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CLINTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

REPORT OF MEETING

AUGUST 12, 2004

PRESENT: 
Norman Yurkie, Chairperson



Pamela Weiss, Vice-Chairperson

Denise C. Trombley, Secretary

Fred Gibson 



Michael Matway



Kirkanne Moseley



Ken Pearl



Dennis C. Tomlinson



John D. Truax

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
Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Pearl, to approve the agenda as submitted.  Motion carried.

6.3096 (2.48 + 3.83) ACRES OF LAND LOCATED WEST OF GARFIELD ROAD, SOUTH OF MORAVIAN DRIVE (SECTION 30)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS TO RMH MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (HIGH-DENSITY)

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5895: PETITIONED BY JOHN STANEK


REPRESENTED BY PAUL ARAGONA


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Ms. Trombley advised that notice of this public hearing was mailed to 38 owners and occupants of property within 300 feet of the land in question, with 5 returned as undeliverable.

Paul Aragona, Aragona Properties, Inc., explained that although they have applied for a rezoning to RMH Multiple-Family Residential (High-Density), he is requesting that the Planning Commission consider an amended request to SP-1 Special Purpose (Nursing Homes).  He informed that they have reviewed the situation with regards to the demographics of the area and have determined that an SP-1 zoning and use would be better for the area.  He commented that the average age of the residents living within one mile of this site is 65, and he added that many of those residents are currently living in large homes.  He felt that with changes in their health situations as they grow older, their needs are going to change, and they will need more services and will not be able to maintain their homes.  Mr. Aragona pointed out that if they have to move, they will likely have to relocate outside of the area.  He stressed that he has a large interest in this area as he owns several commercial properties, and he would like to see housing opportunities for the elderly that would maintain the existing population because this is the area in which they live and shop.  He maintained that although multiple-family residential zoning is appropriate for this location because there are other multiple-family developments in the area with similar densities, he felt the SP-1 zoning would be a better option for this particular parcel.  Mr. Aragona stated that he recently met one of his former college friends who has been working in the congregate care field and owns a facility in Sterling Heights.  He introduced Mitchell Bluznak and Dawn Folk, who are both willing to answer specific questions.

Mr. Santia confirmed that he and his staff met with Mr. Aragona to discuss the SP-1 option, and he indicated they would be willing to recommend approval of an SP-1 zoning for this parcel.  He assured that it is a less intense use than the existing B-2 Community Business zoning, and he felt it can be considered at this meeting.

Mitchell Bluznak, 275 Gilford, Bloomfield Hills, Michigan, explained that he and Mr. Aragona ran into each other a couple of months ago and he had acquired property on Plumbrook, in the 17 Mile Road/Van Dyke area.  He explained that they developed a 128-unit apartment complex for senior citizens, with amenities that provide their residents with three meals per day, as well as other services.   He stressed that they want their residents to be comfortable and feel like they are at home, to be treated with dignity and enjoy being together.  He added that they are commonly referred to as “congregate care communities” and he compared it to “dorm living without having to go to class”.  He pointed out that they provide bus transportation, although many of the residents are still able to drive.  Mr. Bluznak replied to inquiry that their average rent for a two-bedroom unit is $2,250 per month, paid for by the residents.  He added that there are no subsidies or insurance programs that pay portions of this amount.  He noted that they opened in January 2004 and are currently at 70% occupancy, which is ahead of their schedule.  He commented that the main difference between their Sterling Heights facility and this proposed location is that they would configure their buildings differently to provide more two-bedroom units, which are more popular than the one-bedroom units.  He was confident that the amenities and the style of the facility will compliment the area, and he felt it will bring new life to the neighborhood.  He mentioned that people want to live near to where they grew up or raised their family, and this will provide many residents with that option.

Motion by Mr. Pearl, supported by Ms. Weiss, to open the public hearing.


Walter Kraszewski, 36300 Garfield, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, commented that the proposed plan sounds like an American House facility, one of which is located a short distance away on Metropolitan Parkway and Utica Road.  He inquired as to whether this is the same type of development.

Mr. Bluznak replied that although American House is a competing property, he felt that their proposed facility will be much more modern and will have more amenities, such as more two-bedroom units which are high in demand, as well as balconies for the units.  He admitted that American House and the proposed development are both serving the same segment of the population.


