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Springfield Township 

Planning Commission Meeting 

Minutes October 17, 2017 

 

 

Call to Order: Vice-Chairperson Hines called the October 17, 2017 Business Meeting of 

the Springfield Township Planning Commission to order at 7:30 p.m. at the Springfield 

Township Civic Center, 12000 Davisburg Road, Davisburg, MI  48350. 

 

Attendance: 

Commissioners Present:    Commissioners Absent 

Ruth Ann Hines     Dean Baker 

Dave Hopper      Kevin Sclesky   

George Mansour 

Jason Pliska 

Linda Whiting 

 

Consultants Present     

Doug Lewan, Carlisle Wortman, Associates 

Randy Ford, Hubbell, Roth & Clark, Inc. 

 

Staff Present 

Collin Walls, Supervisor 

Erin Mattice, Planning Administrator 

     

Approval of Agenda: 

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to approve the agenda as presented.  Supported by 

Commissioner Whiting. Voted yes: Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, Whiting. Voted 

no: None. Absent: Baker, Sclesky. Motion Carried. 

 

Public Comment:    

None 

  

Consent Agenda: 

 

1. Minutes of the September 19, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to approve the minutes of the September 19, 2017 

meeting as presented. Supported by Commissioner Pliska. Voted yes: Hines, 

Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, Whiting. Voted no: None. Absent: Baker, Sclesky. Motion 

Carried. 
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Public Hearing: 

None 

 

Old Business: 

 

1.   Final Site Plan Review, Gatecliff Industrial Park, East side of 

Clawson Tank Drive/Andersonville Road, 07-36-401-007 & 07-36-401-

008 

 

Jim Scharl, Kieft Engineering, introduced himself to the Commissioners. All the permits 

are received for drainage from RCOC, water main connection and approach connections 

from RCOC, OCHD and the appropriate letter from Independence Township regarding 

the watermain connection. He stated that with a few items that can be cleared up, he 

indicated that they are ready for Final Site Plan approval.  

 

Mr. Doug Lewan provided a summary of his second review of this project. He stated that 

he would still like to see some clarity regarding the phasing on the limits of disruption 

represented on the plan. The Township needs to know what is intended to be cleared and 

graded as part of Phase I. Mr. Scharl indicated that the Road commission and Water 

Resources Commission permits have been recorded. There seem to be some storm water 

improvements in Phase II; this is outside of the phase limits so he is looking for 

clarifications. The applicant should also clarify the phasing for landscaping because there 

is a phase line shown, but some of the proposed landscaping is outside of this line. Two 

additional parking lot trees are needed. Sign details should be provided and can be 

reviewed and approved by Township staff.  

 

Mr. Randy Ford provided a summary of his second review of the project. There needs to 

be a distinction between the initial phase and the future development phase because some 

of the comments have to do with what the applicant has to provide for the final phase. For 

the Phase I storm management plan, the area behind the development will be utilized to 

provide the retention for the site. The calculations were submitted for this area and these 

conform to the Township ordinance. When the project progresses into the next stages of 

development, a storm drain easement will be utilized that will go to a large offsite pond. 

Both the Township Attorney and the Gatecliff Attorney have been in communication to 

review those easement agreements. The storm water system in place for Phase I is 

adequate but as the project moves forward, the applicant will have to clean up and 

acquire the second easement that is depicted on the plans to the east. The applicant 

provided soil borings for the site and there are no questions if the site will perk because 

there is adequate demonstration of percolation in the detention area. However, it is an 

ordinance requirement to conduct overflow assessment and have a geotechnical engineer 

review the information. The Planning Commission could approve subject to this review. 

Mr. Scharl has indicated that he has received copies of the two RCOC permits required 

and the septic permit from OCHD. Mr. Ford requested additional dimensional 

information on the plan to show that they are conforming with the driveway width and 

circulation through the parking lot. This applies to not only Phase I, but the overall 
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development too. The applicant should indicate if the drives are two-way or one-way. Mr. 

Ford stated that there is a truck template on the plan showing turning movements and he 

needs to know what truck is being applied and what the turning radius is so he can make 

sure that fire trucks and delivery trucks will not have an issue. He stated that Mr. Scharl 

also provided correspondence from Independence Township regarding their agreement to 

provide water to the site.  

