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CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF CHESTERFIELD 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

June 26, 2018 
 

A regular meeting of the Charter Township of Chesterfield Planning Commission was held on 

Tuesday, June 26, 2018 at 7:00 P.M. at the Township Hall located at 47275 Sugarbush, 

Chesterfield MI  48047. 

   

1. CALL TO ORDER: 

 

Chairman Miller called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 

 

2. ROLL CALL: 

 

            Present: Paul Miller 

   Rick LaBelle 

   Carl Leonard 

   Joe Stabile  

   Jerry Alexie  

   David Joseph 

   Marc Reneau 

   Ray Saelens 

    

   Excused: James Moran 

   

    Others:  Patrick Meagher, Community Planning and Management 

   Jonathon Palin, Planning & Zoning Administrator 

 

3.   APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA: 

 

Motion by Mr. Miller to approve the agenda  

 

Supported by Mr. Saelens  

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None   Motion Carried 

 

4.  SUB COMMITTEE REPORT (Committee will report on items under review) 

 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 

 None 

 
6.   REVIEWS:  
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A. SIGN REVIEW #2018-43: FastSigns 3957 Baldwin Rd., Auburn 

Hills, MI 48326.  Proposed wall sign located at 48800 Gratiot for 

Tubby’s. Tabled 5/29/18  

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that the petitioner has agreed to reduce the size by 

50% or smaller.  

 

  Motion by Mr. LaBelle approve sign #2018-43 

 

Supported by Mr. Saelens 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 

 

B. SIGN REVIEW #2018-49: Conlon Installations Inc., proposed pylon 

sign located at 48400 Gratiot for Akamas Family Dining.  

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that the petitioner has agreed to add the address to 

the sign. 

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to approve sign #2018-49 

 

Supported by Mr. Miller  

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 

 

C. SIGN REVIEW #2018-50: Conlon Installations Inc., proposed wall 

sign located at 48400 Gratiot for Akamas Family Dining.  

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to approve sign #2018-50 

 

Supported by Mr. Alexie  

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 
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D. SIGN REVIEW #2018-51: Phillips Sign & Lighting Inc., proposed 

pylon sign located at 50225 Gratiot for Pete’s Cutting Board Reuben 

Tavern & Grill.  

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that the petitioner has agreed to add the address to 

the sign. 

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to approve sign #2018-51 

 

Supported by Mr. Stabile 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 

 

E. SIGN REVIEW #2018-52: Phillips Sign & Lighting Inc., proposed 

monument sign located at 34845 23 Mile Road for CSI Financial 

Services.  

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that the petitioner was here last year after a storm 

and there was some concern about some setbacks.  This is the 

replacement sign and the petitioner has agreed to meet with Jonathon 

prior to any construction of the sign being done and to make sure the 

setbacks are correct and to clearly state what they are doing. 

 

Motion by Mr. to approve sign #2018-52 

 

Supported by Mr. Stabile 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 

 

F.  KELLER WILLIAMS REALTY: Site Plan #2018-14, C-3, 3.370 

acres, Parcel 09-15-300-059, 09-15-300-060; North side of 23 Mile 

Road, East side of Adele Road. New professional office building. 

Tabled 6/12/18.  

 

John Monte stated he has received the recommendations from AEW, 

CP&M as well as the Fire Department. 

 



Planning Commission Meeting – June 26, 2018    Page | 4  
 

Mr. LaBelle asked Mr. Monte if he had any issues with the comments. 

 

Mr. Monte stated that he did not. 

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to approve Site plan #2018-14 

 

Supported by Mr. Miller 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 
 

G.  NEW BALTIMORE FAMILY DENTISTRY: Site Plan #2018-17, O-

1, 1.43 acres, Parcel 09-21-201-018; South side of 23 Mile Road, East 

of Raintree. Proposed amendment to approved site plan #2017-10.  

 

Jim Foster stated he has received the recommendations from AEW, 

CP&M as well as the Fire Department. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that there is a laundry list of items that need to be 

addressed is that something you wanted to address this evening? 

 

Mr. Foster stated that he believed so. 

 

Mr. Meagher went thru the list of comments: 

#1 - Simply a request for front yard setbacks to be properly dimensioned, 

right now it shows a 90’ setback line and I’m not understanding what that 

90’ is from or where it’s for, so that needs to be clarified.   

#2 - It meets the rear and the side setback as far as being shown but it is 

showing 20’ and should be 50’ since it abut a residential property. 

