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CLINTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

REPORT OF MEETING

OCTOBER 28, 2004

PRESENT: 
Norman Yurkie, Chairperson



Pamela Weiss, Vice-Chairperson

Denise C. Trombley, Secretary

Fred Gibson 



Michael Matway



Kirkanne Moseley



Ken Pearl



John D. Truax

ABSENT:
Dennis C. Tomlinson (Excused) 

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. Truax, to approve the agenda as submitted.  Motion carried.

4.81 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF METROPOLITAN PARKWAY AND UTICA ROAD (SECTION 30)

-
PROPOSED REZONING FROM OS-1 OFFICE/SERVICE (LOW-RISE) TO RMH MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (HIGH-DENSITY)

--
PUBLIC HEARING


FILE #5936: PETITIONED BY MITCHELL ABRAMS


REPRESENTED BY ROBERT W. STINE


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.

Mitchell Abrams, owner of Tenor Investments, explained they are proposing an RMH zoning for the subject property because it will be a good tax base for Clinton Township and he assured they will end up with a good product that will enhance the neighborhood.  He also felt it will bring affordable housing into that area.

Robert Stine, Architect, 200 Elm, Birmingham, Michigan 48009, began to discuss some of the specific details of their proposed site development plan.

Mr. Santia clarified that the Planning Commission has not seen, nor can they consider, a site development plan at this time.  The issue being contemplated is the proposed rezoning, which would allow any use that is permitted in the RMH zoning district.

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

There were no comments from the general public.

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

Mr. Matway commented that the traffic study provided by the Planning Department indicates that the anticipated traffic volume for OS-1 compared to RMH for this property would be virtually the same.

Mr. Santia explained that the traffic information they obtained is based on the size of the units allowed on the parcel.  He informed that they could get 53 units under an RMH zoning, which in turn would generate approximately 400 cars per day.  He noted that by taking the same amount of property and assuming it is developed with a general or medical office, they would be able to develop 22,000 square feet of building area, which is estimated to generate approximately 415 cars per day for a general office or 685 vehicles per day for a medical office.  He stated that the number of cars during the peak hours is different for the various uses.  Mr. Santia felt it would be helpful for the Planning Commission to have this information when comparing the zoning districts, because traffic is an important factor because of the property’s close proximity to Metropolitan Parkway.

Mr. Gibson inquired as to how many cars the R-3 Single-Family Residential District would generate per day.

Mr. Santia replied that he did not calculate the traffic for R-3 because it was rezoned from R-3 last year and is not being proposed to be rezoned back to that zoning district.

Mr. Pearl felt the parcel is located on a difficult corner and he was not sure whether an RMH zoning district would be a good use for that location.

Mr. Abrams stated that they build condominiums and in order to make the project economically feasible, they need the higher density.  He added that because this property is long and narrow, the condominiums would have to be developed in a row and that is why they need the higher density.  Mr. Abrams replied to inquiry that they will be two stories, but he clarified that there will be an upstairs and downstairs for each unit.

Mr. Yurkie stated that when he thinks of an RMH zoning, nursing homes and apartments come to mind, and he added that he does not associate the higher density use with condominium developments.

Mr. Santia stressed that when the Planning Department looks at a rezoning proposal, they cannot look at a site plan because the property could be developed with anything that is allowed within that zoning district.  He added that they look at the area and what the proposed use will do to the infrastructure in the area.  They must consider whether the proposed rezoning will create any hardships on the neighboring land uses. 

Mr. Abrams confirmed that the rezoning application is the first step and if they receive approval to rezone the property, they will then submit their site development plan.  He reminded that the surrounding area is a combination of single-family residential and multiple-family residential, both high- and low-density.  He felt there are more than enough office buildings in the Township and that the subject property would better serve the community if developed with multiple-family residential.

Mr. Yurkie noted that the only other high-density zoning in the area is on the west side of Utica Road.  He pointed out that adjacent to and behind the subject site are single-family homes.

Mr. Abrams assured that they will conform to the maximum height requirement, and he could not see how the high-density would negatively affect anyone.  He stressed that the only way they can feasibly develop this is to obtain the high-density zoning.  He replied to inquiry that he owns the property now but did not own it when it was originally rezoned to OS-1 Office/Service.

Ms. Weiss stated she would like to see the property developed.  She recalled that they rezoned the property last year to allow office use, and since it has not been developed in that time, she felt that possibly the market was not good for offices in that area.  She noted that it will be very difficult to tern left out of the development or to turn left into the development due to the close proximity to Metropolitan Parkway.

Mr. Abrams felt that can be worked out.

Mr. Yurkie suggested that possibly any entry to or exit from the site could be limited to right turns only.

Mr. Santia commented that the Road Commission has control over that aspect of the site development.

Mr. Abrams replied to inquiry that the parcel is approximately 140 feet wide at Utica Road.

Ms. Weiss felt the difficulty in accessing that parcel is the same whether the property is zoned OS-1 Office/Service or RMH Multiple-Family Residential (High-Density).

