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Clinton Township Board of Appeals

Report of Meeting – May 26, 2004


CLINTON TOWNSHIP BOARD OF APPEALS

REPORT OF MEETING

MAY 26, 2004

PRESENT: 
Frances Marella, Chairperson



Dean Reynolds, Vice-Chairperson 



Robert M. Campbell, Secretary 



Peter M. Catalano 



Frank Poma



Denise C. Trombley 

ABSENT:
Michael Nickerson (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. Marella explained the parameters under which this Board can grant variances. 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Mr. Poma, to approve the agenda as submitted.  Motion carried.

0.855 ACRE OF LAND FRONTING THE EAST LINE OF HAYES ROAD, NORTH OF UTICA ROAD (SECTION 19)

--
APPEAL: RED REEF CONDOMINIUMS


FILE #5876: PETITIONED BY CARL R. HAUSS, PLLC


REPRESENTED BY FRANK SALAMONE, ARCHITECT


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell 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 two replies received in response to the mailing.  He read the first letter from Carl Hauss, petitioner, which included two letters in support of the variance request, one from Susan Lauer, 37760 Hayes Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, and the other from Harlan Lange, 37696 Hayes Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038.  Mr. Campbell read a letter from Dawn M. Roxborough, 15330 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, expressing her opposition to the variance request.

Frank Salamone, 48534 Van Dyke Avenue, Shelby Township, Michigan 48316, explained that each unit will be approximately 1,100 square feet and will have two front facades on each building, one facing Pebble Pointe Condominiums and the other facing Hayes.  He submitted photographs showing the existing site at this time.  He stated that they will be marketing the upper-middle class purchasers.  Mr. Salamone pointed out that the ordinance was changed to require a 35-foot setback rather than the previously required 10-foot setback.  He stated they are only requesting to be allowed to build according to the former ordinance requirement.  He indicated that their request for a variance on the density is because the lot is narrow, so they are proposing to construct five ranch units with an additional five units on top, making a total of ten units, which is six units in excess of the four units allowed.  He stressed that other than the density and the setback requirements, they are meeting all of the other ordinance requirements as far as parking, drainage, etc.  He pointed out that the property is fronting Hayes Road, which is a major thoroughfare and lends itself to better marketability.  He was confident that this development will be consistent with the neighborhood.

Carl Hauss, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, stated they feel this development would be an improvement and will lend stability to the neighborhood.  He reiterated Mr. Salamone’s comments that they are marketing the units to the middle- to upper-middle class buyers.  He claimed that the ordinance regulating setbacks has changed within the last couple of years and they would have previously been allowed to provide the proposed 10-foot side yard setback and they would have met the ordinance requirements.  He added that the flood plain issues adjoining the property, the recent change in the market, the fact that this is situated on a major thoroughfare, and the size of the property all contribute to their hardship.  He noted that while they want to build something that is an improvement to the area, it still needs to be marketable.  He admitted that some of the neighboring condominium owners have expressed concerns, but he felt that many of the owners have been very positive.

Rudy Hauss, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, felt they meet the requirements for a variance because of the size, location and market impact of the property on a major thoroughfare.  He explained that in order to provide a product that people will buy, it has to meet certain parameters to compliment Pebble Pointe Condominiums.  He emphasized that there is no other way to accomplish this other than to obtain the requested variances, and that is why they are proposing a second floor with the additional units.  He cautioned that if they cannot obtain the variances, he could not see how this property could ever be developed as residential and he anticipated that it would probably be developed as commercial in the future.


Bernie Gajewski, 37736 Pebble Pointe Circle, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, Vice-President of the Pebble Pointe Condominium Association, pointed out that there are many senior citizens residing in their complex, and they are concerned about headlights and excessive noise bothering them.  He claimed the majority of residents go to bed early and the lights and noise may create a nuisance.  He noted that someone had suggested a wall, and he felt that may be a solution if it is tall enough.  He expressed concern about the Fire Department’s ability to maneuver within the complex, and he stated that he worked for the Detroit Fire Department for years and was well aware of the need for sufficient space to turn around. 


