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Clinton Township Planning Commission

Report of Meeting – February 13, 2003


CLINTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

REPORT OF MEETING

FEBRUARY 13, 2003

PRESENT: 
Vincent Gerlando, Chairperson

John D. Truax, Vice-Chairperson (arrived late)

Denise C. Trombley, Secretary

Fred Gibson



Michael Matway



Valerie O’Neal 



Pamela Weiss

Norman Yurkie

ABSENT:
Dennis C. Tomlinson

STAFF:
Carlo Santia, Director 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m.

Mr. Gerlando explained the parameters under which the public hearings will be held.  He indicated that the information will be read into the record, the petitioner will have an opportunity to speak, the public hearing will be opened and those in the audience will then have an opportunity to speak, the public hearing will be closed and then the Commissioners will have an opportunity to speak and ask questions before making their recommendation.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Gerlando noted that the petitioner for Item #5 (DiRezze Industrial Building) has requested a postponement from tonight’s meeting.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Yurkie, to approve the agenda as amended, with the deletion of Item #5.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Matway, Yurkie, Gibson, O’Neal, Weiss, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Truax, Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

LOTS 6 & 8, MABON GARDENS SUBDIVISION (SECTION 27)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM P PARKING TO R-5 ONE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5718: PETITIONED BY GINO ROBINET, TORINO HOMES (LOT 8) AND CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF CLINTON (LOT 6)

Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Ms. Trombley indicated that 39 notices of this public hearing were mailed to owners and occupants of property within 300 feet of the land in question, with none of those being returned as undeliverable.

Gino Robinet, 12422 Bubar Court, Sterling Heights, Michigan 48312, stated that he is seeking rezoning on Lot 8 to build a single-family home.

Motion by Ms. O’Neal, supported by Mr. Matway, to open the public hearing.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – O’Neal, Matway, Gibson, Truax, Weiss, Yurkie, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

There were no comments received at this time.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Mr. Truax, to close the public hearing.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Weiss, Truax, Gibson, Matway, O’Neal, Yurkie, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that there is a parcel between the nearby commercial development (ABC Warehouse/Media Play) and the residentially-zoned land that is zoned OS-1 Office/Service (Low Density).  He felt that parcel is large enough to support a building and adequate parking for that use.

Ms. Weiss felt it is logical to rezone the subject property to residential, so she expressed her support of the rezoning.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Ms. O’Neal, with reference to File #5718 and application from Gino Robinet, Torino Homes LLC, 12422 Bubar Court, Sterling Heights, Michigan 48312 for Lot 8 of Mabon Gardens Subdivision (Section 27), and The Charter Township of Clinton, 40700 Romeo Plank Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038 for Lot 6 of Mabon Gardens  Subdivision (Section 27), generally located fronting the west line of Mabon Avenue, north of 15 Mile Road, that recommendation be submitted to the Township Board for approval of the rezoning from P Parking to R-5 One-Family Residential for both of these lots.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Weiss, O’Neal, Gibson, Matway, Truax, Yurkie, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

1.567 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE EAST LINE OF ROMEO PLANK ROAD, SOUTH OF HALL ROAD (M-59) (SECTION 5)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM R-3 ONE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TO RML MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (LOW-DENSITY)

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5719: PETITIONED BY ROBERT & RIA MARROCCO


REPRESENTED BY BOB MARROCCO, DANTE HOMES, INC.

Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Ms. Trombley indicated that 13 notices of this public hearing were mailed to owners and occupants of property within 300 feet of the land in question, with none of those being returned as undeliverable.

Bob Marrocco, 2893 Plymouth Drive, Shelby Township, Michigan 48316, noted that this property is on a busy road, which he felt would be more suitable for multiple-family development.  He pointed out that there are storage units adjacent to this parcel, and he felt the multiple-family zoning would create a nice buffer between the Technical Research district and the single-family district.  He explained that eventually he would like to purchase the adjacent property with the historical house and donate the house to the Clinton Township Historical Village.  Mr. Marrocco assured that he would build a quality development with full brick and limestone.  He explained that he will be holding back any development because he heard that the Road Commission is looking at the possibility of straightening out the curve in the road, which would make access to and from the development much safer.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Gibson, to open the public hearing.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Truax, Gibson, Matway, O’Neal, Weiss, Yurkie, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.