 

Mr. Scharl stated that to clarify timing of the disruptions limits, the area would include 

everything necessary to build Phase I but understanding that the water main is going to be 

constructed all of the way around Building 2. They are only obtaining permits for the first 

building at this time. In clarifying storm water management, this area will drain to the 

existing hole that will be used for Phase I and Building 2. This area was originally 

designed to handle the first two buildings and all the paving but at this juncture, will only 

be used for the first building. He stated that he will modify the landscape plan to show 

Building 1 only and he will add two parking lot trees. He stated that Mr. Gatecliff is 

currently reviewing a monument sign and has not yet decided because he does not have 

any tenants yet. This will be submitted to the Township when this final plan is settled. It 

is a 50 foot outside turning radius and they will satisfy requirements for fire lanes.  

 

Mr. Lewan asked if when the applicant returns for approval for Building 2, would 

Building 2 utilize the temporary retention basin? 

 

Mr. Scharl answered yes. He explained the storm drainage.  

 

Commissioner Whiting asked if Mr. Scharl’s answers clarified Mr. Ford’s concerns.  

 

Mr. Ford answered yes.  

 

Mr. Scharl indicated that he provided too much information but he wanted to be clear as 

to how this site could look.  

 

Commissioner Whiting asked if the water and sewer are all being done.  

 

Mr. Scharl answered that he had to design the entire site for the water and sewer and 

make sure that it meets the entire plan.  

 

Commissioner Mansour asked what the timeline is for phase 1B? 

 

Mr. Scharl stated that they are not asking for this yet. He indicated that they do not have 

definitive building plans yet and would need to come back to the Commission.  

 

Commissioner Hopper asked if the storm sewer was looping around Phase 2 as well as 

the water? 

 

Mr. Scharl answered no, only the water. The storm sewer for Building 1 is going to be 

completely constructed and stubbed in a northerly direction to pick up an additional part. 
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It is all going to be graded because of the water main that needs to be constructed which 

makes sense. The area that comprises 1B will naturally drain back to the low area in an 

undeveloped state. The first buildings are going to be built as shown although they are 

not asking for approval for Building 2 because they do not have the building plans done.  

 

Commissioner Hines asked if there was any problem with administrative approval for the 

sign at a later date  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that it would have to meet ordinance standards and at worst case, 

applicant would need to come back before the Planning Commission. They are not 

approving a sign tonight.  

 

Commissioner Pliska asked if both driveway curb cuts are going in at Phase 1.  

 

Mr. Scharl answered yes, it has been approved by the Road Commission. He added that 

he does not really know if the second drive is going to be built as part of Phase 1 because 

it is unnecessary but they do have the permit. Since it has been approved by RCOC, he is 

asking for approval of the two approaches but he cannot say for sure that the second one 

is going to be built.  

 

Mr. Lewan confirmed that the Planning Commission is being asked to approve Phase 1 

tonight. If the applicant wants to come back for Phase 2 and the permit is still good, they 

can submit for Phase 2. All the parts of Phase 1 have been confirmed and that is all that 

the Commission is approving tonight.  

 

Commissioner Hines asked if the second drive is part of Phase 2.  

 

Mr. Lewan answered yes.  

 

Commissioner Pliska asked if the Phase 1 approval only includes one two-way drive.  

 

Mr. Lewan answered yes.  

 

Commissioner Pliska stated that it makes sense to defer the approval of the second drive 

to Phase 2 when they really don’t know what Phase 2 will be. If the building changed it 

could alter the location of the drive.  

 

Mr. Scharl answered that it could. He confirmed that the truck used in the template was a 

50-foot radius.  

 

Commissioner Whiting moved to approve The Gatecliff Industrial Park project as 

presented in an M-1 Light Industrial District. This is Final Site Plan approval for 

Phase 1 which includes one building and one driveway. The project fits the zoning 

district pending administrative approval of the sign. Applicant will add two 

additional parking lot trees. Supported by Commissioner Pliska. Voted yes: Hines, 
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Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, Whiting. Voted no: None. Absent: Baker, Sclesky. Motion 

Carried. 

 

New Business: 

 

 1.         The Journey Church- Conceptual Site Plan and Special Land Use  

  Parcel ID # 07-09-127-004, I-75 and Rattalee Lake Road 

 

Mr. Randy Ford provided a summary of his review letter. He stated that he looked back at 

the last review he had done in August 2014 because this plan mimics the prior 

submission. He did have comments regarding the storm water management system but 

since this is concept, he provided notice to the applicant that this would be required at 

Final Site Plan. Last week, the applicant provided a document showing that they applied 

to MDOT for storm water discharge. There is involved computations for the discharge 

and he has not had time to review those since it was not necessary for concept review. An 

important item for Phase 1 is proper turn around for emergency vehicles. The Phase 1 

parking lot plan includes no provisions if a fire truck were to come in to the parking lot, 

make the maneuver and get out assuming the spaces are occupied. This is something that 

should be added by the applicant. When this was submitted before in 2014, there was a 

traffic study done because of the concern regarding site access. There was a Traffic 

Impact Study submitted and he had the transportation department review this study and 

the department concurred with the findings that there was no significant impact. 

