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Springfield Township 

Planning Commission Meeting 

Minutes November 21, 2017 

 

 

Call to Order: Chairperson Baker called the November 21, 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 

Dean Baker      Kevin Sclesky 

Ruth Ann Hines     Linda Whiting 

Dave Hopper  

George Mansour 

Jason Pliska 

 

Consultants Present     

Doug Lewan, Carlisle Wortman, Associates 

Randy Ford, Hubbell, Roth & Clark, Inc. 

 

Staff Present 

Collin Walls, Supervisor 

Laura Moreau, Clerk 

Denny Vallad, Township Trustee 

Erin Mattice, Planning Administrator 

     

Approval of Agenda: 

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to approve the agenda as amended, adding “Special 

Land Use” to New Business #3 General RV Center and deleting #4 

Discussion/Review Performance Guarantees.  Supported by Commissioner 

Mansour. Voted yes: Baker, Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska. Voted no: None. 

Absent: Sclesky, Whiting. Motion Carried. 

 

Public Comment:    

None 

  

Consent Agenda: 

 

1. Minutes of the October 17, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to approve the minutes of the October 17, 2017 

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

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

Carried. 

 

 



  Springfield Township Planning Commission 
  November 21, 2017 

 

 
 

 2 

 

Public Hearing: 

 

Ordinance Amendment – Single-Family Dwelling Unit Standards 

Section 40-638 

 

Chairperson Baker opened the Public Hearing at 7:33 pm 

 

No public comment was heard 

 

Chairperson Baker closed the Public Hearing at 7:34 pm 

 

New Business: 

 

1. Ordinance Amendment – Single-Family Dwelling Unit Standards 

Section 40-638  

 

Commissioner Hines moved to recommend to the Township Board the adoption of 

the ordinance amendments for Section 40-638 to remove the words “mobile home” 

from Section 40-638 Single-Family Dwelling Unit Standards. Supported by 

Commissioner Pliska. Voted yes: Baker, Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska. Voted no: 

None. Absent: Sclesky, Whiting. Motion Carried. 

 

 2. Final Site Plan – A1 Management & Storage (Mini Industrial) 

  5813 Terex, Parcel #07-26-126-010 

 

Brian Biskner, Powell Engineering, introduced himself to the Commission. He stated that 

since they were at the last meeting, they have addressed the concerns of the Commission 

and the Township. They are now asphalt paving the driveway and he pointed it out on the 

plan. They are going to be taking millings out and placing asphalt in this area and 

maintaining the same grade. They added a site plan note which says no outdoor storage 

along the west line of the property. They added a truck route for emergency vehicles and 

delivery trucks. They added site plan note indicating no outdoor storage in the front 

setback.  

 

Mr. Doug Lewan summarized his review comments. The applicant has done a good job 

of addressing prior comments, they are now down to only a few items that need to be 

addressed. In this zoning district, you can have outdoor storage if it is associated with the 

principal use on the site. A note was added to the building that one of the buildings will 

continue to be used as cold storage in association with the outdoor storage. He asked the 

applicant to expand upon this. A waiver in the number of parking spaces is being 

requested by the applicant. The applicant has the area to provide the required number of 

spaces however, they are proposing to land bank 33 spaces and he has no issue with that 

request. It is their understanding that the parking needs will increase as the industrial 

needs inside the buildings increase over time. At this time, they do not need 59 industrial 

parking spaces. The applicant is asking for gravel surfacing for the area where they are 
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proposing the land banked spaces as well as the outside storage area. He summarized the 

criteria by which the Planning Commission can allow gravel surfaces and the applicant 

meets those. One of the main issues was the paving of the driveway into the site and this 

is proposed. The Planning Commission will have to take action on the waiver of the 

number of spaces and the waiver of part of the hard surfacing on site. There is a previous 

storage area on the west end of the site which is being removed but because this industrial 

site abuts a residential property, there is a landscaping requirement for the west property 

line. Twenty-nine trees are required and nineteen are being proposed. The applicant is 

asking for a waiver of the screening requirement since no changes are being proposed. 