Harold Carter, 44310 Romeo Plank Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that one of the factors he considered when constructing his home was the fact that the area was zoned single-family residential.  He did not feel it is fair to think of zoning districts as “moving targets” that can be changed at anyone’s wishes.  He felt the road is a hazard and that lives will be lost, either those of motorists on Romeo Plank or those who are entering or exiting the complex.  He urged the Commission to recommend denial of the rezoning as requested. 


Joel Matthews, 44430 Romeo Plank Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, property owner immediately south of the subject parcel, felt Romeo Plank is a treacherous road, and he has witnessed numerous serious accidents at that location, and he felt that to allow such a development along this road would be “suicide” for everyone traveling in the area.  He noted that he has lived at this address since 1977 and he felt he could write a book on all of the accidents he has seen at this location.  He explained that his wife’s parents originally owned the subject parcel and when they sold it, they felt it would be ideal for another single-family home.  He was in total opposition to a multiple-family development at this location.


Carol Matthews, 44430 Romeo Plank Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, complained about the dangerous situation on Romeo Plank Road and added that not a week goes by that their mailbox is not knocked down by a car spinning out of control.  She noted that they cannot safely wait in their driveway to exit onto Romeo Plank Road unless they are about 50 feet back for fear of being hit by a car that has lost control around the curve. She did not feel it would be a wise idea to create a situation where there are more vehicles than necessary at this dangerous location.

Mr. Marrocco admitted that Romeo Plank Road has a dangerous curve at that point; however, he reminded that he would be required to install passing and deceleration lanes.  He also expressed confidence that the County Road Commission will address these problems in the near future, regardless of whether or not his proposal is approved.  He reiterated that a multiple-family development would be a perfect buffer between commercial and single-family.


Ms. Matthews pointed out that although the storage facility is zoned TR, they are 1800 feet from Hall Road and the majority of commercial development.  She did not feel a multiple-family buffer is necessary.

Motion by Ms. O’Neal, supported by Mr. Yurkie, to close the public hearing.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – O’Neal, Yurkie, Gibson, Matway, Truax, Weiss, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

Ms. Weiss felt a multiple-family development at this location would add to the hazards in the area.  She had a problem rezoning a parcel based upon what “might happen” with the road in the future.  She noted that when rezoning a parcel, they have to be satisfied with the existing conditions of the roads and the surrounding area.  She also felt that the close proximity to the river would make development of the land more conducive to single-family development, which is a less dense use.

Mr. Yurkie agreed that multiple-family zoning in this area would be a detriment and felt it would be an eyesore.  He pointed out that the existing area is comprised of a golf course and some very nice single-family homes.  He felt the property in this area lends itself to higher-priced homes, and while he admitted there should be a buffer between the storage facility and the neighboring single-family property, he felt that buffer could be better accomplished in the way of an attractive fence that would block the view of the storage facility.  He also pointed out that according to the history of this property, rezoning attempts were made a few times over the past several years and were consistently denied.

Ms. Trombley stated her opposition to the rezoning request.

Ms. O’Neal mentioned that she spoke with the Road Commission and there are no road improvements cited in their plans over the next few years with regard to the “straightening out” of Romeo Plank Road.  She agreed with the abutting residents’ comments that multiple-family zoning would result in a more hazardous area.

Mr. Gibson agreed with the other Planning Commissioners and felt the property is better suited for single-family residential.

Motion by Ms. Trombley, supported by Ms. Weiss, with reference to File #5719 and application from Robert and Ria Marrocco, 2893 Plymouth Drive, Shelby Township, Michigan 48316, as represented by Bob Marrocco, Dante Homes, Inc., same address, concerning the request to rezone 1.567 acres of land fronting the east line of Romeo Plank Road, south of Hall Road (M-59) (Section 5), from R-3 One-Family Residential to RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density), that recommendation be submitted to the Township Board for denial of the rezoning as requested.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Trombley, Weiss, Gibson, Matway, O’Neal, Truax, Yurkie, Gerlando.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

1.6 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE EAST LINE OF LITTLE ROAD, SOUTH OF DUNHAM ROAD (SECTION 10)

-
LITTLE RIVER ESTATES NO. 2 LAND CONDOMINIUMS

--
REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #5663: PETITIONED BY ELRO CORPORATION


REPRESENTED BY HARRY F. TERBRUEGGEN AND RICHARD A. SCHOENHERR

Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.