Vito Abate, 37745 Pebble Pointe Drive, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, President of the Pebble Pointe Condominium Association, agreed that the proposed development looks nice, but he indicated his concern about garbage cans being placed up against their property, excessive lights and noise, and he wanted assurances that their area will remain peaceful.


Patricia Bergstrom, 37771 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, stated that while she was aware that this week’s flooding in many areas of the Township was a fluke, it is cause for concern.  She pointed out that when the level of the river rose, the water came across the subject property and filled her yard.  She inquired as to whether they will end up with flooded basements once the subject property is developed.  She was opposed to the variance because it will result in the buildings being very close to her home.  Ms. Bergstrom stated she and her husband chose this location for their home because of the beauty and she did not want to see that replaced with condos so close to her lot line.


Frank Parise, 15372 Pebble Pointe Drive, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, stated he is concerned about drainage.  He questioned whether the proposed development will tie into their drains or connect to their pond.  He also noted that there are no sidewalks along Hayes Road and he questioned where the children will play.  He stated that Pebble Pointe has a pond and kids occasionally come in and play.  He did not feel a development fronting Hayes would be conducive for families.


Barb Kerby, 37723 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, complained about excessive water in her backyard during the past week, and she requested that the developer be required to install some type of barrier so that she does not get flooded.

Mr. Marella did not feel there would be anything that the developer could possibly do to stop the type of flooding this area experienced this past week. 


Dan Rose, 15429 Pebble Pointe Drive, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, complained that this is proposed to be two stories and he felt it will take away from the other buildings in the area.  He also stressed that he is opposed to a high wall.  He inquired as to where the parking will be located.

Mr. Salamone replied that the parking will be in the rear of the development.


Mike Megel, 37630 Hayes Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, felt this Board needs to look at what would best serve the community.  He thought that after Pebble Pointe was built, there would be offices developed between that complex and Hayes.  He stressed that while he does not have a problem with the development of the subject property, he felt it would be better suited to office rather than multiple-family residential development.  He felt that residents fronting Hayes Road will experience excessive noise, exhaust fumes, dust and dirt.  He felt the better option would be to have office buildings that would architecturally compliment Pebble Pointe Condominiums.  He expressed concern about the decreasing value of the neighboring properties if the variance is granted.


Lee Emery, 37734 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, stated that she has not talked with everyone in Pebble Pointe, and she realized that developers have the right to build if they adhere to the rules and regulations of the community; however, she pointed out that the petitioners are asking for something in excess of what is allowed.  She affirmed that she and the neighbors she spoke with would like to see the builder held to the requirements of the Township ordinances, which would result in a smaller development.


Bill Shier, 37755 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, commented that the local government has worked hard to establish the ordinances, and he felt they should be adhered.


Jackie Marasco, 37731 Pebble Pointe Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, stated her biggest objection is the setback variance being requested, because her deck faces the subject property.  She is undecided regarding the proposed two-story structure and admitted that while her property is slightly higher, a two-story structure still seems like it will appear very high in her backyard.  She emphasized that her main concern is the setback.

Mr. Salamone assured that they will not be having a trash enclosure but will have curbside pick-up.  He further assured that the attractive 6-foot-high decorative brick wall they are proposing along the rear property line will alleviate the neighbors’ concerns regarding lights and noise.  He informed that there will be a detention basin in front.  Mr. Salamone clarified that approximately 80 feet of their property buts up to Pebble Pointe Condominiums; however, they are only seeking setback variances for the side yards.

Mr. Carl Hauss elaborated that the properties most directly impacted from the setback variances are not located within the Pebble Pointe Condominium complex, and he has provided letters from the owners most directly affected that state they have no objections.