This is a waiver that the Planning Commission may grant.  

 

Mr. Randy Ford summarized his review. He stated that additionally there is another 

waiver required from the Township onsite detention requirement. There is a provision in 

Section 8-21 of the Design and Construction Standards which provides for the waiver 

being granted for an addition to an existing building or an expansion of the site. In this 

case, the drainage for the site is divided into three different sections. The rear half drains 

toward Green Lake and the applicant is not proposing to make any changes. The middle 

portion drains through an existing storm sewer system down to a regional detention basin 

within the industrial subdivision and that drainage will continue. The front portion does 

not include detention but they are not proposing to make any alterations in this area. This 

waiver can be granted with the basis being that the applicant is not going to be altering 

the existing drainage patterns. They are addressing Best Management Practices in that the 

entire perimeter of the property is going to have a silt fence installed and inlet filters on 

the catch basins. One of the concerns of the Commission was the use of millings for the 

storage yard and that the fire route access drive is to now be paved. The applicant should 

provide the permit from the Road Commission. There is a diagram for a truck turning 

movement on the site plan showing how a delivery truck or fire truck could navigate 

through the site. On the north drive, they provided an area in which the truck would move 

but without some type of control of parking in the storage area, this route might be 

blocked. The applicant should address this. The applicant should provide the soil erosion 

permit and Oakland County Health Department permit. There is a septic shown on the 

plan that will serve Unit 2 but the plan for a well is not clear. The applicant should 

provide details on what buildings will have facilities and which ones will not and how 

those buildings are going to be served by water and sewer.  

 

Mr. Biskner stated that the owner is testing out whether or not it is going to be a viable 

development. They are proposing to lease out the renovated building to some type of 

industrial use. They designed the septic system and well to service the whole building. 

The rear building is going to remain storage use until the time that the owner feels he 

wants to update it, meaning install a well and submit application for a septic system. If 

they are granted approval, they will lease the renovated building out for a use that is 

allowed and the other building would remain cold storage. The outside storage would be 

associated with building used for storage. The applicant is asking for a waiver for the 

landscaping between land uses. They are removing the outdoor storage that is in this area. 

He pointed out all coniferous trees that are proposed to be planted and explained how 

large they were going to get when they mature. He explained that it is going to be very 
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dense with the number of trees they are proposing and no more trees would fit in this tree 

line. He pointed out the truck egress lane that they are proposing. It is located on asphalt 

millings and there is no good way to delineate this area. He suggested putting up some 

signage to keep this area clear and used for truck lanes only and showing the area as 

Outdoor Storage so vehicles are not parked here. He provided clarification of the water 

supply and septic system. He acknowledged that the required permits would be provided 

to the Township.  

 

Chairperson Baker confirmed that Units 1 and Unit 2 are the focus for leasing. He asked 

if they will have access to the cold storage building.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied yes, they would have access to it.  

 

Chairperson Baker suggested that whoever is the lessee of these units would use the 

outdoor area to store items relevant to their business.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied yes, if they need it.  

 

Chairperson Baker stated that he continues to be challenged with this linkage to the 

current outdoor storage including boats and the new site plan.  

 

Commissioner Hines asked if the applicant is planning to continue the outdoor storage as 

it is, regardless if anyone leases the units.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied yes. 

 

Mr. Lewan stated that when the site was first developed, the two buildings were cold 

storage and the outdoor storage was looked at as being accessory to this use. This issue 

came up because it was presented to the Township that both of the buildings were going 

to switch over to light manufacturing and if that happened, then the outdoor storage 

would be orphaned. As explained by the applicant, the western building is going to retain 

the same use as it always had and this is storage associated with the outdoor storage.  

 

Mr. Biskner stated that the applicant looked at what he needed to do now to the site that 

makes sense. If, in the future, that building needs to accommodate an office and a 

bathroom, the septic and well could be installed.  

