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CLINTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

REPORT OF MEETING

JULY 24, 2003

PRESENT: 
Vincent Gerlando, Chairperson

John D. Truax, Vice-Chairperson

Denise C. Trombley, Secretary



Fred Gibson



Valerie O’Neal 



Michael Matway



Dennis C. Tomlinson



Pamela Weiss



Norman Yurkie

ABSENT:
None 

STAFF:
Carlo Santia, Director 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Ms. Weiss requested an amendment to the agenda with the addition of Item #4A – Update on the Millar Property.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Mr. Matway, to approve the agenda as amended.  Motion carried.

LOTS 29, 30 & 31 OF GROESBECK-NUNNELEY SUBDIVISION (SECTION 28)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM R-1 ONE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (15,000 SQUARE FOOT MINIMUM LOT SIZE) TO R-5 ONE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (7,800 SQUARE FOOT MINIMUM LOT SIZE)

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5767: PETITIONED BY VINCENT DI LORENZO & ANGELA TINERVIA

Ms. Trombley requested permission to abstain from voting on this matter because she is employed by the petitioner.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Ms. Weiss, to honor Ms. Trombley’s request to be excused from voting on this matter.

Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Ms. Trombley informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to 30 owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question, with one returned as undeliverable.

Vincent DiLorenzo, 978 Knob Creek Drive, Rochester, Michigan, explained he has owned the subject lots for 20 to 25 years and the problem with the lots as they exist is the way everything else has been developed around them.  He pointed out that there is commercial to the west, vacant to the north, and a church parking lot across the street to the east.  He stated that he would like to develop some smaller lots with homes that are equal to or larger than those in the surrounding neighborhood, which would make their development economically feasible.  Mr. DiLorenzo commented that everything around this area, as far as residential development, is zoned R-5.  He stated he investigated the history of the property and at one time it was zoned commercial.  He added that the property has been vacant for at least 50 years.

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


Thomas Gore, 36423 Egan, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, stated he owns and resides on Lot 28.  He explained that approximately four years ago, the residents in the area worked hard to get sewer and water service on their street and were successful.  Since that time, there have been approximately four or five new homes that have been constructed on this street.  He pointed out that the new homes are built on property zoned R-1 and the developers did not rezone.  He did not think the petitioner owned Lot 29 until recently.

Mr. DiLorenzo clarified that he owned all of the subject lots since 1974, including Lot 29.


Mr. Gore complained that the residents in the area have been fighting other types of development in the area, including commercial and an assisted living facility.  He did not understand why things would have to change now to allow different uses on this street.  He stressed that he would like to see it remain R-1 and he did not feel the neighborhood should be “chopped up” with different zonings.  He felt the Township should give this area a chance to be developed with single-family residential homes on property remaining R-1.  He inquired as to whether there is a minimum lot size for the various residential districts.

Mr. Santia replied that the minimum home size is 1,200 square feet.


Mr. Gore inquired as to whether the petitioner can propose something at this public hearing and change the plan at a later date.

Mr. Santia commented that the property involves three lots, which he did not feel would be large enough for a subdivision-type street.  He felt the property will only accommodate a few homes.

Mr. Gibson inquired as to whether vacant lots in the immediate area have been developed as R-1 over the past several years.


Mr. Gore replied that there are eleven homes on Egan, and four of those have been built within the last few years.  He has never observed a “For Sale” sign on any of the lots.  He understood that the petitioner would like to develop the lots, yet he did not feel that there has been a big effort on his part to develop them in the manner in which they are zoned.

Mr. Yurkie noted that Egan is a long street, yet he did not observe any new homes abutting this property.


Mr. Gore replied to inquiry that his house was built in 1958, but the house on Lot 27, adjacent to his home, is new, as well as the house across Egan from Lot 27.  He added that there is a group home further down the street that is also new.


Chester Frederick, 36370 Egan, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, confirmed Mr. Gore’s comments that there is new construction of residential homes in the area.  He noted that there is a group home down the street, which compliments the neighborhood.  He felt residents want the 100-foot lots and he was opposed to the petitioner being able to develop 65-foot lots on this street.  He was opposed to the rezoning request and felt it is out of character for the neighborhood.


Walter Stoiko, 36531 Little Mack Avenue, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, explained that the subject lots are located across Egan from his property.  He stated he is opposed to the rezoning for the same reasons expressed by his neighbors.  He pointed out that he is adjacent to one of the new homes that was recently built.