Mr. Yurkie stated he had no objection to the rezoning request other than his concern for the traffic flow in the area.  He added that he would like assurances that the Road Commission will look at the situation closely .

Mr. Santia clarified that the Road Commission is obligated to provide reasonable access to any parcel.  He confirmed that the subject parcel is difficult to develop.

Mr. Yurkie inquired as to whether there is any possibility of connecting the subject parcel to the adjacent subdivision if the property is rezoned to multiple-family residential.

Mr. Abrams stated he did not know if that would be possible because they have not looked into that possibility.

Mr. Matway inquired as to the chances of apartments rather than condominiums being developed.

Mr. Santia replied that the apartment market is soft because interest rates are low and people are buying rather than renting; however, he cautioned that if the property is rezoned to RML (Low-Density) or RMH (High-Density), the ordinance does not distinguish between apartments and condominiums, and apartments could be developed.  Mr. Santia replied to further inquiry that an RML zoning would allow development of approximately 33 or 34 units on that site.

Ms. Trombley stated she would prefer to see an RML zoning rather than an RMH zoning because of the location.  She felt that RML would allow less units, which in turn would generate less traffic in an already very congested area.

Mr. Abrams did not feel the RMH zoning would be as dense as the Planning Commissioners are thinking because they will be leaving open space.  He explained the units will be geared to first-time buyers and will be 1300-square-foot, two-bedroom units.  He added that they will be narrow but long, due to the configuration of the property, and will have the appearance of townhouses.  He stressed that to build 33 units would not be economically feasible for them.  He explained that they are seeking a zoning that would allow 53 units, but he stated they may be able to arrive at a compromise.  He was adamant that they will not be able to sell $500,000 units in this area, so they will have to make them affordable.  Mr. Abrams stressed that they do not build trash, but they develop very solid, attractive units.

Mr. Yurkie felt the subject parcel lies within an upscale residential area, and he did not feel that the surroundings are conducive to “first-time buyers”.

Mr. Abrams estimated that the homes to the east range from $250,000 to $300,000, whereas they are proposing condominium units ranging from $170,000 to $180,000.  He felt that first-time home buyers may opt to purchase one of his condominiums, and later move into a larger home while staying in the same area.

Mr. Santia replied to inquiry that the property developed with Steeplechase Condominiums is zoned R-3 One-Family Residential, and the neighboring Brookstone development is zoned R-4 One-Family Residential.

Mr. Pearl inquired as to how many homes could be built on that property if it was zoned R-3 One-Family Residential.

Mr. Santia estimated that 15 or 16 single-family homes could be constructed on the subject parcel.

Mr. Pearl felt that an office/service zoning was logical because of the existing offices on both the northeast and northwest corners of Metropolitan Parkway and Utica Road.  He felt an RMH zoning would permit a very high density for that location and he was concerned that apartments could be developed.  He felt that an RML district is a better zoning for condominium developments.

Mr. Truax had no objection and pointed out that the traffic patterns for multiple-family high-density zoning would be equal to or less than the traffic patterns for the current OS-1 zoning.

Ms. Trombly maintained that she would prefer to either deny the RMH rezoning as requested or to recommend approval of a rezoning to RML, which would be a less intense use.

Mr. Gibson agreed with Ms. Trombley and expressed concern that the zoning of the property would have gone from R-3 to RMH within one year.

Mr. Santia inquired as to how many units are actually being proposed on their site development plan.

Mr. Abrams replied that the site development plan they have designed has 46 units.

Ms. Weiss inquired as to the percentage of the subject parcel that cannot be developed.

Mr. Santia replied that the drain could be enclosed and the easement could be established between the buildings.  He explained that they do not look at exactly what portion of the property is buildable, but he clarified that if the drain is kept open, they would be required to provide a 120-foot right-of-way for the drain.

Mr. Abrams offered to keep it at 46 units if they can obtain the RMH zoning.

Mr. Pear inquired as to whether the petitioner could apply to the Zoning Board of Appeals to seek a variance to allow more units.

Mr. Santia questioned what the hardship or practical difficulty would be, because the property can be developed as it is currently zoned and could be developed with the RMH zoning.  He explained that if the property had some physical characteristic that would not even accommodate the RML density and he needed variances for setbacks, he felt the petitioner would have the option to go to the Board of Appeals.

Ms. Trombley cautioned that financial hardships or practical difficulties cannot be considered by the Board of Appeals.

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Ms. Weiss, with reference to File #5936 and application from Mitchell Abrams, Tenor Investments LLC, 2012 Stratford Lane, Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304, as represented by Robert W. Stine, AIA, Architect, 200 Elm, Birmingham, Michigan 48009, concerning the proposed rezoning of 4.81 acres of land located at the southeast corner of Metropolitan Parkway and Utica Road (Section 30) from OS-1 Office/Service (Low-Rise) to RMH Multiple-Family Residential (High-Density), that recommendation be submitted to the Clinton Township Board for approval of the rezoning as requested.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Truax, Weiss, Moseley.  Nay – Gibson, Matway, Pearl, Trombley, Yurkie.  Absent – Tomlinson.  Motion failed for lack of votes.

