
Charter Township of Orion Planning 
Commission
Wednesday, December 2, 2020 7:00 PM 
Eastern

VIA VIDEO CONFERENCE
GoToMeeting Access Code ID: 599-669-285

Phone In Access Code: 1-571-317-3122
,   

  
 

1. OPEN MEETING
2. ROLL CALL
3. MINUTES

A. 11-18-2020 PC Meeting Minutes
B. 11-12-20, BOT, PC, ZBA, & CIA, Joint Meeting Minutes

4. AGENDA REVIEW AND APPROVAL
5. BRIEF PUBLIC COMMENT - NON-AGENDA ITEMS ONLY
6. CONSENT AGENDA
7. NEW BUSINESS

A. PC-2018-49, Hills of Woodbrige Final PUD
8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A. PC-2019-48, The Cottages at Gregory Meadows
9. PUBLIC COMMENTS
10. COMMUNICATIONS

A. R.C.O.C. Chairman's Report 
11. PLANNERS REPORT/EDUCATION

A. Our Groove Insights to Better Communities - November 2020
12. COMMITTEE REPORTS
13. FUTURE PUBLIC HEARINGS
14. CHAIRMAN'S COMMENTS
15. COMMISSIONERS' COMMENTS
16. ADJOURNMENT



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION PLANNING COMMISSION
* * * * * A G E N D A  * * * * *

REGULAR MEETING - WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 2, 2020 - 7:00 P.M.

The Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission meeting will be held by VIDEO CONFERENCE ONLY  
via the GoToMeeting application, access code 599669285.  You may also phone into the video conference by dialing 1-
(571) 317-3122 and entering the access Code 599669285 (the meeting is being conducted via video/telephone 
conference due to the health concern of COVID-19 and related orders or regulations)

1. OPEN  MEETING
2. ROLL  CALL
3.  MINUTES
   A. 11-18-20, Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes

B. 11-12-20, Board of Trustees, Planning Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals, and 
     Corridor Improvement Authority, Joint Meeting Minutes   

4.  AGENDA  REVIEW  AND  APPROVAL
5.  BRIEF  PUBLIC  COMMENT – NON-AGENDA  ITEMS ONLY
6.  CONSENT AGENDA 
7.  NEW BUSINESS
   A.  PC-2018-49, Hills of Woodbridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) Final Plan, 

located at vacant land north of 3805 S. Lapeer (Sidwell #09-26-451-004), vacant lot 
(Sidwell #09-26-402-020), and vacant lot (Sidwell #09-26-402-021)   

8.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS
   A.   PC-2019-48, Cottages at Gregory Meadows Final PUD, located at 3537 and 3595   

Gregory Rd. (Sidwell #09-31-200-006 and 09-31-200-008).
9.  PUBLIC COMMENTS
10. COMMUNICATIONS

A.  RCOC Chairman’s Report 
11.  PLANNERS REPORT/EDUCATION

A.  Giffels Webster – Our Groove
12. COMMITTEE  REPORTS
13. FUTURE PUBLIC HEARINGS

A.  12-16-20 at 7:05 p.m. PC-2020-26, WOW Gas Station, Special Land Use request to 
modify an existing gas station to add a driveway off of Hidden Timber Dr.

B.  12-16-20 Immediately Following the PC-2020-26 Public Hearing at 7:05 P.M.: PC-
2020-38, Edgar Development Rezone Request, requesting to rezone a portion of 09-
26-451-005 (approximately 4.21 acres), located on the northern portion of 3805 S. 
Lapeer Rd. from Restricted Business (RB) to General Business (GB).

14. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS
15. COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS
16. ADJOURNMENT

In the spirit of compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals with a disability 
should feel free to contact the Township at least seventy-two hours in advance of the meeting when 
requesting accommodations.



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION PLANNING COMMISSION
******  MINUTES  ******

REGULAR MEETING, WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 2020

The Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission held a regular meeting on Wednesday, November 
18, 2020, at 7:00 pm VIA VIDEO CONFERENCE - GoToMeeting Access code 599-669-285 

or VIA TELEPHONE 1-(571) 317-3122 Access Code 599-669-285
 (Meeting being conducted via video/telephone conference due to the health concern of COVID-19 and 

the Michigan Department of Health and Human Services)

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:
Don Walker, PC Rep to ZBA (arrived at 7:04 pm) Scott Reynolds, Vice Chairman
Don Gross, Commissioner John Steimel, BOT Rep to PC
Kim Urbanowski, Commissioner Joe St. Henry, Secretary
Justin Dunaskiss, Chairman

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT:
None

1.  OPEN MEETING
Chairman Dunaskiss, opened the meeting at 7:00 pm

2.  ROLL CALL
As noted

CONSULTANTS PRESENT:
Mark Landis, (Township Engineer) of OHM Advisors 
Tammy Girling, Township Planning & Zoning Director

OTHERS PRESENT:
Andrew Milia Woody Held
David Steuer John Thompson

3.  MINUTES 
A. 11-04-2020, Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes

Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Secretary St. Henry, to approve the minutes 
as presented. 

4.  AGENDA REVIEW AND APPROVAL
Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Urbanowski, to approve the 
agenda as presented.   

5.  BRIEF PUBLIC COMMENT – NON-AGENDA ITEMS ONLY
None

6.  CONSENT AGENDA
None

7.  NEW BUSINESS
A. PC-2020-25, Silverbell Pointe Wetland Permit, located at 4 vacant parcels south of Silverbell 
Rd. on the east side of Joslyn Rd. (parcel 09-33-201-001, 09-33-128-001, 09-28-379-001, and 
09-28-451-001)

Mr. Andrew Milia with Franklin Property Corp. presented via GoToMeeting.
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Mr. Milia stated they were there for the wetland approval portion of Silverbell Pointe.  He noted 
that the development was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission and then 
was approved by the Township Board, and they were now seeking wetland approval.  

Mr. Milia stated that David Steuer the principal developer of the development was present, via 
GoToMeeting and Woody Held their wetland consultant was also present via GoToMeeting.

Mr. Milia said that the wetlands were depicted on their site plans, they were delineated, flagged, 
and surveyed.  The Township Engineer consultant OHM issued a review letter on November 11, 
2020.  He said that the project was in substantial compliance with the wetland ordinance.

Chairman Dunaskiss asked if Engineer Landis had anything to add?

Engineer Landis gave an overview of his review letter dated November 11, 2020.

Chairman Dunaskiss asked if it was an appropriate time to talk about the phragmites to help 
mitigate and control it since there was so much there?  Planning & Zoning Director stated that 
the phragmites mitigation is part, usually, of the PUD agreements.  She added that they are still 
working on the PUD agreement related to this development.

Chairman Dunaskiss noted that they did a nice job, working with the current conditions and 
working around it with very little impact given the vast amounts of wetlands.

Moved by Commissioner Gross, seconded by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, that the Planning 
Commission approves, the wetland permit for PC-2020-25, Silverbell Pointe, located on 4 
vacant parcels south of Silverbell Rd. on the identified (Sidwell #09-33-201-001, 09-33-128-001, 
09-28-379-001, & 09-28-451-001).  This approval is based on the following findings of fact:  that 
while the project does impact wetlands on the site, the proposed plan impacts less than one 
acre of existing wetland area and will not negatively affect the drainage pattern in the area; the 
proposed land use is consistent with the proposed future use of the property; based on the 
findings of the OHM report of November 11, 2020; and that the requirements of the wetland 
permit ordinance have been met.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Steimel, yes; Reynolds, yes; Urbanowski, yes; St. Henry, yes; 
Walker, yes; Gross, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 7-0. 

B. PC-2020-28, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Chairman Dunaskiss asked Planning & Zoning Director to give an overview.

Planning & Zoning Director Girling noted that each one of these applications required a 
separate license from the Township, so each application has to have a separate motion and are 
listed individually on the agenda.  She didn’t think that there would be any harm deliberated on 
them but they would all need to have a formal motion separately.  

Planning & Zoning Director Girling added that in regards to her review, they were all the same 
entity, and they were all at the same location.  She verified that each one of them met the 
requirements for the zoning that it needed to be, the number of feet from residential, schools, 
and churches. She said those are the location requirements that she looks at before it comes to 
the Planning Commission.  She added that as they go further, the other requirements within 
Ordinance #154 are verified by the Fire Department and the Building Official.
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Chairman Dunaskiss stated that this property is over in the Oakland Business Park, so it is 
obviously in the zone as Planning & Zoning Director Girling stated and has verified it allowing 
stack licenses.  He said that they were going for ten class “C” licenses, and felt that they had 
provided everything.

Planning & Zoning Director Girling said that there was one thing that came up in the 11th hour, 
and that was not closing the loop on ownership and having an interested party in the property.  
That was why there was an updated suggested motion, if they so please, to give a conditional 
approval, that one of the conditions be that they close that loop on the ownership proving an 
interest in the property.

Commissioner Urbanowski questioned the ingress/egress on the street or road that has an 
average traffic volume in excess of 6,000 vehicles.  She added that the report said that the 
SEMCOG website doesn’t contain traffic count reports.  She questioned if that was a big deal?  
Planning & Zoning Director replied no; if it was not on there it is because the traffic count is so 
insignificant that they just don’t report on it.  

Commissioner Urbanowski asked Planning & Zoning Director Girling to explain the ownership 
proving an interest in the property?  Planning & Zoning Director replied that they have to have 
an interest in the property in order to be issued this permit license.  She said that the lease 
agreement that they were sent between the landlord and the person with the lease, the one with 
the lease is the company asking for it, but the person granting it was not who they show as the 
owner.  They contacted the owner on record and the owner on record said that there is a 
change in entity names and it was signed by one side and not by the other side, so they could 
not provide that to them. She added that with the motions saying that it is contingent upon this, 
they would not be fully approved until there were able to produce that document.  They have 
produced it, it just doesn’t complete the circle, showing that one entity is now another entity, 
which is who the lease is with.

Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Urbanowski , I move the 
Planning Commission grant approval of the application as required per Ordinance #154 for PC-
2020-28, Pure Green, LLC, for a Class “C” growing facility, located at 180 Premier Dr., (parcel 
09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the following findings of fact that the operation does 
meet the following location requirements:  that it is located in the IP zoning district; the building 
meets all the distance requirements per ordinance #154; the building is located on a road with 
ingress/egress with trip counts less than 6,000 vehicles/day; the building is located and has an 
ingress/egress road that does not service as a road that also serves for residential zoning;  this 
approval is based on the following conditions:  providing the Township with proof of interest in 
the property along with the application; the applicant meets all applicable Township and 
promulgated standards of the township and prior to opening shall demonstrate to the township 
that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical Marihuana Licensing 
Board.

Discussion on the motion:

Trustee Steimel noted that the buildings looked good.  He was surprised to see how far 
away they could see their flags and were visible as you come over the hill by Culvers, 
when going north on Lapeer and thought it looked nice.  He felt that they were doing a 
good job with the facilities and meeting all the requirements. He was also happy to see 
that they had applicants that are trying to be tenants, so they can get moving on.

Vice-Chairman Reynolds noted that the names were not the same but with this facility 
his architectural firm had done architectural work.   He wanted to disclose a potential 
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conflict of interest and recused himself.  He said they did some facility work with this and 
wanted to be recused from the discussion and the vote.

Trustee Steimel stated that he thought they were past the point of his company’s 
involvement, that was with the facility, and now that they were leasing out space, he 
didn’t think there was a conflict.  Vice-Chairman Reynolds noted that there had been 
work completed with the tenants, and said that he couldn’t say confidently that they will 
have a direct relationship.  He said he would rather be safe than sorry and be recused.

Moved by Commissioner Urbanowski, seconded by Secretary St. Henry, that they recuse Vice-
Chairman Reynolds from the conversation.
Motion carried.