 

Commissioner Hines stated that if that happens, the outdoor storage of boats, etc. would 

have to cease unless it was pertinent to what was in those units.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied yes if they leased the whole building. There could be a scenario in 

which half of the building was leased and half could be retained as cold storage.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that there is no percentage amount of the total building area that needs 

to be retained as cold storage in the ordinance.  
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Commissioner Hopper stated that if the applicant decides to convert both buildings, it 

doesn’t have to come back to the Planning Commission and he asked what would stop 

them from storing the boats and just have the storage associated with the business 

tenants.  

 

Mr. Lewan agreed that it would be difficult to know when that conversion took place 

unless the change required building permits, then the Township would be made aware.  

 

Chairperson Baker reiterated that there is no plan at this time to install water and sewer 

for the building on the westerly side of the property.  

 

Mr. Biskner agreed.  

 

Chairperson Baker stated that if the situation changes with that building and the 

Township would be told about it, it would give them time to reevaluate the outdoor 

storage area.  

 

Mr. Biskner reiterated that there would be no outdoor storage in the rear setback. There 

was a note added to the plan and the owner has been notified.  

 

Commissioner Pliska asked about the landscaping waiver being requested. He stated that 

while he understands the 19 trees will provide the same opacity when they mature, he 

wonders about the screening in the interim.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied that he would think the maturity and opacity will be reached in five 

years. There is a provision in the ordinance that allows a waiver against the full amount 

of landscaping if the applicant is not changing the building. They lined the property line 

with coniferous trees.  

 

Chairperson Baker stated that the waiver for detention requirements is also being 

requested. Since there are no changes to that area of the site, it appears that it is Mr. 

Ford’s opinion that this wouldn’t cause any issues.  

 

Mr. Ford replied it would be a reasonable request since there are no changes in drainage 

patterns.  

 

Commissioner Hopper explained that only the Township Board can waive standards in 

the Design and Construction Standards.  

 

Commissioner Pliska asked about the area between the paved area and the millings.  

 

Mr. Biskner replied it would be a grass area.  

 

Commissioner Mansour stated that he has a concern about the distance from the trees to 

the septic system and he wants to make sure that the roots do not interfere.  
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Mr. Biskner replied that they are not concerned about this.  

 

Commissioners agreed to the waiver for the number of parking places, presence of the 

banked parking spaces and the waiver for the surface paving requirements.  

 

Chairperson Baker asked the Commissioners for opinions regarding the waiver of the 

landscaping requirements.  

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that he believes the 19 trees would provide adequate 

screening.  

 

Commissioners agreed that the 19 trees would be acceptable.  

 

Mr. Biskner reiterated that he would place posted signs to denote fire lane parking only.  

 

Commissioners discussed how to delineate this area.  

 

Mr. Biskner provided a review of the drainage plan.  

 

Commissioner Hopper moved to grant Final Site Plan approval to A-1 Management 

and Storage/ Mini-Industrial located at 5813 Terex, Parcel ID #07-26-126-010, 

subject to: 

 

1. Grant a waiver to the parking requirement, Section 40-681(1)(g) to allow 

banking of 33 spaces as sufficient areas available. If a need arises in the 

future, applicant will pave said spaces if and when the Township deems it 

necessary 

 

2. Grant a waiver to the hard surface requirement, Section 40-681(1)(h) that 

no increase in storm water will be created by this proposal. The storage area 

will have limited use and no dust will be created with this proposal as 

presented 

  

3.  Grant a waiver 40-886 Outdoor Storage, the storage as proposed shall be 

incidental to the principal use of the building and no additional screening 

shall be required with this proposal due to its remote location and current 

use 

 

4.  Grant a waiver of the Landscaping Screening, Section 40-721(e)(3) as the 

applicant is proposing 19 mixed trees along the west property line 

  

5.  The Planning Commission recommends that the Township Board grant a 

waiver of onsite detention, Design and Construction Standards, 8-21. The 

Planning Commission feels this is a preexisting condition which will not 

materially alter the existing drainage patterns 
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6.  Delineate fire lane in the outside storage area with some form of signage, 

preferable, “No Parking – Fire Lane” 

 

7.  Provide Township final permits as requested by Township Engineer 

8.  If building permits are sought for the west building, Section 40-866 shall 

be reviewed by the Township for the continued incidental nature of the 

outside storage 

 