Mr. Reynolds questioned the petitioner’s definition of “marketability” and why ten units would be necessary.

Mr. Rudy Hauss replied that prospective purchasers want a certain amount of square footage and certain amenities such as carports, quality materials, etc.  He replied to further inquiry that they cannot sell four two-bedroom units because of their location on a major thoroughfare.  The cost to build the units would exceed the cost they could recover from their sale.

Mr. Reynolds reminded that this Board cannot consider financial hardships when contemplating a variance request.  He once again inquired as to the practical difficulty.

Mr. Carl Hauss replied that the setback requirements are much more stringent on a major thoroughfare.  He felt that if this property were located in another area, they would not be experiencing this difficulty.  He was confident that if this variance is granted, it will not start a pattern in the neighborhood because this is a unique situation.  He believed that their proposed development will be an improvement to the tax base and will lend stability to the neighborhood.

Mr. Salamone added that the narrow width of the lot is a hardship.

Mr. Reynolds inquired as to whether the required setbacks could be met if four two-story units were constructed.

Ms. Sheridan felt that they could meet the ordinance requirements with four two-bedroom units but they would have to be creative in the layout.

Mr. Reynolds indicated that if the ordinances could be met when developing four units, then this is a self-created hardship.

Mr. Carl Hauss noted that the required width of the driveway was recently changed and that creates a practical difficulty.

Ms. Sheridan replied to inquiry that the required width of the driveway has increased by three feet.

Mr. Reynolds explained that if the petitioner was requesting a variance to permit four units, he could understand, but he felt the proposed plan is overbuilding the property.

Mr. Rudy Hauss disagreed and stated that they are desperately trying to match the neighborhood.  He did not feel the neighbors will be in favor of a commercial zoning for this parcel.

Mr. Campbell wished to clarify a few statements that have been made by the petitioner and his representatives.  He pointed out that the 35-foot setback requirement has not been changed in the last couple of years but was revised in 1998, making it effective for at least six years.  He challenged the statement that “a larger setback is required because it is on a major thoroughfare” and stated that is also incorrect.  He informed the residents that the proposed plan depicts the carports on the property line, and added that there are no setback requirements for a brick-constructed carport.  He noted that as a member of the Ordinance Update Committee, he felt that requirement is an injustice to the abutting property owners, he did not feel that they should be allowed to build on the lot line and he felt the ordinance needs to be revised.  Mr. Campbell also expressed concern regarding the “deceit and threats” that the subject parcel will have to be used as commercial if this is not approved.  He indicated that traffic is a major concern of his, because they are allowed to develop four units, but they are requesting ten, which greatly increases the number of cars on this property.  He felt this could end up like “another Garfield” if they are not careful, and he did not feel they grant a density variance for this area.  He would like to see a creative solution, such as a possible service drive to all of the area condominiums, and he admitted that while this may take more property than what the petitioner has available, he could seek easements.  Mr. Campbell concluded that he would be more in favor of a setback variance if he could see some creative designing of the property without the overbuilding.  He felt that if it is not feasible to build four units, it would not be feasible to build ten units.

Mr. Catalano felt the property is ideal for office use but not for condominiums.  He could not understand who would want to live that close to Hayes and breathe in all of the exhaust fumes.  He noted that he lives one-half mile away and the traffic is always bad.  He felt that if the petitioners opted to rezone and develop an attractive office complex, they would come out ahead financially.