Mr. Kraszewski inquired as to whether the nearby American House is filled to capacity.

Mr. Santia replied that, to his knowledge, the American House facility on Metropolitan Parkway and Utica Road is filled.  He added that there are other similar facilities in the Township, with one at 19 Mile and Hayes, and another at Metropolitan Parkway and Union Lake Road.  He commented that there seems to be a demand for this type of facility.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Ms. Moseley, to close the public hearing.  Motion carried.

Mr. Matway inquired as to how many units are being proposed.

Mr. Santia replied that he is not aware of the details of the site development plan at this time.  He replied to further inquiry that the SP-1 district would permit a 35-foot maximum building height and a maximum of 2-1/2 stories.

Mr. Pearl inquired as to what type of development could go in the SP-1 district.

Mr. Santia replied that a use in the SP-1 district is required to provide some component of assisted living for senior citizens, and that care could range from total assistance to limited assistance.  He indicated that the proposed development will offer three meals per day, assistance with daily medicine, wake-up calls, etc.

Mr. Pearl commented that he does not have a problem with an assisted living type of use at this location.

Ms. Trombley agreed and would support the recommendation for approval of this tonight.

Mr. Tomlinson stated that while he was opposed to RMH Multiple-Family Residential (High-Density) for this location, he is in support of the SP-1 zoning and felt this will be a great project for this area.  He added that when Mr. Aragona was developing the corner of 17 Mile and Hayes Roads, he worked closely with the abutting neighbors in Bridgewood Farms, and he commended Mr. Aragona for being a very trustworthy developer in the area.

Mr. Gibson expressed his support of an SP-1 zoning.

Ms. Weiss felt there are adequate commercial properties in the area so she did not feel the Township will lose anything by going with an SP-1 zoning for the subject parcel.  She added that there seems to be a need in the community for the type of development that can be built in this zoning district.

Mr. Yurkie agreed with his fellow commissioners in support of the SP-1 zoning.

Motion by Mr. Pearl, supported by Ms. Weiss, with reference to File #5895 and application from John Stanek, Farmer Jack, 18718 Borman Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 48228, as represented by Paul Aragona, Aragona Properties, 37020 Garfield, Suite T-1, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, concerning the proposed rezoning of 2.48 and 3.83 acres of land fronting the west line of Garfield Road, south of Moravian Drive (Section 30) from B-2 Community Business to SP-1 Special Purpose (Nursing Homes), that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the rezoning to SP-1.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Pearl, Weiss, Gibson, Moseley, Tomlinson, Truax, Yurkie, Trombley.  Nay – Matway.  Absent – None.  Motion carried. 

1.401 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF CAPITAL BOULEVARD AND GRATIOT AVENUE (M-3) (SECTION 1) (AKA PART OF LOT 1, EAST POINTE INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISION)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL TO B-3 GENERAL BUSINESS

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5906: PETITIONED BY MARK R. LUBIENSKI, MANAGER, IBIS L.L.C.


REPRESENTED BY CRAIG HAMBLY, HAMBLY & COMPANY, INC.


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. Ms. Trombley advised that notice of this public hearing was mailed to 20 owners and occupants of property within 300 feet of the land in question, with 2 returned as undeliverable.

Craig Hambly, 39201 Amrhein Road, Suite 200, Livonia, Michigan 48150, explained that they are in the process of purchasing the subject parcel.  He stated that all of the members of the association in the development directly behind this property are in support of this rezoning request.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Truax, to open the public hearing.  Motion carried.

There were no comments from the audience.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Truax, to close the public hearing.  Motion carried.

Mr. Matway stated he is in support of this request because the petitioner has contacted the neighbors and has taken their feelings into consideration.

Mr. Gibson indicated his support of the rezoning request.