Daniel Spatafora, representing Elro Corporation, 201 West Big Beaver Road, Suite 720, Troy, Michigan 48084, explained that their intent was to reduce the number of curb cuts on Little Road in their second phase of Little River Estates Land Condominiums.  He informed that they received a variance from the Board of Appeals for two of the units (Units 134 and 140) to be less distance than required from the perimeter property line.

Mr. Santia explained that Phase I was developed under the Township’s Land Condominium option.  He replied that sidewalks are required within the subdivision.  He explained that when it is possible, the Township would prefer the rear of the homes to back up to major streets, thereby providing for driveways and access to the homes from interior streets; however, since there is already a developed row of lots behind the subject property, this is not a possibility for Phase 2.  He indicated that the residents in the area had some issues with Phase I and have met with the developer.

Mr. Spatafora recalled that the residents who spoke up at the Board of Appeals meeting were concerned about the number of curb cuts on Little Road and also additional landscaping.  Mr. Spatafora pointed out that their other option is to develop the property as a single-family platted subdivsion; however, they would have far less control with regard to the individual appearance of each home, and he felt the abutting residents would not be as content with the outcome.  He assured that they will take the concerns and comments of the residents into consideration and will incorporate them whenever possible.  He pointed out that they have reduced the number of curb cuts from seven to four and have added landscaping to address the concerns of the residents.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that the sidewalks will be connected to the sidewalks in Phase I.

Mr. Spatafora assured that their by-laws will prohibit sheds and outbuildings, and all landscaping will be governed by the by-laws.

Mr. Santia explained the difference between ownership of a home in a traditionally-platted subdivision versus the ownership of a home developed under the land condominium option.  He clarified that a buyer of a home in this development would own his home within a building envelope but would belong to a condominium association with by-laws and restrictions.  He replied to inquiry that the subject property is zoned single-family residential and these will be detached single-family condominiums, which will, in many ways, have the same appearance as a traditionally-platted subdivision.  He emphasized, however, that more restrictions can be placed upon the homeowners on this type of development.

Mr. Yurkie inquired as to whether the surrounding residents are happy with the proposed development.

Mr. Spatafora replied that although he is not aware of whether the residents are “happy”, he assured that he and his partners have been working hard to please the neighbors in the area.

Ms. Trombley pointed out that if this is denied, the petitioner has the right to develop the property with seven single-family homes, with each home having a driveway with direct access to Little Road, and there would be no restrictions from the homeowners putting up fences, decks, accessory structures, etc.  She felt the landscaping may not be as nice if these are developed as single-family homes in a traditionally-platted subdivision because there would be no unity.

Ms. O’Neal stated she would like to hear the comments of residents in the area.

Mr. Matway questioned why homes backing up to a main road is the preference of the Township.  He cited the homes backing up to Canal Road, where each home has a different type of fence.  He complained that it gives the appearance of blight and felt it would be much more attractive to see the front of the homes from the road.  He also expressed concern because although Little Road is not heavily traveled, it is a “high-speed” road.

Mr. Santia pointed out that when houses face a main road, each one has a curb cut for a driveway.  He noted that the Township would prefer to see all of these driveways leading out to interior subdivision roads, that would in turn lead out to the main road.  He noted that the speeding factor on Little Road cannot be taken into consideration for this site plan.

Mr. Matway commended the petitioners for working with the residents and the Township, through the Board of Appeals, to try to appease everyone with this development.


George Westerman, 42999 Little Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, admitted that Elro Corporation has a right to develop this land, but he questioned whether they would have legal recourse if this particular plan is denied.

Mr. Santia replied that the petitioners received a variance from the Board of Appeals and all other aspects of this plan meet the ordinance requirements, so he felt that the petitioners would have legal recourse if this were to be denied.


Mr. Westerman noted that his property is situated directly across from the northernmost lot of Little River Estates No. 2.  He stressed that the neighbors are having a difficult time adjusting because it is such a change in character for the neighborhood.  He pointed out that for the last twenty years, he has been looking across the street at horses, and although he would like to continue looking at the horses, he realizes that is not going to happen.  He felt the neighbors have been placed in an “either/or” situation.  A development under the land condominium option affords the association much more control versus the seven lots developed separately with assorted outbuildings, landscape, architecture, etc.  He reiterated, however, that any type of development is traumatic for residents who were used to living in a quiet area.  He stressed that he is speaking only for himself and his wife, but he would prefer the proposed plan over seven individual lots.  He pointed out to the Commission that there was a variance granted by the Board of Appeals for setbacks from the northern property line.