#3 – there is screen required at the rear of the property next to the 

residential zoning.  

#4 – a landscape plan must be submitted meeting the standards of section 

76-174. 

#5 – a ground level illumination plan with photometric is required. 

#6 – the master plan indicates a continuation of Bower Drive through this 

site.  I think this is the one that is really going to need to sit down and 

talk about and figure out how this is going to work with the township 

attorney as well as the surrounding property owner. 

#7 – Indicate the zoning of the site and all surrounding parcels. 

#8 – Details for the dumpster enclosure. 
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So I would say most of these are fairly minor and can be addressed pretty 

easily but the principal issue really has to do with the landscaping and the 

Bower Drive configuration.  

 

Mr. Saelens asked if this project could be built without Bower Drive 

being completed. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that there is a potential problem, because the frontage 

of the property was rezoned to C1 and it was an understanding at the time 

that Bower Drive would be brought back to access to that multiple family 

area.  At some point in the after that agreement the divided property was 

sold the piece off and now the question becomes is all that requirement 

now put on the property owner to left or the east or the way it was 

supposed to be with 50% of the right of way on this property and 50% of 

it on the other property. 

 

Mr. Saelens asked who would determine this, the attorney or? 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that’s where we need to sit down and have a meeting.  

 

Mr. Saelens asked if this property can move forward without Bower 

Drive being done. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that this particular project can, yes it can. 

 

Mr. Stabile asked if anyone has come up with how it is registered, I know 

that was supposed be the way in there initially years ago and has there 

been anything to show the change? 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that he didn’t know what the latest is and I guess that 

is part of the issue is and he doesn’t know what the latest negotiations 

were.  I wasn’t part of the setup for the easements that brought the water 

line & sewer lines through.  So I don’t know the exact alignment as to 

how it would sit on the site, I was hoping that it would have been 

researched through the engineers office and the applicant.  But it's not on 

the plan and I missed the previous meeting when this was on the agenda 

so I don’t know what the circumstance is and what was determined at 

that meeting.   

 



Planning Commission Meeting – June 26, 2018    Page | 6  
 

Mr. Miller stated that he thought on the original plan was to put the 

dentist building in the back of the property. 

 

Mr. Foster stated that he doesn’t believe so – I think it's always been 

roughly where it is located on the previous one, sharing of a regional 

retention facility at the rear of the property between the 2 parcels.  I do 

know that in the title search that completed for the sale of transaction 

there was no easement or notifications on record for a future road way for 

this parcel.   

 

Mr. Stabile said that’s what I was asking about, I have lived in the area a 

long time and the rumors always were that at the last minute that 

particular builder didn’t want all the traffic in front of his house and 

switched it around and I wasn’t sure if it was registered correctly but if 

your showing it the way without it going through there then it must have 

been changed – don’t you think Mr. Meagher?   

 

Mr. Meagher stated that he didn’t know all the details on it so; I think it 

warrants some discussion to figure that out. 

 

Mr. Saelens stated that he feels that at this point we need to delve into 

this further before we act on it.  

 

Mr. Foster stated that he has met with the engineer at the ½ hour review 

session and we brought that up at that time no one was able come up with 

a liber or page for the record of document at that point, so since then I 

haven’t heard or seen anything either. 

 

Dr. Ali addressed the board.  I have served in this community for 25 

years. I purchased this land last year – I went with an engineer that 

Chesterfield Township people recommended and I met with the owner 

we had an agreement of 50/50.  I have all the paperwork – I was building 

the road.  As we went ahead one day he came and said that he doesn’t 

want to build a road.  Only 1/10 of the road plan is on my property and 

my property is a nice property. The same engineer gave us a drawing for 

the driveway to 23 Mile Rd.  I had to break up with the engineer because 

after 3 months he forced me to take the over the road, he took me for 3 

months October thru January and in January he came back to me and said 

I want to build a clinic and I don’t care and if the other person isn’t 

building it then how am I supposed to build a road.  The engineer was 

talking to me and Jim Michaels, who was the owner of the property, he 
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gave an estimate of 28k – we were told at the beginning that it would be 

20k and I even agreed to pay the 28k.  I have all the paperwork in my bag 

if you want to see it, you can call all my staff members when Jim came to 

my office he refused to build the road.  After this the same engineer 

(Danna & Assoc) to plan the other driveway.  I already have the permit 

for the driveway from M-Dot.  So this is my problem, I don’t care.  I’ve 

served this community for 25 years and I need a dental clinic.  So if 

you’re going to facilitate that person of still cheating me – I’ve lost 20k 

already before even starting this.  So you’re going to facilitate in cheating 

me then go right ahead.  All I am trying to say is please help me. 

