everybody has 
got to make a buck. I was in business to make a buck, and now I'm retired. I look 
around and I see everything being gobbled up. I was in South Lyon, the traffic is terrible. 
They say in 2022, they’re going to make 10 Mile Road four lanes. You go down Grand 
River; it’s backed up all the way to Southfield Road trying to get on the freeway. If you 
don’t get on M-5 at a certain time, it takes you longer to get to the freeway. The freeway, 
at 3:00, it doesn’t move. So you’re going to bring more people in here? No, it’s going to 
be a hell of a lot more cars, period. 
 
Jones – Thank you. 
 
Fred Pittman, 1414 Covington Crossing – Original owner. I have my own comment 
about the area. What brought me to Commerce Township was the ruralness, along with 
the amenities. I like a good mixture. What I call the area there, especially with the 
wetlands, it’s like our little oasis. We’re secluded in that area and I really enjoy that. I'm 
really concerned with the traffic, it’s terrible. I was here when that was a 4-way stop, and 
that was terrible. The 2-way stop is better, even though it’s not perfect. Maybe consider 
a light if you ever get to that point, especially if you decide to go with the development. 
That is a nice development, but we kind of want to keep what we have as far as 
ruralness to an extent, unless you can figure out the traffic. My biggest issue is people 
taking a shortcut there, going southbound on Haggerty, they go westbound on Crumb 
Road to Maple Road. It’s terrible when you’re trying to get into Treyborne Cove. 
 
Secretary Winkler closed the public hearing as there were no additional 
comments. 
 
Secretary Winkler – I'm speaking for the Planning Commission. We all appreciate your 
comments, and you taking the time to express your views. At this point, David, I believe 
we will open back up to the petitioner. 
 
Dave Campbell – It’s your prerogative. I think it’s only fair to give the petitioner an 
opportunity to maybe answer some of the questions that came up and address them. 
Then if what you’ve heard gives you reason to have some dialogue with the petitioner, 
that’s up to you. Typically though, there is a point where the conversation is then 
dedicated to just the Commissioners. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Would the petitioner like to make some brief comments in regard to 
what was heard in the public hearing? 
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Ian Mailing – We had one question. Will air conditioning be on the ground or on the 
roof? 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – What we would use is a combination unit, it is self-contained within the 
units. Therefore, there are no ground condensers and no rooftop mounted units. 
 
Mr. Samona – I understand the residents’ concerns, and they have every right to be 
concerned. I know there's a lot going on and I’ll do my best to address what I took note 
of. There was a traffic study done, it was engaged by the Township. I understand there 
are concerns about the existing conditions with the traffic in that area. We want to 
develop this property responsibly. The best possible outcome in terms of this site being 
developed, in my mind, is what we’re proposing. This is the least intensive use. By right, 
commercial could be done on that site, and that will have an infinitely larger impact. I 
want to say the study showed 8 times the traffic with commercial versus multi-family. 
We want to maintain the natural beauty of the site. We want to keep a dialogue with the 
neighbors. There is a reason this site has sat dormant for a while. It has challenges and 
I'm doing what I think is a good job of balancing the concerns with making it 
developable. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – A great number of comments were focused on traffic. It’s important for 
the neighbors to understand that the architects, the developers, and the Planning 
Commission rely on traffic reports prepared by traffic consultants. It’s their profession. 
It’s important to communicate that those reports have supported our proposal, based on 
the traffic that would be generated by our property. They have told us and the 
community that this proposal is good to go and it’s not going to be a traffic issue. 
 
Unidentified Resident – We live there. It’s an issue already. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – I understand that. What I'm trying to say is, if this were a 50,000 square 
foot retail use, which is allowed by the underlying zoning, you’re going to have more 
traffic than you would with residential. You can choose not to believe that, but it 
happens to be a fact. The 50,000 square foot retail user will clear the trees completely. 
We would save a significant amount of trees for a spectacular buffer. 
 
Several unidentified residents speaking ... 
 
Secretary Winkler – The public had a chance to speak. Please give the petitioner the 
courtesy of speaking in response to your comments. 
 