However, the trip generation numbers were focused on Sunday services and there was 

nothing in the report regarding services during the week. If there were to be services 

during the week, the Traffic Impact Study should be amended to address activities that 

occur outside of Sunday worship services. Applicant did provide copy of OCHD permit 

for septic system. 

 

Mr. Doug Lewan provided a summary of his review. He summarized the table on page 

two comparing what was proposed in 2014 and what is proposed now. Churches are a 

Special Land Use in R-2 Zoning District so this project will have to be reviewed by the 

Planning Commission and the Township Board where they will hold a public hearing. 

There are a number of ordinance criteria that the Planning Commission and the Township 

Board will use to evaluate this plan and he summarized these criteria. A Special Land 

Use should be reviewed by the Township to determine if there will be any negative 

impacts to the subject site, neighboring properties and the Township in general. The 

Township has some discretion in their approval. He stated that he would like some 

additional information on the schedule of services throughout the week. Many of the 

Special Land Uses also have their own standards that they must meet and this is the case 

with a church having to do with lot area, setbacks and height. He stated that per these 

special standards for a religious facility, he found that they met all of those standards with 

the exception of building height because it is not listed. Building height can be no taller 

than 35 feet. He continued with the bulk requirements as listed in his review. The 

applicant provided a basic tree survey but Mr. Lewan would like more information 

regarding the trees that are going to be removed and the ones that are going to be 

preserved. This can be demonstrated at Final Site Plan. He stated that ideally the 
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applicant will work with the site and this can be shown by preserving the existing quality 

trees. The conclusion of the traffic study is that the full build out will not significantly 

increase traffic. Significant building additions beyond Phase 3 might justify a new traffic 

study. The number of parking spaces meets ordinance requirements. He stated that a 

loading space is required but the Planning Commission may waive if necessary. He 

summarized landscaping comments in his review letter and commented that these would 

need to be addressed at Final Site Plan. He stated that the proposed sign will have to be 

reduced in height to meet the maximum 6 foot ordinance requirement. At Final Site Plan 

the applicant will be required to submit dumpster details and floor plans and elevations. 

He stated that this proposed use meets the criteria for Special Land Use but there are a 

few issues to be addressed.  

 

Mr. Jeff VanCamp representing The Journey Church stated that they are all set with 

MDOT and are just waiting to pull the permit. He stated that the times of operation are 

similar to their request in 2015 with office hours Monday through Friday from 9 am to 5 

pm. After Phase 2 is completed, there will be softball held on Monday nights from 6:00 

pm to 8:30 pm. Bible classes are held Wednesday nights from 7:00 pm to 9:00 pm. 

Sunday worship times will be at 11:00 am to 12:30 pm and youth services Sunday 

evening from 6:00 pm to 8:00 pm. There are some large groups of trees that they would 

like to preserve on the property and use to provide the Type II screening. He stated that 

they will request a waiver on the loading space and will add the 40 foot turning radius for 

emergency vehicles. He stated that they will reduce the sign to 6 foot maximum height.  

 

Commissioner Mansour suggested that the applicant expand the four foot hallway 

between the preschool and the youth groups to give parents and children more room. He 

also suggested that the applicant provide access to the bathroom area from the 

classrooms.  

 

Mr. VanCamp commented that they are proposing LED lighting with a 50% reduction 

and he provided these lighting plans to the Commissioners. He stated that the lights can 

be put on a sensor so that if someone pulls in, the lighting increases.  

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that he was glad to see that there were no lights on the 

ballfields. He noticed the lighting plans and it is much less impactful to the neighbors. He 

asked how many people would be attending a softball function.  

 

Applicant replied about 30 people and there are two games per night typically.  

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that the traffic study was done for a Sunday and he 

wondered how this increase of travel would affect Monday night traffic.  

 

Mr. Ford suggested getting a summary of events and then he could take it to their 

transportation department for review and comment and he could get a report back from 

them regarding the additional times involved.  
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Commissioner Hopper stated that one of the reasons that Doug Lewan asked for a tree 

survey is because the Township looks favorable on using the existing natural trees to 

provide the screening. He stated that when he walked the site, there was an area with a lot 

of oak trees and he believes the proposal protects this area. He suggested that the 

applicant use the existing trees as much as possible and therefore the tree survey is 

requested.  