 

Mr. Stabile said you have to understand we are not against you in 

anyway. 

 

Dr. Ali stated so give me the papers. So I can get my legal team involved.  

 

Mr. Stabile let me finish explaining that subdivision was…. 

 

Dr. Ali stated either that or you get the person in the same room as me 

and get him to agree.  How am I supposed to this?  I bought the property 

there was no easement on it.  It's my right to build on my property and 

I'm not building a drug den, I'm building dentistry.  

 

Mr. Stabile stated it was one of the very first subs in Chesterfield 

Township and originally the street over was wider – that would be the 

through street and then Bower was supposed to go up right through there.  

Now someone did something wrong back in the day where those of us 

that have lived here for years have always said that we thought someone 

changed it without the proper permission and all we are looking for is 

something to show that something was changed or someone accepts that 

Bower Dr will never come through here. 

 

Dr. Ali said I understand that but you need to understand my position.  

They approve 1/5 of the drawing was plan to be built of that 1/5 I only 

own only half of that. So 1/5 of the entire plan. It wasn’t right that he did 

this to me – because of the storm sewer in the back and my land was free 

and that was the reason I agreed with the gentleman.  But if he doesn’t 

want to build and he doesn’t want to pay a dime. For example I pay more 

fees here because they give me the wrong estimate, they cheated me – 

and I can prove it, I have the paperwork.  So if he doesn’t agree and I pay 
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the entire road fee and that road fee is lost because he doesn’t want to 

build a road. Where do I end with this. 

 

Mr. Palin stated that he just wanted to provide an update.  I have reached 

out to the township attorney and given him some preliminary details as to 

what has happen up to this point, he has not got back with me yet – so I 

would recommend tabling at this point so we can figure out what the 

proper method is. Just so the whole commission knows this did come 

before us last year I believe it was almost exactly a year ago for site plan 

approval with the road proposed as the applicant has stated it was an 

agreement between the 2 parties when the parcel was sold.  However, 

when the split was applied for it was known at that time. I am not sure if 

it was known by the current applicant but it was known at that time by 

the property owner that was selling to this gentleman that the road would 

be there. And that was an understanding when the split was made to 

guarantee access to the both commercial pieces on the front as well as the 

multi-family in the back and I believe that is why #1 on AEW’s 

comments talks about easements on the property where the east property 

line is that east property line was done to be the center line of the road 

based on the easements. So I certainly sympathize with the applicant with 

what the applicant is saying that is not something that the township is 

privy to stuff that’s going on. So I just want to say that we are looking at 

it from an understanding that we had going into this.  So, at this point I 

would ask to table this till we get a more profound answer from the 

township attorney.  

 

Mr. LaBelle asked when do you think the attorney will be getting back 

with us so we can get this resolved for this gentleman.  

 

Mr. Palin responded we talked yesterday and he said we would touch 

base tomorrow, I don’t know if that’s enough to get us where we need to  

be but I’ll do my best to get it back on the agenda. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated the other thing that we need to discuss that is 

relatively minor – you are putting up a very nice building, it looks great 

the brick looks great – it looks like a wonderful building and we are 

certainly all for you putting your business there, it is that just we need to 

get this one situation resolved, so that we can get this resolved for you. 

 

Dr. Ali stated he wants this resolved also. 
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Mr. Stabile stated that this goes back 40 years.  

 

Dr. Ali responded ok but I need a new building it's been a year and a half 

and I'm waiting for the permits to build. I will be happy if you let me 

build it with a driveway thru the front.  That would be my preference as 

an owner – I have a dental practice and it would help my patients come 

safely into the area.  I think will go to the full extent of the law.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated Dr. Ali, I just want you to know that I am listening. I 

hear you loud and clear.  I represent the township board, I am the 

township board liaison and Treasurer Lafata is here tonight also, I asked 

him to stay for a couple of these issues that are before us today. I am 

troubled with a couple of things specifically this never ending carousel 

that you are on. I hear your frustration; you were here in October with the 

exact same site plan almost identical.  We have our planner saying I 

wasn’t here for the last meeting and maybe it's a little different – it's not 

different, nothing is different.  The frustrating thing is that I hear you talk 

is that at the top of your submission for review it has a list of fees that 

you have paid just to be here.  