John Ambroggio, 36403 Egan, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, owner of one of the newer homes on the street, was concerned that if the property is rezoned as requested, the petitioner will be able to put in a road off of Egan and build up to eight houses on that property.  He stressed he likes the area with the 100-foot lots.  He stated that he also owns the two adjacent lots on Kerry and explained that, some time ago, he attempted to split them to make a lot that would have a 90-foot depth.  He was denied by the Township, and he does not understand why this petitioner should have a similar petition approved.

Motion by Mr. Yurkie, supported by Mr. Gibson, to close the public hearing.  Motion carried.

Mr. Tomlinson inquired as to whether the total combined frontage of the lots is 300 feet.

Mr. Santia confirmed that the petitioner has three adjacent lots each measuring 100 feet in width, totaling 300 feet.

Mr. Tomlinson inquired as to why the petitioner is seeking a zoning permitting a 65-foot width.  He pointed out that 300 feet of frontage would accommodate four 75-foot lots and would meet the requirements of an R-4 Zoning District.  He inquired as to whether this would be an option for the petitioner.

Mr. DiLorenzo pointed out that the lots have an extremely large depth of 250 feet.  He explained that he is trying to divide it into five parcels, but if it is the Board’s decision to allow four lots, he felt he could live with that.

Mr. Santia pointed out that 60-foot lots would not meet the ordinance requirements for any of the residentially zoned districts, and he cautioned that the petitioner would also need to seek a variance from the Board of Appeals to allow the narrower lots.

Mr. DiLorenzo assured that the houses he intends to build will be larger than the homes that are in that area.  He further assured they will be upgrading the neighborhood and he felt the neighbors will be happy with his development.

Mr. Matway noted that five lots would equal 60 feet each and he inquired as to whether that is what the petitioner has in mind.

The petitioner replied that he is not planning on 60-foot lots at this time although he would like to develop five homes.  He stated that if he is limited to four homes, he “will have to live with that”.

Mr. Gerlando reiterated that the minimum lot width in the Township is 65 feet.

Mr. Gibson pointed out that there is R-1 zoning to the north, south and east of this property, and he felt an R-5 zoning would be inconsistent with the pattern of development in the area.  He noted that new homes are being built in the area on the R-1 property, and he was against the idea of changing the current rules in order to make the area developed with a higher density.

Mr. DiLorenzo admitted that although there is some newer development in the area, he pointed out that it is not a lot of development and many of the lots in the area remain vacant.  He did not feel the recent development compares with the rapid rate of development in other areas of the Township.

Mr. Gibson inquired as to whether the petitioner posted “For Sale” signs on the property in an attempt to sell it for R-1 development.

Mr. DiLorenzo replied that he has not recently tried to sell the property but was unsuccessful when he tried some time ago.  He pointed out that with restaurants abutting the rear lot line, the property is not valuable enough to support a 3,000-square-foot home.

Mr. Gibson stated that while it may not support a 3,000-square-foot home, the parcels can support something that is more in character with the neighboring R-1 development.

Mr. Gerlando inquired as to whether the petitioner would be willing to accept a recommendation for an R-4 zoning since the combined parcels would only accommodate four homes on 75-foot-wide lots.

Mr. DiLorenzo reiterated that he would prefer an R-5 zoning but would be willing to accept an R-4 zoning if that is the wishes of this Commission and the Township Board.

Mr. Yurkie estimated that the lots in his subdivision range from 70 to 80 feet in width, with the smallest home totaling approximately 2,000 square feet.  He did not feel they are cramped.  He inquired as to whether the petitioner would build behind homes fronting Egan.

Mr. DiLorenzo replied that he would not be able to put homes toward the western boundary because it abuts commercial and he did not feel the homes would sell.

Ms. Weiss stated that she was familiar with the neighborhood because she lived in this general area.  She felt it is unusual that this R-1 section is “thrown in” with R-5, with the majority of the area zoned as R-5.  She did not feel it would be out of character to develop on lots smaller than 100 feet in width, and she added that she would be comfortable with an R-4 zoning district.  She pointed out that they have very deep rear yards, and she was pleased to see interest in developing the vacant parcels.  She added that leaving vacant parcels generally encourages trash dumping and loitering.  She felt developing the lots would be an asset to the community.

Mr. DiLorenzo explained that years ago when these lots were first established, they were all zoned commercial.  He recalled that Egan was supposed to be a commercial street that would extend to Metropolitan Parkway, and it was sold as commercial property.  


Mr. Frederick requested to speak once again.

Mr. Gerlando stressed that the public hearing has been closed and the residents are no longer allowed to make comments.


