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Clinton Township Board of Appeals

Report of Meeting – March 17, 2004


CLINTON TOWNSHIP BOARD OF APPEALS

REPORT OF MEETING

MARCH 17, 2004

PRESENT: 
Robert M. Campbell, Acting Chairperson



Frank Poma, Acting Secretary



Peter M. Catalano 



Michael Nickerson



Denise C. Trombley 

ABSENT:
Frances Marella, Chairperson (Excused)



Dean Reynolds, Vice-Chairperson (Excused) 

STAFF:
Irene F. Sheridan, Community Planner II 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m.  Mr. Campbell explained the parameters under which this Board can grant variances.  He noted that there are five voting members of this Board present tonight, and in order to approve or deny a variance, four votes are needed.  He explained that if a decision cannot be reached tonight, the item will have to be placed on next month’s agenda. 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Campbell noted that the petitioner for Item #2 (SFR – Quinn, vacant) has requested to be deleted from tonight’s agenda.  He added that another petition, which was not listed on the agenda, was withdrawn but the notices were inadvertently mailed.  He apologized for any inconvenience this may have caused, and he assured that owners and occupants within 300 feet of the land in question for both of these items will be renotified when the matters are placed on an agenda.  

Motion by Mr. Nickerson, supported by Mr. Poma, to approve the agenda as revised, with the deletion of Item #2.  Motion carried.

LOT 1147, INGLESIDE FARMS SUBDIVISION #9 (SECTION 22/P.C. 628)

--
APPEAL: SFR – ILENE, 37214


FILE #5851: ROBERT KOOK


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Poma informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants of property located within 300 feet of the land in question, with none returned as undeliverable.

Robert Kook, 37214 Ilene, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that when his garage was built, the floor level was below grade and, as a result, it floods when it rains.  He informed that he is the hunter safety education coordinator for the County of Macomb and he is required to keep a lot of equipment at his home.  He also owns three vehicles and a mini motor home, and he currently does not have sufficient space to store everything.  He started looking at his neighbors’ garages to get an idea of what he would like, and he stated that the garage kitty-corner to his is tall but does not have a loft.  He felt that a design with an upstairs loft would help solve his storage problems, so he came up with a design that he feels is based on what he has observed in his neighborhood.

Mr. Campbell noted that in looking at the other structures in the neighborhood, he paid particular attention to the accessory structure on Jordan, which was granted a variance for 1,000 square feet; however, the height meets current ordinance requirements.  He stressed that he looked at the neighborhood and would have no problem with additional square footage to accommodate indoor storage, especially in a case such as this where the owner is serving a public function; however, he expressed concern about the excessive height because they are all one-story homes and a two-story garage will change the look in the neighborhood.

Mr. Kook explained that is why he chose a barn-style roof.  He replied to inquiry that his neighbors are aware of the proposed height, and they signed petitions in favor of the variance request.  Mr. Kook submitted the petitions to Mr. Poma for the record.

Mr. Catalano inquired as to how the petitioner will access the back portion of the new garage.

Mr. Kook replied that the existing garage will be taken down.  He recalled stating that in the documentation.

Mr. Campbell replied to inquiry that he did not observe that information in the documentation he was provided.

Mr. Catalano had felt that the petitioner was trying to combine the older garage with the newer garage.

Mr. Kook stated that with the floor of the existing garage all broken, it would not make sense to leave it, and he felt it would be better to “start from scratch”.

Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5851 and application from Robert Kook, 37214 Ilene, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1298.01-(b) & (f), Supplementary Regulations: Accessory Structures (Including Garages), concerning Lot 1147, Ingleside Farms Subdivision #9 (Section 22/Private Claim 628), generally located fronting the east line of Ilene, south of Wendell at 37214 Ilene, that variance be granted to permit construction of a detached accessory structure (garage) for a single-family residence with 1,388 square feet of floor area in the R-3 One-Family Residential District with: 1) Floor area of 1,248 square feet being 554 square feet in excess of the maximum permitted floor area of 694 square feet (1/2 of 1,388 square feet); 2) Two (2) stories being one (1) story in excess of the maximum permitted one (1) story; and 3) Height of seventeen (17) feet being three (3) feet in excess of the maximum permitted height of fourteen (14) feet; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty that the petitioner needs indoor storage for a number of vehicles plus storing equipment for a public function in his position as Hunter Safety Education Coordinator for Macomb County; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Campbell, Trombley, Catalano, Nickerson, Poma.  Nay – None.  Absent – Marella, Reynolds.  Motion carried.