 

Dr. Ali responded I want you to know.  

 

Mr. Joseph responded I do know.  

 

Dr. Ali stated that he paid fees and he was charged wrong.  They 

estimated it wrong and I still took it. I'm trying to build a practice – there 

is 300 feet of road.  I have all the emails from the engineer that say I have 

to pay $150.00 and he has to pay $150.00 – I pay $300 and I never seen a 

dime. Every step of the way ………..and he still refused to pay it and I 

have that email too.  

 

Mr. Joseph asked Dr. Ali for his phone number before he left today and I 

will give you mine so I can talk to you more about this. I am disappointed 

that this information that comes to him tonight seems like its news to 

him.  So we have a report that is dated to the commission members that I 

see when I walk in.  How does a guy that brings a platform in October 

and is asking for the same problems and same perpetual loop get told 

tonight that we have a legal question that goes back per one of 

commission members 40 years. So if we have an issue that has been 

around for 40 years why don’t we investigate that and give him some 

answers when he comes in instead of saying we need to have this 
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reviewed and Mr. Seibert is a very prompt guy and I don’t understand if 

you called him right now and he would have….I don’t understand this it's 

really not fair to our petitioners to come in and you can see Dr. Ali is 

very, very frustrated and I don’t blame him. He is thousands of dollars 

into a project and all he wants to do is expand a successful business and 

you look at his engineer, his engineer doesn’t live around the corner, he 

is coming from Grand Blanc and Dr. Ali is paying for that too.  And 

every cost associated with doing business in this township he absorbs and 

it sounds like he has a relationship with someone who hasn’t represented 

all the facts to him, so he has to overcome that as an obstacle then he 

comes here and the first time he hears again we are going to look into this 

and then we have to table this and it's not fair to you sir and I'm sorry and 

on behalf of the township board I'm sorry. We will get to the bottom of 

this I assure you and please be patient. 

 

Mr. Stabile stated that he just want to say again that this has nothing to do 

with you or your project and everything I am saying has to do with 

Bower Dr.  It has nothing to do with just a driveway – we are talking 

about the main street that was supposed to come through there. When 

you go over to the next street – think it was Bower Dr. 

 

Dr. Ali wanted to know so why when they sold the property why was 

there nothing about the easement not in the papers.   

 

Mr. Stabile stated he didn’t know that’s why we need to look into this.  

 

Dr. Ali asked how you would know then if you by a property in 

Chesterfield Township that that road should be built of not.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated maybe we can come up with a resolution tonight the 

Chairman is asking a specific question that maybe can give you some 

relief tonight.   

 

Mr. Miller asked Mr. Palin if we could approve this subject to us getting 

that information.  

 

Mr. Palin responded that he guesses that is something that the 

commission is comfortable doing, if it is subject to what the engineer’s 

response? 
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Mr. Joseph stated that we also have a legal opinion as well and I don’t 

see a reason why we couldn’t if assuming that we have a pro Dr. Ali 

opinion, if it's not then we will at least have more information for him, 

but let’s save him a trip if we can do it.  

 

Motion by Mr. Joseph to approve the petitioner’s request. 

 

Mr. Leonard asked if we would be approving this subject to the 

questions being asked on the planner’s reports and the engineering 

and the road, so subject to all these questions being worked out.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated that he thought he heard from the engineer that 

there wasn’t a whole lot of problems and that they were relatively 

minor with the exception of the legal opinion.  

 

Motion by Mr. Joseph to approve the petitioner’s request contingent 

on favorable recommendation from township counsel regarding this 

parcel. 

 

Mr. Saelens stated he felt there was too much at stake here to approve 

with so many conditions and I feel this should be resolved before. 

 

Mr. Stabile stated that he did to.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated well that’s an opinion but I have a motion and I'm 

just looking for a second. 

 

Supported by Mr. Miller  

 

           Roll call vote: 

 

   Mr. Miller – Aye 

   Mr. LaBelle – Nay 

   Mr. Leonard - Aye  

   Mr. Stabile - Nay    

Mr. Alexie - Nay 

Mr. Joseph - Aye 

Mr. Reneau - Aye 

Mr. Saelens – Nay 
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   Motion Fails 
 

Motion by Mr. Saelens to table for up to 6 meetings. 

