APPROVED

CITY OF WIXOM
49045 PONTIAC TRAIL APRIL 27, 2020
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
MONDAY, MARCH 2, 2020

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Day of the Planning Commission at 7:30 p.m. at
which time allegiance was pledged to the American flag.

PRESENT: Williaom Day (Chairman), Phillip Carter, Anthony Lawrence, Ray Cousineau, Mark
Lada, Cheryl Tacy and Sandro Grossi

ABSENT: None

OTHERS: Carmine Avantini (CIB Planning) and Nancy Fisher (Recording Secretary)

Determination of a Quorum:
A quorum of the Planning Commission was present for this meeting.

Agenda:
No additions or changes were made to the agenda.

Approval of the February 3, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes:
MOTION and seconded by Commissioners Lawrence and Cousineau o approve the
February 3, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.

VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

Correspondence:
City Manager Update — February 25, 2020

Call to the Public:
There were no comments made by the public.

Unfinished Business:
There was no unfinished business listed on the agenda for this meeting.

New Business:
1. ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENTS

Mr. Avantini noted that these amendments were discussed with the Commissioners a couple
months ago and edits have since been incorporated. These are emergency amendments. The
other Zoning Ordinance amendments will come to the Commissioners in a separate package
later. However, these amendments must be addressed now.

The first amendment dates back to when Kevin Hinckley was Mayor. Site condominiums go to
the Planning Commission for review, then City Council for preliminary review, then come back
to the Planning Commission for final review and then finally go back again to City Council. City
Council oversees matters pertaining to site layout/appearance but not so much the details
which the Planning Commission examines. City Council would like to drop one of their reviews.
They do not want to see it a second time and feels that it unnecessarily delays the review
process. Mr. Avantini noted that some communities have applicants go through the site plan
review process. That is something to consider since it makes the process easier; however, that
means City Council would not see the plans.
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Commissioner Carter asked whether the Planning Commissioners would see a colored
depiction and building material samples in the preliminary plan. Mr. Avantini said that they
would see those in the final review. However, the Commissioners could still ask for color samples
during the preliminary review although they typically would not ask for material samples at that
point in the preliminary review. Commissioner Carter said that he thinks that color renderings
and material boards are what the Commissioners want to see at the final review. Mr. Avantini
noted that he will add some language at the end of Item No. 5 to say “along WiTthriol
samples”.

Commissioner Tacy noted that when they recently reviewed the Capri Court
plan, the Commissioners were presented with building envelopes but not act

would rather see it sooner than later. Mr. Avantini said thatis a g
may want to require it in the preliminary review but he will add j
then later amend the preliminary review to include that.
generally the Commissioners would want to see this; however, i

required and he thought it would be unfair. N
Mr. Avantini said that it is good to see the buildin. He noted that previous projects

have gone through; however, due to the orjg S the houses, they came back in
requesting variances. It is a great idea to @ oeth the floor plans and the footprints.
Commissioner Carter noted that it brings it to Me developer's attention at an earlier stage.
Commissioner Tacy noted that on the Cap an, the sliding glass doors will go on the side
of the houses. Mr. Avantini noted that was @ preliminary plan and that the Commissioners will
get another look at the details. Alsgmilye builgler could conceivably sell the project to another
joner Tacy asked whether the site plan is considered
ership. Mr. Avantini noted that if they did not catch

e Capri case, it was not

those things and did not kn ng I it could be a problem. Chairman Day asked whether
the sliding glass doors in the side are a policy decision that the Commission does not want.
He noted it is not an Ordi . Mr. Avantini said it is at the Commissioners’ discretion and that

the applicant may h@VeSNo seCure variances which the City wants to minimize. Commissioner
Carter asked wheth @ iance would be required for a deck entry on the side. Mr. Avantini
said that it wou c gd that happened with the Singh development. Chairman Day asked
why a varianc quired for that. Mr. Avantini said it is a side yard setback issue. Chairman
Day aske efer the interiors of the doors are not the issue. Mr. Avantini said yes.
Commissio acy noted that if they are built to a deck that opens to the backyard, a

varia 4@ noRrequired. Mr. Avantini noted that the Capri homes could have been sited a lot
better tR@N they were.