Moved by Commissioner Urbanowski, seconded by Commissioner Gross, I move to grant 
approval of the application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-28, Pure Green LLC, for 
Class “C” growing facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) 
based on the finds of facts that the operation does meet the following requirements:  it is located 
in the IP zoning district; it is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown 
in Ord. #154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 
vehicles/day; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service a 
road that also serves for residential zoning; approval is conditioned upon:  providing the 
Township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all applicable Township 
Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to 
the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical 
Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Urbanowski, yes; Gross, yes; Walker, yes; Steimel yes, St. 
Henry, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

C. PC-2020-29, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Trustee Steimel, seconded by Commissioner Gross, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-29, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the 
findings of fact that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in 
the IP zoning district; is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown 
under Ord. #154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 
vehicles/day; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a 
road that also serves for residential zoning; approval is conditioned upon providing the 
Township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant still meets all applicable Township 
Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to 
the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical 
Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Gross, yes; Urbanowski, yes; St. Henry, yes; Walker yes, 
Steimel, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

D. PC-2020-30, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Secretary St. Henry, seconded by Trustee Steimel, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-30, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
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facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the finds 
of fact that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in the IP 
zoning district; is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown in Ord. 
#154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 vehicles/day 
of traffic; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a road 
that also serves for residential zoning; approval of this motion is based upon the following 
conditions:  that the applicant provide the Township with proof of interest in the property; the 
applicant meets all applicable Township Ordinances and promulgated standards of the 
Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to the Township that it meets the rules and 
regulations promulgated by the State Medical Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  St. Henry, yes; Steimel, yes; Gross, yes; Walker yes, 
Urbanowski, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

E. PC-2020-31, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Commission Gross, seconded by Commissioner Urbanowski, I move to grant 
approval of the application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-31, Pure Green LLC, for 
Class “C” growing facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) 
based on the findings of facts that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  
by being located in the IP zoning district; is in a building that meets all the ordinance 
requirements shown in Ord. #154; has an ingress/egress on a road with less than 6,000 
vehicles/day; the building does not service as a road which also serves residential zoning; the 
favorable recommendation is conditioned upon:  the applicant meeting all applicable Township 
Ordinances, and promulgated standards of the township; prior to opening shall demonstrate to 
the Township it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical Marihuana 
Licensing Board; the ownership interest be clarified to be in compliance with the ordinance.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Walker, yes; St. Henry, yes; Steimel, yes; Urbanowski, yes; 
Gross, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

F. PC-2020-32, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Trustee Steimel, seconded by Commissioner Gross, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-32, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the 
findings of facts that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in 
the IP zoning district; is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown in 
Ord. #154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 
vehicles/day; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a 
road that also serves residential; this approval is conditioned upon:  the applicant provide the 
Township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all applicable Township 
Ordinances and promulgated standards of the Township and, prior to opening, shall 
demonstrate to the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State 
Medical Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Steimel, yes; Gross, yes; Urbanowski, yes; St. Henry, yes; 
Walker, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

G. PC-2020-33, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING, NOVEMBER 18, 2020
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

6

Moved by Secretary St. Henry, seconded by Trustee Steimel, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-33, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the finds 
of fact that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in IP 
zoning district; it is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements per Ord. #154; 
is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 vehicles/day; it is 
located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a road that also 
serves for residential zoning; this approval is based on the following conditions: that the 
applicant provides the Township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all 
applicable Township Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, 
shall demonstrate to the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the 
State Medical Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Gross, yes; Urbanowski, yes; St. Henry, yes; Walker, yes; 
Steimel, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

H. PC-2020-34, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Commissioner Gross, seconded by Trustee Steimel, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-34, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the facts 
that the operation: is located within the IP zoning district; is in a building that meets all the 
distance requirements shown in Ord. #154; is located in a building that has ingress/egress road 
with less than 6,000 vehicles/day; the building has ingress/egress road that does not service as 
a road that also serves for residential zoning; this motion for approval is conditioned upon:  the 
applicant meets all applicable Township Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township 
and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to the Township that it meets the rules and regulations 
promulgated by the State Medical Marihuana Licensing Board; that the ownership interest be 
clarified to be in compliance with the township ordinances.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Urbanowski, yes; Gross, yes; Walker, yes; St. Henry, yes; 
Steimel, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

I. PC-2020-35, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Commissioner Urbanowski, seconded by Trustee Steimel, I move to grant approval 
of the application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-35, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” 
growing facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on 
the finds of facts that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is in an IP 
zoning district; it is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown in Ord. 
#154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 vehicles/day; 
is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a road that also 
serves for residential zoning; the motion approval is conditioned upon: providing the township 
with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all applicable Township Ordinances 
and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to the 
Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical Marihuana 
Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  St. Henry, yes; Steimel, yes; Walker, yes; Gross, yes; 
Urbanowski, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)
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J. PC-2020-36, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Commissioner Walker, seconded by Commissioner Urbanowski, I move to grant 
approval of the application, per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-36, Pure Green LLC, for a Class “C” 
growing facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on 
the finds of fact that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in 
an IP zoning district; is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements shown in 
Ordinance #154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 
vehicles/day; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a 
road that also serves for residential zoning; the motion approval is conditioned upon: providing 
the township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all applicable Township 
Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to 
the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical 
Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Gross, yes; Urbanowski, yes; St. Henry, yes; Walker, yes, 
Steimel, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

K. PC-2020-37, Pure Green, LLC, Ord. #154 application (Class “C” Grown Facility), located at 
180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002)

Moved by Trustee Steimel, seconded by Secretary St. Henry, I move to grant approval of the 
application, as required per Ord. #154, for PC-2020-37, Pure Green LLC, for Class “C” growing 
facility, located at 180 Premier Dr. (parcel 09-35-477-001 & 09-35-477-002) based on the finds 
of facts that the operation does meet the following location requirements:  it is located in an IP 
zoning district; it is located in a building that meets all the distance requirements in the Ord. 
#154; is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road with less than 6,000 vehicles/day; 
is located in a building that has an ingress/egress road that does not service as a road that also 
serves for residential; the approval is based on the following conditions: the applicant provide 
the township with proof of interest in the property; the applicant meets all applicable Township 
Ordinances and promulgated stands of the Township and, prior to opening, shall demonstrate to 
the Township that it meets the rules and regulations promulgated by the State Medical 
Marihuana Licensing Board.

Roll call vote was as follows:  Urbanowski, yes; Gross, yes; Walker, yes; St. Henry yes, 
Steimel, yes; Dunaskiss, yes. Motion carried 6-0. (Reynolds recused)

L. 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Dates

Moved by Commissioner Urbanowski, seconded by Commissioner Gross, to accept the 2021 
regular meeting date resolution, as presented.
Motion carried.

8.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
None

9.  PUBLIC COMMENTS
None

10.  COMMUNICATIONS
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A. Brandon Township Master Plan – Notice of Intent to Develop

11. PLANNERS REPORTS
None

12.  COMMITTEE REPORTS
None. 

13.  FUTURE PUBLIC HEARINGS
None

14. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS
Chairman Dunaskiss thanked Trustee Steimel for all his service, time, effort, and all that he has 
done for the community.

15.  COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS
Secretary St. Henry thanked Trustee Steimel for all of his knowledge and professionalism and 
wished him the best. 
Commissioner Gross thanked Trustee Steimel and said that he was a great asset, not only to 
the Planning Commission but the entire township, and wished him well.
Commissioner Urbanowski said she echoed everyone’s sentiments about Trustee Steimel, and 
wanted him to enjoy whatever it is that he was going to do.
Vice-Chairman Reynolds said he was going to wish Trustee Steimel the best, but he felt that he 
still might appear at another meeting.  He thanked Trustee Steimel and noted that people don’t 
realize the time, effort, and investment that goes into the board meetings.  He felt that 20 plus 
years was very commendable and something to be very appreciative of and thanked him for all 
of his contributions to the community.
Commissioner Walker thanked Trustee Steimel and said the community will miss him.
Trustee Steimel thanked them all for their kind comments and said he would miss them all.  He 
hoped to see them around town.  He thought it was interesting how over time he grew to 
become very passionate about, especially Planning Commission land use, and he learned a lot 
about the Township.  He felt going out and walking sites, meeting all the different people, 
became a passion of his. He liked the Master Plan process and thought it was important and 
getting input from the public.

16.  ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Gross to adjourn the meeting 
at 7:58 pm.  Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Debra Walton
PC/ZBA Recording Secretary _____________________________
Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission Approval Date



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION
BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PLANNING COMMISSION,

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS & CIA
 SPECIAL JOINT MEETING – THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2020

The Charter Township of Orion held a Special Joint Meeting with the Board of Trustees, Planning Commission, 
Zoning Board of Appeals, and the CIA on Thursday, November 12, 2020, at 6:00pm at the Orion Community 
Center, 1335 Joslyn Road, Lake Orion, Michigan 48360.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEMBERS PRESENT:
Chris Barnett, Supervisor John Steimel, Trustee/BOT Rep. to PC
Penny Shults, Clerk Brian Birney, Trustee
Donni Steele, Treasurer Julia Dalrymple, Trustee
Mike Flood, Trustee/BOT Rep. to ZBA

BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEMBERS ABSENT:
None

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:
Justin Dunaskiss, Chairman                                   John Steimel, BOT Rep. to PC
Don Gross, Commissioner Don Walker, PC Rep. to ZBA
Kim Urbanowski, Commissioner Scott Reynolds, Vice-Chairman

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT:
Joe St. Henry, Secretary

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEMBERS PRESENT:
Dan Durham, Chairman Mike Flood, BOT Rep. to ZBA
Tony Cook, Board Member Don Walker, PC Rep. to ZBA

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEMBERS ABSENT:
Lucy Koscierzynski, Secretary

CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY PRESENT:
Chris Barnett, Supervisor Donni Steele, Treasurer
H. Scott Bicknell JoAnn VanTassel, CIA Secretary
Dan Dewey

CONSULTANTS PRESENT:
Brittney Ellis (Attorney) of The Kelly Firm, PLC
Rod Arroyo (Township Planner) of Giffels Webster
Eric Fazzini (Township Planner) of Giffels Webster
Mark Landis (Township Engineer) of Orchard, Hiltz, & McCliment, Inc.
Gary Roberts, (Economic Development) of Strategic Communications Solutions

OTHERS PRESENT:
Tammy Girling, Planning & Zoning Director Jeff Stout, Director of Public Services
Lynn Harrison, Planning & Zoning Coordinator Dave Goodloe, Building Official
Debra Walton, Planning & Zoning Clerk Al Daisley, Ordinance Enforcement Officer
Sarah Budreau John Pender, Fire Department



CALL TO ORDER/INTRODUCTIONS
Supervisor Barnett called the joint special meeting to order at 6:07pm.  Supervisor Barnett thanked the 
staff and volunteer members that were present. Supervisor Barnett asked everyone in attendance to 
introduce themselves.

PUBLIC COMMENT
           None

MASTER PLAN UPDATE PRESENTATION 
Township Planner Arroyo gave a PowerPoint presentation on “Our Vision” for the Master Plan update.  
He gave Master Plan examples of other cities/townships that Giffels Websters have done in the past 
and gave tools the township could utilize. Some of those examples were:

 Updating Zoning Districts
 Public Engagement
 Online tools through GIS
 Using images to understand
 Virtual Open-house
 Demographic Profiles
 Public Input Survey
 Review of Existing Housing

Some discussion points happened after the presentation:

Treasurer Steele asked if they will be tying the Recreation Plan with the Master Plan.  Planner Arroyo 
replied that they will give a summary of the Recreation Plan in the Master Plan.

CIA Secretary VanTassel suggested that they incorporate Bald Mountain into the Master Plan.

Mr. Bicknell asked Planner Arroyos thoughts on Wayfinding.  Planner Arroyo noted that Wayfinding 
helps guide people to places like parks, trailheads, and boat launches.

Planning & Zoning Director Girling asked Planner Arroyo when they plan on getting together for future 
discussion on the Master Plan.  Planner Arroyo suggested meeting an hour before meetings, special 
meetings, and hybrid meetings.

Planning & Zoning Director Girling questioned if a subcommittee would be needed.  Planner Arroyo 
cautioned on a subcommittee because there would not be enough community involvement.

Treasurer Steele asked what the Master Plans timeframe was for completion?  Planner Arroyo replied 
1-year from start to draft, and 3-4 months after that to implement. 

Planning & Zoning Director Girling asked if they would be using the prior Master Plan or are they going 
to start from scratch?  Planner Arroyo stated that they would use the old Master Plan as a starting 
point.

ZBA Chairman Durham asked if they will be looking at the entire township for the Master Plan.  Planner 
Arroyo replied yes.

PC Vice-Chairman Reynolds felt that all the committees, not just PC, need to be involved.  Planner 
Arroyo agreed.

Supervisor Barnett commented that the community needs more of a developmental variety in the 
township and to stop the majority of developments being PUD’s and Consent Judgements.



Mr. Dewey asked Planner’s Arroyo’s impression of Baldwin Rd.  Planner Arroyo replied, it was a 
transfiguration, and felt the investment would be paid back by future developments. 

ZBA Board Member Cook asked how the Master Plan would address the Giddings/Silverbell landfill?  
Planner Arroyo replied they have to address land uses and it would be part of the Master Plan. 

ORDIANCE UPDATE DISCUSSION/ OPEN DISCUSSION & FUTURE MEETING TOPICS

INVASIVE SPECIES ORDINANCE
Public Service Director Stout asked that we look into the Invasive Species Ordinance.  He noted that 
developments shouldn’t have a choice to treat them and that it should be added to the ordinance.

FENCE ORDINANCE
Trustee Flood said we need to look at the zoning ordinance as it related to fences and giving it more 
criteria, like the good side of the fence facing out, and being gated.  Trustee Flood said that the ZBA 
should not legislate fences.  CIA Secretary VanTassel suggested not requiring a survey.  Building 
Official Goodloe noted that they don’t require a permit because the township could then be made liable.  
CIA Secretary VanTassel noted that pet adoption agencies many times will not allow adoption without a 
fenced in yard.  ZBA Chairman Durham noted that there are different types of fences, not just stockade 
fences.  Planning & Zoning Director Girling stated that on-going matters at the ZBA should be taken to 
the PC for discussion by the PC Rep.

SIREN ACTIVATED GATES
PC Vice-Chairman Reynolds commented on PUDs having through streets that were stubbed.   He 
wasn’t in favor of it because they would not be maintained properly by the subdivisions which could 
impact life safety.

RECORDING SECRETARY
Supervisor Barnett noted that they were looking into possibly getting a recording secretary for 2021.  
Planning & Zoning Director Girling then asked if the committees liked the minutes to be verbatim or 
more summarized?  She added that she likes to be able to read old minutes to get the feel of how the 
meeting was going.  Township Attorney Ellis noted that reading the minutes verbatim helps them 
understand the meaning of a motion.

PUD COMMUNITY BENEFIT
PC Vice-Chairman Reynolds questioned the community benefits of PUD’s and if we should put a value 
on it. In that regard, Supervisor Barnett said they were in the process of creating a Parks and Safety 
Path Committee that might address this.

HOA ARCHITECTURAL CONTROL COMMITTEE
Building Official Goodloe felt that if a development has an HOA, the zoning ordinance should have 
language requiring approval from the Architectural Committee.

DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDINGS 
Planning & Zoning Director Girling suggested adding a category for lot sizes over 2.6 - 5 acres.

TREE PRESERVATION ORDINANCE
Engineer Landis noted that the Tree Preservation Ordinance needs to be updated.



TRAINING
Supervisor Barnett stated that the Township has paid for MTA training and suggested everyone take 
advantage of it.  Planner Arroyo noted that they will be doing additional training after the first of the 
year.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 8:00pm.

  
Respectfully submitted,

Debra Walton
PC/ZBA Recording Secretary ____________________________
Charter Township of Orion Approval Date











































































































To: Tammy Girling
Planning & Zoning Director

From:   Jeffery T. Stout
Director, Department of Public Services

Date:     November 25, 2020

Re: PC-2018-49, Hills of Woodbridge Final PUD #2

Dear Tammy,

We have no further comments or concerns on the above-mentioned project.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeffery T. Stout
Director
Department of Public Services

Charter Township of Orion
                    2525 Joslyn    Lake Orion, Michigan  48360    (248) 391-0304   
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Hi Tammy, hope all is well with you. As you know from the prior PC meetings and public 
hearing, I represent the developer/owner of the above referenced PUD project.  I have reviewed 
the reports from the township engineering and planning consultants.  There is comment as to 
whether the decrease of land in the PUD constitutes a major or minor modification to the PUD 
Plans under Section 30.03 of your PUD Ordinance?  We do not consider this land decrease to 
be a major modification since the PUD plans are consistent with the minor modification criteria 
found in Ordinance Section 30.03 (J)(1). The concept for the proposed PUD development 
remains the same, albeit with 14 less residential units and one less commercial building. The 
PUD land area is decreased by just over 4 acres from 32.8 (+/-) acres to 28.6 (+/-) acres. There 
is no change in the uses, which consist of residential duplex condominium buildings and 
commercial retail buildings along Lapeer Road.  Attached to this email, and for the convenience 
of the planning commission members review, are the overlay sketch and side by side 
comparison plans depicting the PUD prior to, and with the reduced acres.
 
As shown below, and in accordance with the attached comparison plans, the density of the 
residential units and number of proposed commercial buildings has decreased, but all other 
substantive aspects of the PUD, including layout, road patterns, condo building elevations, floor 
plans, open space, etc. remain the same as the PUD plan that received preliminary approval by 
the planning commission. 
 
 
                                Revised Site                                   Prelim Approved Site
Open space:         286,085 SF = 23.0%                          325,801 SF = 22.8%
Density:                 4.43 units/acre (residential)               4.48 units/acre (residential)
Site Coverage:      20.8% (21.8% w/ retail)                      20.8% (22.1% w/ retail)
Residential Units         114 Units                                             128 Units
Commercial Buildings     3                                                             4
Entrances Lapeer            2                                                            3
Residential Acres          25.74                                                     28.58
Commercial Acres         2.86                                                        4.23
 
These numbers confirm that the PUD land decrease does not impact the uses or concept of the 
PUD, and actually benefits the site with less density, less ingress/egress to the site, and more 
open space. If not too late, it would be greatly appreciated if this email and plan attachments 
could be included in the PC members’ packets for this evening. Your attention to this matter is 
appreciated, and thank you for your assistance throughout this process.
 
__________________________
Tom Kalas, Esq.
Kalas Kadian, PLC
31350 Telegraph Rd., Ste. 201
Bingham Farms, MI  48025
Ph:  (248) 731-7243/Fax: (248) 792-6376
Direct (586) 726-0760
tom@kalkad.com
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OVERALL TREE REMOVAL & PRESERVATION PLAN (NOTE: TREE LOCATIONS LISTED PER NISWANDER ENVIRONMENTAL APRIL 2014 SURVEY - ALL LOCATIONS APPROXIMATE & ENCOMPASS LABELED TREES ONLY )

Removal Reason Replacement
Yes Within construction footprint Yes

= TREE NOT DIRECTLY LABELED ON SURVEY, ASSUMED REMOVAL DUE TO PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT
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PRELIM
INARY

TREE INVENTORY LIST (NOTE: TREE SURVEY DEVELOPED BY NISWANDER ENVIRONMENTAL, APRIL 2014 - FIELD VERIFY ALL INFORMATION & TREE LOCATIONS)

Removal Reason Replacement
Yes

= TREE NOT DIRECTLY LABELED ON SURVEY, ASSUMED REMOVAL DUE TO PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT
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No Outside construction area N/A

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No
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Removal Reason Replacement
Yes

= TREE NOT DIRECTLY LABELED ON SURVEY, ASSUMED REMOVAL DUE TO PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT

Removal Reason Removal ReasonRemoval Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint
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Removal Reason Replacement
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Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint
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PRELIM
INARY

TREE INVENTORY LIST (NOTE: TREE SURVEY DEVELOPED BY NISWANDER ENVIRONMENTAL, APRIL 2014 - FIELD VERIFY ALL INFORMATION & TREE LOCATIONS)

Removal Reason Replacement

= TREE NOT DIRECTLY LABELED ON SURVEY, ASSUMED REMOVAL DUE TO PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT

Removal Reason Removal ReasonRemoval Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Yes No

Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Invasive

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes NoDying

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes NoDying

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoInvasive

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes NoInvasive

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint
Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint / Landmark Tree

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint
Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoSigns of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes NoInvasive
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PRELIM
INARY

TREE INVENTORY LIST (NOTE: TREE SURVEY DEVELOPED BY NISWANDER ENVIRONMENTAL, APRIL 2014 - FIELD VERIFY ALL INFORMATION & TREE LOCATIONS)

Removal Reason Replacement

= TREE NOT DIRECTLY LABELED ON SURVEY, ASSUMED REMOVAL DUE TO PROXIMITY TO CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT

Removal Reason Removal ReasonRemoval Reason Replacement Removal Reason Replacement

Removal Reason Replacement

No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Signs of EAB infestation/ prohibited species

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

No Outside construction area N/A

No Outside construction area N/A
No N/A

No Outside construction area / Landmark Tree N/A

Outside construction area / Landmark Tree

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint
Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Poor condition (Landmark Tree) No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes YesWithin construction footprint

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Invasive No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Yes Within construction footprint/Prohibited species No

Trees 4" DBH or greater One - for -one replacement for deciduous & evergreen trees

TREE REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENTS

#950  - 40.1 DBH Sugar Maple

Tree Type Replacement Requirements Proposed replacement

(150 ) 2" Cal. or greater trees & 6' min. ht. for evergreen

Landmark Tree One - to - one D.B.H. inch replacement

Req'd Replacment Size

2" DBH for deciduous, 6' ht. min for evergreen

2" DBH for deciduous, 6' ht. min for evergreen (21 ) 2" Cal. trees

#1036  - 38.1 DBH Box ElderLandmark Tree One - to - one D.B.H. inch replacement 2" DBH for deciduous, 6' ht. min for evergreen (19 ) 2" Cal.trees

TREE PROTECTION NOTES
(As written in Charter Township of Orion Zoning Ordinance 78, Sec. 27.12 Tree & Woodlands Protection)

- PLACING MATERIALS NEAR TREE: NO PERSON MAY CONDUCT ANY ACTIVITY WITHIN THE DRIP LINE OF ANY PROTECTED TREE DESIGNATED TO REMAIN, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED
TO, PLACING SOLVENTS, BUILDING MATERIAL, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT, OR SOIL DEPOSITS WITHIN THE DRIP LINE

- ATTACHMENTS TO TREES: DURING CONSTRUCTION, NO PERSON SHALL ATTACH ANY DEVICE TO ANY REMAINING PROTECTED TREE EXCEPT FOR THE PROTECTION OF A TREE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH FORESTRY PROCEDURES

- PROTECTIVE BARRIER: BEFORE DEVELOPMENT, LAND-CLEARING, FILLING OR ANY LAND ALTERATION FOR WHICH A TREE REMOVAL PERMIT IS REQUIRED, THE APPLICANT SHALL
ERECT AND MAINTAIN SUITABLE BARRIERS TO PROTECT REMAINING TREES. PROTECTIVE BARRIERS SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE UNTIL THE TOWNSHIP AUTHORIZES THEIR REMOVAL OR
ISSUES A FINAL CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY, WHICEVER OCCURS FIRST. WOOD, METAL, OR OTHER SUBSTANTIAL MATERIAL SHALL BE UTILIZED IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF BARRIERS.
BARRIERS ARE REQUIRED FOR ALL TREES TO REMAIN, EXCEPT IN THE FOLLOWING CASES:

----- RIGHTS-OF-WAY & EASEMENTS: STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY AND UTILITY EASEMENTS MAY BE CORDONED BY PLACING STAKES A MINIMUM OF 50' APART AND TYING
RIBBON, PLASTIC TAPE, ROPE, ETC. FROM STAKE TO STAKE ALONG THE OUTSIDE PERIMETERS OF AREAS TO BE CLEARED

----- LARGE, SEPARATED AREAS: LARGE PROPERTY AREAS SEPARATE FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OR LAND CLEARNING AREA, ONTO WHICH NO EQUIPTMENT WILL
TRAVEL OR BE STORED, MAY ALSO BE CORDONED OFF AS DESCRIBED ABOVE
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PRELIM
INARY

OVERALL PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN (NOTE: EXISTING TREE LOCATIONS LISTED PER NISWANDER ENVIRONMENTAL APRIL 2014 SURVEY - ALL LOCATIONS APPROXIMATE - FIELD VERIFY )

LANDSCAPED OPEN SPACE PLANT LIST

REQUIRED GREENBELT PLANT LIST

CODE QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON  NAME SIZE NOTES

CODE QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON  NAME SIZE NOTES

LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS
LANDSCAPED OPEN SPACE AREA - TREE REQUIREMENTS
REQUIRED: MIXTURE OF EVERGREEN & DECIDUOUS TREES PLANTED AT RATE
OF ONE TREE FOR EACH THREE THOUSAND SQUARE FEET OR PORTION
THEREOF, OF LANDSCAPED OPEN-SPACE, WITH UNDERGROUND
IRRIGATION IN ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS
374,783 SF OPEN SPACE = 125 TREES

PROVIDED: 198 TREES

PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING ADJACENT TO ROADS - TREE REQUIREMENTS
REQUIRED: ONE TREE FOR EACH THIRTY LINEAL FEET OR FRACTION THEREOF
750LF/30' = 25 TREES

PROVIDED: 26 TREES

GREENBELT BUFFER - TREE REQUIREMENTS
REQUIRED: ONE TREE FOR EACH THIRTY LINEAL FEET OR FRACTION THEREOF
8,226LF/30'= 275 TREES

PROVIDED: 393 TREES

INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING - TREE REQUIREMENTS:
REQUIRED: ONE TREE FOR EVERY 200 SQUARE FEET OF INTERIOR PARKING
LOT LANDSCAPING AREA - ~36 TREES

PROVIDED: 38 TREES

TREE MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:
REQUIRED: 190 TREES
PROVIDED: 194 TOTAL ABOVE AND BEYOND AFOREMENTIONED  MIN.
REQUIREMENTS, COVERS THE 190 REPLACEMENTS

INTERIOR PARKING LOT PLANT LIST
CODE QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON  NAME SIZE NOTES

AF 13 ACER RUBRUM 'ARMSTRONG' 'ARMSTRONG' MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
AR 12 ACER RUBRUM 'FRANK JR.' 'REDPOINTE' RED MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
GT 13 GLEDITSIA T. VAR. INERMIS 'SKYLINE' HONEY LOCUST 2" CAL. B&B

PARKING LOT ADJACENT TO ROAD  PLANT LIST
CODE QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON  NAME SIZE NOTES

AA 111 ARONIA A. 'BRILLIANTISSIMA' CHOKEBERRY 24" HT.
AR 74 ACER RUBRUM 'FRANK JR.' 'REDPOINTE' RED MAPLE 3" CAL. B&B
GT 66 GLEDITSIA T. VAR. INERMIS 'SKYLINE' HONEY LOCUST 3" CAL. B&B
GD 44 GYNOCLADUS DIOICUS 'ESPRESSO' KENTUCKY COFFEE TREE ' ESPRESSO' 3" CAL. B&B
JC 180 JUNIPERUS C. 'PFITZERAIANA' PFITZER JUNIPER 18" SPRD.
PA 14 PICEA ABIES NORWAY SPRUCE 6' HT. MIN. B&B

AA 133 ARONIA A. 'BRILLIANTISSIMA' CHOKEBERRY 24" HT.
AR 63 ACER RUBRUM 'FRANK JR.' 'REDPOINTE' RED MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
AS 26 ACER SACCHARUM SUGAR MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
GT 6 GLEDITSIA T. VAR. INERMIS 'SKYLINE' HONEY LOCUST 2" CAL. B&B
GD 3 GYNOCLADUS DIOICUS 'ESPRESSO' KENTUCKY COFFEE TREE ' ESPRESSO' 2" CAL. B&B
I 58 ILLEX VERTICILLATA MICHIGAN HOLLY 24" HT.
JC 196 JUNIPERUS C. 'PFITZERAIANA' PFITZER JUNIPER 24"HT.
PA 284 PICEA ABIES NORWAY SPRUCE 6' HT. MIN. B&B
PS 11 PINUS STROBUS EASTERN WHITE PINE 6' HT. MIN. B&B
PF 200 POTENTILLA FRUTICOSA SHRUBBY CINQUEFOIL 24" HT.
PH 60 PENNISETUM A. 'HAMELN' DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS 1 GAL.