 

Supported by Mr. LaBelle   

 

   Roll call vote: 

 

   Mr. Miller – Nay 

   Mr. LaBelle – Aye 

   Mr. Leonard - Nay 

   Mr. Stabile - Aye   

Mr. Alexie - Aye 

Mr. Joseph - Nay 

Mr. Reneau - Nay 

Mr. Saelens – Aye 

 

Motion Fails 
 

Mr. Saelens asked now what do we do. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated that now what there is no action.  He told Dr. Ali to just be 

patient and we will get there and that Treasurer Lafata will give you my cell 

phone.  

 

Mr. Saelens and Mr. Miller thanked Dr. Ali. 

 

H. THE RESIDENCE AT CHESTERFIELD CORNERS: Site Plan 

#2018-18, C-4, 9.85 acres, Parcel 09-31-351-039; Chesterfield 

Corners. Proposed amendment to approved site plan #2017-07 to 

decrease from 130 units to 122 units and decrease from 4 stories in 

height to 2 stories.  

 

Tony Gallo acknowledged that he received the comments from AEW, 

PC&M and the fire department. 

 

Tony Gallo addressed the board, he stated that they sought board approval 

several months ago and they were successful in gaining site plan approval 

for a 4 story apartment development within Chesterfield Corners we are 

coming back this evening with 2 specific changes, one is we are reducing the 

height from 4 stories to 2 stories and have had added some parking along the 
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south property line and reducing the number of units from 130 units to 122 

units.  I am here to answer any questions that this body may have.   

 

Mr. LaBelle asked if Mr. Gallo would mind going thru the Community 

Planning and Management list of questions, I would be intrigued to hear 

what you have to say. 

 

Mr. Gallo responded sure would you like me to read it or would you like to. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that Mr. Gallo could. 

 

Mr. Gallo started with the first item in CP&M report it says the hotel is  

indicated. We are not reviewing anything relative to that location, so I don’t 

know what – so I acknowledge the comment. #2 Identify the HVAC 

equipment locations and screening thereof.  There are no air conditioning or 

condensing units outside everything is contained within the building, we will 

be using magic packs.  So there will be no outdoor HVAC or condensing 

units at all. 

 

Mr. Saelens asked if there would be one unit per unit. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that was correct, they will be self-contained.  #3 is a 

lighting plan is required, that lighting plan has been approved it is on file 

with the agency, the lighting plan remains the same.  #4 talks about one 

dumpster on site again; site plan was approved already – same location of 

the dumpster.  #5 talks about screening is required between the residential 

and commercial uses, this is a new comment to us – I don’t know what this 

means.  Again for the record the site plan was approved as multifamily it is 

located within a c-4 zoning district which is a permissible use so of the 

matter, I don’t understand the comment.  I guess screening is required in 

residential commercial uses and my answer would be we believe it’s non-

applicable.  #6 talks about parking at the rear of the site carports are located 

behind the retail center.  Yes we did add some carports along the west 

property line which would be behind the building so we would have the 

ability for our tenants or customers to use the carports; they won’t be seen 

from Market Place Blvd at all. #7 talks about an additional crosswalk and 

connection to the sidewalk should be added to the south end of the site. I 

have no objections to that; I would like to understand it a little more.  #8 

provide carport details – happy to do so, not an issue at all.  #9 building 

separations calculations should be indicated on the plan – those are listed in 

the plan in the zoning table on page S300 that the zoning site plan. #10 no 
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open areas are provided on the specific site, the attorney should be consulted 

with regard to how this plan related to a project development plan.  Does one 

need to be approved first? For the record we debated that issue at length and 

again the site plan was approved as submitted.  I would yield that to the 

board to ask what the answer is what the question is.   

 

Mr. Miller asked if the way that the carports are in the back – will this be an 

easier route for semi’s to take when they are unloading, just go through the 

residential development and back out the other side and where will the 

school bus pick up the children at? 

 

Mr. Gallo replied where will the school buses pick up children from our 

development? I don’t know that school buses will be coming to our 

development.  Parents will probably drive their children to school.  I don’t 

know that the public school bus will come into our development, it is a 

commercial development, C-4 zone - permits multiple uses. But that is 

certainly something I can ask the school board, but with regard to the 

carports in the back of that location where the parking spaces were before all 

we have simply done is add a covered parking structure. That is the precise 

are of the parking before – there is no change to that.  