Mr. Santia assured that the submitted plan reflects those variance approvals.


Mr. Westerman stated he could not see the additional landscaping on the plan, as agreed to at the Board of Appeals meeting.  He recalled that at the Board of Appeals meeting, it was the intent that the petitioner would install a berm and evergreen plantings that would be uniform with the berm and plantings in Phase I.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that trees cannot be planted within the road right-of-way; however, he pointed out that the subject property has a depth of 160 feet, which is approximately 40 feet deeper than the average lot, so he felt there is sufficient room to provide a landscaped berm in front.

Mr. Gerlando suggested that the petitioner meet with the residents and develop a landscape plan that can be approved by the Planning Department.


Peter Dugdale, 42851 Little Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, complained that their property assessments recently went up because of the large lots, and he questioned that increase based on the fact that there will be seven homes directly across the street.  He urged the Planning Commission to require as large of a landscaped screen as possible to give the existing neighbors a pleasant view.


Carol Orzechowski, 43101 Little Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, property owner slightly north of the subject parcel, admitted that there is nothing the Township or the residents can do to stop development of this property, but she wanted to point out that it could have been designed differently with a cul-de-sac, thereby eliminating the extra curb cuts on Little Road.  She noted that the property was all acquired at the same time and the developers assured the residents during the first phase that there would be no driveways facing Little Road.  She recalled hosting several meetings with the residents and the petitioners at her house, and a possibility of Phase 2 was never discussed.  She did not feel it is fair that there is no recourse when the petitioners have not been honest with the residents.  She complained that this development will considerably lower her property value.  She also complained that the driveways to the proposed homes are situated just past a curved segment of the road and she questioned the safety factor of residents backing out of their driveways onto the road.  She pointed out that none of the current residents back out of their driveways because they all have large enough lots to provide a circular driveway or a turnaround.  She noted that although the speed limit on Little Road is 40 miles per hour, the average speed ranges from 60 to 65 miles per hour.  She was upset that this problem has to be addressed because she felt that the petitioners should have incorporated this parcel into Phase I, thereby eliminating the need for any driveways onto Little Road.

Mr. Spatafora replied to inquiry that Ms. Orzechowski was correct in that they acquired this parcel at the same time as they acquired the land for Phase I.  He replied to further inquiry that he is not aware of why they were not combined when the initial phase was being designed.  He recalled meeting with Ms. Orzechowski several times at her house, and he further recalled assuring her that of the 134 units in that phase, none of those would have driveways that would back out onto Little Road.

Mr. Santia felt the plan submitted is the best possible plan for the parcel.  He did not know why this parcel was not included as part of the overall development.  He felt they need to provide the Township with a Landscape Plan that is acceptable to the neighbors and meets the requirements of the Township ordinance.

Mr. Matway questioned whether the petitioners may be able to create a “service drive” and reduce the curb cuts from four to two.

Mr. Santia stated that they looked at that option, but it would eliminate room for sufficient landscaping as requested by the abutting residents.

Ms. Weiss inquired as to whether the configuration of the driveways could be changed to allow room for a turnaround.

Mr. Santia replied that situating the homes further back on the property would allow room for a turnaround.

Ms. O’Neal inquired as to whether approval can be granted tonight subject to the homes being situated further back and a turnaround being provided.

Mr. Santia explained that the minimum setback requirement is 25 feet; however, they could request the developer to provide a 50-foot setback in front.  He felt that will still allow them to meet the minimum required 35-foot setback in the rear, and there would be plenty of room for a turnaround.

Ms. Weiss felt that given the speed of the motorists along Little Road, the greater setback from the road would also be a benefit to those future homeowners.

Harry Terbrueggen, Elro Corporation, 201 West Big Beaver Road, Suite 720, Troy, Michigan 48084, emphasized that they have gone great lengths to try to please the Township and the neighboring property owners; however, he stressed that Elro Corporation will not be the builders for this development, but they will be selling to the same builders from Phase I.  He pointed out that in trying to maintain continuity with Phase I, eliminating curb cuts, providing additional berming and landscaping, providing a turnaround, and setting the homes further back may be placing too many restrictions on the builders.  He was concerned that the development will result in “cookie cutter homes on each lot” because there will be no room for creativity on the part of the builder or the homeowner.  He explained that they did not know how to show the berm on the plan, but they have no objections to providing the requested berm and additional landscaping.  He urged the Planning Commission not to place too many restrictions on them with regard to the setback.  Mr. Terbrueggen replied to inquiry that he was at a couple of the meetings with the homeowners during the planning stages of Phase I and he recalled assuring them that none of those units would have driveways facing Little Road.  He could not remember why this parcel was not included in Phase I.