Mr. Yurkie felt that development of the subject property as a result of this rezoning would be a great improvement to the area.  He stated he is impressed with the improvements that are taking place in this area along Gratiot Avenue.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Gibson, with reference to File #5906 and application from Mark R. Lubienski, Manager, IBIS LLC, 20416 Harper Avenue, Harper Woods, Michigan 48225, as represented by Craig Hambly, Hambly and Company, Inc., 39201 Amrhein Road, Suite 200, Livonia, Michigan 48150, concerning the proposed rezoning of 1.401 acres of land located at the northeast corner of Capital Boulevard and Gratiot Avenue (Section 1) (aka Part of Lot 1, East Pointe Subdivision) from I-1 Light Industrial to B-3 General Business, that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the rezoning as requested.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Truax, Gibson, Matway, Moseley, Pearl, Tomlinson, Weiss, Yurkie, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – None.  Motion carried.

2.24 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE SOUTH LINE OF BARBRET, EAST OF GRATIOT AVENUE (M-3) (SECTION 1)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL TO RMH MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (HIGH-DENSITY)

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5907: PETITIONED BY BARBRET ASSOCIATES, L.L.C.


REPRESENTED BY CARL R. HAUSS AND FRANK SALAMONE, CARL R. HAUSS P.L.L.C.


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. Ms. Trombley advised that notice of this public hearing was mailed to 20 owners and occupants of property within 300 feet of the land in question, with 3 returned as undeliverable.

Frank Salamone, 48534 Van Dyke Avenue, Shelby Township, Michigan 48315, explained that through the purchase of this parcel, they will have access to Barbret Court, which is a private street that has direct access to Gratiot Avenue; therefore, he felt they will meet the requirement of the Township that specifies they must have direct access from an existing or planned major thoroughfare of 120 feet or greater.  He felt this use will fit in well with the area and will upgrade the property from its current status.

Carl Hauss, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, encouraged the Planning Commission to recommend approval of this request.  He felt it will be a major improvement to the area.  He pointed out that the property to the east of this site is vacant and overgrown, although a portion of it will be purchased by the L’Anse Creuse School District.  He added that the property to the south is a high-density development of mobile homes.  He felt there is a need for modest condominiums in the area that will appeal to young professionals and empty nesters, and it is a less intense use than the current industrial zoning.  Mr. Hauss informed that they have a recorded detailed easement providing access to and from Gratiot Avenue.  He stressed that they would like this rezoning to be considered and are only requesting to be treated fairly in the community.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Truax, to open the public hearing.  Motion carried.


Henry Krzystowczky, 11210 Capri Drive, Warren, Michigan 48093, owner of the abutting property to the east of the subject site, disagreed with Mr. Hauss’ comment that the property to the east is being purchased by L’Anse Creuse School District.  He clarified that he and his wife own the property and he intends to develop it with an industrial use.  He questioned how the proposed rezoning would impact him with regard to setbacks, masonry walls, etc.  Mr. Krzystowczky pointed out that the “access road” referred to by Mr. Hauss is only 50 feet wide and is not a road but only an easement.  He felt that if the property is developed with high-density multiple-family dwellings, they will need emergency vehicle access, and with the dead-end street, he did not feel they will have sufficient room to maneuver their vehicles.


Fay Martin Alexander, 11435 Somerset, Detroit, Michigan, explained that she is here to represent her parents and her brother, who each own property within 300 feet of the land in question.  She explained that they have utilized their property for a trucking facility.  She agreed with Mr. Krzystowczky that it would be a safety hazard to utilize that road as access for a high-density residential development.  She stated that her parents have not decided whether a multiple-family residential use would be appropriate for this property, but she urged the Planning Commission to either defer this for a period of time until the safety issues can be investigated, or to concur with the recommendation of the Planning Department and deny the request.  She felt that the recorded detailed easement the petitioner has may only be specifically for a limited number of users.  She replied to inquiry that her parents own the property addressed as 24500 Barbret Court and her brother owns another lot on Barbret Court.

Motion by Mr. Matway, supported by Mr. Truax, to close the public hearing.  Motion carried.

Mr. Matway inquired as to whether there were more reasons than the direct access to a major thoroughfare for the Planning Department to recommend denial.

Mr. Santia replied that the ordinance dictates that one property line of the parcel must abut an existing or planned major thoroughfare having a width of 120 feet or greater, and this site does not meet that criteria, which is why the denial of the rezoning is recommended.

Mr. Truax inquired as to how emergency vehicles can access that site.