Motion by Mr. Reynolds, supported by Mr. Poma, with reference to File #5876 and application from Carl R. Hauss PLLC, Red Reef LLC, 16880 Hauss, Eastpointe, Michigan 48021, as represented by Frank Salamone, Architect, 48534 Van Dyke Avenue, Shelby Township, Michigan 48316, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-(f); Land Use Regulations; Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Minimum Land Area Per Unit in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District and Chapter 1292.01-(h); Land Use Regulations; Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Minimum Side Yard Setback Requirements in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District, concerning 0.855 acre of land fronting the east line of Hayes Road, north of Utica Road (Section 19), that request for variance to permit construction of a condominium development (proposed Red Reef Condominiums) on a parcel having 27,552 square feet (0.633 acre) of land area in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District with: 1) Ten (10) 2-bedroom dwelling units being six (6) units in excess of the maximum permitted four (4) 2-bedroom dwelling units; 2) North side yard setback of ten (10) feet being twenty-five (25) feet less than the minimum required 35 feet; and 3) South side yard setback of twenty-nine (29) feet being six (6) feet less than the minimum required 35 feet, be denied by reason that insufficient hardship or practical difficulty was demonstrated.  Aye – Reynolds, Poma, Trombley, Campbell, Catalano, Marella.  Nay – None.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried.     

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

--
APPEAL: C. J. BARRYMORE’S SPORTS & ENTERTAINMENT CENTER


FILE #5887: PETITIONED BY RICK ICEBERG, C.J. BARRYMORE’S


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell 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 no letters received in response to the mailing.

Rick Iceberg, 21750 Hall Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, explained that they have had a golf dome at this location for ten years during the winter months; however, the old one blew down in December of last year and the new replacement is impossible to put up and take down each year.  He informed that while the old dome weighed 36,000 pounds, the new dome weighs 62,000 pounds and requires twelve (12) 1,800-pound cables to hold it in place.  He stressed that it is very impractical to continue to use it as a seasonal structure in the winter and remove it in the summer, but he emphasized that the dome has been a very important part of their entertainment center.  He added that it would strongly enhance their growth and they would use it through early summer and would begin using it much earlier in the fall.

Mr. Marella inquired as to why the petitioner did not do this earlier.

Mr. Iceberg replied that in 1992, the salesman for the dome informed them that they could easily put the dome up and down; however, they have discovered over the years it is not that easy, and with the new dome it is nearly impossible.

Mr. Catalano complimented the petitioner on the good he has done for the neighborhood and community, and he felt this is not a “trouble spot”.

Mr. Reynolds agreed and felt it is a very family-oriented business, and he added that he looks forward to coming there when his son gets a little older.

Mr. Campbell had no objection to the height variance on this because he noted that it would not be practical to require a golf dome to adhere to the 35-foot height requirement.  He felt this is a “textbook case” of when a variance is necessary.

Mr. Iceberg replied to inquiry that they would like to add a deck system, but many of the golfers prefer the grass rather than the deck so they will have to determine what their clientele want.

Mr. Poma felt the petitioners have done a tremendous job in the community and the dome is a landmark for C.J. Barrymore’s.

Mr. Iceberg agreed and noted they have been at this location for thirty years.

Motion by Mr. Campbell,, supported by Mr. Reynolds, with reference to File #5887 and application from Rick Iceberg, C. J. Barrymore’s 21750 Hall Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48038, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-(1), Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Chart and Footnotes; Maximum Height of Buildings in the B-2 Community Business District, concerning 25.55 acres of land fronting the south line of Hall Road (M-59), west of Elizabeth Road (Sections 2/3), that variance be granted to permit construction of a permanent indoor golfing structure (golf dome) at C. J. Barrymore’s Sports and Entertainment Center in the B-2 Community Business District with height of sixty (60) feet being twenty-five (25) feet in excess of the maximum permitted height of thirty-five (35) feet; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty that while a golf dome is allowed in this district, it would be impractical to have anything less than 60 feet in height; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye- Campbell, Reynolds, Trombley, Poma, Catalano, Marella.  Nay – None.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried.

UNIT 1, EATON FARMS CONDOMINIUMS (FKA FAULMAN-EATON SITE CONDOS) (SECTION 28)

--
APPEAL: SFR – EATON, 36051


FILE #5888: PETITIONED BY FAULMAN PARTNERS


REPRESENTED BY LEO CIAVATTA


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell 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 no letters received in response to the mailing.