AA 133 ARONIA A. 'BRILLIANTISSIMA' CHOKEBERRY 24" HT.
AR 15 ACER RUBRUM 'FRANK JR.' 'REDPOINTE' RED MAPLE 2" CAL. B&B
GT 13 GLEDITSIA T. VAR. INERMIS 'SKYLINE' HONEY LOCUST 2" CAL. B&B
PH 94 PENNISETUM A. 'HAMELN' DWARF FOUNTAIN GRASS 1 GAL.
PF 151 POTENTILLA FRUTICOSA SHRUBBY CINQUEFOIL 24" HT.

1

1

01/18/2019

1



























































































































                        

                          
Charter Township of Orion
Planning & Zoning Department
2525 Joslyn Rd., Lake Orion MI 48360
P: (248) 391-0304 ext. 5000; Fax (248) 391-1454

                                                                                                                                            
TO: The Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission 

FROM:  Tammy Girling, Planning & Zoning Director 

DATE: November 24, 2020 

RE: PC-2019-48, Cottages of Gregory Meadows Final PUD 
As requested, I am providing a suggested motion for the matter mentioned above. Please feel free to 
modify the language. The verbiage below could change based upon the Planning Commissions findings of 
facts. Any additional findings of facts should be added to the motion below.  Please note that it was 
suggested to me that on matters that involve rezonings, PUD’s, Special Land Uses, or variances, that I 
provide language indicating that the matter can be approved, denied or postponed.

Planned Unit Development (Ordinance #78, Section 30.03)
Motion:  I move that that the Planning Commission forwards a recommendation to the Township Board to 
approve/deny PC-2019-48, Cottages at Gregory Meadows Planned Unit Development (PUD) Final 
Plan/request to rezone the property from Suburban Farms (SF) to Planner Unit Development (PUD), 
located at 3537 and 3595 Gregory Rd. (Sidwell #09-31-200-006 and 09-31-200-008) for plans date stamped 
received November 6, 2020.  This recommendation to approve/deny is based on the following findings of 
facts:

a. Compliance with the PUD Concept (insert findings of facts),
b. Compatibility with Adjacent Uses (Insert findings of facts),
c. Impact on Traffic (Insert findings of facts), 
d. Protection of natural Environment (Insert findings of facts),
e. Compliance with Applicable Regulations (Insert finding of facts),
f. Township Master Plan (Insert finding of facts).

If Recommendation to Approve:
This recommendation is subject to the following conditions:
                               a.  (Motion maker to indicate outstanding items to be addressed from Planner’s, 
                                    Engineer’s and Fire Department review letter(s)) 
                               b.  Review and approval of the Planned Unit Development agreement by the Township 
                                    Attorney.
                               c. Separate review and approval of the condominium documents by the Planner, 

Engineer, and Township Attorney.
                                                                
Or 

I move that the Planning Commission postpone action on PC-2019-48, Cottages at Gregory Meadows 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Final Plan/request to rezone the property from Suburban Farms (SF) to 
Planner Unit Development (PUD), located at 3537 and 3595 Gregory Rd. (Sidwell #09-31-200-006 and 09-
31-200-008) for plans date stamped received November 6, 2020 for the following reasons (insert findings of 
facts).  

     









































To: Tammy Girling
Planning & Zoning Director

From:   Jeffery T. Stout
Director, Department of Public Services

Date:     November 25, 2020

Re: PC-2019-48, The Cottages at Gregory Meadows Final PUD Revision #2

Dear Tammy,

We have no further comments or concerns on the above-mentioned project.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeffery T. Stout
Director
Department of Public Services

Charter Township of Orion
                    2525 Joslyn    Lake Orion, Michigan  48360    (248) 391-0304   
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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION PLANNING COMMISSION 

******  MINUTES  ****** 
REGULAR MEETING, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 2020 

 
The Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission held a regular meeting on Wednesday, 
January 15, 2020, at 7:00 pm at the Orion Township Hall, 2525 Joslyn Road, Lake Orion, 
Michigan 48360. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Justin Dunaskiss, Chairman    Judy Ryan, Commissioner 
Scott Reynolds, Commissioner Don Walker, PC Rep to ZBA 
Joe St. Henry, Secretary    John Steimel, BOT Rep to PC 
Don Gross, Vice Chairman     
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT: 
None 
 
1.  OPEN MEETING 
Chairman Dunaskiss opened the meeting at 7:00 pm. 
 
2.  ROLL CALL 
As noted 
 
CONSULTANTS PRESENT: 
Rodney Arroyo, (Township Planner) of Giffels Webster 
Eric Fazzini, (Township Planner) of Giffels Webster 
Mark Landis (Township Engineer) of OHM Advisors 
Tammy Girling, Township Planning & Zoning Director 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Lori Lynch John Canine 
West Brooks John Gobel 
Erin Wolff Mike Gobel 
Dawson Wolff Mike Moore 
Judy Hafner Matt Rama 
Kim Murley Jim Porritt 
Dean Lent Alex Pollack 
Don Hickmott Donnie Steele 
 
3. ELECTION OF OFFICERS, REPRESENTATIVE TO THE ZBA, AND SITE WALK 
COMMITTEE ANNUAL APPOINTMENTS 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss was nominated to be reappointed as Chairman of the Planning 
Commission for 2020.  No one contested. 
 
Moved by Vice-Chairman Gross, seconded by Commissioner Walker, to re-appoint Justin 
Dunaskiss as Chairman of the Planning Commissioner for 2020.  Motion carried 7-0 
 
Commissioner Reynolds was nominated to be appointed as Vice Chairman of the Planning 
Commissioner for 2020.  No one contested. 
 
Moved by Vice-Chairman Gross, seconded by Commissioner Ryan, to appoint Commissioner 
Reynolds as Vice Chairman. Motion carried 7-0 
 
Secretary St. Henry was nominated to be reappointed as Secretary of the Planning Commission 
for 2020. No one contested. 



CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF ORION PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES  
REGULAR MEETING, JANUARY 15, 2020 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2 

 

 
Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Walker, to re-appoint Joe St. 
Henry as Secretary of the Planning Commission for 2020.  Motion carried 7-0 
 
Commissioner Gross, Secretary St. Henry and Vice-Chairman Reynolds were nominated to be 
reappointed to the Site Walk Committee for 2020. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Walker, seconded by Commissioner Ryan, to re-appoint Vice-
Chairman Reynolds, Commissioner Gross, and Secretary St. Henry as the Planning 
Commissioner Site Walk Committee for 2020.  Motion carried 7-0 
 
Commissioner Walker was nominated to be reappointed as the Planning Commission 
representative to the Zoning Board of Appeals for 2020. No one contested. 
 
Moved by Commissioner Gross, seconded by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, to re-appoint 
Commissioner Walker as Planning Commission Representative to the ZBA for 2020.  
Motion carried 7.0 
 
4. MINUTES  
A. 12-18-19, Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 

Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Secretary St. Henry to approve the above 
minutes as presented.  Motion carried 
 
5.  AGENDA REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Walker, to approve the agenda 
as presented.  Motion carried 
 
6.  BRIEF PUBLIC COMMENT – NON-AGENDA ITEMS ONLY 
None heard 
 
7.  CONSENT AGENDA 
None 
 
8.  NEW BUSINESS 
 
A. PC-2020-01, Orion Classic Car Club Site Plan, located at 3030 Lapeer Rd. (parcel 09-26-
101-015) and an unaddressed parcel at the NW corner of Lapeer and Waldon Roads (parcel 
09-26-101-009) 
 
Mr. Dan Rush of Construction Design Service, 2867 Glenwood Ct., presented. 
 
Mr. Rush stated that the proposed project, The Orion Classic Car Club, is located 3030 Lapeer 
Rd. which is located on the NW corner of Lapeer and Waldon Road.  The project has frontage 
on both Lapeer and Waldon Roads.  The region of Oakland County where the project is situated 
is developed but contains sporadic undeveloped rural areas.  The existing land uses in the 
immediate vicinity along Lapeer Rd. to the north and south are general commercial uses.  The 
project is bordered on the northeast and south by commercial uses and to the west is residential 
use.  The project is comprised of two (2) adjoining parcels with the eastern portion of both 
parcels zoned (GB) General Business and the western portion zoned (R-2) residential.  The 
existing site is vacant of occupants and operations but was historically utilized as a single-family 
residence and light commercial operations, most recently a florist.  It is currently improved with 
one (1) commercial building, one (1) residential building, one (1) detached garage, three (3) 
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greenhouse-style buildings, one (1) shed outbuilding, and asphalt pavement parking lot and 
drives.  The remaining portions of the site consist of one (1) lightly vegetated open field, robust 
shrubs, and deciduous forested vegetation.  The property also contains a pond and open ditch 
system that traverses the southern portion of the property.  The site is also characterized by 
moderate rolling topographic relief.  The purpose of the project is to redevelop an existing seven 
(7) acre vacant idol residential/commercial property into an economically beneficial aesthetically 
pleasing new commercial use geared towards automobile enthusiasts.  The proposed site was 
developed with the intent to create a high-quality classic car collection and social facility with 
associated tenant’s office space and a related themed based restaurant.  The development was 
designed to preserve the maximum amount of open space, minimize natural feature impacts 
and simultaneously enable safe and efficient development within the upland portions of the 
property.  The need for the proposed project is to bring vitality to a current idol and unattractive 
and underutilized property through a mixed-use construction concept.  In addition to the 
improved property esthetics, the development would create a new tax revenue screen, new 
employment opportunities, and augment the commercial viability of Lake Orion’s M-24 corridor 
and its commercial, businesses, and recreation uses. 
 
Mr. Rush added that in addition to the construction of a two-story 26,000 sq. ft. warehouse/office 
building and a 4,000 sq. ft. restaurant building, other improvements proposed with this 
development include upgraded stormwater system, ecological enhancement of the drain 
channel, parking lot, and upgraded utility systems.  The development is currently planned to be 
constructed in one (1) general phase.  The two (2) parcels have been acquired and are to be 
developed by the owner, Dr. John Canine, a lifetime Lake Orion resident and businessman.   
 
Planner Fazzini read through their review date stamped January 10, 2020. 
 
Engineer Landis read through their review date stamped on January 7, 2020. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss questioned the increase in the size of the building and also why they are 
going from the mezzanine to the second story? 
 
Mr. Rush showed the Board the plans and materials that will be used.  He said that the second 
floor would not a mezzanine, it will be a second floor, serviced by an elevator, and the building 
would be completely fire protected with a sprinkling system.  The upstairs would be an office 
area, the owner felt that he could bring in people that have classic cars and lease the office 
space above.   
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated that part of the Conditional Agreement they brought forth those 
conditions, what changed now, was it not thought of to rent the upstairs out before?  Why was 
there an increase in the square footage as well as this whole second floor? 
 
Mr. Rush replied just part of the evolution of the building. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated that before it was not proposed to have a full second story.  The 
second story is not allowed in the current zoning (GB).  Was that an afterthought to what was 
agreed upon in the Conditional Agreement until now? 
 
Mr. Rush answered that he was not aware that it was conditioned on them having a mezzanine 
or a second floor, and determining if it was one or the other.  He felt that the owner was trying to 
make the most of what is available to him. 
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Secretary St. Henry asked what was the business decision for adding a full second story to the 
building versus when they came in with the Conditional Rezoning?  He stated that (GB) zoning 
is a single story.  Right now, they do not allow two-story on (GB) zoned facilities.   
 
Dr. John Canine, 1247 Lakeshore Blvd., presented. 
 
Dr. Canine said that he was not aware that there could not be a second story.  They did present 
it as a mezzanine.  The reason that they changed the plan was because when the car owners 
talked about having a vintage Corvette or Ferrari and a mezzanine and someone dropping 
something from up above, they were not too excited about that.  The second reason it was 
expanded was because the second floor will be filled within a few months just from some of the 
car club members who want to have office space.  They went from 12,000 to 13,000 sq. ft. for 
this building and thought they had the space to do that.   
 
Dr. Canine added that the only discrepancy that he would disagree with was he has always 
presented it as two (2) buildings.  It was always a building for the car club and office space with 
the mezzanine and a restaurant. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss replied that he didn’t think it was talked about one (1) building or two (2) 
buildings to far, it was just one (1) story or two (2). 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated that the underline zoning is General Business (GB), by right they 
cannot do two stories.  They are increasing the footprint, and it is 1,000 sq. ft. on the first floor 
but they are adding 10,000+ sq. ft. of the second story.  They need to figure out if the parking 
has been figured in. 
 
Dr. Canine stated that he thought that there were enough parking spaces to accommodate two-
stories.  What he is hearing is there has to be a variance for the second floor. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that they went forth for a Conditional Rezone so there is a 
condition put upon it and now it is different. It is not an issue of a variance or not it is what 
conditionally they said it was going to be.  
 
Planner Arroyo said that the number one issue is going to be a discussion with the Township 
Attorney about how the original agreement and the plan and how they differ and how far they 
can go without going back and amending that agreement.  Once they get to that step then they 
can talk about where it goes from there.  Before the Planning Commission can take any action 
on this, they would need to make sure that the Township Attorney has reviewed this agreement 
and provide them some direction because this plan cannot be approved as presented because 
it is not consistent with the agreement or the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Reynolds said that he felt there was a big list of open items that could influence 
some major changes in the plans.  They are always very workable and pro-working with 
developers and projects.  Being part of the Site Walk Committee, they walked the site and there 
is some significate grading.  There are wetlands and knew that there was some wetland packet 
information submitted to them but it was too late for a review from the consultants and this was 
a major concern for him.  There were some general concepts and comments on the layout from 
the landscaping of the greenbelts, interior landscape areas, there are trees specified that are 
not really in favor of the ordinance.  There is a chance for a lot of landmark trees on the site and 
did not see any tree survey present or tagged trees that were present during the site walk.  He 
said that he drove past it in the last couple of days and it looks like there was some tree clearing 
happening. It was alarming to him to have a long list of open items, some discrepancies 
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between a Conditional Rezone and progressing before they have talked through things 
especially tree clearing. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated that they have a laundry list of open items and did not think that 
they expected any action or wanted one from them.  They were going to take notes and have 
them give a response and would give them as much deliberation as they wanted.  
 