Mr. Bogaerts – One of the additional questions that came up was regarding trash 
removal. It is intended to be curbside. We’re not doing dumpsters or enclosures. 
This is a very high-end development and it’s a great opportunity for the community. It is 
going to elevate this site, and then it will have a tendency to do that for other properties. 
We see it as a long-term benefit. 
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Secretary Winkler – At this point, I’d like to turn it over to the Commissioners for 
comment. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Weber – I do want to truly thank the community for turning out. Any level of government 
is only as good as the people who are living in it. It’s important when issues are 
affecting you or your community that you come out and voice your opinion and 
concerns, and do it in a respectful manner, which you all have and we appreciate that. 
There were several comments on wildlife, wetlands and greenspace. Dave would 
probably be able to quote this a little better than I could, but I believe Commerce 
Township has more greenspace than any other Township in Southeast Michigan. 
 
Dave Campbell – We are certainly near the top of the list, with Proud Lake State Park 
and with the land the Township purchased along Wise Road from the DNR. We’re 
talking hundreds of acres that the Township purchased as a means to preserve open 
space and natural features of land that otherwise the DNR was ready to sell for private 
development. 
 
Weber – So yes, there is development going on in Commerce, but I do want you to 
know that the Board takes the ruralness of the Township very seriously. We look at all 
projects in terms of how they will fit into what we want the look and feel of Commerce 
Township to be. 
As it relates to this project specifically, I truly applaud you for the concepts, the data, the 
analysis, the design and the architecture. I think the renderings look great. There have 
been comments on three stories versus two stories. Just so people know, whether it 
was residential and 2.5 stories were allowed, it’s still capped at 35’. 
The petitioner makes a great point. This property could be developed commercial, and 
we would not have any say in it because the ordinance would allow that. There are pros 
and cons, there are risks and rewards for all of this. Having said that, to me it is a 
density issue. With 100 units, it is 18.9 units per acre, versus what is generally 
considered acceptable in that area of roughly half that. For that reason, purely from the 
density of the units within the property, I'm inclined not to support the project. 
 
Parel – I'm in agreement with everything Mr. Weber said. What sticks out to me is that 
mathematically, it’s at least twice the density permitted here and because of that, I could 
not support it. 
 
Jones – I would like to compliment Mr. Weber because he is very well spoken. I have a 
few notes. One, the height. I understand the height and to me, that isn’t the issue. The 
issue is the density. Our rules say that if you wanted 100 units, you need 10.8 acres. 
You are less than half of that. 
I'm well aware of the traffic. I'm up and down Haggerty Road to Meijer, Home Depot and 
Costco at least two to three times a week and I've been in those back-ups. I understand 
what the traffic engineers say, but I think you have to drive the road to really appreciate 
it. I don't see what they consider to be a perceived benefit to Commerce Township. I 
see something about trails that would benefit the people who conceivably would live in 
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this property, but I don't see a very good perceived benefit for the Township to 
encourage us to accept the density proposed here. 
Another factor is that we’ve always been concerned about the amount of apartments. 
We know that there are 300 apartments being constructed at Barrington, across from 
Five & Main. There are plans for another 150 more after it gets going. Commerce 
Township, in the 27 years I've been here, and 21 years on the Planning Commission, 
we believe this to be a bedroom community, and we balance it with the appropriate 
retail. I believe we have enough rentals here, and in surrounding communities. For 
many years, we have turned down proposals that we feel don’t fit. It is not our goal to fill 
the property with something; it’s to get the appropriate development in that area. I 
believe sometime in the future, another proposal will come along that will better fit in this 
particular space. I'm not in favor of this proposal. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Thank you, Mr. Jones. There's a couple things I want to mention, 
statements of fact, and then I’ll state my opinion about the project. One piece of data 
that the petitioner touched upon, that the public should be aware of, and as the 
Township Planning Director stated in his report about this particular project, is that if a 
60,000 square foot shopping center was built, which is absolutely allowable in the B-3 
zoning that this property currently has, it would generate 8 times the traffic that this 
multi-family development would. If another petitioner were to come to us and ask to 
build that 60,000 square foot building, based upon the requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance for that zoning, we couldn’t deny it. The traffic, as part of the equation for this 
particular site, would be exaggerated worse than with this project.  
While we’re talking about traffic, we all know the issues in Commerce Township. It’s not 
related or limited to this area, or to Haggerty Road. It is Township-wide. You may all be 
aware of the fact that both the Township and Road Commission are working hard to see 
what they can do within the budget, schedule and time, to alleviate that traffic for the 
Township as a whole. What you’ve said about traffic has not been ignored. It’s there, it’s 
a reality and the Township and RCOC are doing their best to deal with it. 
Another statement of fact is when this petitioner came to us on a preliminary basis last 
month, we all shared our opinions. As a partner in an architectural firm, I appreciate 
those things that the petitioner has said about the look of the building, maintaining 
greenspace, and things like that. They all apply to this site in a positive way. The 
Planning Commission as a whole, some of us less so than others, have stated that the 
density was a big issue. Again, it has come up and the proposal is too much for such a 
small site. 
Last but not least, it was stated by the public that there are 6 big boxes in the area. 
Well, there could be a 7th, and there's nothing we can do about it if somebody comes to 
this site with a viable proposal that meets the Zoning Ordinance under the B-3 zoning. 
With that said, what’s our next step, David? 
 