Mr. Santia responded that if the property were to be developed as industrial, they would also be looking at that same problem.  He felt that the access road should have been wider to accommodate whatever is developed on that road.  He replied to further inquiry that Barbret is an easement that is jointly owned by all of the property owners that it abuts.

Mr. Hauss claimed that the school district owns the street and he has a copy of the easement.  He emphasized that the easement is owned by the school district and has no restrictions.

Mr. Tomlinson stated he has no questions and has no objection to multiple-family residential in this area.

Ms. Weiss observed that there is a parking lot for school buses directly across the street.  She cited a similar situation in the city of Utica where there were school buses parked directly across from a residential development and it resulted in relocating the school bus lot.  She cautioned that it could be a conflict.

Mr. Yurkie stated that he drove to the site and tried to envision a condominium complex on the property.  He noted that the road would have to be paved, and he was concerned that the property owners in the area may be imposed upon to have to contribute to the cost of paving it.  He agreed that the area needs to be developed, but he felt they need more information as to the impact on the owners of the surrounding property.  He felt that some of the issues raised in discussion at this meeting need to be resolved before a decision can be made.

Mr. Truax inquired as to whether the petitioner would be required to put in water and sewer.

Mr. Santia replied that water and sewer would be required upon development of the property.

Mr. Hauss informed that Barbret Court is paved from Gratiot to their west property line, and they would be required to improve the last 343 feet of the street.  He stated that Barbret Court has been used for decades by heavy trucks.  He noted that L’Anse Creuse School District has put in an auditorium approximately 400 yards from this property.  He estimated that they would be able to construct approximately 20 units on the property if it is rezoned.  He stressed that there is not a demand for industrially zoned property at this time.  He reiterated that the easement is owned by L’Anse Creuse School District and there are no limitations on that easement.

Mr. Santia inquired as to whether Mr. Hauss has clear title to the parallel strip.

Mr. Hauss confirmed that they have the title to that parcel.

Mr. Salamone stressed that at the point of site development review, they would be required to receive approval from the Fire Department.

Rudy Hauss, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, stated that Carl Hauss is his son.  He assured that he talked with the attorney for the L’Anse Creuse School District and they have no objection to the proposed rezoning and subsequent development of multiple-family residential units.

Mr. Hauss replied to inquiry that if the property is rezoned, they are interested in developing 1,200-square-foot units with one-car garages.

Mr. Yurkie felt approval of this rezoning and future development of the site will place an unfair burden on the abutting property owners in having to improve the street.

Mr. Hauss agreed that while Mr. Yurkie’s concerns are valid, he assured that they, and not their neighbors, would be taking on the burden.  He felt the school district would be open to improvement of the road. 

Ms. Weiss pointed out that there would have to be a masonry wall between the subject site and the abutting industrial property if this is rezoned, and that wall would not have been required if both properties remain zoned industrial.

Mr. Hauss clarified that it would be their responsibility to put up the wall.  He added that if the abutting property owners would prefer a landscaped buffer in lieu of the wall, they would be willing to work with them, as long as it meets Township ordinance requirements.

Mr. Salamone addressed Ms. Weiss’ concern regarding the school bus station, and he pointed out that in Utica, the residents were there before the bus station, whereas in this situation, the bus station already exists and any prospective condominium owners would be aware of that prior to purchasing their units.

Mr. Truax pointed out that petitioner is anticipating the development of approximately 20 units, but the adjacent mobile home park has over 500 units, so he did not feel the density in the area would be drastically altered.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that an industrial building would be required to set back a minimum of 50 feet from any residential district.

Mr. Hauss maintained that there will be a big demand by young professionals who are interested in condominium living in this area.

Motion by Mr. Yurkie, supported by Mr. Matway, with reference to File #5907 and application from Barbret Associates, LLC, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, as represented by Carl R. Hauss and Frank Salamone, Carl R. Hauss PLLC, same address, concerning the proposed rezoning of 2.24 acres of land fronting the south line of Barbret Court, east of Gratiot Avenue (M-3) (Private Claim 626/Section 1), from I-1 Light Industrial to RMH Multiple-Family Residential (High-Density), that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for denial of the rezoning as requested.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Yurkie, Matway, Gibson, Moseley, Weiss, Trombley.  Nay – Pearl, Tomlinson, Truax.  Absent – None.  Motion carried.