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

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

 

 3. Conceptual Site Plan Review and Special Land Use – General RV 

  Center, 8665 Dixie Highway, Parcel #07-24-101-005 

 

Craig Macdonell, Architect, provided an overview of the project proposal. General RV is 

proposing a sales and service center along Dixie Highway with 11,000 square foot sales 

component with the remaining area to be service for RVs in the rear along with some 

parts storage. Service for the RV includes fixing components within the RV like cabinets, 

side panels and other cosmetic things. There is a large pond along I-75 and they are 

proposing detention for the site adjacent to that which will eventually outlet into that 

pond area. The site would consist of some display areas in front with potential for display 

areas visible from I-75. Mr. Macdonell showed a revised plan. They have gone through 

and started to respond to some of the comments from the Planner and Engineer. They 

included a meandering sidewalk along Dixie Highway, split rail fences and some 

benches. They now have provided for a safe passage up to the building from the 

sidewalk. He explained how the site is proposed to function. He pointed out the shared 

access drive along the church property. The RV storage requires a secure fenced in area 

and he pointed out areas that would be fenced. He stated that they have looked at trying 

to reduce the amount of parking that is up in front and they are down to 27 parking spaces 

in front with three handicapped spaces. Sixty spaces of employee parking is proposed in 

the side yard. They also shifted the building to the front 25 feet closer to Dixie Highway 

and 20 feet to the west. He pointed out the existing trees that they are trying to save 

which will act as a buffer between the development and the residential area along the 

west side of the property.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated the Zoning Board determined that this use (RV Sales and Service) 

would be allowed in the C-2 zoning district as a Special Land Use. Mr. Lewan 

summarized his review of the proposed project. He summarized the big picture issues. 

The site’s natural feature presentation is encouraged and he believes that there should be 

discussion as to whether or not the trees and vegetation can be preserved on the site to a 

greater extent. The preservation of these natural features would go along with the 

applicant’s product. The other big picture item is building location and parking 

arrangement. This site is within the Dixie Overlay District and is also subject to the Dixie 

Highway Design Guidelines. The General RV applicant is the first project that will be 

subject to these review standards. The Township takes those standards seriously for this 

project and for future projects. The Overlay’s standards try to bring the buildings closer 
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to the road. The applicant has tried to address this although he has not had a chance to 

look at the revised plan. He stated that another issue that needs to be addressed is the 

building architecture. There are examples of designs that the Township is comfortable 

with shown in the Design Guidelines. There should be discussion to bring the General 

RV architecture closer to what the Township envisioned for the corridor especially since 

this is the first site plan developed with the Dixie Highway Design Guidelines. This is a 

type of business that is promoting the outdoors and the building designs in the Dixie 

Highway Design Guidelines fit perfectly with this. The other issue that needs to be 

addressed is storm water best management practices. Due to the expansive amount of 

pavement on site, there should be something done to break it up and provide some 

infiltration basins instead of pushing it all to the wetlands in the west portion of the site.  

 

Mr. Lewan continued with the Special Land Use standards. Eventually, the Township 

Board will need to evaluate the plan regarding these standards and the Township Board 

will hold a Public Hearing on this. He stated that the use fits the property and he is not 

saying that the business should not be permitted here. The comments have to do with how 

the proposed site plan relates to the ordinance and the Dixie Highway Design Guidelines 

because those items are applicable to the Special Land Use. If those items can be brought 

closer to the zoning ordinance, the plan can be brought closer to something that they can 

support.  

 

Mr. Lewan continued with the summary of his review letter. He stated that there is an 

excess number of parking spaces and the applicant can address this. There is a lot of RV 

storage which is not parking. If there is an excess of parking for customers and 

employees, it would be a good idea to reduce the number of places to reduce the amount 

of impervious surface and this goes along with best management practices. There should 

be documentation regarding acceleration and deceleration lanes on the site. There appears 

to be a shared access on the site and if so, a shared access easement will need to be 

provided. The applicant is proposing a pedestrian path as required in the Design 

Guidelines, which the applicant was provided a copy of on a couple of occasions.  