Dave Campbell – Procedurally, you as a Planning Commission have the option to 
forward this proposal onto the Township Board with a formal recommendation, either to 
approve or to deny. Based upon the comments I've heard, I think I could take a guess at 
which of those two you might be leaning toward. Obviously we only have four members 
here this evening. Two members had pre-arranged absences, and Mr. McKeever had 
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an emergency come up today. I could see some logic in withholding any formal action 
this evening, until a future meeting where our membership is up by a couple members.  
Also, I think we heard a lot of very relevant public comments. I too would like to thank 
everyone who came in tonight to participate in the public discussion. You were all well 
behaved by the way. I've seen some public hearings that didn’t go so well, so kudos to 
all of you. Based upon those public comments, there might be some logic in giving you 
as a Planning Commission an opportunity to digest some of that, but also to give the 
developer an opportunity to digest, and to have dialogue with the residents. They 
mentioned trying to be a part of their association meeting. I think that’s a great idea. 
Those are the reasons that I think there is logic in the Planning Commission potentially 
tabling any action tonight, to give the developer an opportunity to work through some of 
these concerns and see if they can come back to you with something that maybe makes 
more sense. I know the development team is on a certain schedule as far as acquiring 
the property from the Meijer Corporation, so they may choose to move this forward to 
the Township Board. 
 
Mr. Samona – I agree with Dave, it would make sense to have time to digest this, and to 
take into account the neighboring property owners’ comments, and the Planning 
Commission’s comments, to see if there is a solution here that might better address 
everybody’s concerns. 
 
Dave Campbell – That is the option of the Planning Commission. You’re not necessarily 
obligated to go with what the developer is requesting. There are four members present 
this evening. Whatever action is taken, it would have to pass by a majority of the 
members present, which is three out of the four of you. A two-two vote would be a failed 
motion. 
 
Discussion continued regarding providing the developer an opportunity to work with the 
neighbors to try to find a solution, and to work on sufficiently addressing the density 
issue to make it more reasonable and bring it closer to the standards. 
 
MOTION by Weber, seconded by Parel, to table Item PPU19-0001. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
[9:18-9:20pm Numerous residents exiting the meeting room] 
 
ITEM H2: PZ19-0003 – COMMERCE TOWNSHIP – TEXT AMENDMENT 
An amendment to the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance No. 3.000, to amend 
Article 6, Dimensional Standards, Section 6.01 Table of Dimensional Standards by 
District, to amend the required setbacks for the I Industrial District and 6.02.U to amend 
the list of major thoroughfares that require additional setbacks. 
 
David Campbell, Planning Director, gave a review.  
 
Secretary Winkler opened the public hearing. 
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Vince Valvona (Claran Properties, LLC, 24780 Hathaway St, Ste 100, Farmington Hills, 
MI) – I’m one of five principals who own probably your entire inventory of industrial 
development within the Township. I'm representing Ladd Industrial Park, and Claran 
Industrial Park. They’re slated developments with no buildings. The lots have been for 
sale for 15 years and we haven't had a nibble yet. They were developed under the I-1. I 
was not aware of the change in 2010, but the impact on our 35 lots has rendered 
probably half of them unbuildable. The others, those dimensional changes, significantly 
reduced the building footprint. It is a significant economic hardship for our properties. 
 
Secretary Winkler closed the public hearing as there were no additional 
comments. 
 
Commission Comments: 
Weber – I think the amendment makes sense. There are obviously some unintended 
consequences of the change in 2010. I think the correction, and changing the 
designation of Crumb Road, both make a lot of sense. 
 
Parel – No comment. 
 
Jones – I agree with George. No additional comments. 
 