Mr. Pearl requested to be excused from the meeting at this point.

10.6 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED EAST OF LITTLE ROAD, NORTH OF CASS AVENUE (SECTION 10) 

-
PAUL BROHNETH LAND CONDOMINIUMS

--
REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #5779: PETITIONED BY PETE & JOHN DINOTO


REPRESENTED BY PHILIP RUGGERI


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. 

Stacy, of Fazal Khan Architects, stated they are seeking approval of the subject site development plan.

Mr. Yurkie observed that each of the units has a detached garage in the rear, and he felt it has the appearance of a traditional platted subdivision.  He did not recall ever seeing this type of layout for a condominium development.  He stated that in a condominium development, there are building envelopes and the remainder of the land is a common ownership.  He inquired as to how the ownership will be considered on this site.  He also inquired as to whether the residents will be permitted to install fences.

Fazal Khan, 43345 Schoenherr, Sterling Heights, Michigan, stated he discussed the common ownership with his attorney, and it was decided that the garages would be limited common areas.

Mr. Santia clarified that the garages are considered accessory structures that are allowed under the zoning ordinance.  He added that although they are shown on the plan, the Building Department would not allow the garages to be built until the respective units are occupied.  He replied to further inquiry that the garages are proposed to be three feet from the side and six feet from the rear property lines.  He indicated that they will be considered accessory structures and will have footings, and as occupancy permits are issued by the Building Department, only then will the developer be allowed to construct the detached garages.

Mr. Matway felt that the driveways are very narrow.

Mr. Khan compared the arrangement to an “old-time” subdivision.

Stacy replied to inquiry that sidewalks will be installed approximately eight feet from the road.

Mr. Santia clarified that the ordinance requires the sidewalks to be located a minimum of ten feet from the road, and he replied that sidewalks will be required.

Mr. Gibson inquired as to whether the driveway must be separated from the house.

Mr. Santia replied that the driveway can abut the home without any separation.

Mr. Khan stated they have a similar development in Shelby Township, and they have approximately 15 or 20 houses already built.

Mr. Yurkie stated he would have liked to have gone out to Shelby Township and looked at that development prior to this meeting.

Mr. Khan replied to inquiry that units in the Shelby Township development have attached garages.

Mr. Santia reviewed the differences between a platted subdivision and the single-family land condominium option.  He indicated that the detached garages are in the common area and that is indicated in the paperwork.  Mr. Santia informed that the Township requires a 12-foot easement for storm drainage and he felt that may be an issue, because the garages would then have to be relocated another 6 feet forward, which will not leave a sufficient distance between the condominiums and the accessory structures.

Mr. Khan assured that they will have a parallel sewer and he was confident that their plan will work without having to relocated the accessory structures.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that the units will be required to have basements, or they will have to be an additional 150 square feet larger.

Stacy showed an elevation of what they may build, although she added that it was quickly put together and is not meant to be construed as an exact plan.  She replied to inquiry that the units will be vinyl-sided, and they have not yet decided whether they are going with pre-fabricated units.

Ms. Weiss inquired as to whether each unit is required to have a tree.

Mr. Santia replied that each unit is required to have a tree.

Ms. Weiss noted that according to the plan, there are no trees shown for Units 33 through 38 and Units 15 through 19.

Mr. Khan stated they intend to plant a tree for every unit, but he suggested that possibly there was a problem with the Planning Commissioners copies of the prints and they did not show up.

Mr. Yurkie inquired as to whether all of the Township ordinance requirements have been met in the plan and whether the Township building codes will be required to be met.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that although this site has not yet been looked at for specific building codes, they will be required to meet all of those codes before building permits are issued.  He responded that the plan as prepared meets all requirements of the single-family land condominium option, but the Township Board has the option to impose additional conditions and limitations, and they have the right to take assurances that it is compatible with the surrounding area.

Mr. Yurkie explained that in the minds of many of the residents in the area, this plan does not meet the standards, although he felt it is a transitional area.  He felt there is a large difference between this proposed development and the recent development to the north of this site, and he stated that while the proposed plan is not what he would like, he did not feel they can deny it if it meets all ordinance requirements.