Mr. Rush stated that they have submitted a wetland permit to EGLE and it was his 
understanding if they approve what was submitted it was a rubber stamp at the Township. 
 
Mr. Rush added that he thought that there were seven (7) monument trees and thought that was 
all addressed in the landscape design tree replacement.  They have done a tree survey that 
was attached to the drawings. 
 
Trustee Steimel questioned if the planner looked at parking requirements with the second floor 
included?  Planner Fazzini replied they do meet it with the second floor. 
 
Trustee Steimel questioned the Township Planner if they were still looking for details of any 
wall-mounted fixtures?  They gave details of the poles but thought that there were going to be 
fixtures on the sides.  Somehow, they knew they were not completely side shielded. 
 
Planner Fazzini stated that it was included on the site lighting plan as an insert. 
 
Trustee Steimel said what they usually get is a copy of the manufacture’s datasheet, so they 
can confirm the lighting is shielded down, especially being on M-24. 
 
Trustee Steimel added that the second story is not part of the Conditional Rezone, however, 
they can’t approve it with the second story because it is not allowed in (GB).  That means that 
they deny it and it has to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
Trustee Steimel asked them if they would like to have it denied now so they can officially go to 
the ZBA if they are going to try to get that variance for the second floor?  He felt that if they do 
get the variance from the ZBA, they would need to come back.   
 
Mr. Jim Porritt, on behalf of the applicant, said that they would like to get as much of a list of 
open items as they described before them so they can begin addressing those immediately.  He 
didn't feel that they needed a denial to go ahead and make an application for a variance. 
 
Trustee Steimel replied yes, they do; that is what it is it is an appeal of their denial.  To go 
before the ZBA, they need to be denied by them. 
 
Mr. Porritt thought that they could apply directly for a variance without the necessity of an 
appeal. 
 
Trustee Steimel answered that some people do it concurrently to get it on the schedule but they 
have to have gotten a denial from the PC first. 
 
Mr. Porritt wanted to discuss it with the applicant as far as time frame-wise. 
 
Trustee Steimel said that after they get the review of the wetlands, and the details making sure 
the lighting is ok, woodland ordinance, it looks like they have the survey.   
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Commissioner Gross asked about the proposed restaurant, is that a private restaurant or is that 
open to the public? 
 
Mr. Rush replied it would be a public restaurant. 
 
Commissioner Gross questioned the Township Planners if the parking had been calculated and 
is that treated independently?  Vice-Chairman Reynold replied that was included in the 
calculation.  They are just barely good. 
 
Commissioner Gross stated that the site walk showed a very interesting site.  There were lots of 
trees, grade changes, open watercourses and it is a very interesting site and one that the 
engineers indicated that a lot of things that can be taken care of.  He was curious how the open 
water course was going to be handled?  Is that going to be enclosed and thought it would run 
under M-24? 
 
Engineer Landis replied is that the large wetland on the west side of the site will remain.  The 
stream leaving that wetland and the little pond that connects into M-24 would be removed and 
the parking lot will go over that.  They are going to build a detention basin just north of the 
wetland which is going to empty into the wetland and then there is going to be a new ditch/swale 
that runs along the south end of the site south of the restaurant and that is going to tie into the 
storm sewer on M-24. 
 
Commissioner Gross asked if the bike path is going to be placed on private property? 
 
Engineer Landis answered that normally they see it on the ROW but there are instances where 
it deviates off and they would require that they provide an easement to the Township.  
 
Chairman Dunaskiss asked if there was any further detail on the restaurant? 
 
Mr. Rush replied that the finished exterior would be similar to the same materials as the main 
building.  Because they haven’t got a restaurant tour selected yet that is something that is still in 
the planning. 
 
Secretary St. Henry questioned if they were looking for a chain restaurant tour or are, they 
looking for a sole proprietor to open up a restaurant? 
 
Mr. Rush answered that it would be a private restaurant tour that would work with Dr. Canine. 
 
Secretary St. Henry stated that he would like to see an elevation before they approve this. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that during the original presentation they were told that it would 
all be completed in one phase.  That raised a red flag for him to say that it is a proposed 
restaurant of 4,000 sq. ft. but they don’t see any details on it.  There is a couple of layout issues 
with loading.  His only issue is not about the car club and the proposed restaurant but rather if 
they start looking at the restaurant and it happens to be 5,200 sq. ft. like the car club slightly 
grew they are pretty close on parking right now and obviously, there are some other areas of the 
site that could maybe be additionally parked.  There are a couple of open items that could 
influence where things are. 
 
Mr. Porritt said that he spoke with Dr. Canine and there has been a lot of effort made to answer 
all the wetland issues, studies have been made, programs have been addressed as to the 
wetlands, the tree survey, that has been accomplished. A lot of these issues have been 
extensively covered.  He was disappointed that they had not received enough information on 
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those.  If they could provide a full list of what all their concerns are, they would prefer to come 
back with addressing those and not have a denial so that they might in the meantime reconsider 
whether or not there is a necessity of avoiding people from dropping things on vehicles.  They 
might instead look at the mezzanine instead of a full second floor.  Rather than having them 
deny it and having to start over again and incurring further expense, they would prefer to have 
them give them the list and let them come back to them with whatever revisions and hopefully 
answer all of their questions.  Specifically, they would like to hear about the wetlands because 
they have gone to great lengths in terms of developing a wetland study and a program for 
handling that as well as the retention.  They tried to retain the ascetic pond that is already on the 
site, so what they have done is simply re-routed the open stream that crosses the same type of 
topography that currently exists.  There is also the issue of the tree survey and knew that had 
been done and it was pretty extensive.  He felt it is a unique piece of property in that the 
previous owner was a landscaping contractor, and has a lot of exotic trees on the property 
which they have tried to preserve especially those that are fairly unique landmark trees.  He 
wanted to make sure that everyone had them.  They wanted to get the full list of whatever their 
concerns were so they could address those. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss said that they have the engineers report, the planners report, he was 
taking notes, they will have the minutes. 
 
Mr. Porritt said he thought that there were some open items for Vice-Chairman Reynolds that 
have not been addressed in either of those reports. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds replied, not necessarily, he apologized for missing the tree survey.  
What he was looking for was a separate survey document, if they zoom in, there are trees 
marked on the survey and he had thought originally that those were elevation marks.  He felt 
what would be helpful and some of their concern is that they were concerned about landmark 
trees on the site.  Usually, they are identified purely on a plan with just tree plantings alone.  It 
can be done in several different ways, just a chart against a landscape plan. It just built upon 
some of their planners’ comments that seem like interior landscape area and a few things were 
lacking on the proposed side.  Those are some of the things that they would be looking for from 
the basic ordinance requirements.  He didn’t see tree tags when they were out on the site.  It 
also seemed like there was work being completed on the site already. 
 
Mr. Rush stated that they have a full tree survey, the trees there were tagged and thought that 
there were seven (7) landmark trees on site.  The landscape architect did address those in the 
landscape plan. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss said that the landscape plan itself, a lot of the choices of some of the 
specimens, and they have robust ones to pick from, so there are those details. 
 
Mr. Rush stated they would be happy to address that. 
 
Engineer Landis stated that the overall package came in or around December 13, 2019, so they 
were able to review the site plan package as a whole, but the wetland portion did not come in 
until a few days ago.  They will do an independent review of that and then another letter will 
come out, they will get that and then copy the applicant on that. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated they will need more time on that and they are aware of the site and 
the uniqueness of the wetland, so he appreciated the efforts to keep the existing pond there but 
obviously, they need some time to review it. 
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Mr. Porritt said that he understood and that it has been submitted to the State. They are 
anticipating that if there are any concerns that they will raise them as well. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss stated that the parking could be affected by that because it is very tight in 
regards to where the pond is and the way the site wraps it. 
 
Trustee Steimel said that in the OHM review they list their nine (9) items that they will have to 
deal with at some point.  For the site plan, there may be only one (1), which would be number 
seven (7) about the internal sidewalk out to the main.  There are nine (9) items there, they are 
not necessarily going to hold up site plan approval, but if they can address those between now 
and the next time would be better.  There were also comments from the Fire Marshal. 
 
Mr. Pat McWilliams, Kieft Engineering, 5852 S. Main St., Clarkston, MI, said they went through 
the letters thoroughly, the Fire Chief has normal comments that get addressed as they get into 
the engineering plans.  Templates and turning radius and adjust a few FDC connection 
locations and shift a hydrant, minor stuff.  Engineer Landis has looked at it and has called out 
some of the similar stuff also.  
 
Mr. McWilliams added that regarding the extra sidewalk to get a connection from either Waldon 
Rd. or M-24, they will connect up to M-24 because of Waldon Rd. requires crossing that 
relocated stream.  All the comments that were listed with OHM and also the ones on the 
planners he felt they could address them all.  As far as from an engineering point of view, once 
they say go, they will be tackling them. He knew that Engineer Landis has not had a chance to 
look at the wetland package yet.  They just got their wetland consultant working with them, just 
submitted to the state the EGLE permit application about mid-December and then they added 
more detail for their submittal because they also need them to be looking at the 25-ft. natural 
feature setback impacts, where the state doesn’t care about that.  They know that it is not a 
“rubber stamp” because there is more detail that the Township looks at than the State does.  It 
takes the State three 3 months and they use every day of it before they respond. 
 
Planner Arroyo stated that staff will be contacting the Township Attorney to make sure that they 
address the issue of the agreement versus the plan, he felt that should be part of the motion. In 
addition, to all the items that have been addressed that resolution with the Township Attorney in 
terms of the agreement between the plan and the actual Conditional Rezoning be addressed as 
well. 
 
Mr. Porritt said that he didn’t want to speak for Dan Kelly, his office and Dan’s have worked on 
the project.  Part of the difficulty is that the format that has been provided to them for the 
Conditional Rezoning Agreement contemplates that there have been approvals already reached 
that have not yet occurred.  When they are submitting things, they are all projections but are 
included in the agreement all be it that they have not yet even being presented to them for the 
Planning Commission.  The format presented to both of them a bit of a challenge and worked as 
best they could to work their way through the process of getting the agreement in a format that 
could be approved at least and they anticipated that there were steps in there that had not yet 
occurred.  
 
Chairman Dunaskiss questioned what steps because they offer the agreement, so they could 
amend it change it however they want to bring in their agreement?  
 
Mr. Porritt replied that in the preparation of that agreement is a format that is presented to him to 
be completed by the Township.  It provides information that has been traditionally used and 
approved by the process that they have adopted in the past. 
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Chairman Dunaskiss asked what specifically what hasn’t happened? 
 
Mr. Porritt replied that it was the site plan approval process and site plans that have yet to be 
approved.  He added that they recognize that the process may result in changes to those plans 
that they are referring to them in the document as that they have already been approved. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss said other things to look at, the two (2) story will dictate things, maybe do 
the old racquetball thing. Mr. Porritt added maybe just putting a net over it. Chairman Dunaskiss 
said or maybe just put a piece of glass up.   
 
Chairman Dunaskiss questioned about the restaurant they need to see something there or 
phase it, phase two (2).  They are trying to give them feedback, they are telling them what they 
want, they have to approve it though.  Come up with some more details if that what they want to 
go within phase one (1). 
 
Secretary St. Henry said he was trying to get a better feel for the nature of this car club.  What 
are the hours of operation of the car club? 
 
Mr. Rush replied they store their cars there, so it will be useable during the day, it is probably 
usable in the evening too, because it is more of a social gathering, he felt from 10 am-10 pm. 
 
Secretary St. Henry said they will need that in writing. 
 
Trustee Steimel asked why?  It is not a Special Land Use. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked if the second story is approved what exactly will be used on the 
second floor?  They are calling them office spaces; will they be using it for lounges? 
 
Mr. Rush replied that they already have a social gathering place that will be on the first floor, 
and didn’t think that there would be lounges upstairs. 
 
Dr. Canine said they already have the concept in Auburn Hills, and some of the Township 
officials have met there at their lounge area.  They have 5,000 sq. ft. and about 1,000 sq. ft. loft 
and in the loft, there is a big-screened TV, pub tables, and a bar.  This particular concept is the 
same concept they are trying to do here.  There will be a lounge on the lower level there will not 
be a lounge on the upper level, it will be on the lower level overlooking the cars.  They will be 
probably having 40-50 cars; they will be classic cars.  The hours he did not know how to 
address that, in the two (2) informal meetings that he has had with the Township that has not 
come up, but has advertised that they have access to their cars whenever they want. 
 
Secretary St. Henry said that if it is not a SLU, then they don't have to provide anything in 
writing regarding the hours.   
 
Secretary St. Henry added to his knowledge there is no other development like this in Orion 
Township.  They are always sensitive to the compatibility of developments in the Township.  He 
is trying to get a better feel.  Will the parking lot be used for outdoor car shows, that attract 
people beyond just the club members?  He is just trying to get a better feel for what they 
envision for this prime space on M-24 and how it will be used 5-15 years from now. 
 