Mr. Westerman explained that when Phase I was developed, the residents did not know there would be a “Phase I” and “Phase 2”; however, he felt the petitioners have demonstrated a willingness to work with the neighbors, and he was confident that the neighbors’ opinions will also be taken into consideration if they can meet to discuss the Landscape Plan.  He requested that the petitioner meet with the residents regarding this plan.

Ms. Trombley inquired as to whether this meeting could be set up and a Landscape Plan submitted to the Planning Department prior to this plan being forwarded to the Township Board for their approval so that both the site plan and landscape plan can go to the Board at the same time.

Mr. Terbrueggen stated he was hesitant to agree to a definite landscape plan because they do not know the size of each home, how they will be placed on the property, the location of the driveways, etc., and it is difficult to establish a landscape plan with so many unknown factors.

Ms. Trombley pointed out that the site plan they are reviewing tonight has the driveway locations and these cannot be changed once this plan is approved unless they come back with a revised site plan.

Mr. Truax pointed out that garages can have entrances from the front or side, and the placement of the driveways would depend on the design of the house.

Ms. Trombley maintained that she would like to see the petitioners develop a landscape plan at this point and acknowledged that revisions may need to be made at a later date.

Mr. Truax stated he would have no objection to recommending approval but felt that before they obtain final occupancy, they should meet with the neighboring residents and come up with a mutually acceptable landscape plan.

Discussion took place regarding how difficult it would be to come up with a landscape plan at this point.

Motion by Ms. Trombley, supported by Ms. O’Neal, with reference to File #5663 and application from the Elro Corporation, 201 West Big Beaver Road, Suite 720, Troy, Michigan 48084, as represented by Harry F. Terbrueggen, Richard A. Schoenherr and Daniel Spatafora, same address, concerning 1.6 acres of land fronting the east line of Little Road, south of Dunham Road (Section 10), that recommendation be submitted to the Township Board for approval of the site development plan for Little River Estates No. 2 Land Condominiums, contingent upon the petitioner meeting with the neighboring residents to receive their input regarding landscaping and to submit a landscape plan to the Planning Department prior to this matter be forwarded to the Township Board for their consideration, and further, that the petitioner has agreed to make an attempt to provide a larger front yard setback, if possible, to accommodate a turnaround in front so that the residents do not have to back out onto Little Road.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Trombley, O’Neal, Gibson, Matway, Truax, Weiss, Yurkie, Gerlando.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

Mr. Spatafora replied to inquiry that their by-laws require a larger minimum square footage than what is required in the R-5 One-Family Residential District.  He noted that there will be no homes permitted less than 1,500 square feet.

11.724 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE NORTH LINE OF CLINTON RIVER ROAD, WEST OF GARFIELD ROAD (SECTION 19)

-
 CRANBERRY MEADOWS SUBDIVISION

--
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF TREE REMOVAL PLAN


FILE #T5558: PETITIONED BY WM. ELDRIDGE


REPRESENTED BY PHIL OLIVER

Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.

Phil Oliver, 41800 Hayes, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that the only “good” trees on the site are some pine and evergreen trees.  He did not feel the remainder of the trees are worth saving.

Ms. Weiss had no objection to removing trees that would be within the building envelopes of the houses; however, she questioned the necessity of removing the trees that would be located between the houses.  She cited a couple of trees on Lot 5 that she felt may be able to remain, although she felt no one would object to the removal of the Cottonwood trees.  She felt keeping some of the trees makes the site attractive.

Mr. Oliver noted that the gas and water lines are installed between the houses and that makes it difficult to save trees.  He explained that with his past experience, he has found that it is better to remove the trees.  He has found that when they try to leave trees, it becomes a waste of time because they either suffer from root damage and must eventually be removed, or the homeowners want the trees taken down.  He cited an example in Shelby Township where he left three beautiful, full-grown trees in front of a 3,000-square-foot colonial and the stipulation on the Offer to Purchase was that the trees be removed.  Mr. Oliver stated they try to accommodate all of their purchasers and they have not had any complaints from trees being removed.  He felt that the majority of owners of new homes want to plan out their own landscaping.