Ms. Sheridan reiterated that the existing garage will be taken down.

LOT 4, SUPERVISOR’S PLAT OF BITELY SUBDIVISION (SECTION 35)

--
APPEAL: SFR – QUINN, VACANT


FILE #5858: ROBERT NAEYAERT


This item was deleted from tonight’s agenda.

2.21 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE SOUTH LINE OF HALL ROAD (M-59), EAST OF HAYES (SECTION 6)

--
APPEAL: LASHISH RESTAURANT (FKA MOUNTAIN JACK’S)


FILE #5857: TALAL K. CHAHINE, LASHISH, INC.


REPRESENTATIVE: MUSTAFA DAKROUB, LASHISH, INC.


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Poma informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question.  Mr. Poma read a letter from Wayne Adko, Center Management, 16000 Hall Road, Suite #201, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, expressing his opposition to the variance request.

Mustafa Dakroub, 13250 Rotunda, Dearborn, Michigan, explained that he is the director for the La Shish Restaurants and he commented that the individual who wrote the letter has fought them at every level in nearly every community.  He proceeded to thank Clinton Township for the welcome that had been extended to them, and he stressed that they pride themselves on quality products and service.  He stated that their business is very much dependent on the exposure and visibility they get on a high-traffic road such as Hall Road, and he noted that the restaurant is set back quite far.  He stressed that they are proposing to install a sign that will not be a detriment to the community but will serve as a welcome to the multi-diverse citizens of the Township.


Wayne Adko, 16000 Hall Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that he wrote the letter that was read into the record.  He indicated that one of the curb cuts into the property is situated at a traffic light.  He felt this situation, where many motorists are stopped at the light and have an opportunity to notice the restaurant, provides them with ample exposure.  He also pointed out that La Shish has positioned artificial palm trees at their entrance along Hall Road, and he felt those will catch the attention of motorists.  Mr. Adko claimed the owner of his company is concerned that if this variance is granted, other business owners in the area will also request variances and will cite previous variances granted, and he questioned “where will it end?”

Mr. Nickerson inquired as to whether the artificial palm trees are considered part of the signage.

Ms. Sheridan replied that they are not considered part of the signage.

Mr. Catalano inquired as to whether the petitioner feels that the proposed sign has much to do with the success of the new business going in this location.

Mr. Dakroub emphatically replied that the proposed sign is very important to their success.  He pointed out that the “onion” shape of the sign has a lot of dead space, but they want to provide a Mediterranean/Middle East look and they need to distinguish it from the previous occupant, Mountain Jack’s.

Mr. Catalano recalled that Nino Salvaggio’s Marketplace, also located on Hall Road, was granted a variance for their signs.  He stated that he is generally opposed to larger signs, but he felt bad that Mountain Jack’s was not successful at that location, and he does not want to see a piece of property go to waste.  He felt that if a sign is that important to a business, they should be permitted to have it.

Mr. Dakroub again stressed that the sign is important and added that when he visited the area the first time, he missed the site three times because of the inadequate signage.

Mr. Campbell noted that the sign being requested is a lawn sign with a very wide base.  He felt that if the sign was positioned on a pole to make a pylon sign, they could keep the exact sign and even increase the height by three feet.  He explained that the taller height for pylon signs is permitted on busier roads such as Hall Road, but he also noted that the height limit for lawn signs was established to ensure traffic safety.  Mr. Campbell informed that pylon signs must have a minimum six-foot clearance, so that motorists can have an unobstructed view under the sign.