 

Commissioner Whiting stated that she likes the overall design.  

 

Supervisor Walls asked if the elevation drawings were for the north or the south side.  

 

Mr. VanCamp answered the south.  

 

Supervisor Walls asked for the elevation drawings for the north and east side before 

presentation to the Township Board.  

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to recommend to the Township Board Special Land 

Use to The Journey Church for Parcel #07-09-127-004 which is located at I-75 and 

Rattalee Lake Road as the proposal as presented meets Section 40-145 and that: 

 

a. The proposal appears to be harmonious with the appropriate and orderly 

development in the zoning district 

b.  The location and size and nature and intensity will not be hazardous or 

inconvenient to the neighborhood 

 c.  No variances are required for this proposed development 

d.  The public services and facilities will be capable of accommodating this 

proposal 

e.  The proposal provides for protection of the natural environment due to 

the limited size and scope of the development.  

f.  The proposal is compatible with adjacent land uses with the provided 

screening which could be modified if a tree survey is provided 

g.  The Planning Commission feels that these items qualify for Special Land 

Use for this proposal  

 

Further, the proposal meets Section 40-275 of the Zoning Ordinance which is 

specific to churches in a residential district. Supported by Commissioner Whiting.  

Voted yes: Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, Whiting. Voted no: None. Absent: 

Baker, Sclesky. Motion Carried. 

 

 2.   Ordinance Amendment - Single–Family Dwelling Unit Standards 

       Section 40-638 - Set for Public Hearing 

 

Commissioner Hines stated that this amendment was the removal of two words, “mobile 

home” from Section 40-638 so it applies to any single-family dwelling instead of 

specifying mobile homes.  
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Supervisor Walls stated that this amendment has been reviewed by the attorney. This 

particular ordinance has been enforced as if it applies to all dwellings for many years.  

 

Commissioner Whiting moved to set a Public Hearing for the next available meeting 

to amend the Code of Ordinances, Chapter 40, Section 40-638 as provided. 

Supported by Commissioner Mansour. Voted yes: Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, 

Whiting. Voted no: None. Absent: Baker, Sclesky. Motion Carried. 

  

 3.  Joint Planning Commission and Township Board meeting-discussion 

 

Supervisor Walls stated that the Township Board at their Priorities Meeting on September 

11, 2017, requested a joint meeting with the Planning Commission.  

 

Commissioners discussed their availability and determined that November 21st would not 

be a convenient meeting. Commissioners discussed their availability and agreed that the 

best meeting time would be December 19, 2017 at 6:00 pm.  

 

Ms. Mattice informed the Commission that she would notify the Board members and 

determine if that date would work.  

 

Other Business: 

 

 1.  Update/Discussion – Ordinance Amendments – Phragmites/Invasives 

 

Mr. Lewan reviewed the document provided to the Commissioners. He stated that 

although this will ultimately go before the Township Board for review and approval, 

there are other parts of the zoning ordinance that will need to be amended like the site 

plan review section, PUD Section and Special Land Use section. He stated that the 

amendments that he provided involve the control of three invasive species. Since the last 

meeting, he removed the language making the review a requirement committing 

personnel to certain activities and adjusted the language. There is still a two-tiered 

approach consisting of Tier One – Township initiated eradication of invasive species and 

it is more at the discretion of the Township to take this on if a need arises. It only requires 

the Township to look at the issue each year. If they only tie the eradication to site plan 

development, this will not begin to tackle the problem. He stated that since the last time 

he presented these amendments, he tried to keep the same idea of Township involvement 

but those Tier 1 areas are at the discretion of the Township to determine if they wanted 

to. He also provided some definition of what Tier 1 is, which is the natural resource 

overlay areas of the Township. These are areas already covered under the Overlay 

District. The Tier 2 areas that are under development and review by the Township which 

would include Site Plan Review, Special Land Use Review and PUD Review. The 

applicant would be required to inventory, submit a report and any approval of those land 

uses could be conditioned upon an eradication plan. He was purposely vague on the 

eradication plan because the processes could change over time. They have identified the 

three species and if those species are identified on a site during site plan review, the 

applicant will have to provide a plan of how they are going to eradicate those. Perhaps 
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those plans could be reviewed by either Mike Losey or by someone in Carlisle 

Wortman’s office.  