Mark Kinney, 24721 Cubberness, Saint Clair Shores, Michigan 48080, explained that the building envelope is only 37 feet wide, and the type of homes already established in the neighborhood would warrant a wider home.  He explained that when they developed the subdivision, they set standards that were higher than the minimums required by the Township ordinances.  He pointed out that the minimum side yard setback is eight feet and they are requiring a minimum ten-foot setback.  Mr. Kinney did not feel this will take away from the neighborhood because it will provide more flexibility with the type of home.


Dianne Karsh, 19517 Faulman, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, stated that her house faces the subject property.  She replied to inquiry that her address is on Faulman, but her house faces Eaton.  She inquired as to why the ordinance requires a 35-foot setback when the petitioner is only proposing a 10-foot setback. 

Ms. Sheridan clarified that typically in developments such as this, there is a road through the center and the houses are situated in such a way that the rear yards are around the perimeter of the property; however, in this case, the side yards abut the perimeter.


Ms. Karsh inquired as to whether the power line along this property will affect the setback.

Ms. Sheridan replied that if there is an Edison easement, it may be along the property line and should have no affect on the setback.


Ms. Karsh, upon looking at the proposed plans, stated having no objection to the variance request.


Sam Chappatini, 38266 Saddle Lane, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that he will be moving in to 36522 Capper after his wedding, and he requested clarification on the proposal.

Mr. Marella informed that they are proposing a side yard setback adjacent to the neighbor’s rear yard setback and they are requesting permission to provide a 10-foot setback rather than a 35-foot setback.


Mr. Chappatini commented that the existing area is developed very nice and is spread out to provide everyone with adequate space.  He expressed concern that granting an exception to the ordinance will result in others coming in to do the same, and he felt that condominiums will soon be “packed in”. 

Mr. Marella clarified that the proposed development consists of detached condominiums that will look like single-family homes.

Mr. Catalano explained that if the petitioner platted this land as a traditional subdivision, it would take years for the process, but the Township provides them with the opportunity to build detached condominiums which have the same look as single-family homes but they can obtain approval in much less time.

Ms. Sheridan assured that with the requested variance, the house will not be any closer to the lot line than it would be in a traditional single-family platted subdivision.  She added that condominium developments require a 35-foot setback from the perimeter property line, whereas a traditional platted home would allow the side yard setbacks to be less than the front or rear yard setbacks.


Mr. Chappatini was not convinced that this is not a monetary issue. 

Mr. Marella stressed that the petitioner can only put one single-family home on this parcel and he is not making more money because he is not proposing a higher density than what is permitted.


Bill Wilson, 36162 Capper, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, recalled that when this was proposed, it was very controversial.  He felt that he and his neighbors are not opposed to the property being developed, but are opposed to six units, one of which will be too close to the property line.  He was opposed to the variance request.  He inquired as to whether carports could be constructed on the lot line.

Ms. Sheridan assured that there will be no carports and clarified that the term “condo” in this development refers to the type of land ownership.  She added that they will look just like single-family homes.


Jim Bruno, 24605 Cottrell, Harrison Township, Michigan 48045, stated he owns a parcel at the end of the property.  He stated he was going to purchase the subject parcel and had a deposit on it, but backed out when he discovered that he could only build on 40 feet of the 80-foot lot and his only option would be to build a home with a “shotgun” design.  He can understand how the petitioner may require some type of variance, but he was opposed to having a home ten feet from his property line.  He explained that he is building a 5,000-square-foot home and again stressed that he does not want another house 10 feet from the property line.

Discussion took place regarding the layout of the proposed development.


Mr. Bruno felt a 50-foot-wide house would be reasonable but he did not understand why the petitioner would need a 65-foot width.    He replied to inquiry that there is an older home to the north and a brick home to the south of his property.