Mr. Dakroub replied to inquiry that a pylon sign would be demeaning to the look they are trying to accomplish.  He felt the sign they have proposed has much more appeal than the same sign on a pole.  He added that they are proposing the same stone on the base of the sign as on the building to provide a classy appearance.

Mr. Campbell could understand Mr. Dakroub’s reasoning for the lawn sign; however, he reiterated that the ordinance was written to keep safety in mind, and he did not see a reason to warrant such a variance.  He felt a pylon sign would be the answer, and he expressed opposition to the variance request.

Mr. Nickerson agreed with Mr. Campbell and considered the proposed lawn sign a “massive structure”.  He felt that proposing a sign that is nearly double the maximum height permitted is excessive.

Mr. Dakroub felt the proposed sign is within the ordinance requirements for height.

Mr. Nickerson confirmed that the sign as proposed is considered a lawn sign and exceeds the maximum height permitted by seven (7) feet.  He felt that with the sign on a pole and stone around it, they could still achieve the look they want and stay within the ordinance requirements.

Mr. Poma agreed with Mr. Catalano.  He commented that there are many businesses that are closing, and signage is important.  He stated he would be willing to vote in favor of the variance request and welcome La Shish to the Township.  He felt they will bring a quality establishment to the area.  Mr. Poma suggested tabling this matter to the next meeting as he could anticipate a split vote on a motion to approve or deny the requested variance. 

Motion by Mr. Poma, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5857 and application from La Shish, Inc., 13250 Rotunda, Dearborn, Michigan 48120, for variance to Clinton Township Building and Housing Code, Chapter 1488.02-(e)-(1)-A-2; Signs: Definitions and Restrictions; “Business sign” “Lawn sign”, concerning 2.21 acres of land fronting the south line of Hall Road (M-59), east of Hayes Road (Section 6), that further consideration of this request be tabled until next month’s meeting so that more members will be present to vote.  Discussion ensued.

Mr. Nickerson informed that he will not be in attendance next month as he will be out of town at his son’s wedding.

Mr. Dakroub agreed to have the matter postponed, but he could not understand the objections of some of the members.  He maintained that it will be a beautiful structure and matching sign, and he claimed that there are taller signs on Hall Road, east of his location.  He replied to inquiry that they have a sign at their Roseville facility, but he was not sure of its size.  He replied to further inquiry that his Roseville facility is located on Gratiot Avenue across from the Macomb Mall, off of I-94.

Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Poma, Trombley, Campbell, Catalano, Nickerson.  Nay – None.  Absent – Marella, Reynolds.  Motion carried.

1.5 ACRES OF LAND FRONTING THE NORTH LINE OF CANAL ROAD, WEST OF GARFIELD ROAD (SECTION 7)

--
APPEAL: SUNNYBROOK PARK CONDOMINIUMS

FILE #5859: LORENZO GARRISI


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Poma informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question, with three letters received in response to the mailing from the following: Joann Burr, 42432 Crestwood, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038; Park Ridge Condominium Association Board of Directors, P. O. Box 381160, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038; and Barbara Pearce, 16321 Scenic, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038,

Lorenzo Garrisi, 40211 Emerald Lane, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that he is seeking a variance.  He noted that the proposed development exceeds the density by only one unit, and the setbacks are needed because of the irregular shape of the property.


Jo Roek, 16169 Scenic, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, President of Park Ridge Condominium Association, explained that the majority of the residents in their complex are opposed to this development because of the parameters that constitute a hardship or practical difficulty which Mr. Campbell stated at the beginning of the meeting.  She felt he is trying to “jam” too many units on this parcel and, as a result, cannot meet the density or setback requirements.  She was concerned that this will depreciate the value of the Park Ridge Condominiums, and she could see no hardship presented that would warrant such a large variance.  She reminded that he purchased this property in October 2003, knowing it was only 1.5 acres, and she felt that he should have considered this before buying it.