Dr. Canine said yes, there may be a car show or two.  They will not be loud music but maybe at 
times if they have 150 parking spaces, they are going to have 150 cars and they only have 40-
50 of theirs so there will be other people coming.  He didn’t think that they will ever be as big as 
Culvers.  There will be times where the cars are displayed, they will be outside, the car 
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members will want to bring them out.  On the lower level, there will be 40-50 cars all classic 
cars, they are not bringing in cars that need to be refurbished.  If they went to their car club now, 
they have 2-3 level one corvette winners a ‘64 and ‘78.  They have two Ferrari’s that are 
international winners, so this is truly a classic car club. The lounge area on the lower level, with 
a step or two up, will be much more expanded than the one they have now.  It will have pool 
tables and a couple of TVs.  There will be no selling of alcohol.  The upper level he did not 
realize that they couldn’t have a complete second level.  He felt that he needed a day to think 
about this and decide if he wants to go with a complete second level or go back to the 
mezzanine as it was presented in the two informal meetings.  He questioned if the second level 
is the biggest issue? 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss replied yes; it sets the tone on the Conditional Rezone and if you can or 
cannot because of the underlining (GB).  We have professionals that can work through some of 
these items. 
 
Dr. Canine said that the OHM items he didn’t think would be a problem.   He was glad they had 
the tree survey and felt everything else can be addressed.  He wanted to think about if they 
should go to the ZBA or not. 
 
Planner Arroyo clarified if the applicant intends to build the restaurant at this time, building 
elevations all that has to be provided, that is one thing that needs to be provided. 
 
Dr. Canine said that in one of the informal meetings this came up and it was stated that if it was 
built it in two phases that is not an issue.  Are they saying they can build it in two phases but 
they want it all right now to approve it? 
 
Planner Arroyo said that if they are going to build it in two phases, then they need to submit 
what they are going to build right now and then they can come in later and add the restaurant 
and then they would bring the elevation drawings when they build the restaurant.  The 
restaurant should be removed from the plans if it is not their intent to build it now.  They want to 
see on the plans what they are going to propose to build in this phase, that is what should be on 
the plans.  Then they can come back in later with an amendment. 
 
Dr. Canine questioned if the rezoning agreement makes any difference with that? 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss replied the Conditional Rezone does not, so they are conditionally 
approved for that restaurant and the concept.  If they are ready they just need to come together 
and tell them what they are going to do with the restaurant now if it is all one (1) phase, or just 
come back and put on the plan that it is a future phase two (2) restaurant, when they come back 
to get approval for that they will get it and not be left with something they don’t want.  If they 
don’t have the tenant and it sounds like it is still in progress, they may want to have that blank 
for phase two (2). 
 
Commissioner Gross stated that the Conditional Rezoning said that it was going to be all in one 
phase. 
 
Planner Arroyo stated that it will be part of the attorney review. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds added that when they look at some of these items that are open-
ended from their professional consultants, how he looks at them is some other influences that 
could change either a layout of a parking lot or things that are going to push and pull that are not 
minor items.  They are not talking significate changes, but there are some items to address like 
the Fire Marshal that is going to be concerned that come up with, for instance, distances of 
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width that could bump everything down around and say alright we are losing a couple of parking 
spots and then parking doesn’t work.  There are items that they are always willing to work with 
people on, like a shielded light fixture that is simple and could be handled administratively.  
There are other things for him it is too much to say it is a conditional approval with that wide end 
open end deal. 
 
Moved by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, seconded by Commissioner Gross, that the Planning 
Commission postpones site plan approval for PC-2020-01 Orion Classic Car Club Site Plan, 
located at 3030 Lapeer Rd. (parcel 09-26-101-015) and an unaddressed parcel at the NW 
corner of Lapeer and Waldon Roads (parcel 09-26-101-009) for plans date stamped received 
12/13/19 for the following reasons:  so the applicant can incorporate comments and outstanding 
items addressed in the Planners, Fire Marshal and Engineers review letters;  this shall 
incorporate a review from our Township Attorney to clarify the conditional approval that was 
previously received. 
 
Discussion on the Motion: 
 

Trustee Steimel said he knew that the Planner was concerned and should go back to the 
attorney and have him review the Conditional Rezone. 
 
Planner Arroyo stated that it was part of the motion. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that he is going to defer to the attorney to see if it is an 
issue or it is not an issue. 
 
Planner Arroyo said that the staff is going to reach out to make sure that there is some 
clarity. 

 
Roll call vote was as follows: St. Henry, yes; Steimel, yes; Walker, yes; Gross, yes; Ryan, 
yes; Reynolds, yes; Dunaskiss yes.  Motion carried 7-0  
 
B. PC-2019-48, Cottages at Gregory Meadows PUD Concept & Eligibility Plan, located at 3537 
and 3595 Gregory Rd. (parcels #09-31-200-006 & 09-31-200-008) 
 
Mr. Bill Anderson, Atwell, 311 N. Main, Ann Arbor, MI, presented. 
 
Mr. Anderson stated that approximately 90 days ago they had a public hearing with the PC and 
the BOT.  They had a good discussion with lots of feedback from the residents and the boards.  
They have spent the last couple of months looking at alternatives to the project and they are 
back before them with some of the changes that they made for further discussion and feedback.   
 
Mr. Anderson added that they are located near all the shopping and restaurants just west of 
Baldwin Rd. on the south side of Gregory Rd.  They are just over a half-mile from I-75 so real 
close proximity to the very active Baldwin Corridor and the I-75 interchange.  They are 
surrounded by similar zoning designations.  They are adjacent to a lot of Village Center activity 
that is proposed and other residential classification similar to what they are looking at.  The site 
has the availability to public sanitary and sewer.  Their project is just under 33 acres with steep 
slopes and is a very treed wooded site.  They did a woodland assessment and walked the site 
and appraised the good areas of the site.  Their topography is interesting they have about 80-ft. 
of relief.  There is an existing home about a third of the way into the site, that is about the high 
point and then it drops about 80-ft. to the south and about 50-ft. to the north.  It is a very 
challenging site.  Their proposal is 72 single-story ranch units, for an aged target market, and 
alternative housing for the Township for a very growing demographic.  Their density is 2.6 
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dwelling units per acre on a net density.  They are proposing over four (4) acres of woodland 
preservation.  They have over 12 acres of open space proposed, including the retention basins 
which are big dry ponds.  They have an extensive amount of engineering on the grading side so 
that they could present to them with the confidence and the type of preservation they could 
accommodate.  They have sidewalks and trails, which the Township likes and their customers 
like.  The bulk of the feedback is three (3) major design changes and some overriding 
comments that they went away with and wanted to talk about tonight.  The summary of the 
changes and the biggest impact is the Peppermill Lane connection.  They went back and looked 
at alternatives to that, there was a lot of discussion about all the additional discussion tying into 
the Peppermill Lane to the residential homes to the south of the project.  After discussions with 
the Township and their discussions, what they have proposed and what is in front of them 
tonight is providing an emergency connection to Peppermill.  There will be some type of 
infrastructure with gated access for emergency vehicle access for that area but will prevent the 
day to day traffic.  He did know that they received feedback from the Fire Marshal expressing 
some concern about the gate maintenance and maintaining those gates.  He stated that they do 
this consistently across southeastern Michigan, this is not an uncommon proposal for them.  It 
minimizes traffic into other neighborhoods but provides for emergency vehicles there.  Pulte 
Homes is committed and will commit in writing for themselves and the assigns for this project to 
provide the ongoing maintenance on that emergency exit roadway and associated gate system.  
They are comfortable that they can maintain that area in the long term to provide if ever need be 
that emergency access for the emergency vehicles.  
 
Mr. Anderson added that another thing that was discussed was road network and an 
interconnection to the Village Center to the east.  They met with the Village Center and that is 
under consensual design with engineers and the developer, they met with those folks and 
coordinated a road connection and they are comfortable given the topography and the 
interconnection, they have proposed a stub street connection to the east.  Ultimately, that would 
connect over to Baldwin Rd.  That road connection has been added to the plan. 
 
Mr. Anderson noted that there was a lot of conversation from Gregory Rd. folks about wanting 
safety paths along the Gregory Rd. frontage.  What they committed in the resubmittal is to 
propose a $75,000 contribution towards that sidewalk path from their site to Baldwin Rd.  They 
are proposing to install about 520-ft. of safety path across their frontage, so they will do those 
installations and provide that funding for the additional distance to Baldwin Rd. 
 
Mr. Anderson stated that the other two things that they talked about a lot, those were design 
changes, but there was a lot of discussion about the Master Plan and the density of their 
proposal.  They are very confident that their plan is consistent with the Master Plan, the use and 
the density that the Township Master Plan has told them.  When they look at the existing zoning 
and the future zoning, their existing zoning is (SF) and those are big agricultural 2 ½ acre lots.  
When they look to develop a property, what they are looking at is the Township Future Land 
Use Map.  When they look at the Future Land Use Map for the property, it is a single-family 
medium/high density.  That is the density that if development occurs on this property the 
Township Master Plan has indicated they want to be done.  The density associated with that 
classification is a density of 3-5 dwelling units per acre.  The Township Master Plan for their 
property is the medium/high density, that correlates to the Township zoning of (R-1), (R-2) and 
(R-3) in the zoning ordinances.  Those are densities allowing for 3-5 dwelling units per acre.  
They are well below all those densities proposals they are at 2.6 units per acre.  The Master 
Plan also speaks to alternative housing and specifically wants to have more aged targeted 
housing.  That is exactly the product that they are proposing.  Gregory Meadows to the west is 
the traditional two (2) story housing, which there is a lot of that.  This is a unique housing single-
story ranch, low impact housing for the aging demographic in the Township.  They are trying to 
keep Township residences here as they age and as their lifestyle changes and that is what this 
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product is providing.  Again, they have proximity to the Village Center and I-75 and thought that 
is why the medium/high-density zoning is there; the parcel is public utilities.  They conform to 
exactly the Township Master Plan as far as the land use and the intention for the housing on 
that property.  When they look at the density, (R-3) is the recommended density from the Future 
Master Plan.  When they look at just Straight Site Plan for that, they generate 93 units, they 
prepared that parallel plan with 93 units that are 70-ft. wide units, they could create 93 lots on 
that property.  When they look at an R-2 design, they create a plan of 80-ft. wide traditional 
family lots they could come up with 77 units.  Their plan before them today, is 72 single-story 
units, so they are low profile and age-targeted.  They know that they are going to get 80-90% 
active adult age-targeted, they have less impact on traffic, lower profile and infrastructure, and a 
lower impact on the Township.  They are the residence that they would want to keep here.  
Their density is well below the targeted density associated with the Master Plan.   
 
Planner Arroyo went through their review date stamped on January 10, 2020. 
 
Engineer Landis went through their review date stamped on January 9, 2020. 
 
Planning & Zoning Director Girling stated that she realized that there was a review received 
yesterday from the Fire Department that was not put in their packet.  She gave all the PC 
members a copy of the review. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that overall he didn’t have any major issues with the project or 
the deviation.  He felt that the guaranteed open space is pretty significant, 25% is being 
proposed, and the fact that they are situated between the zoning ordinance and the Master Plan 
is favorable.  He knew that they were at concept, but just how it might change addressing the 
50% side or recess garage access, if that is just a minor plan change or elevation change. The 
safety path contribution and he felt with the information that was provided from the Safety Path 
Committee and some letters, just a financial contribution that doesn’t cover the actual project 
cost of the connection and isn't beneficial to the Safety Path Committee or the Township.  He 
thought that either they complete the project or cover the full cost of that if that is going to be the 
benefit proposed. 
 
Commissioner Gross stated that he goes back to the underlining zoning and the density.  He 
knew that the proposed use as a (PUD) has some value and made sense, but all of the plans 
that they had seen, both the parallel plans as well as the proposed (PUD) plan is based upon 
the site being on a flat level piece of property.  As the applicant has indicated and as they have 
seen on their site walk that there is a substantial grade change on this property and it was 
indicated it was 80-ft. from one point to another point.  Without some mass grading taking place 
which, he felt would affect some of the existing forested areas, he questioned whether or not 
some of the identified benefits of natural preservation is going to be possible.  He thought that 
they had to look at the plan as it relates to the elevations and the potential changes in elevations 
as opposed to being on a flat piece of property.  The garages are something that is within the 
ordinance and felt that could be accommodated through either changing some of the models to 
reflect that.  He felt that the safety path was an important issue relative to the amount of traffic 
that is on Gregory Rd. currently and in the future with the two develops that is taking place both 
of which are Pulte developments. 
 
Secretary St. Henry wanted clarification; he thought someone mentioned that they would 
automatically be going to be putting in a safety path in front of the development and then adding 
money? 
 
Mr. Anderson replied yes; they have a total of 520-ft. of frontage on Gregory Rd.  They will put 
that path across that, that is part of their proposal and they are contributing $75,000 which 
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would ideally go between about 12,000 – 13,000-ft between their property and Baldwin Rd., off-
site. 
 
Secretary St. Henry said that it will cost approximately $240,000 to complete the connection 
according to OHM. 
 
Engineer Landis stated that was a rough conceptual cost estimate; yes. 
 
Trustee Steimel said he wanted to make sure that estimate was for all of the off-site, and it 
nothing to do want they were going to install in the front?  Engineer Landis replied, yes. 
 
Trustee Steimel questioned the Planners review where it says no lot lines?  Before they would 
plat subdivisions.  Then they had condominium site plan, which was slightly different it went 
under different rules from the state which was kind of condensed, even in those they had unit 
lines they were considered lots.  He didn’t understand where it says not lot lines? 
 