Mr. W¥anTini noted that the next Zoning Ordinance amendment concerns special events and
tempprary uses. The City is now differentfiating between special events and temporary uses
whereas they were not distinguished before. They are now combined; however, it can be
onerous. Things lasting up to 7 days are considered a special event. Ensuring safety is key when
reviewing special events. Of particular concern are tents situated in a parking lot which can
change the traffic flow and create a potential hazard for pedestrians. He added a clause
saying that the City traffic consultant must review events held in parking lots. They had lengthy
discussions with both the Police and Fire Departments regarding this.
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Mr. Avantini noted that sometimes applicants; i.e., the Drafting Table, may hold the same event
three to four times per year. He is now proposing that those types of events be reviewed once
annually. They will only review the tent once a year as long as everything remains the same.
Chairman Day asked why the word ‘tent’ is crossed out in the proposed amendments under
Section D. Mr. Avantini noted that is a typographical error and he will correct that
Commissioner Grossi noted that there are two Section D's and that the subsequent one should
be renumbered Section E.

Mr. Avantini noted that temporary uses will no longer be reviewed by the Zoning of
Appeals (ZBA) but will now be reviewed by the Planning Commission. Since {he \Pl&aaing

Commission reviews special uses and the Master Plan, this makes more sense

Commissioner Lawrence noted that Line G says that they already hold one. Avantini said
public hearings are only held for revocations. Chairman Day asked what
public hearing really says. Maybe an abutting property owner f, temporary use would still
feel the use is detrimental but the applicant says they have meisthe fequirements. That would
mean the abutting property owner would not have a chance tolivoide their opposition. Why
eliminate the public’s opportunity to speak? Mr. Avantini said it w represent a cost savings
(staff review time and the cost of publishing the notice %r;g . Chairman Day noted that
at
teq f

then there would not be a basis to revoke it. He w r give people the chance to

complain. Commissioner Grossi agreed. Mr. Avanti t he will add that back in.

Commissioner Carter noted that Section D r in®, special events sounds awkward. He
suggested wordsmithing it to say “For special ev€nt requests where no portion of a parking lot
will be utilized, the Building Official may fo pplication for review by City departments,

consultants or the Planning Commission™.

Chairman Day said if they do a0 parking lot, the Building Official can refer to the
Planning Commission but if they’d @ parking lot, there is no provision for review. Why the
difference? Isit only if they cge using the parking lote It seems like it would be the other way
around. Mr. Avantini said thafheNilfrewrite that and make them separate.

Commissioner Carte
prelude before Sed

asked why the permits are being removed in the Temporary Uses section
@ Mr. Avantini said that he will edit it to read: “The Planning

Commission m rapt ggfemporary use permit which does not require the erection of any
capital improv t of a structural nature under the following conditions:”

Commisgi Carter suggested that under ‘Chapter 18.24 — Definitions—18.24.110—Definitions
S-T, artipni change the term ‘demountable’ to ‘temporary building’. Mr. Avantini said

that he Wll remove the word ‘building’ from the next line and just call it a ‘temporary use’.

Mr. \Avantini noted that in the Zoning Amendment regarding Height and Placement
Requements in the Office and Research District, he added a limitation of one loading dock
door per each 25,000 square feet of building footprint. The rationale for doing this is to avoid
developers erecting large industrial buildings with a million loading docks which could place a
strain on City resources for which the developers are not paying. The goal is to draw more jobs
and to increase some of the tax base they lost when the Ford Motor plant closed. It helps to
ensure the City is not just getting distribution facilities. They have made this clear to the
developers situated in the Industrial districts—the City wants to see employment. Chairman Day
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asked why the same language is included in both Sections 18.08.05 and 18.09.050. Mr. Avantini
said that it applies to both the Office and Research and Industrial districts.