Mr. Campbell stated that while he understood the petitioner’s argument and was generally in favor of the variance.  He pointed out that the development meets or exceeds all of the development requirements for single-family homes in this zoning district, so he did not feel that six units is excessive; however, he inquired as to why the petitioner is proposing three small lots on Faulman and a large lot on Eaton, when he has the lot depth to rearrange the development. 

Mr. Kinney explained that if they were to put a road down the center of the property, the houses would all face each other, and he felt the proposed design is a cleaner way to divide the property.  He stated he tried to keep the development consistent with what is in the area.

Mr. Campbell stressed that these will be single-family homes and if they were traditionally platted lots, they would require 8-foot side yard setbacks.  He noted that the petitioner is requesting a variance to allow a 10-foot side yard setback because of a quirk in the Township ordinance that requires a minimum 35-feet from all perimeter property lines in a site condominium development.  He felt the proposed development will be an asset to the neighborhood and the 10-foot side yard setback exceeds the other side-yard setbacks in the neighborhood.

Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Mr. Poma, with reference to File #5888 and application from Faulman Partners c/o Martha Fiore, 24721 Cubberness, Saint Clair Shores, Michigan 48080, as represented by Leo Ciavatta, 35950 Monterey, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.04-(c); Land Use Regulations; Single-Family Land Condominium Option, concerning Unit 1, Eaton Farms Condominiums (Section 28), generally located fronting the west line of Eaton, north of Faulman at 36051 Eaton, that variance be granted to permit construction of a single-family land condominium (Unit 1, Eaton Farms Condominiums) with a home located ten (10) feet from the north perimeter property line being twenty-five (25) feet closer than the required location of thirty-five (35) feet from said perimeter property line; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty being the unusual depth and shape of the lots in this development and the fact that this setback will allow the home to be constructed consistent with all other single-family homes in the neighborhood; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of the Township ordinance.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Campbell, Poma, Reynolds, Trombley, Catalano, Marella.  Nay – None.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried. 

0.607 ACRE OF LAND FRONTING THE NORTH LINE OF LAUREL STREET, EAST OF MAYNARD (SECTION 35)

--
APPEAL: LAUREL STREET CONDOMINIUMS

FILE #5889: PETITIONED BY ANTONIO VETTRAINO, NEW DESIGN CONSTRUCTION


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell 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 no letters received in response to the mailing.

Antonio Vettraino, 6924 Montclair, Troy, Michigan 48085, explained that the way the property was allowed to be split, there is not sufficient frontage to meet the required setback.  He added that there is a county drain to the east of the subject property and a boarded-up building, the former Elks Club, to the west of the parcel.  He indicated that it is a difficult area in which to build, and he is trying to come up with a nice development.

Mr. Poma inquired as to whether the units will have one-car garages.

Mr. Vettraino replied that the each unit will have a one-car garage.

Mr. Campbell stated having no objection with the proposed fifty-three foot width because it is consistent with the area; however, he inquired as to why they need such large side yard setback variances.

Mr. Vettraino explained that he tried to purchase the former Elks Club building but the owner would not entertain an offer to purchase.

Mr. Marella noted that the government owns the property to the north of the subject site.

Mr. Vettraino complained that there is a lot of vandalism in the immediate area and he does not want to construct anything larger.  He replied that he has not built any other developments in this immediate area.

Mr. Catalano inquired as to whether the petitioner feels he has a good market for the proposed units.

Mr. Vettraino explained that he needs the variance to make the project feasible.  He pointed out that there are new homes across the street from the subject parcel and they are having no trouble selling them.

Mr. Marella acknowledged that the subject parcel backs up to a problem area.

Mr. Vettraino assured that if this is approved, he would like to put up fencing, evergreens and landscaping around the development to block it off.  He replied to inquiry that he is not sure what he will do with the property if he does not receive the variances.

Mr. Campbell inquired as to why the petitioner is proposing four units rather than three units.