 

Commissioner Pliska asked about a stand of Phragmites around Hogback Lake Road that 

are located at the edge of the road which will become a road hazard due to limited site 

visibility. He stated that it would be much more cost effective to eradicate now instead of 

waiting for it to become a site hazard. His impression is that it does not become 

actionable until it becomes a hazard.  

 

Mr. Lewan confirmed that Commissioner Pliska was saying that he wants added 

language that if invasives are located at an intersection and there is the potential for it to 

become an issue, they should try to address it early.  

 

Commissioner Pliska added that there should be the language allowing them to act on it 

earlier if they know it is going to be a problem. He asked if they should indicate the 

required credentialing of the individual contracted to perform the review during site plan 

development.  

 

Commissioner Mansour suggested a wetland specialist.  

 

Commissioner Pliska added that they need to have that control because there are going to 

be owner/developers who act on their interest, not on the Township’s interest.  

 

Commissioner Hopper suggested requiring a landscape architect to be the professional.  

 

Mr. Lewan concurred. He talked to Sally Elmiger at Carlisle Wortman Associates and 

she indicated that there are experts that do these types of reviews.  

 

Commissioner Hopper agreed with leaving the types of invasive species open because it 

can change and species can be added. He asked if you were a property owner, how 

difficult is the process to apply for help through MDEQ because if it is cumbersome, the 

average resident is going to buy Roundup at the store.  

 

Mr. Lewan replied that the MDEQ is usually involved when there is treating within a 

water area only. So, Phragmites treating usually requires a wetland permit.  

 

Commissioner Hopper asked if it was normal for a Township to apply with MDEQ for a 

permit.  

 

Mr. Lewan answered that another community uses a required inspection and report to the 

Township. Springfield is primarily concentrating on lands controlled and owned by the 

Township whereas other communities look everywhere for invasives and they apply for 

an annual permit that covers the entire community.  
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Commissioner Whiting stated that her overall concern is whether it is Township property 

or private property. If it is not a new development, does this mean that the Township can 

force any property owner to eradicate the species on their property.  

 

Mr. Lewan replied that the primary focus is Township property but it may be on private 

property. There are requirements that if it is in private property, the Township provides 

notice to the property owner as to how they can clean it up and educational information 

with options for removal. It adds a possible inclusion in a Township eradication program. 

It is not required, but it is possible and part of the funding could come from affected 

property owners. He stated that he eliminated the idea of required compliance from 

private property owners.  

 

Commissioner Whiting asked if it would be voluntary compliance.  

 

Mr. Lewan answered yes.  

 

Commissioner Pliska agreed with being conflicted on making a personal property owner 

become part of an eradication program. A property owner is most likely a passive victim 

of this problem. He can also see that if this is left unchecked, it can then spread to 

neighboring property. He asked how you design the ordinance language so you can 

enforce it but so it doesn’t create an undue burden.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that the language is clear about property under Township control but 

then goes on to say that other Tier 1 properties can be private property and they may be 

inspected with the authorization of the subject property owner. The idea is that the private 

property would need to give permission for inspection and then they might be included in 

a Township eradication program.  

 

Commissioner Whiting asked if this means the Township will pay for it. She stated that 

she is fine with the education aspect and the offering of help, but she is not okay with 

requiring someone to eradicate it and making them pay for it.  

 

Commissioners and Supervisor Walls discussed the large number and types of invasive 

species and how it is being treated currently.  

 

Commissioner Pliska stated that he would like to know the process and money necessary 

for treatment.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that everywhere a private property owner is mentioned, it says they 

may be included at their request.  

 

Mr. Randy Ford indicated that his office has a wetlands scientist as part of their staff so if 

this could help the Township, this individual is available.  

 

Commissioners and Supervisor Walls discussed the damaging effects of invasive species.  
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Commissioners agreed that the language should come back to them at the November 

meeting with the zoning ordinance changes too.  

 

Mr. Lewan agreed that he would bring this item back the following month and would 

include all of the recommended zoning ordinance changes. 

 

Commissioners agreed.  

 

1. Priority Task List 

 

Commissioners reviewed and made changes to the Priority Task List including additions 

and amendments to the list and adding end dates to many of the items.  

 

Public Comment:  

 

Adjournment: 

 

Commissioner Hines moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:31 p.m. Supported by 

Commissioner Whiting.  Voted yes: Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska, Whiting. 

Voted no: None. Absent: Baker, Sclesky. Motion Carried. 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Erin A. Mattice, Recording Secretary 