Mr. Santia informed Mr. Abrams that this matter will be forwarded to the Clinton Township Board for their final decision.

PRESENTATION BY ARCHIVE DS

--
DDA PLAN AND GRATIOT AVENUE REDEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE DDA DISTRICT (GRATIOT AVENUE FROM 14 MILE ROAD TO WELLINGTON CRESCENT

Mark Nikita, Vern Gustafson and Howard Cone led a presentation of the Clinton Township’s DDA Plan and the Gratiot Avenue Redevelopment within the DDA District.

In summary, some of the following points were made:

· DDA has been meeting with focus groups to seek out their ideas.

· Archive DS has reviewed weaknesses and strengths of the area to provide opportunities, retain investments, attract new investments and build district character to make it a distinctive area within a larger area.

· Three key points: Market Niche, Physical Form and Aesthetic Enhancement.

· Investigate land uses that are appropriate for the area.  Looking to see how the many auto-related businesses can be more of an asset.  

· Comparison of ordinances in other communities with Clinton Township’s ordinance and how it relates to the Gratiot Corridor.

· Trend is to redevelop many of the major corridors, such as Woodward, Michigan Avenue, Grand River and Jefferson, as well as Gratiot Avenue (in other communities).

· Available funding for this type of district used to be limited to only cities, but is now available to townships and villages as well.

· Aesthetic phase includes lighting, signage and landscaping, but Clinton Township’s DDA has made it clear they do not want to focus as much on this part because they feel the current problems are inherently deeper and need to be addressed first.

· Archive DS is currently gathering information from many sources and coming to groups such as this for input.  They intend to incorporate as many ideas as they can in the process.

Mr. Nikita ended his presentation and opened the meeting for discussion and interaction from those present.

Some of the suggestions and concerns raised were as follows:

· Possible incentives for businesses to located in the DDA district, although legislation does not allow Township to provide tax abatements for retail-type developments; however, other incentives can be used.

· Median between northbound and southbound Gratiot is an asset, and the Township’s maintenance of it has been appreciated.

· Possible mixed zoning districts being established, such as retail on lower levels, and living space on upper levels.

· DDA district is lacking restaurants, especially upscale restaurants, and a grocery store.

· Establish some centers along the corridor, possibly with ethnic themes, such as Greektown, Italiantown, Polishtown.

· Determine how deep off of Gratiot the commercial district should extend.

· Establish entertainment district, with Star Gratiot at the center and Laser Tag across the street.  Could possibly bring in a Dave & Busters, or an indoor putt-putt golf center to add to this.  Parking may be an issue.

· Look into mixed use zonings, possibly incorporating developments that offer retail/office on the lower level, and living space on the upper level(s), similar to the development going in north of Hall Road and west of Hayes.

· Speed limit of 45 mph makes it difficult to develop a character in the area.

· Vision does not seem to gravitate toward “cozy atmosphere” because of the wide right-of-way along Gratiot and the higher speed of the vehicles.   Attempts to “pulse” it and develop certain areas.

· Look into connections to existing bike pathways, both on Metropolitan Parkway and at the far northern edge of the DDA near the Clinton River.

· Establish continuity for pedestrian traffic.

· Tie in Normandy Park.

· Problem with shallow setbacks of the older businesses along Gratiot Avenue, and having the parking in the rear, where it is not safe.

· Provide visible art in various areas, possibly with an automotive theme, in an attempt to establish character.

· With the expansion of Baker College, possible dorms on Gratiot to create a campus atmosphere, with art that would appeal to young adults, and the addition of a coffee shop in that immediate area.

· Clinton Township has historical significance, and some of that could be brought out in themes along Gratiot.

· Problem of having portions of five school districts within the Township, three of which are located within the DDA.  This makes it difficult for the community to get the team spirit and feel unified.

Mr. Nikita thanked everyone for coming tonight, and mentioned that the DDA meets the third Wednesday of each month.  He encouraged anyone who is interested to attend.  He summarized this phase as providing a “vision” plan that will be market driven and they should be presenting that plan early next year.

REPORT OF MEETING

--
APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 23, 2004 REPORT 

Ms. Weiss requested the following change:


Page 2, 2nd to Last Paragraph, Line 3:



Change from:
“…removed once the abutting residential areas were developed.”



Change to:
“…obscured once the abutting residential areas were developed.”

Motion by Mr. Truax, supported by Ms. Weiss, to approve the report of the September 23, 2004 meeting as amended.  Motion carried.

DISCUSSION ON NEXT MEETING AGENDA

Mr. Santia noted that the next Planning Commission meeting has been canceled due to lack of agenda items and the second meeting of November has also been canceled because it would fall on Thanksgiving Day.  He informed that there will be two rezonings and a text amendment on the December 9, 2004 agenda. 

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Yurkie, supported by Ms. Weiss, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:31 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Denise C. Trombley, Secretary
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