Mr. Vettraino reiterated that the project is not feasible if they only construct three units.  

Mr. Campbell suggested that the petitioner face the units toward each other with a street in the middle.

Mr. Vettraino did not feel the units facing each other would work, and he pointed out that they must provide sufficient parking and that type of layout would not be possible.

Ms. Sheridan recalled that the Township rezoned this property.  She replied that the petitioner will be required to widen the drive to 27 feet to allow for parking on one side of the street if necessary.

Mr. Marella observed that the subject parcel is landlocked.

Mr. Campbell noted that the petitioner meets all density requirements but the shape of the land creates a problem.

Mr. Vettraino felt the area will not support anything else, and he agreed that there are nice homes being developed in the area.

Motion by Mr. Campbell, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5889 and application from Antonio Vettraino, New Design Construction, 6924 Montclair, Troy, Michigan 48085, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-(f); Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area: Chart and Footnotes; Minimum Size Lot Per Unit in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District and Chapter 1292.01-(h); Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Chart and Footnotes; Minimum Side Yard Setback Requirements in the RML District, concerning 0.607 acre of land fronting the north line of Laurel, east of Maynard (Section 35), that variance be granted to permit construction of a four-unit condominium building (proposed Laurel Street Condominiums) in the RML Multiple-Family Residential (Low-Density) District with: 1) Parcel width, at the minimum front yard setback line, of fifty-three (53) feet being forty-seven (47) feet less than the minimum required width of 100 feet; and 2) East and west side yard setback of ten (10) feet each, each being twenty-five (25) feet less than the minimum required setback of thirty-five (35) feet; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty being the unusual shape of the lot and the fact that the plan meets density requirements for the zoning district; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Campbell, Trombley, Catalano, Poma, Reynolds, Marella.  Nay – None.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried.

LOT 2, SUPERVISOR’S PLAT OF HEATH MANOR SUBDIVISION (SECTION 33)

--
APPEAL: STEVE’S CUSTOM COLOR COLLISION


FILE #5890: PETITIONED BY STEVE ZWIEZ, STEVE’S CUSTOM COLOR COLLISION


REPRESENTED BY TIM WHITE, SIGN FABRICATORS


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question, with no letters received in response to the mailing.

Steve Zweiz, 16380 15 Mile Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, explained that they are proposing a changeable copy sign so that they can advertise services such as car rentals, courtesy vehicles, air conditioning services, waiving deductibles, etc, to their customers.

Mr. Marella commented that he drove to the location and had a difficult time finding it even though he was aware of its general location.

Mr. Campbell recalled that this is the first request of this type because the ordinance is very specific and no one in an industrial district has a changeable copy sign.  He felt that placing this type of sign in this zoning district is a violation of the intent of the ordinance, and that if the petitioner wants a changeable copy sign, he should petition to change the wording of the ordinance.  Mr. Campbell felt this is a very attractive area and was concerned that the sign may not be done in good taste.  He noted that directly across the street from the subject property is a residential district that lies within the boundaries of the City of Roseville, but he felt they would not appreciate such a sign directly across the street, and for this reason, he stated he would not be able to support the request.  He reiterated his feeling that the appropriate action would be to seek a change in the ordinance through the Board of Trustees, and he reminded that this Board is not here to change the ordinance but to offer relief when certain parameters are met.

Mr. Marella felt the sign is important and stated that it is currently difficult to locate the business.

Ms. Sheridan informed that the Ordinance Update Committee is considering placing more restrictions on changeable copy signs, such as the luminosity and the speed at which the messages can be changed.  She cautioned that at such time as these restrictions are adopted into the ordinance, anyone with this type of sign will be notified and will be required to comply with the new regulations.