Mr. Lewan stated that landscaping is a Final Site Plan issue and the comments that were 

provided were for the applicant’s information as they move forward to Final Site Plan 

stage. Lighting, signage, floor plans and elevation are all Final Site Plan issues. He 

referenced the Dixie Highway Overlay Design Standards and the Design Guidelines 

which work together. There are a number of issues that need to be addressed to the 

satisfaction of the Planning Commission. The Commission is looking at two requests, the 

Special Land Use and the Concept Site Plan.  

 

Mr. Randy Ford summarized his review letter. The applicant is showing accel and decel 

lanes on Dixie Highway which he believes is appropriate. The applicant will have to 

submit a permit application to the Road Commission and provide a copy of the approved 

application to the Township for Final Site Plan. The applicant is proposing an onsite well 

and septic systems. The soil conditions map show favorable soils for the largest portion 

of the site. Applicant will have to provide final approvals for well and septic. The biggest 

challenge from an engineering perspective is the storm water management on the site. He 

believes with the favorable soils, the site should be able to perc a lot of the storm water. It 
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is directed to the rear of the site where there is an existing pond which has connectivity 

with an additional pond next to the condo buildings and further on to Softwater Lake. In 

order to satisfy the ordinance requirements, the engineer must analyze the downstream 

conditions. They have shown a basin that is sized per design standards for a 25 year 

storm event with a restricted discharge to the rear pond but the ordinance requires them to 

go further. The preliminary information shows a fore bay which is appropriate but there 

are other things that could take advantage of the upland permeable soils such as 

perforated pipe systems, leaching basins, rain gardens, etc. He encouraged the applicant 

to add these best management practices. One of the challenges is they are showing one of 

the detentions ponds in one of the treed areas and this is an area that has natural resources 

that they were trying to protect. By pushing the parking area out further, they are into the 

treed area in the rear of the property. He stated that the plan should be amended to further 

conform to the township ordinance requirements.  

 

Robert Baker, owner of General RV, summarized his proposed site plan. He pointed out 

the pond area in the back and added that they wanted to maintain the natural features of 

the site. He stated that they would like to add a bench area in the back for their customers 

and employees to take advantage of. He pointed the sections of vegetation that are being 

cut and what they are trying to maintain. He explained their proposed plan for 

landscaping in the front of the site. He stated that it is difficult to grade the site and to try 

to keep the trees at the same time but they will review it and see what they can keep. He 

stated that rain gardens are nice but it comes down to a money situation and how you 

want to manage the water. He pointed out a greenspace in the proposed plan. He stated 

that they moved the building back and originally they were at 115 parking spaces and 

now they are down to 90 spaces. He explained some facets of the business which require 

storage space and fencing. It comes down to the building design and he presented a photo 

of the proposed building. He stated that car dealerships, etc. have a distinct look. They 

have clean operations but do not use timbers like Bass Pro Shops. He stated that it is up 

to the Commission to make some decisions on building design, and he does not know 

what the Township is looking for with the architecture.  

 

Mr. Macdonell added that the building establishes their corporate identity.  

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that the Commission has just reviewed and established 

Springfield Township’s identity and it is the Dixie Design Guidelines that were adopted a 

year ago. This is one of the most visible sites in the Township and a considerable amount 

of money was just spent on an entrance sign that shows the identity. He stated that if the 

applicant wants to do this building, maybe he should consider a different community 

because this building is not suitable to Springfield Township and will not get approved.  

 

Chairperson Baker stated that he doesn’t understand how there could be any question 

about what the Township wants; the applicant was provided a copy of the Dixie Highway 

Design Guidelines and this document is “what the township wants.”  A considerable 

amount of time was spent establishing what the Guidelines and the applicant was saved 

the time going through that process by getting the final product. The consultants’ offered 
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comment on how this site plan does not fit the Design Guidelines; the applicant has been 

told what the Township wants.  

 

Mr. Macdonnell stated that if he understands the Dixie Highway Design Guidelines, the 

township has limited the design to craftsman or prairie style.  