Mr. Avantini noted that the City would like to move forward quickly with these amendments.
Can the Commissioners recommend that City Council adopt these proposed emergency
Zoning Ordinance amendments as long as the edits proposed by the Commissioners tonight are
incorporated without having to have the finalized changes come back before the Planning
Commissionerse Chairman Day and Carter said yes. Mr. Avantini noted that he wouldYike to
get these amended Zoning Ordinance amendments on City Council’s agenda fo of

this month. He noted that he will email the Commissioners the finalized version icolodkai#ng

their suggested edits and highlight those.
MOTION and second by Commissioners Carter and Lawrence to recomme¢n Q’ry Council

accept the proposed emergency Zoning Ordinance amendments with theinclusien of the edits
suggested by the Planning Commissioners in their March 2, 2020 Planging Comrpfission meeting.

VOTE: MOTION GARRI \

Cadll to the Public:

There were no comments made by the public. N
Staff Comments: \

Mr. Avantini noted that at the next meeting ollowing that there will be a City-

initiated rezoning of the remainder of th d Wotor site to Gateway Planned Unit
Development (GPUD) or amended IRO or amen@ed M-1. Chairman Day asked if this is being
done in light of the fact that there is no ificddevelopment. Mr. Avantini said it is City-

initiated, not applicant-initiated. They have @onsulted with the City Attorney regarding this. He
noted that he has worked with thgsgroperty owners and has reviewed a couple of plans;
however, the plans have been ins { and they do not take the intended road layout into
consideration. He noted that jfey * hat Assembly Park Drive connected to that property
but it has not been extendedq; ity Wants to see that happen.

Chairman Day asked ab two office buildings on the far western side of the former Ford
Motor property. Wep€ There ndt previously three office buildingse Mr. Avantini said no; it has
always been two. @ xd that he has received some pushback from the property owner;
however, he b S egrezoning will give them a lot of flexibility. He noted that they seem
intent on puftti structures in there.

emNjacy commented on the revised schematic provided to them by the developer
ri Court Condominium site plan, per the Commissioners’ request at the last Planning
meeting. She noted that one of the issues which arose during the first meeting was
ainage. It was referred to alternately as retention, a bio-swale and detention. However,
mmissioners are not clear on what will be running through the backyards. It is a concern
since there is not a whole lot of property and it is not a buildable area. They are hampering the
future residents’ ability fo use the backyards since they do not know what the intent is. The cross
section does not indicate it is the pond. The applicant has not clarified this which the
Commissioners requested in the last meeting.

Mr. Avantini noted it is odd and that he has never seen this before. Maybe it is being done to
avoid putting catch basins ing Commissioner Cousineau noted that he told the applicant he
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would increase the size of the detention basin and eliminate all the rear yard bioswales which
would have gone a long way toward addressing the Planning Commission’s concerns. He also
told them to decrease the road right-of-way to 60 feet. There is a 120-foot diameter at the cul-
de-sac which would expand the buildable envelope. However, he does not see either
reflected in the revised schematic. Commissioner Tacy noted that the deck is being squished to
the side, especially on Lot 7. If a young family moves in there, where would they put a swing set
or play structure2 They will want it to be in backyard where they can keep an eye on the kids
but that is not a buildable area. Commissioner Cousineau noted that even if the déValpper
discloses that to the purchaser, the purchaser will do what they want. Commi 'y

noted that disclosure/information could become lost between the originalf o

the Ordinance. Mr. Avantini noted that the rear yard is not infended for dete
is intended to be open space and they are using it as detention.

Commissioner Tacy asked whether this should not have be
coming before the Planning Commission. Mr. Avantini noted ity \Council will rip this apart
if it is sent to them with detention in the backyard. Commission ousineau noted that the
other idea was to get this in front of City Council. Howewgr, the revised plan he saw tonight will
not suffice. Mr. Avantini said that he would not M plan to City Council as is.
Commissioner Tacy noted that it is termed differ o h page as to how it functions.
Mr. Avantini asked what bio retention is. Why w n that around the back of the site?
That detention should be big enough for the si eywgould make it look like a natural setting.

He will discuss this further tomorrow. He noted® that the Planning Commissioners asked for
clarification and they did not get it. Chov y noted that is the Planning Commission’s

consensus. Mr. Avantini noted that even thgfdetention basin out front is supposed to have a

natural appearance; however, thergsissgothing natural about it.
ADJOURNMENT:
This meeting of the Planning issiof was motioned and adjourned at 8:12 p.m.

Nancy Fisher

Recording Sec@O