Mr. Frederick stressed that it is important he be able to speak because the petitioner provided inaccurate information and he wishes to clarify the matter.

Mr. Gibson requested that Mr. Frederick be able to make a statement in response to the petitioner’s comments.


Mr. Frederick argued that the property along Egan was never zoned commercial, nor was the intent to develop it as commercial.  He informed that he has owned his property on Egan since 1950 and he raised his family there.  He again stressed that it was never intended to be commercial.

Mr. Truax felt that this is “an R-5 area”, although he felt that the property along Egan was never rezoned to R-5 because it backs up to commercial.  He felt that the petitioner will construct modern homes that will enhance the area.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Yurkie, with reference to File #5767 and application from Vincent DiLorenzo and Angela Tinervia, 46719 Hayes Road, Shelby Township, Michigan 48315, concerning Lots 29, 30 and 31, Groesbeck-Nunneley Subdivision (Sections 21/28), generally located fronting the west line of Egan, north of Kerry, that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the rezoning from R-1 One-Family Residential (15,000 square foot minimum lot size) to R-5 One-Family Residential (7,800 square foot minimum lot size), as requested.

Discussion ensued.

Ms. O’Neal inquired as to whether the petitioner would be willing to accept an R-4 zoning.

Mr. DiLorenzo replied that he would like to “get the most” out of the property; however, he added that if that is what the Board wants, he will agree to it.

Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Truax, Yurkie, Matway, O’Neal, Tomlinson, Weiss, Gerlando.  Nay – Gibson.  Absent – None.  Abstain – Trombley.  Motion carried. 

PART OF LOT 37, SUPERVISOR’S PLAT #7 SUBDIVISION (SECTIONS 25/26)

-
PLAZA NOVA OFFICE COMPLEX

--
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF REVISED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #0750: PETITIONED BY PHIL MINELLA


REPRESENTED BY BRIAN HALPRIN


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.

Brian Halprin, Architect, 5639 Westwood Court, Bloomfield, Michigan 48301, explained that his client is short of parking spaces.  He noted that this complex was constructed in the early 1970’s, prior to the current zoning ordinances being in effect.  According to the ordinance, they would need to provide 91 parking spaces, and they have 65 spaces available.  His client recently acquired some of the adjacent property, and he informed that his client has first priority to purchase more of the adjacent property if it becomes available for purchase, which is what they are hoping to be able to do.  He stressed that the parking area they are proposing will be designated for employees.  He assured there will be attractive landscaping.  He complained that this lot currently collects a lot of trash and debris.

Mr. Santia felt the employee parking area is a good option and he welcomed the additional parking because he felt it is needed.

Ms. Weiss stated that she visited the subject property between 11:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. this morning, and she agreed that parking is desperately needed.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Mr. Matway, with reference to File #0750 and application from Phil Minella, Plaza Nova Company, 36545 Harper, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, as represented by Brian Halprin, Architect, 5639 Westwood Court, Bloomfield, Michigan 48301, concerning part of Lot 37, Supervisor’s Plat #7 Subdivision (Sections 25/26), generally located fronting the east line of Fierz Place, south of Metropolitan Parkway, that, in consideration of variance granted by the Board of Appeals, the revised site development plan be approved as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Weiss, Matway, Gibson, O’Neal, Tomlinson, Truax, Yurkie, Gerlando, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – None.  Motion carried.

PARCEL A, PART OF PRIVATE CLAIM 610 (SECTION 4)

-
SLANEC RESIDENCE

--
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF TREE REMOVAL PLAN


FILE #5778T: PETITIONED BY STANTON C. SLANEC II


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.

Stan Slanec II, 18840 Millar Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that they would like permission to remove some of their trees so they can relocate the sidewalk.

Mr. Santia noted that this property is across the street from Cherokee Elementary School.  He added that this was supposed to connect to Rivergate Subdivision, but at one time, the lots were split.  The sidewalk was installed on a seven-foot easement adjacent to the property line.  He acknowledged that there is a sidewalk but it is twenty feet south of the property line.  He recalled that the property was originally owned by Guy Rizzo, who sold it to Grant Schwartz, and Mr. Slanec bought it from Mr. Schwartz.

Mr. Gibson commented that is a major crosswalk and he could not see how it could line up with the sidewalk.

Mr. Slanec confirmed that the sidewalk does not currently line up with the sidewalk in the existing subdivision, and he added that the Township Engineering Department did not like that it lined up with the street.  He assured that when he relocates it, it will line up with the sidewalk.