 

Mr. Lewan concurred. These are the main ideas and if some of these ideas were 

incorporated into their building design, that would be beneficial.  

 

Mr. Macdonnell replied that it isn’t just materials, it is also hip roofs and overhangs.  

 

Mr. Lewan concurred.  

 

Chairperson Baker stated that the Township also attempts to preserve the natural 

resources in the township to best incorporate those existing conditions into new business 

opportunities in the community. This is where the best management practices come in to 

play. The Township has a strong desire to make sure that any development honors that 

history and outlook for the community. He is looking for more innovation in this regard.  

The large parcel has diminished the creativity because it is so vast compared to what is 

existing in White Lake. This is a signature property in the community and it demands a 

refinement that this proposal has not yet achieved.  

 

Mr. Robert Baker stated that the foot print of the building is set and he asked where they 

go for help so they don’t have to do this three or four more times. He stated that they are 

fairly open, they just need direction.  

 

Chairperson Baker replied that the consultants are available to spend time with the 

applicant relevant to feedback that would reflect the community. He suggested that the 

applicant connect with Randy Ford and Doug Lewan to get feedback.  

 

Commissioner Mansour stated that the site is a key feature for the Township and although 

they understand that the developer has certain guidelines, the Township has their own 

guidelines. The applicant has the ability to utilize a great resource on the property which 

is the wetlands and the woodlands. If the applicant could incorporate it into the site 

instead of pushing it all to one side, they could create and ideal amenity around it.  

 

Chairperson Baker suggested that the applicant use the Township’s resources and use the 

feedback as best they can and come back again with a more suitable plan.  

 

Mr. Baker concurred.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that the requirements for Special Land Use require a site plan that 

meets ordinance standards; the Special Land Use and Concept Site Plan run concurrently.  

 

 4. Discussion/Review – Ordinance Amendments – Section 40-721(3)  

  Screening Between Land Uses 
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Mr. Lewan summarized his memo dated November 14, 2017. He stated that this concerns 

landscape buffers that are required as a site plan goes through approval and the amount, 

size and types of trees that are required. It came to his and Chris Nordstrom’s attention 

when they were working on the landscaping for the new fire stations. The amount of 

required landscaping was extensive and the drawings provided show a conforming 

alternative which would have provided 80% opacity at time of planting. As they 

discussed the plan with the Supervisor, Mr. Nordstrom raised the question of 

survivability five and ten years from planting and it was his opinion that much of the 

material would not survive because it would get crowded out and die. As a result, waivers 

were granted in relation to landscape buffering for the fire stations. Some of the waivers 

were based on what the neighbor found acceptable. If the Commission agrees, Mr. 

Nordstrom would like to look at some revisions to the buffering standards based on uses 

and provide some flexibility in to the process and increase survivability after ten or 

fifteen years. If the Commission agrees, Mr. Nordstrom will work on some amendments 

and bring them back to the Commission.  

 

Commissioner Hopper agreed that they need to look at it and make some revisions.  

 

Commissioners agreed that the landscape buffering standards should be reviewed.  

 

Mr. Lewan concurred.  

 

Supervisor Walls suggested looking at the size of trees required. For example, 2.5 inch 

oak tree does not have near the longevity success as a 2 inch oak tree. The species also 

has an effect on longevity.  

 

 5. Discussion/Review – Ordinance Amendments – Addressing 

  Nonconforming Properties 

 

Mr. Lewan summarized his memo dated November 13, 2017. This is an issue that has 

come up based on ZBA action relative to nonconforming parcels. It is not just lake lots, 

there are several areas of nonconforming properties. He provided a historical document 

showing how the Township zoning ordinance used to address nonconforming lots. This 

was used to address nonconforming lots by the Board of Appeals. This language existed 

in the 1990’s but was removed from the ordinance. He suggested reducing the setbacks 

for nonconforming lots through a standard that the Commission comes up with. The 

Commission could also look at developing an overlay zone to address this. It creates a 

new zoning district that sits on top of the zoning in high impact areas. There are some 

drawbacks; creating a new district is time consuming and cumbersome. He suggested that 

he provide an overall map of the Township to the Commission which shows all 

nonconforming lots. Using this map, the Commission could see where these areas are in 

the Township. This would be a good first step and then they could determine if they 

could address this problem with a simple zoning text amendment or would an overlay 

district make more sense.  