MOTION by Parel, supported by Jones, that the Planning Commission recommend 
approval, to the Commerce Township Board of Trustees, of Item PZ19-0003, 
Commerce Township Text Amendment, an amendment to the Commerce Township 
Zoning Ordinance No. 3.000, to amend Article 6, Dimensional Standards, Section 6.01 
Table of Dimensional Standards by District, to amend the required setbacks for the I 
Industrial District and 6.02.U to amend the list of major thoroughfares that require 
additional setbacks. 
Move to recommend the Commerce Township Board of Trustees approve PZ# 19-0003, 
an amendment to Article 6 of the Commerce Township Zoning Ordinance, including the 
Table of Dimensional Standards by District within Sec. 6.01 and the Footnotes thereto 
within Sec. 6.02.      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
AYES:  Parel, Jones, Weber, Winkler 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Haber, Schinzing, McKeever     
 
I. NEW BUSINESS 
ITEM I1: PLANNING COMMISSION BYLAWS 
Dave Campbell – This is something we do annually at our November meeting, which is 
essentially three housekeeping items. One is reviewing the Planning Commission 
Bylaws to ensure they are still relevant, two is approving the meeting schedule, and 
three is the election of officers. 
 
Jones – On Page 6, the last two lines; If a member has indicated the desire to 
participate on the matter, a concurring vote of at least 5 members of the Commission is 
required to prohibit said participation. 
Am I reading this wrong? It sounds like you’re concurring to prohibit. 
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Dave Campbell – Let me take a moment to read it myself. This is fairly standard 
language when it comes to conflict of interest. 
 
Jones – If somebody wants to participate because he feels he does not have a conflict 
of interest, and 5 of us say it’s okay for him to do it, we are prohibiting his participation? 
I would think that if we concur that he’s not conflicted, he should be allowed to 
participate. Maybe I'm reading it wrong. 
 
Weber – I read this the opposite way. If somebody who was deemed to have a conflict 
of interest wanted to vote, it would take 5 other people to say he cannot vote. 
 
Jones – If he is conflicted. 
 
Weber – He or she thinks they are not conflicted. They want to vote, and 5 other people 
say there is a conflict and we’re not going to let them vote. 
 
Jones – Oh, okay. 
 
Dave Campbell – If George says he  does not have a conflict of interest, and at least 5 
of you say he does, he is prohibited from voting. 
 
Jones – If he says I don't feel conflicted, and we agree he’s not conflicted, then there's 
no voting. 
 
Dave Campbell – Correct. 
 
MOTION by Weber, seconded by Jones, to approve the Charter Township of 
Commerce Planning Commission Bylaws as submitted.  

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM I2: 2020 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING SCHEDULE 
MOTION by Jones, seconded by Parel, to accept the 2020 Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting Schedule.    MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
ITEM I3: ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
Secretary Winkler inquired about maintaining the current officers of the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Dave Campbell – Per the Bylaws that you just renewed, you can keep the officers in 
their current positions for another one-year term if you so choose, and we’ll be back 
doing this again in November 2020. 
 
MOTION by Jones, supported by Parel, to maintain the officers as previously elected; 
with Larry Haber as Chairperson of the Planning Commission, Russ Schinzing as Vice 
Chairperson of the Planning Commission, and Brian Winkler as Secretary of the 
Planning Commission. 
AYES:  Jones, Parel, Weber, Winkler 
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NAYS: None 
ABSENT: McKeever, Schinzing, Haber   

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 

J:  OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION:   
None. 
 
K:  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE:  DECEMBER 2, 2019 @ 7PM 
 
Dave Campbell – The public hearing for the off-premises alcohol sales outlet text 
amendment will be held on December 2nd. The reason we could not get it on tonight’s 
agenda was due to the 15-day noticing requirement for public hearings. Whether the 
Township Board takes action is on a date still to be determined. 
 
Weber – I believe David Scott is targeting the regularly scheduled January meeting of 
the Township Board. That is the latest information and it could change, but there were 
conflicts with attendance of the Board members in December, and we wanted to be 
sure we would have all 7 Board members for that meeting. 
 
Secretary Winkler – Are there other items on the December 2nd agenda? 
 
Dave Campbell – The proposal to do townhomes on the east side of Martin Road was 
postponed as they are working out easement items with the neighboring properties and 
association. That will likely be included on your December agenda, along with the two 
items here that were tabled that may come back before you. 
 
L: ADJOURNMENT  
MOTION by Weber, supported by Jones, to adjourn the meeting at 9:37pm. 
      MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Brian Winkler, Secretary 