Planner Arroyo replied that there are no lot lines, there are no unit lines.  The type of site 
condominium where there is a unit boundary that is equivalent of a lot, that is not what is being 
proposed here, it is a pad.  It has the appearance more of a general condominium in terms of 
how it would look.  The condominium unit itself is the building pad, that is where the ownership 
is. 
 
Mr. Anderson added that it is limited common around the yards, and will be professionally 
maintained. 
 
Planner Arroyo stated that it is a little different than other projects that he thought they had seen. 
 
Mr. Anderson said it forwards them to get a nice landscaped consistent development.  It is how 
this development is generally done.  The aged targeted, it is clustered and a lot of open area for 
the community. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked if they had examples of other developments similar to this in metro 
Detroit? 
 
Mr. Anderson replied that this product is being built by Pulte Homes as a small component in 
the Baldwin Mt. project.  It is a single-story low scale ranch; it is lock and leave low maintenance 
and will all be professionally maintained by the HOA. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked what the general price points for these condos? 
 
Mr. Joe Skore, Pulte homes of Michigan stated that with base pricing and upgrades 
approximately $400,000 - $425,000. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked how many square feet? 
 
Mr. Skore replied 1,680 sq. ft. plus structural options might take them up to 2,000 sq. ft. 
depending on consumer preference. 
 
Commissioner Walker stated that there are a lot of floating issues still around.  It seemed to him 
that most of them might be able to be taken care of.  What concerned him was the safety path 
issue because of the traffic and the additional traffic on the road.  The other development here is 
another one of the Pulte developments.  Commissioner Walker asked if they would be willing to 
consider a larger contribution or doing the project themselves for the safety path? 
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Mr. Skore said that Pulte tries to be cooperative and would consider an increased level of 
funding or contribution, however, this is a 72-ranch style community at a density that is well 
below the Master Plan.  A $240,000 contribution, in their opinion, is unreasonable and 
disproportionate relative to what they were offering.  Commissioner Walker noted that it would 
not even buy one of their houses. 
 
Secretary St. Henry stated that they have to take into consideration how every development is 
going to impact the folks that are already there.  For those folks that have lived here for a long 
time, Gregory Rd. has gone through a transformation like a lot of the roads in that part of the 
Township, they have been more impacted than other parts of the Township in terms of traffic 
flow.  Gregory Rd. used to be a country road, it is not that anymore, there is heavy traffic.  
Everything that they can do to work together to come up with some middle ground in terms of 
the development lessens the impact on the existing residents that have been there and raising 
young children.  It is a (PUD) and they have to find the recognizable benefit and something like 
that is significantly important to this community.  Pulte has built all over Orion and has built 
quality subdivisions.  They are partners here in terms of finding middle ground when it comes to 
progress and development along with maintaining the historic legacy and feel of this community 
and would like them to work with them. 
 
Mr. Skore appreciated that and stated that is why they would consider that and are more than 
willing to work with them in terms of a middle ground. 
 
Mr. Anderson said that one of the concerns that have come up is, they need to get easements.  
One of the people indicated that 10-12 of the 14 residents supported the sidewalk there, but 
there are probably some people that are not going to grant that easement to us, what does that 
cost to get and if they don’t get it.  He gets very nervous when they start obligating off-site 
improvements, that even if they wanted to do it, they don’t have the legal ability to build that 
sidewalk, because they would need to secure all of those residents.  The Township can 
ultimately do that, they can condemn property for the public good, this would probably fall within 
that statute of doing that and they could secure the easement.  Them as a private property 
owner can't do that.  
 
Secretary St. Henry replied that was a very good point, and if that was the obligation that the 
Township had to meet, from a Township perspective they would have to look at that.  Through 
the material and letters that he read and there were a couple of really detailed letters from 
citizens who looked at this exact idea, it was only two 2 homes that did not want to provide the 
easements.  He was not saying that they might change their minds, maybe they will maybe they 
won’t, but two (2) homes is better than ten (10) homes. 
 
Mr. Skore cautioned that a survey translates into a signed easement.  Secretary St. Henry 
agreed and said that the Township would have to step up to make that happen. 
 
Commissioner Gross said that maybe the developer could make the improvements at a lesser 
cost if they already have the equipment and manpower out there than the Township could. 
 
Secretary St. Henry stated that safety paths are very important throughout the entire 
community, especially as this area has developed in the last 30 years or so. 
 
Commissioner Gross noted that the security gate at the south end is not possible and is 
something that they are going to have to address. 
 
Trustee Steimel stated that it is not impossible to have a gate. 
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Vice-Chairman Reynolds said that the Fire Marshal is not approving a gate. 
 
Trustee Steimel replied that he doesn’t approve the gate, he has concerns, and a lot of it is the 
maintenance, but they have done it before. 
 
Commissioner Gross said that was his impression that it had been done before, but he is basing 
his comment on an International Fire Code (IFC). 
 
Trustee Steimel replied that is something new then. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds said that was one of the concerns that he had there was a through 
connection to Pasadena.  He understood the desire to potentially separate but didn’t not think it 
was a good planning practice to create dead-end cult de sacs and did not think it was a positive 
life safety item for whether it is a fire, ambulance or a blocked road for someone that needed to 
get in and out of their residence, whether it be the existing developments or something that is 
proposed as new.  He felt that there should be more connection especially along that area, if 
they would consider a connection to the west that would be a benefit.  More loop roads into the 
conversation of pedestrian safety, that is one way that it could be addressed and is obviously 
through connecter streets on a secondary road versus a primary.  He is not in favor of these 
gates because of the Fire Marshal’s letter addressing some code concerns, but also the 
maintenance item. He knew that they have had people that have promised this and this is 
nothing against Pulte or any of their developments, but from the general concept of just adding 
one more thing that it is a maintenance item, he would rather see that as a through street and 
never see a gate on a connector street like that. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that he understood some of their perspective on the issue and 
the applicants perspective on the issue of the path contribution, and thought there was some 
middle ground or some sort of solution that the resources and that each party can kind of 
contribute but that is not their sole decision, there is the Safety Path Committee that does this 
frequently.  He did not want to leave it open-ended so there is something left on the table.  He 
wasn’t sure how to put that into a motion.  He wasn’t sure if there was a dollar amount or 
another way that the applicant is willing to propose tonight. 
 
Mr. Anderson replied a conditional item that could be brought before the Board, they can have 
further conversations with PC between now and the Board, if that is one of the outlying items.   
 
Trustee Steimel wondered how this condo site ends up.  It is different than what they have done 
in the past.  Trustee Steimel asked if this becomes one big parcel id to the Township? 
 
Mr. Anderson answered that 72 units are owned with a tax id.  It will encompass the limits of the 
home, and the greater part of it will be a limited common, the side yards, rear yards and front 
yards, the road, and the open space will all be limited common to those properties.  It will allow 
the maintenance of everything and will have an open environment.  There will be 72 tax parcels 
and properties there, and an overall parcel that is owned by the HOA. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked if the benefit of setting it up that way is that it will make it easier to 
maintain the property? 
 
Mr. Anderson replied yes; these are people that don’t want to maintain their yard anymore. 
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Secretary St. Henry stated so esthetically this makes it easier for the management company to 
take care of that.  Secretary St. Henry asked if it was set up the same way as the Bald Mt. 
development? 
 
Mr. Skore replied that Bald Mt. Cottages do have lot lines, but it is maintained by the HOA.  It is 
the same result, just a little bit different ownership. 
 
Trustee Steimel stated in the (PUD) documents they will have all the bylaws of the eventual 
HOA. 
 
Mr. Skore said that is correct. 
 
Trustee Steimel questioned if there was any plan to have a management company on-site?  Mr. 
Anderson replied, no. 
 
Trustee Steimel asked if there was going to be individual trash pick-up?  Mr. Anderson said it 
will be treated the same as a single-family subdivision. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked if this was going to be a 50+ neighborhood?  Mr. Anderson replied it 
will not be legally, but it is a ranch unit and just the layout of the product brings that buyer group.  
Mr. Skore said it is not age-restricted but it is age-targeted.  If you look at the Bald Mt. Cottages, 
it is the identical product and is a maintenance-free community and is primarily active adults.   
 
Trustee Steimel added that the reason it is in the (PUD) documents, is a lot of times people 
want to use this higher-end architecture.  They spelled out that part of the high-end architecture 
in a (PUD) like this is side-entry garages, the bulk of them have to be side-entry.  That also 
affects the width of the lot and how many they can get in there.  He felt that weighing that saying 
is this high-end a benefit for the (PUD).  He thought that part of it was that component and it is 
not there. Pick some different units that have more recess, but that requirement for side-entry 
was still there to say this is part of the guidelines for high-end architecture in a (PUD). They 
have to weigh that because they are not meeting that requirement for side-entry.  
 
Commissioner Gross felt that the design was nice, but felt that the density was high. 
 
Trustee Steimel regarding the density, just the number units, they are within that, but when they 
get into the actual setbacks that is where he felt would hurt a little bit.  It will resolve itself some 
by not so many units.   
 
Trustee Steimel added what is not proposed in the plan is the rolling architecture, and they are 
saving some of it, but there will be a lot of it gone.  It is not a benefit that they are preserving 
that, he would have liked to have seen more effort to preserve that topography.  Gregory 
Meadows got flatted and then at the edge of the property it suddenly goes up at a steep pace, 
and they did not preserve much. 
 
Planner Arroyo said that the ordinance standards that at least 50% of the garages should be 
side-entry or recessed where the front of the garage is at least 5-ft. behind the front line of a 
living portion the principal dwelling.  They will look for that before the final (PUD) comes in to 
make sure that the units are going to meet that requirement, because currently two (2) out of the 
three (3) units don’t comply based on the models that were provided so that will have to be a 
change they see at the final. 
 
Trustee Steimel stated the other tough thing these are the available models; they don't know if 
they will comply even on the recessed versions unless all of the ones were recessed. 
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Planner Arroyo said that could be a condition of the approval of the (PUD). 
 
Mr. Skore replied he was not sure if they could meet that condition.  He wasn’t sure that the 
Abbeyville which is the one recessed plan even meets the 5-ft. minimum.  A recessed garage 
they can recess the Abbeyville is recessed, maybe there is another plan.  They are selling these 
units in Bald Mt. which is obviously very successful and is almost sold out.  These units are not 
recessed and the one that is recessed may not be 5-feet. 
 
Mr. Anderson asked if this was a deviation request?  Planner Arroyo replied that is not on the 
list of deviation request and the Planning Commission will have to take that under consideration. 
 
Trustee Steimel stated that as far as some features, he liked that it is not just pushed through to 
the south.  He felt that is a big concern and what was going to happen with traffic in the area 
because it makes a connection.  He liked what they were proposing now with the emergency 
access that is what it is really for.  He didn’t want regular traffic using the road. 
 
Commissioner Gross added that with the potential connection to the east that would eliminate 
the necessity to have the connection to the south.  If the property to the east is developed and 
they have a relationship with that developer that could obviate the necessity of the south.  
 
Trustee Steimel said that the other problem was that the street was too long and it was to 
complete the circle so they didn’t have that one long dead-end road.  They also destroyed a lot 
of what they wanted to preserve down in the southwest corner.   
 
Trustee Steimel added that someday once everything gets developed, they may want to remove 
the gate after traffic patterns are established.  He felt that to have just a connection would be 
bad and would have a huge negative impact on the south.   
 
Commissioner Gross asked what the potential buildout time was? 
 
Mr. Skore replied that if everything goes well, they would start the development in 2020 and 
would see a closeout of this community in 2023.   
 
Trustee Steimel noted he would like to see an easement going to the west.  He felt from a 
plated standpoint along there that is probably not a bad idea.  Similarly, to the other 
development that is already there, they would just have the capability of making an easement 
when all that gets in and the most logical place would be off of that cul-de-sac.  They would not 
lose homes, but provide an easement and if they end up putting a stub in there at some point to 
help that circulation.   
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds replied that they are trying to create a walkable community in this area 
and did not think that dead-end roads are what they want.  The Peppermill development was 
developed to create a through street from Gregory and Morgan Rd.  It was not developed as a 
cul-de-sac or a dead-end, it was developed as a connector as they have had many times 
before.  Of recent, they have gotten on this trend of, ok we can address this with a cul-de-sac.  
In a region like this, where addressing this area as they are looking at this from a zoning 
perspective as a transitional zoning to allow for a higher density, they have a neighborhood that 
has sidewalks and they want to promote people to walk somewhere and then they are going to 
create it as a dead-end neighborhood, but potentially allow for a connection in one direction.  It 
was important for him to establish connectors and they have seen feedback from their Fire 
Marshal that they are not a great thing to have.  He felt that life safety is more important than 
some through traffic vehicles.  Walking through a neighborhood street is safer than walking on 
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Gregory or Morgan Rd. After doing a site walk of this parcel, it is difficult to turn around.  If he 
had the opportunity to connect through or walk through to whatever is on Baldwin Rd. closer 
through the neighborhood or walk his dog, he is going to do it than the primary road that is 
overburdened currently.  They are not talking thousands of trip counts with a restaurant at the 
end of the street.  
 
Secretary St. Henry said that living in a neighborhood that hundreds of cars that cut through his 
neighborhood to get to the school complex, with no recourse, there are times he wished there 
was a dead-end at the end of the street before the school complex.  He would be comfortable 
with not making it walkable all the way across and having a dead-end for that very reason.  The 
traffic in that area during rush hour can be crazy and people will figure out a way to save a 
couple of minutes.  The cut-through traffic through neighborhoods is not a good thing. 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds stated that he has a similar experience and lives on a primary road 
now.  The previous place he lived was exactly this setup, he lived on a Pasadena at the very 
end of the street.  If the Fire Marshal is writing a letter and stating he doesn’t want to see it, he is 
the professional making a recommendation.   
 