Mr. Matway stated that the idea of recommending approval of “junk”, as the petitioner’s representative referred to this development at an earlier public hearing to seek rezoning of the property, does not sit well with him.  He stressed the community does not want “row housing” and felt that a development can be less expensive and yet attractive and an asset to the community.

Ms. Trombley inquired as to whether the petitioner would be willing to commit to brick the units rather than vinyl side them.

Mr. DiNoto replied that they do not have to brick the units to meet ordinance requirements.

Ms. Trombley felt the petitioner is not willing to work with the Township.

Mr. DiNoto complained that when they proposed a “beautiful project” and sought to rezone the property, they were denied and he claimed the Township was not willing to work with him.  He reiterated that the site development plan, as submitted, complies with the ordinance, and they should not be required to put in anything other than what is required.

Mr. Santia reminded that the Planning Commission has the right to make additional requirements, and one of those requirements can be partial brick.

Ms. Weiss felt that pre-fabricated homes will stand out in that area and she was adamantly opposed to that proposal.  She did not have a problem with the size of the units, but she felt that any recommendation from the Planning Commission should include the stipulation that the building materials be compatible with those used on homes in the surrounding area.

Mr. DiNoto challenged that the existing homes in the area are mostly sided.  He pointed out that the property is zoned R-5 One-Family Residential, and he cautioned that the Township can place conditions on the approval, but he did not feel it will make a difference.

Mr. Yurkie felt that Mr. DiNoto’s attitude compounds what his attorney indicated at the rezoning public hearing, that if they were denied the rezoning, they would be forced to put in cheap housing.  He felt this is an upscale area, and he accused the petitioner of offending this community.

Mr. Khan disagreed and noted that pre-fab homes come in sections, but when it is complete, it is difficult to tell it apart from a stick-built home.

Mr. Gibson recalled the rezoning request that was denied, and he felt that many of the commissioners may have been willing to vote in favor of different options that would have met the density of the surrounding R-5 zoning district.  He stated that if any of the plans would have met the R-5 density requirements, he would have been willing to vote in favor, but the request was for a much higher density.

Mr. DiNoto stated that they went to the Board of Appeals for a setback variance because of the odd shape of the parcel, and that was denied.  They then went to the Planning Commission with a rezoning petition to seek relief from the density requirements, but the Township was again not willing to provide that relief.

Mr. Gibson reiterated that he was in disagreement with the higher density.


John Schwark, 42354 Little Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that the neighbors immediately to the north of the subject property were not able to be present at this meeting because she is in the hospital following the birth of her baby.  He admitted that if the petitioner meets certain criteria, there is not anything he or his other neighbors can do to stop it; however, he emphasized that the storm drain easement is necessary for proper drainage, which would force the relocation of the garages, and could result in a problem.  He stated the neighbors would like to see the developer put in a berm with six-foot trees along the north to screen this development from their homes.  He claimed that their homes are valued at nearly one-half million dollars each and he felt it is a shame that the petitioners feel the need to construct an inferior quality development.  He pointed out that the plan depicts a dead-end road, which he felt should be a cul-de-sac and could be done with the elimination of Lot 15.   He felt there are some engineering problems with the proposed project.  Mr. Schwark commented that if the petitioner opts to put in attached garages, there is no way they would fit between the buildings with the current configuration.  He stated that he is a builder and felt that the petitioner would be able to build fewer units and sell each one for more money, still making the same profit.  He concluded that the neighbors would like the petitioner to install a berm with 6-foot-high trees, 6 feet on center, double row of Blue Spruce along the north line of the subject parcel so that this development can be screened from the view of the abutting neighbors.

Mr. Truax pointed out that Mr. Schwark built at the high end of the scale, while the petitioners are proposing to build at the lower end of the scale; however, both meet current ordinance requirements.

Mr. Santia confirmed that the proposed plan meets the zoning ordinance; however, he is concerned about the storm sewer easement and felt that if the garages have to be relocated, they will no longer meet the ordinance.

Ms. Trombley stated she would like to see this matter tabled until the storm sewer easement issue can be investigated.  She also felt the landscape plan is not adequate and that it should be revised by the petitioner and reviewed by the Planning Commission once again before it is submitted to the Board.