Motion by Mr. Reynolds, supported by Ms. Trombley, with reference to File #5890 and application from Steve Zwiez, Steve’s Custom Color Collision, 18875 14 Mile Road, Clinton Township, Michigan 48035, for variance to Clinton Township Building and Housing Code, Chapter 1488.03: Schedule of Regulations; Chart, concerning Lot 2, Supervisor’s Plat of Heath Manor Subdivision (Section 33), generally located fronting the north line of 14 Mile Road, west of Louise at 18875 14 Mile Road, that variance be granted to permit installation of a lawn sign for an existing collision shop in the I-1 Light Industrial District including a “changeable copy” panel being a type of sign not permitted in the I-1 Light Industrial District; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed hardship that the petitioner needs to provide adequate information to his customers; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Reynolds, Trombley, Catalano, Poma, Marella.  Nay – Campbell.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried.

PART OF LOT 12, MORAVIAN DRIVE FARMS SUBDIVISION (SECTIONS 16/21/PRIVATE CLAIM 137)

--
APPEAL: SFR – HARRINGTON, 20774

FILE #5891: PETITIONED BY JOSEPH AUGUGLIARO


REPRESENTED BY GARY M. KADE, HEARTLAND GROUP, INC.


Pertinent correspondence was read and entered into the record.  Mr. Campbell informed that notice of this public hearing was mailed to owners and occupants located within 300 feet of the land in question, with no letters received in response to the mailing.

Gary Kade, 20774 Harrington, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, explained that the petitioners left Clinton Township during the 1980’s because Mr. Augugliaro was transferred to Kentucky, but returned to Clinton Township five years ago and have resided at this address since that time.  He noted that they are proposing to add an 8-foot by 16-foot addition to the east side of their home by bumping out their kitchen, which currently resembles a tiny kitchen in an RV camper.  He added that there is only four feet between the refrigerator and the counter.  Mr. Kade indicated that the petitioners wish to retire in this home but the kitchen is not a practical size.  He pointed out that the lot is very long and narrow, extending back over 600 feet with a 90-foot width in front but tapering down to a 53-foot width in the rear.  He informed that they have discussed their plans with the neighbors to the east, who have no objection and have written a letter of support, which he submitted to the Board.  He added that there are no neighbors to the rear, and the neighbor to the west is on the garage side and would not be affected by the variance.

Mr. Reynolds stated he lives in this area, and he complimented the petitioners on their attractive home.  He agreed that the lot is very narrow and long, and he stated that he is in support of the variance request.

Mr. Campbell inquired as to the age of the house.

Mr. Kade replied that the house is over thirty years old, and the kitchen has always been in the same location.

Motion by Mr. Reynolds, supported by Mr. Poma, with reference to File #5891 and application from Joseph Augugliaro, 20772 Harrington, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036, as represented by Gary M. Kade, Heartland Group, Inc., 22517 Telegraph Road, Southfield, Michigan 48034, for variance to Clinton Township Planning and Zoning Code, Chapter 1292.01-c; Land Use Regulations: Schedule of Regulations Limiting Height, Bulk, Density and Area; Chart and Footnotes; Minimum Side Yard Setback Requirements in the R-3 One-Family Residential District, concerning part of Lot 12, Moravian Drive Farms Subdivision (Sections 16/21 and Private Claim 137), generally located fronting the south line of Harrington, east of Moravian Drive at 20774 Harrington, that variance be granted to permit construction of an addition to a single-family residence in the R-3 One-Family Residential District with east side yard setback of 3.75 feet being 4.25 feet less than the minimum required setback of eight (8) feet; further, this grant of variance is based on claimed practical difficulty being the odd shape of the lot; further, this grant of variance is contingent upon compliance with all other requirements of Township ordinances.  Roll Call Vote:  Aye – Reynolds, Poma, Trombley, Campbell, Catalano, Marella.  Nay – None.  Absent – Nickerson.  Motion carried. 

ADJOURNMENT


Motion by Mr. Reynolds, supported by Mr. Poma, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 8:19 p.m.





Respectfully submitted





Robert M. Campbell, Secretary
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