Secretary St. Henry said that the Fire Marshal concerns have to be taken into consideration. 
 
Commissioner Ryan stated that another issue is too, is the type of community that it is, it 
creates fewer trips per household than if it was a family community.  There are 72 homes and 
maybe there are 140 trips a day.  She would cut through anywhere to get around traffic but 
would not drive over there just to miss some traffic off of Baldwin Rd.  If the Fire Marshal says 
you can't do it, she would think that he is the boss. 
 
Planner Arroyo suggested that the applicant works with the Township Engineer before this 
application going to the Board of Trustees to explore options to enhance the contribution to the 
sidewalk based on the concerns that have been expressed by the Planning Commission.  
 
Engineer Landis stated that one potential alternative, which he felt was talked about a little bit, 
was the idea that the Township secures the easements and that the applicant's actual design 
and build the road taken advantage of their ability to get unit prices, they already got a 
contractor and materials.  If the Township was unable to secure those easements, there would 
be still an "X" amount of money contributed to the fund. 
 
Mr. Skore replied that he thought that was a good option. If the Township does secure the 
easements, they would build a safety path/sidewalk, from the end of their property to Baldwin, 
assuming that the Township does procure the easements they will build the sidewalk.   
 
Engineer Landis asked if the Township was unable would they still be willing then to contribute 
“X” amount?  Mr. Skore replied yes, and they would work with the Township in terms of the 
amount of contribution. 
 
Engineer Landis felt he would feel more comfortable with the Planning Commission determining 
what amount that would be. 
 
Commissioner Gross asked if Pulte was responsible for repaving Gregory Rd?  Mr. Skore 
replied they are; it was an obligation under the Consent Judgement for the Gregory Meadows 
development.  There was a delay relative to the construction or improvements on Maybee.  
They will be paving the road and should be this summer. 
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Moved by Commissioner Gross, seconded by Vice-Chairman Reynolds, that the Planning 
Commission forwards a recommendation to the Township Board to approve PC-2019-48, 
Cottages at Gregory Meadows Planned Unit Development (PUD) Concept and Eligibility plan, 
located at 3537 and 3595 Gregory Rd. (Sidwell #09-31-200-006 and 09-31-200-008) for plans 
date stamped received December 19, 2019.  This recommendation to approve is based on the 
following findings of facts:  the applicant has met the eligibility criteria of Section 30.03(B) of the 
Township Zoning Ordinance and has met the intent of the (PUD) as stated in 30.03(A) of the 
Township Zoning Ordinance: being a recognizable benefit, the (PUD) will provide some 
improved access to the property with the applicant exploring options on financing a walkway on 
Gregory Rd. after the Township Board reviewing the plan; density impact although the density 
complies with the Master Plan, there is concern relative to the feasibility of the 72 units being 
built within the confines of the grades and elevations of the subject property;  the proposed 
(PUD) will not place an unreasonable burden on the subject or surrounding land or property 
owners if proper grading and elevations can be respected; the increase in density is a reflection 
of the Master Plan which shows the property into a medium/high single-family residential;  the 
economic impact is that the (PUD) will result in a reasonable variation and variable housing 
styles for a recognized segment of the housing population; the plan does provide for guaranteed 
open space on the site being in access of seven (7) acres which would be part of the 
guaranteed open space and part of the HOA requirements;  the plan as a condominium will 
provide unified control over the ownership of the common areas within the development. 
 
Commissioner Gross amended the motion, Vice-Chairman Reynolds re-supported, to clarify the 
action by the client towards the safety path, that they explore the concept of the Township 
gaining easements and the applicant constructing the safety path at their expense or if the 
Township cannot gain such easements a fiscal contribution greater than $75,000 be made 
toward the safety path. 
 
Discussion on the Motion: 
 

Commissioner Walker asked if they should include anything about the Fire Marshal’s 
recommendation in the motion? 
 
Commissioner Gross replied that the motion reflects the concept plan which shows the 
temporary barrier.  
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds replied that it is at concept and felt that there was still an 
opportunity for that discussion.  If it is a fire-code that is now being inflicted on this, which 
is what some of his comments were made upon, that would also come up at final.  
 
Trustee Steimel said that he would have made the motion that they deny it.  One of the 
big things is the eligibility and this community benefit would be, right now they are in 
disagreement with the safety path.  The presentation is they are just going to contribute 
$75,000 to the safety path.  That doesn’t mean they can’t come up with something else 
between now and the Board meeting.   
 
Trustee Steimel added that he didn’t address the idea of the architecture of the homes 
that are not clear. 
 
Commissioner Ryan said this is just the concept of the whole thing. 
 
Trustee Steimel said that the concept that they are seeing right now, these are the three 
(3) models, there is no evidence of what they are being shown right now.  They can say 
that 50% of the units will be side-entry, which they know can’t be probably done because 
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there is not enough room based on how many units there are.  He would like to have 
that stuff clarified and that is what he is not necessarily agreeing to.  Even some of the 
other things like setbacks, that they are asking for deviations for they are agreeing to. 
 
Mr. Anderson stated that those deviations speak to the separation of the homes 
associated with the clustering with this unit.  If it's appropriate, they have exactly what 
they are proposing, if they want to amend to include those, those are the architecture 
and the dimensional product that they have proposed, so that is an amended to stipulate 
to a deviation. 
 
Commissioner Gross thought that they would be changing those based upon the 
requirement for the garage locations. 
 
Mr. Anderson replied that they are not side-entry garages. 
 
Commissioner Ryan stated that no one thinks that they are going to get a side-entry 
garage in there. 
 
Chairman Dunaskiss said there is going to have to be some give and take, because the 
topographic of the site, the clustering, and the natural topography is already pushing 
these areas, they can’t have them jumping all over on every deviation.  The product 
layouts we know are not going to be side-entry but it is part of the ordinance. 
 
Planner Arroyo said it can be recessed 5-ft. or side-entry is what the ordinance says at 
50%. 
 
Mr. Anderson thought that the flexibility associated with a (PUD) is for those terms to 
provide variances or deviations from those standards.  The idea when they cluster, they 
identify the variations from the standards. 
 
Planner Arroyo felt that what they were saying is that they are not agreeing to that at this 
point.  It is something that can be explored further on down, the other options you want 
to present, but at this point what he was hearing is that there is an expectation that will 
be presented at final. 
 
Mr. Skore stated that he wasn’t sure that they can meet the 50% requirement.  They 
have a plan that is recessed, they may have another plan that is recessed the Bayport is 
not recessed it projects and the Bedrock he thought was flush, very similar to what is at 
Bald Mt.  The 50% requirement for all recess garages, side-entry is not going to work 
here and was not sure they would get to the 50% requirement in terms of recess 
garages. 
 
Secretary St. Henry asked if it was a smart move to follow Trustee Steimel was saying, 
regarding how to handle the motion? 
 
Vice-Chairman Reynolds said it is a condition on the motion, he was comfortable with it, 
it is a condition to be addressed of a recommendation.  It is one approach to deny 
because of something, and say it would be overturned if it was addressed, he was fine 
with the general recommendation with the condition that they are met. 
 
Mr. Don Hickmott, 3731 Gregory Rd., stated that he was disappointed that they didn’t 
get to the public comments until after the motion.  Maybe the public comments would 
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have affected the motion. Chairman Dunaskiss stated that there has already been a 
public hearing on this matter, so this is how they have to conduct the meeting. 
 
Mr. Hickmott said that this project is 28.8-million-dollar revenue instream for Pulte.  
Gregory Meadows is about a 50-million-dollar project for them.  $75,000 seems like the 
bottom of the barrel, there are 14 residents on the south side of Gregory, there are 36 
residents on the north side now, that is a total of 50 residents.  Pulte is adding 103 
already plus another 72, so Pulte’s folks are going to get more use out of this safety path 
than any of the existing Gregory Rd. residents.  Mr. Hickmott added that he owns all the 
land between the Cottages and Gregory Meadows.  He will donate the frontage needed 
to do a safety path to Gregory Meadows, which is another 103 homes.  He thought that 
is what they should be going for, they should make the motion subject to Pulte paying for 
a Gregory Rd. safety path to Gregory Meadows. 
 
Mr. Hickmott stated the other thing that Gregory Meadows did was they had a 50-ft. 
natural area around the perimeter, and has been very worthwhile.  The people that own 
the $400,000 homes probably don’t even want to have the $150,000 homes in their 
faces.  The people in the $150,000 homes don’t want the $400,000 homes in their face, 
so it might be good to keep a little separation there.  There seems to be a lot of reasons 
the Master Plan and the Future Land Use Plan, the Master Plan says it is ten (10) two 
and a half (2 ½) acre parcels, so it is the Future Land Use plan that they are trying to 
come off of, of course.  He wished that the motion would have included a safety path to 
Gregory Meadows, paid by Pulte. 
 
Ms. Erin Wolff, 4453 Peppermill Lane, she is three (3) houses away from where they 
want to combine the street.  She thanked Pulte for listening to the residents and going 
with the idea of the cul-de-sac and hopefully the gate.  She said in their subdivision they 
all have water suppression systems in their homes.  She didn’t know with the Fire 
Marshal saying that the gate is not feasible; she wanted to know why Pulte couldn’t 
make the homes with a fire suppression system?  There is a huge concern about the 
land and how it is going to affect their homes?  She questioned how much easement 
would be from the cul-de-sac to their road if it did not connect?  She added that 
Peppermill is an unlit road, there are only 21 homes, so a max of 40 cars.  Her concern 
of safety and walking, she walks down her street trying to go down Morgan to go to 
Baldwin with her dog and even with her neighborhood traffic, she had to get out of the 
road.  It sounds great to continue walking but they don’t have sidewalks and there is no 
room for sidewalks on their property and they don’t have lights.  Their other big concern 
was the traffic with putting in 72 homes to connect because they will cut through there.  
There were times when just Baldwin was under construction people trying to cut through 
and then realizing that there was a dead-end, so it is a huge safety concern.  She 
questioned if the water suppression systems were possible?  She felt that connecting 
the street would be a safety concern.  She was also concerned if they did connect that, 
what would happen to their property values.  They are going from 72 homes of condos to 
their homes that average 3,000-4,000-sq. ft. homes.  With just her property value she 
was concerned over if that was connected.  
 
Ms. Kim Murley, 3575 Gregory Rd., was wondering the traffic that is coming down 
Gregory, that is all going to be channeling down their road now.  They are worried about 
safety on Gregory, it seems like safety paths could also go in the other subdivisions.  
They are also concerned about the water, the runoff, the different things that will impact 
their land.  She felt that the people on Gregory are not considered compared to some of 
the people in the surrounding subs.  They have Gregory Meadows and now the 
Cottages, and there is a lot of traffic coming down their road.  When they purchased their 
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properties, they had big lots, if they wanted to walk their dogs, they had lots that they 
could have them in to do that with.  If they are going to be giving up the front of their land 
for these safety paths.  She felt there was a conflict with what is being said, they either 
want safety and they want people to walk around and be able to talk and mingle and be 
with each other, or do they want to be secluded and not be together? 
 
Ms. Lori Lynch, 4900 Rayner Park, said that they are marketing to older active people, 
which is great.  To connect Peppermill to this would make an excellent loop along 
Baldwin, the distance is really good it is about 1.75 miles, so it is a good distance for 
getting active but did not know how to get there without the sidewalk.  Either they are 
active and they need the sidewalk or they are just going to stay in their house in the 
summer and go to Florida in the winter.   
 
Ms. Lynch wondered regarding the NE swoop, how do they make sure those driveways 
are not at a 45-degree angle?  If they are saying that the existing house is the highpoint 
of the property, that is a significant concern for safety.  Her suggestion would be a 
closed-loop, which would eliminate the need for the firetrucks and make a walking path 
from Peppermill into the closed-loop, which could also get them out to Baldwin.  A lower 
speed limit on Morgan and Gregory, right now it is between 35-40MPH, just knocking 
that down to 25MPH would help a lot and also putting in streetlights. 
 
Secretary St. Henry reminded everyone that this is just for eligibility and concept 
approval. 

 
Roll call vote was as follows: Walker, yes; Reynolds, yes; St. Henry, yes; Steimel, no; Gross, 
yes; Ryan, yes; Dunaskiss, no.  Motion carried 5-2  
 
9.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
None 
 
10.  PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None 
 
11.  COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
 
12.  PLANNERS REPORTS 
None 
 
13.  COMMITTEE REPORTS 
None 
 
14. FUTURE PUBLIC HEARINGS 
None 
 
15.  CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS 
None  
 
16.  COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS 
Commissioner Gross stated that he thought that they should do a reminder on the upcoming 
census to make sure that the public is well informed on the census so we get an accurate count 
this year. 
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Commissioner Walker said the next library book sale is next Tuesday-Saturday and buy lots of 
books for .50 cents and a $1, support the library.  Someone said to him that their tax dollars 
support the library, but the tax dollars do not support the programs in the library.  Those 
programs are supported by the friends of the library and they make their money through book 
sales. 
 
17.  ADJOURNMENT 
Moved by Trustee Steimel, seconded by Chairman Dunaskiss, to adjourn the meeting at 9:50 
pm.  Motion carried. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
Debra Walton      February 5, 2020  
PC/ZBA Recording Secretary ___________________________________ 
Charter Township of Orion Planning Commission Approval Date 
 