Motion by Ms. Trombley, supported by Ms. Weiss, with reference to File #5779 and application from Pete & John DiNoto, 48455 Diana Court, Shelby Township, Michigan 48315, as represented by Philip P. Ruggeri, D’Agostini, Sable & Ruggeri, PLLC, 38700 Van Dyke Avenue, Suite 200, Sterling Heights, Michigan 48312, concerning the proposed site development plan for Paul Brohneth Land Condominiums, to be located on 10.6 acres of land located east of Little Road, north of Cass Avenue (Section10), that further consideration of this request be tabled for up to sixty (60) days so that the petitioner can: 1)Work with the Planning Department to determine whether a twelve-foot (12’) storm sewer easement is required and, if so, whether the site plan as submitted still meets the ordinance requirements;  and 2) Complete the landscaping plan by adding the required number of trees.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Trombley, Weiss, Gibson, Matway, Moseley, Yurkie, Tomlinson.  Nay – Truax.  Absent – Pearl.  Motion carried.

Mr. Santia replied to the petitioner’s inquiry that the landscaping requirements specify a tree for each unit, which is not depicted on their plan, and they need to show where the storm sewer easement will be located.

LOTS 77 THROUGH 100 AND LOTS 156 THROUGH 162, GRATIOT CITY SUBDIVISION (SECTIONS 33/34) 

-
BAKER COLLEGE BUILDING ADDITION

--
REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF REVISED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #1058: PETITIONED BY JAMES MORGAN


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. 

James Morgan, 5454 Gateway Centre, Suite C, Flint, Michigan 48507, explained that they intend to construct a 10,667-square-foot addition to Baker College.  He clarified that this is not located at the newly acquired Technology Center but will be on their main campus.  He stated that the addition will house their larger bookstore and additional office space for academics.  He noted that it will be one story and will be split-faced block, which is consistent with the construction of the other buildings.  He added that this also includes approximately 100 feet of the original brick.  Mr. Morgan indicated that they will be losing approximately 25 parking spaces at one corner of the building, but they are planting additional landscaping of grass and plantings, which he felt will be an improvement to the area.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Matway, with reference to File #1058 and application from James R. Morgan, J. R. Morgan Construction Company, 5454 Gateway Centre, Suite C, Flint, Michigan 48507, concerning the proposed revised site development plan for Baker College Building Addition, to be located on multiple lots in the Gratiot City Subdivision and parts of vacated Abrahm and Sharkey Streets (Sections 33/34), generally located south of 15 Mile Road, west of Canton Street, that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the revised site development plan as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Truax, Matway, Gibson, Moseley, Tomlinson, Weiss, Yurkie, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Pearl.  Motion carried.

25.5 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE SOUTH LINE OF HALL ROAD (M-59), WEST OF ELIZABETH ROAD (SECTIONS 2/3) 

-
C. J. BARRYMORE’S/ICEBERG’S

--
REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF REVISED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #0211: PETITIONED BY RICK ICEBERG


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. 

Rick Iceberg, C. J. Barrymore’s, 21750 Hall Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that their former golf dome blew down last November.  They put up a new dome and received a variance from the Board of Appeals for the height of the structure.  He stated that they used to put the dome up in the fall and take it down in the spring; however, that is no longer possible due to the construction of the new domes.  He informed that the dome weighs approximately 80,000 pounds and they are intended to go in a permanent location.  He stressed that they are very well built, and he felt it is a nice addition to the Township.

Mr. Matway commented that he has visited C. J. Barrymore’s and finds it difficult to get in and out of the parking lots, especially with the McDonald’s restaurant on the site.

Mr. Iceberg replied that it is a large parking lot; however, they are going to continue to expand their sports center for the next ten years, and once it is finished, the traffic patterns should “fall into place”.  He added that it takes time and money.  He replied to inquiry that the dome is heated in the winter months.

Motion by Ms. Weiss, supported by Mr. Truax, with reference to File #0211 and application from Rick Iceberg, C. J. Barrymore’s/CJB Realty, 21750 Hall Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038-1541, concerning the proposed revised site development plan for C. J. Barrymore’s Sports and Entertainment Center, as located on 25.55 acres of land fronting the south line of Hall Road (M-59), west of Elizabeth Road (Section 2), that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the revised site development plan as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Weiss, Truax, Gibson, Matway, Moseley, Tomlinson, Yurkie, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Pearl.  Motion carried.