 

Commissioner Hines stated that it is a good idea.  
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Mr. Vallad asked it the map of nonconforming properties includes lot width and depths.  

 

Mr. Lewan replied that lot width and area could be included; he is not sure that depth is 

an issue as it is usually width that is the problem.  

 

Supervisor Walls asked if the map would determine this as the area is platted or as the 

current tax parcels.  

 

Mr. Lewan replied that it would pick it up based on the tax parcels.  

 

Supervisor Walls stated that this would not be as usable as they might think because just 

about any parcel that was created that is not acreage and even some of those prior to 1992 

will show up as nonconforming. Late 1980’s there were wholesale rezonings initiated by 

the Planning Commission and minimum lot size changed.  

 

Clerk Moreau suggested that the map is still worth seeing.  

 

Supervisor Walls agreed. There are still lots or parcels that are technically 

nonconforming that can meet minimum front, rear and side setbacks but don’t have the 

minimum width.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that all parcels are required to meet setbacks if possible.  

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that it would be helpful to see a map. The Commission was 

asked by the ZBA to look at this and this would be a good first step. He would be leaning 

toward the mechanism that the Township already had to deal with these properties.  

 

Commissioners agreed with having Mr. Lewan developing a map of nonconforming areas 

in the Township and then presenting it to the Commission.  

 

 6.  Discussion/Review – Ordinance Amendments – Division 9 – C-2 

  General Business, Section 40-401, Principal Permitted Uses Subject  

  to Special Conditions, Add Recreational Vehicles Sales and Service 

 

Mr. Lewan stated that this is a proposed amendment to address RV sales in the C-2 

district and if the Commission agrees with the language, the Commission should set it for 

Public Hearing.  

 

Commissioners discussed adding Recreational Vehicle Sales and Service as a Special 

Land Use to the C-2 and the language proposed.  

 

Commissioner Hines moved to set a Public Hearing at the next available meeting on 

the Ordinance Amendment, Section 40-2, Definitions and Section 40-401, Principal 

Permitted Uses Subject to Special conditions pertaining to Recreational Vehicle 

Sales and Service facilities. Supported by Commissioner Pliska. Voted yes: Baker, 
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Hines, Hopper, Mansour, Pliska. Voted no: None. Absent: Sclesky, Whiting. Motion 

Carried. 

 

Old Business: 

 

 1. Updated/Discussion – Ordinance Amendments – Phragmites/ 

  Invasives 

 

Commissioner Hopper stated that the language should be changed to reflect the ability to 

add “or remove” species from the list.  

 

Commissioners discussed the Phragmites list and what should be included and whether 

the language should include removal. They explained that the amendment would now go 

to the Township Board for their consideration.  

 

Chairperson Baker suggested removing the word “other” and change to, “it is understood 

that invasive species may be added or removed to this definition upon resolution of the 

Township Board.”  

 

Commissioners agreed.  

 

Mr. Lewan stated that if the Board adopts the ordinance changes, then the Planning 

Commission would consider zoning ordinance changes.  

 

Commissioner Hines moved to recommend that the Township Board consider the 

ordinance to provide procedures to address Invasive Species Infestation in 

Springfield Township with the minor adjustment to the language of the definition, 

removing the word “other” to read, “it is understood that invasive species may be 

added or removed to this definition upon resolution of the Township Board.” 

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

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

 

Other Business: 

 

 1.  Priority Task List 

 

Commissioners reviewed and made changes to the Priority Task List.  

 

Public Comment: None 

 

Adjournment: 

 

Commissioner Hines moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:56 p.m. Supported by 

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

no: None. Absent: Sclesky, Whiting. Motion Carried. 
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_________________________________________________________________ 

Erin A. Mattice, Recording Secretary 