Mr. Yurkie inquired as to which trees are being proposed to be removed.

Mr. Slanec replied that he would like to remove the trees that are adjacent to the lot line on the side.

Considerable discussion took place regarding the location of the proposed sidewalk and the trees that are being proposed to be removed.

Ms. Weiss inquired as to whether the petitioner is proposing to replace the trees that are removed.

Mr. Slanec assured that he will be planting some trees but not as many as he is removing.  He added that the current sidewalk is on his piece of property.

Mr. Santia pointed out that there is a 7-foot easement and he is going to relocate the sidewalk to that easement; however, in order to accomplish this, he will need to remove trees.

Motion by Mr. Yurkie, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5778T and application from Stanton C. Slanec II, 18840 Millar Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, concerning the proposed Tree Removal Plan for Parcel A, Part of Private Claim 610 (Section 4), located on the west side of Rivergate Drive, south of Shorecrest Drive, that the Tree Removal Plan be approved as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Yurkie, Trombley, Gibson, Matway, O’Neal, Tomlinson, Truax, Weiss, Gerlando.  Nay – None.  Absent – None.  Motion carried.

2.01 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED SOUTH OF MILLAR ROAD, EAST OF GARFIELD ROAD(SECTION 20)

-
REF: MILLAR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

-
REF: REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF TREE REMOVAL PLAN

MF #5777: PETITIONED BY ALFRED SANTIA

--
DISCUSSION



Ms. Weiss stated she wanted to address the situation at 17304 Millar.  She recalled that they are awaiting paperwork so that the Landscape Committee can meet on the site and look at the specific trees that are proposed to be removed.  She stated that she recently drove by this property and witnessed heavy machinery taking trees down.  She is concerned that the petitioner has not received approval from the Township but is proceeding with the tree removal.  She asked that the Planning Department issue a letter to the Building Department requesting that a “Stop Work Order” be placed on the site until the Landscape Committee has met.  She added that they may decide he can remove those trees, but she emphasized that he does not yet have approval, and she felt it is important that the Township encourages residents and developers to follow proper procedures.

Mr. Santia clarified that there are three issues regarding this site.  The plan that was originally submitted included the removal of trees along a 20-foot easement, which was for the ingress and egress to the rear.  The house is situated 400 feet south of Millar.  The second issue is that the petitioner wants to remove trees south of the home; however, he did not have a proper tree survey but wants to clear cut the lots for future development.  The third issue was a request to remove trees around the petitioner’s residence.  He recalled that at the Planning Commission meeting on July 10, 2003, it was decided that they would only look at the trees around the petitioner’s residence, since it was premature to make a decision on the undeveloped area.  Mr. Santia stated they motioned that he indicate on a plan the trees he wishes to remove from around the house and that this would be reviewed by the Landscape Committee, to be referred back to the Planning Commission.  He has attached a letter from a neighbor who has offered no objections to his removal of the trees.  The resident in the front of the subject property has significant problems with the tree removal plan, and although she granted the petitioner an easement for ingress, she owns the property and does not want the trees cut down.  He suggested that they may have to work this out with an attorney.  Mr. Santia added that the removal of trees right around the house may not be a problem.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5777 and application from Alfred Santia, 17477 Iris Circle, Clinton Township, Michigan, concerning 2.01+ acres of land located south of Millar Road, east of Garfield Road (Section 20), Millar Residential Development, to request the Planning Department to direct the Building Department to place a “Stop Work Order” on further removal of trees until after the Landscape Committee meets the Planning Commission reviews and acts on their recommendations.  Roll Call Vote: Ayes-Weiss, Trombley, Gibson, Matway, O’Neal, Tomlinson, Truax, Yurkie, Gerlando.  Nays-None.  Absent - None.  Motion carried.  

Discussion took place regarding the scheduling of a Landscape Committee Meeting on site.

Ms. Weiss expressed concern that this meeting is on private property and she would like the petitioner to be aware of their meeting date and time.

It was decided that the Landscape Committee will meet at the site on Wednesday, July 30, 2003 at 5:00 p.m.

REPORT OF MEETING

--
APPROVAL OF JUNE 26, 2003 REPORT


Motion by Ms. O’Neal, supported by Mr. Matway, to approve the report of the June 26, 2003 meeting as written.  Motion carried.

DISCUSSION ON NEXT MEETING AGENDA

Mr. Santia noted there are no specific site development plans on the next Planning Commission Agenda at this time.

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Gibson, supported by Mr. Matway, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 7:27 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Denise C. Trombley, Secretary
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