Floyd Zoelling, 42370 Park Ridge Way, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, felt confident that Ms. Roek was accurately representing the feelings of all 97 condominium owners in their association.   He expressed concern about the water capacity in serving additional residences in the area, because he complained that the water pressure decreases now.  He felt there will be another 10 or 11 showers, toilets, washing machines, sinks, dishwashers, etc. that will place additional load on the system.  He inquired as to what the applicant will be required to do to assure adequate water pressure.

Ms. Sheridan replied to inquiry that they do not yet have the engineer’s review on this project.

Mr. Campbell explained that the Township Engineer reviews water and sewer availability during the site plan process. 


Phil Mularski, 42349 Bayberry, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, felt the petitioner is trying to fit too many units on this parcel.  He stated that if he was going to purchase a 1.5-acre parcel, he would look at what he could build that would be reasonable for the area.  He pointed out that the proposed units will have only one-car garages, whereas Park Ridge Condominiums have two-car garages.  He felt that the residents of Park Ridge are not opposed to expansion and growth, but within reason, and he felt the request is unreasonable.


Eva Bostrich, 42350 Park Ridge Way, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, stated that her condominium abuts the subject parcel, and she felt it will be too crowded.  She noted that there have been a couple of serious accidents on Canal Road, and she felt there is not enough room to have a tree line on Canal Road.


Gregory Longpre, 16290 Bristol, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, inquired as to whether this development will lower his taxes.  He clarified that he does not mind paying taxes, but he wants to recoup his money when he sells.


Debbie Listrom, 42385 Crestwood, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, pointed out that there are a lot of children in the area, and she felt that the proposed development will create too much additional traffic.


Mr. Zoelling agreed with Ms. Listrom and noted that traffic backs up very far to turn on to Hayes.  He recalled that when he moved to this location a few years ago, he did not experience this.  


Mr. Mularski complained that the proposed development will only provide one-car garages.  He felt that this will result in many of the cars being parked outside, creating an eyesore.

Mr. Nickerson recalled that Mr. Garrisi was before this Board last month for another development, requesting a variance for the rear yard setback.  This Board was concerned that there would not be sufficient room for residents to enjoy their back yards, so the plan was revised to meet the rear yard setbacks and a variance was granted for the front yard setbacks.  Mr. Nickerson could not see how anyone could possibly construct a deck in a 14.67-foot area.  He stated he could not support the variance request because he felt there is too much being jammed into a small area.

Mr. Campbell recognized the petitioner’s point that this is not a perfect rectangular piece of property, but he pointed out that every development along Canal Road has that same angle to deal with.  He also pointed out that Mr. Garrisi is attempting to build eleven units in an area that will allow only ten units.  He felt this is excessive and that other developers, in similar circumstances, have designed the development with a road on one side and spur streets off of that road.  He stated that he cannot support this variance.

Ms. Trombley agreed with Mr. Campbell.

Craig Duckwitz, of Anderson, Eckstein and Westrick, stated he is working with Mr. Garrisi and they have come up with an alternative plan that they would like the Board of Appeals to consider.  He distributed a sketch of a new proposal, which eliminates the need for a density variance.  He explained that they are able to provide sufficient parking, and they are proposing to reduce the front yard setback and leave the west side yard setback as it was.  He suggested moving the road and the units on the east side over ten feet to the west, which would provide 25 feet on the south and 20 feet on the north.  He felt this will result in additional green space.  Mr. Duckwitz stressed that this is an infill parcel and they do not have much room with which to work.  He felt that this new plan would eliminate two of the three variances and, more importantly, they eliminated the variance requests that were highly objectionable by the neighbors.


Ms. Roek stated that according to the new plan, the petitioner is taking five feet from the front yards of the units, which means that the distance from the garage doors to the street is only twenty feet.  She noted that Park Ridge Condominiums each have a two-car garage and a 25-foot driveway.  She felt that with the proposed one-car garages, residents will not have sufficient room to park a second car in their driveway if it only measures twenty feet in length.  She urged the Board of Appeals to consider this before granting a variance.