Motion by Mr. Yurkie, supported by Ms. O’Neal, with reference to File #T-5558 and application from William Eldridge, Mayflower Construction, 41800 Hayes Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, as represented by Phil Oliver, same address, concerning the Request to Remove Trees on 11.724 acres of land fronting the north line of Clinton River Road, west of Garfield Road (Section 19), to be developed as the proposed Cranberry Meadows Subdivision, that the Tree Removal Plan  be approved as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Yurkie, O’Neal, Gibson, Matway, Truax, Weiss, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion carried.

REPORTS OF MEETING

--
APPROVAL OF JANUARY 9, 2003 REPORT

--
APPROVAL OF JANUARY 23, 2003 REPORT


Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Ms. Weiss, to approve the reports of the January 9, 2003 and the January 23, 2003 meetings as submitted.  Motion carried. 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS

--
CHAIRPERSON

--
VICE-CHAIRPERSON

--
SECRETARY


CHAIRPERSON

Mr. Gerlando called for nominations for the position of Chairperson.

Ms. O’Neal nominated Mr. Gerlando for the position of Chairperson.

Mr. Gerlando accepted the nomination for Chairperson.

Motion by Ms. O’Neal, supported by Mr. Matway, to close the nominations for Chairperson.

Mr. Gerlando was elected by acclamation to the position of Chairperson of the Clinton Township Planning Commission, with term of office effective through January 31, 2003. 

VICE-CHAIRPERSON

Mr. Gerlando called for nominations for the position of Vice-Chairperson.

Ms. O’Neal nominated Mr. Truax for the position of Vice-Chairperson.

Mr. Truax accepted the nomination for Vice-Chairperson.

Motion by Ms. O’Neal, supported by Mr. Matway, to close the nominations for Vice-Chairperson.

Mr. Truax was elected by acclamation to the position of Vice-Chairperson of the Clinton Township Planning Commission, with term of office effective through January 31, 2003.

SECRETARY

Mr. Gerlando called for nominations for the position of Secretary.

Ms. Weiss nominated Ms. Trombley for the position of Secretary.

Ms. Trombley accepted the nomination for Secretary.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Mr. Gerlando, to close the nominations for Secretary.

Ms. Trombley was elected by acclamation to the position of Secretary of the Clinton Township Planning Commission, with term of office effective through January 31, 2003.

DISCUSSION ON NEXT MEETING AGENDA

Mr. Santia noted that the following items will be on the next Planning Commission Agenda:

· DiRezze Industrial Building

· BP Gas Station (Utica Road and Moravian Drive)

· Tweddle Litho (a 40,000-square-foot addition)

· Five Star Office Building (this item may be on the following agenda)

· Rezoning of parcel on 15 Mile Road, west of Utica Road from OS-1 to B-2 (Buffalo Wild Wings)

Discussion took place regarding the Tree Preservation Ordinance and when it is in the best interest to try to save trees in a new development.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that a more stringent Tree Ordinance would have to be established in order to save more trees.

Ms. Weiss acknowledged that although it may be easier for the developer to clear cut a parcel before development, she questioned whether the Tree Preservation Ordinance could have stricter guidelines, requiring the replacement of a certain percentage of trees removed.  She felt such a requirement would be to everyone’s advantage because the developer could remove the trees to make it easier to develop, but residents would benefit from having trees replaced.

Mr. Gerlando felt it is important to retain trees when they serve as a buffer between two zoning districts.

Mr. Yurkie felt that when someone is having a new home built, they would prefer to have the trees removed and design their own landscape plan rather than to have to work around older, sometimes unhealthy trees.

Ms. Weiss reiterated that she did not want to be unreasonable, but she could see no reason why a developer could not be required to replace a certain percentage of the trees removed.

Mr. Santia felt such a requirement could be written into the ordinance, requiring replacement of a certain percentage of the trees removed.

Mr. Truax felt this would be to everyone’s advantage because the choice of the type and placement of these trees could be extended to the homeowner in the case of a single-family subdivision. 

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Gerlando, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:12 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Denise C. Trombley, Secretary
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