LOTS 5, 6 AND PART OF LOT 8, SUPERVISOR’S PLAT #8 SUBDIVISION (SECTION 34) 

-
GORDON FOOD SERVICE MARKETPLACE

--
REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL OF SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN


FILE #5898: PETITIONED BY JEFFREY J. BOND


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record. 

Jeff Bond, Real Estate Manager for Gordon Food Service, explained that this site is located fronting Gratiot Avenue, north of Quinn Road.  He added that if Kemp Street was extended to Gratiot, it would be at the northeast corner of Kemp and Gratiot.  He noted that the proposed building will be 17,118 square feet as compared to their current location, which is approximately 10,000 square feet.  He mentioned that the reviewing agencies all responded positively, and it meets the requirements of the Township ordinances.  He added that the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) also approved the location of the driveway, whereas their earlier plans proposed a driveway opposite the turn-around.  MDOT had requested that they relocate the driveway further to the south, which they did.  Mr. Bond stated that their plan depicted a row of arborvitaes along the property line, but the planner’s review had indicated that they are required to show a 4-foot 8-inch masonry wall or another buffer, as agreed upon by the abutting residents and recommended by the Planning Commission.  He explained that they added a note to their plans, committing to either a masonry wall or other buffer, but did not have a quorum of management to make the final decision.  He added that they left the arborvitae buffering option on the plan in the event they decide to go with that option in the future.  He assured that they will contact the neighbors if they decide they would prefer the natural buffer in lieu of the wall.  Mr. Bond replied to inquiry that they intend to close on the purchase of this property within the next three or four weeks, with demolition anticipated during the winter months and construction beginning in early spring.  They hope to open in late July or early August 2005.  He replied to further inquiry that he has the plans ready for the Township Board and he submitted them to Mr. Santia.

Mr. Tomlinson felt the proposed plan is a great improvement to the area.

Mr. Gibson also felt the proposed development will be a good addition to the community.

Ms. Weiss inquired as to the easement for the truck maneuvering lane.

Mr. Bond replied to inquiry that there are no conditions placed on the use of the easement.  He added that they have an arrangement with Mr. Jim VanKamp, the owner of the adjacent building and one of the sellers of the subject site.  They will be paving it to open a former truck maneuvering space, because both Gordon Food Service and the adjacent business have delivery vehicles and this easement will make it easier for both businesses.  Mr. Bond replied to further inquiry that the easement has been approved and the legal description for that easement has to be inserted into the paperwork prior to closing.  He felt the joint easement will also be beneficial for emergency access.

Motion by Ms. Trombley, supported by Ms. Weiss, with reference to File #5898 and application from Jeffrey J. Bond, Real Estate Manager, Gordon Food Service, P. O. Box 1787, Grand Rapids, Michigan 49501, concerning the proposed site development plans for Gordon Food Service Marketplace, to be located on Lots 5, 6 and part of Lot 8, Supervisor’s Plat #8 Subdivision (Section 34), generally located fronting the east line of Gratiot Avenue and north of Quinn Road, that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the site development plan as submitted.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Trombley, Weiss, Gibson, Matway, Moseley, Tomlinson, Truax, Yurkie.  Nay – None.  Absent – Pearl.  Motion carried. 

REPORT OF MEETING

--
APPROVAL OF JUNE 24, 2004 REPORT

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Tomlinson, to approve the report of the June 24, 2004 meeting as submitted.  Motion carried.

DISCUSSION ON NEXT MEETING AGENDA

Mr. Santia noted that there are no public hearings scheduled for the next Planning Commission agenda, but the following items are anticipated to be on that agenda: 

· Harvard By The Lake Office Building, to be located at Harvard Shore and Harper. 

· Liberty Plaza, located at Hall Road and Morley Drive

· Groesbeck Industrial Commons, located at Groesbeck and Elizabeth

· Macomb County Public Works Offices, to be located north of Dunham, just west of the Verkuilen Building

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Mr. Gibson, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Denise C. Trombley, Secretary
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