Mr. Poma stated that the petitioner had the opportunity to purchase this property and build according to the ordinance.  He submitted a plan to build eleven units, and now a new plan has been submitted that is proposing ten units.  He suggested that this be tabled and the petitioner meet with representatives from the abutting condominium complex to see if they can reach some compromise and that can then be presented to this Board.

Mr. Garrisi stated they came up with the new plan to appease the neighbors.  He pointed out that there is no development to the west of the subject parcel and that is why he designed it this way.  He felt he had solved the problem for the abutting condominium owners because he is proposing to provide a larger setback.  He noted that the condominiums will be all brick and will be high-quality units.

Mr. Poma agreed that Mr. Garrisi builds high-quality developments, but he again suggested that this matter be tabled so that Mr. Garrisi can meet with Ms. Roek and other representatives from Park Ridge to come up with a solution.  He advised that Mr. Garrisi has the right to construct condominiums on the property, but he added that he would like to see that everyone is satisfied with the plan.

Mr. Garrisi explained that he has tried to avoid the development of two-story condominiums, because he respected the privacy of the owners in the abutting one-story Park Ridge Condominiums.  He stated that he wants to keep them affordable and felt that most people are interested in one-story versus two-story units.  Mr. Garrisi replied to inquiry that he is willing to meet with representatives from Park Ridge Condominium Association.

Mr. Campbell cited a recent example of where a developer met with residents of the abutting property and they were able to work out an amicable plan to forward to the Board of Appeals.  He maintained that the proposed plan is overbuilding the property, but he felt there are alternatives available, such as a road to the side with spur streets off of that road, similar to one of the newer developments off of Millar.  He acknowledged that Mr. Garrisi has the right to develop his property as zoned, but felt that creative positioning of the units may be necessary to avoid the variances.  He felt that the residents should have enough room to add a deck or sunroom.

Mr. Catalano could not see a big difference between ten and eleven units.  He felt that if a developer builds homes with one-car garages and has no trouble selling them, then he felt that is sufficient.

Mr. Garrisi felt that the majority of condominium owners have one car and he did not feel one-car garages will be a problem.

Mr. Catalano urged Mr. Garrisi to follow through with all-brick construction.

Motion by Mr. Poma, supported by Mr. Nickerson, with reference to File #5859 and application from Lorenzo Garrisi, Sunshine Homes, 42452 Hayes Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-(f) & (h); Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Minimum Land Area Per Unit and Minimum Side Yard Setback Requirements in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District, concerning 1.5 acres of land fronting the north line of Canal Road, west of Garfield Road (Section 7) at 16151 Canal Road, that further consideration of request for variance to permit construction of a condominium development (proposed Sunnybrook Park Condominiums) on a parcel having 65,340 square feet (1.5 acres) of land in the RML Multiple-Family Residential District with: 1) Eleven (11) 2-bedroom dwelling units being one (1) unit in excess of the maximum permitted ten (10) 2-bedroom dwelling units; 2) West side yard setback of 14.67 feet being 20.33 feet less than the minimum required 35 feet; and 3) East side yard setback of 14.75 feet being 20.25 feet less than the minimum required 35 feet; be tabled for up to sixty (60) days to provide the petitioner an opportunity to meet with the Board of Directors of Park Ridge Condominium Association in an attempt to resolve the issue.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Poma, Nickerson, Campbell, Catalano, Trombley.  Nay – None.  Absent – Marella, Reynolds.  Motion carried.

LOTS 27 & 28, ALBERT’S SUBDIVISION (SECTION 24/P.C. 173)

-
REF: TABLED FROM FEBRUARY 18, 2004 MEETING

--
APPEAL: SFR – ALBERT, 38468


FILE #5841: ANDREW MAKI


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Poma informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question, with none returned as undeliverable.

Andrew Maki, 38468 Albert, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that he is hoping to have the option in the future of splitting the lot.  He replied to inquiry that the inspector did not include the poor structural condition of the addition in his original report but talked to him afterward and addressed the issue in a follow-up letter.  The inspector had expressed concern in the excessive cantilevering, causing the floor to move and creating a structural issue.  He stressed that the rooms he is proposing to remove are not “good” rooms and they have a mold problem.  They are not finished rooms and were left that way by the previous owner.  He replied to further inquiry that he has not been able to use these rooms at all since he moved in.

Mr. Campbell stated that according to the inspector’s letter, the cantilevering is on the east side, yet he is proposing to demolish a portion of the house on the other side.

Mr. Maki clarified that the entire back wall is cantilevering, and his concern is that it is too large of an area to be structurally sound.

Mr. Campbell inquired as to how demolishing the north side will resolve this problem.

Mr. Maki replied that demolishing the north side will considerably reduce the length of the cantilevered section.  He could not understand why he is required to come before this Board.

Mr. Campbell explained that the issue is the removal of part of the house, which creates a dwelling that has a smaller floor area than required by ordinance.  He recalled that Ms. Sheridan had informed the Board at the last meeting that if the petitioner would decide to split the lots into two 60-foot lots, he would not need to come back before this Board because the two 60-foot lots were previously lots of record.

Mr. Nickerson recalled that the petitioner was going to consult with the Building Department to get an inspector to come out.  He inquired as to whether this was done.

Mr. Maki replied that the inspector he had was recommended by the Building Department, and he was under the impression that this would be satisfactory with the Board.

Mr. Nickerson inquired as to whether the amount of house remaining after the proposed demolition will be sufficient for the petitioner’s needs.

Mr. Maki assured that he would have preferred to keep the addition, but the house is not perfect and for him to fix it up, he would like to remove the portion that does not match.  He added that it is in bad shape and really needs to be demolished.  He expressed concern that the Board of Appeals members were under the impression that the only reason he was proposing to remove it was to be greedy and sell the adjacent lot.  He assured that the two rooms he is proposing to demolish are in very bad shape and are unusable.  Mr. Maki commented that the area is nice and he wants to fix his house up so that it is not an eyesore.  He replied to inquiry that he would love to split his lot and build a new house on the adjacent parcel, but he is not in a financial position to do that at this time.

Mr. Campbell inquired as to whether Mr. Maki would still want to demolish the addition even if the possibility of splitting the lot did not exist.

Mr. Maki assured that he had planned to demolish this portion of the house regardless of whether or not he would be able to split his property and he emphasized that is not his main motive for this petition.

Mr. Nickerson recalled a similar situation in the City of St. Clair Shores, and there are two nice homes in place of the one run-down structure.

Mr. Maki noted that his house will be 1200 square feet and will be nice.  He replied to inquiry that he will do some of the work but will be contracting some of it.

Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5841 and application from Andrew Maki, 38468 Albert, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-(d); Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Chart; Minimum Floor Area Per Unit Requirements for the R-5 One-Family Residential District, concerning Lots 27 and 28, Albert’s Subdivision (Section 24/Private Claim 173), generally located fronting the east line of Albert, north of Sherbeck at 38468 Albert, that variance be granted to permit partial demolition of an existing one-family dwelling, without a basement, in the R-5 One-Family Residential District, creating a dwelling unit with a floor area of 1,189.5 feet being 160.5 feet less than the minimum required floor area of 1,350 square feet; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty being the questioned structural integrity of the dwelling, along with its moisture and mold content, and although it is less than the minimum square footage required, the basic dwelling is retained and the portion being removed has not been usable; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Campbell, Trombley, Nickerson, Poma.  Nay – Catalano.  Absent – Marella, Reynolds.  Motion carried.

Ms. Sheridan explained that the reason why the ordinance requires additional square footage when there is no basement is to provide room for a furnace and laundry area.

Mr. Maki assured that he is not touching the portion of the house where the furnace and laundry area are located.

REPORT OF MEETING

--
APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 18, 2004 REPORT


Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Mr. Nickerson, to approve the report of the February 18, 2004 meeting as written.  Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Nickerson, supported by Ms. Trombley, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Frank Poma, Acting Secretary





CLINTON TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

03/22/04:ces

04/07/04:ces

04/22/04:ces