 

Mr. Joseph asked Mr. Meagher from a procedure standpoint – I have been 

very involved with this project – I have talked with Mr. Seibert and I just 

spoke with Mr. Palin and Mr. Acciavatti yesterday my initial inquiry was 

why we were even doing this by board action.  The size of the project, the 

site plan had been approved and it’s a smaller building and the comments 

that I got from Mr. Palin and Mr. Acciavatti were that there were some 

issues associated with the change of the plan specifically having to do with 

parking and how the new configuration might be impacted accessibility to 

the building and again there are certain things that again show up on the day 

of the meeting. Which make it very difficult so some of these issues that we 

are talking to them about site plans and anything that has been already been 

approved, why are we duplicating this – it is a real redundancy here as the 

board approving site plans that name all these things and then we treat it as if 

it is a fresh review or a brand new site plan and I think we do, well I know 

we do because I have talked with Mr. Seibert, run the risk of sort of – we 

approve it at one board meeting, the exact same plan with a couple of 

modifications and then we deny really opens us up from a legal standpoint, I 

thought we were focusing on issues that were new and the majority of this 

list are issues that we have already approved. So I guess from a procedural 

standpoint why are we looking at issues that we have already approved.  
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Mr. Meagher responded well again you as a commission can do anything 

you want with the review, my job is to review it based on the ordinance 

standards and in this particular case Mr. Gallo is correct item #1 is just an 

acknowledgement in no way are indicating the placement of the proposed 

hotel is appropriate in light of the separation requirements that are 

required in the C4 district so it was simply mentioned.  With regard to the 

HVAC equipment I think he has answered that – I think they are semi 

shown on the plans but they were not labeled but shown. Lighting plan – 

they have an entirely different configuration from the last building this 

particular building has all the exits going out the rear of the building the 

question there was are the particular bollards enough to light that back 

area in a safe and secure manner, the dumpster is entirely different and in 

this particular situation because you now have 122 different doors – some 

of them out of the front of the building where to get to the dumpster they 

now have entirely around the building it’s indicated that compactors are 

provided as shown on A100, I didn’t see any location of any compactors 

on that plan – maybe I missed it.  Screening is required between 

residential and commercial and I believe I brought that up in the previous 

review, regardless if you required it or not it is still my job to advise you 

that the ordinance requires it.  The parking at the rear of the site behind a 

retail center I do believe provides for a dangerous situation particularly 

the interaction with trucks and pedestrians and the loading and unloading 

areas, may but we do not know because we do not have a circulation plan 

proposed to show the way trucks will interact back there or they are 

supposed to act when they get to the back of that retail center. Additional 

crosswalk or connection should be added to the south end of the site – 

simply stating there this is supposed to be a mixed used development it 

was never considered for residential however if it’s going to be 

residential in there you would think you would want an equal number of 

people accessing the drive to get up to the walkway from both sides of 

the building.  #8 provide carport details there were no objections to 

providing them however the ordinance does require that we get them.  #9 

building separation calculations should be indicated on the plan, on page 

S300 we have building setback requirements – we do not have building 

separation requirements – based on the formula that is introduced to the 

C4 District. #10 no open areas are provided on the specific site, again this 

is myself reviewing it and because this wasn’t designed originally for 

residential it’s my thoughts that the residents of this particular facility are 

going have absolutely no where to recreate and for those reasons I 

recommended postponing it Mr. Joseph. And I will add on do that since 
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you said that the reviews just came in tonight, we have very limited time 

to review these things I received this on Thursday very, very limited – I 

was gone for the weekend, I drive to every site, I walk it, I take pictures 

and do due diligence. In many cases my reviews are put together for you 

as a commission and a board not for the applicants, you can ignore all the 

comments you can accept all the comments – it doesn’t hurt my feelings 

– it is provided for a professional basis but, it is important that I do my 

job and important that you do your job and if your job was to simply 

listen to me and make a decision then we wouldn’t need the planning 

commission but it is your job to scrutinize these comments and then 

make a decision.  

 

Mr. Joseph responded I appreciate that I scrutinized them months ago and 

I will scrutinize them again, I hear you loud and clear – you are very busy 

– I have been arguing your schedule to the supervisor for a long time, 

you work a full time job somewhere else and I’m concerned that you 

don’t have time for us but that’s a debate for another topic but the issues 

that you raise many of them were roundly objected by our township 

attorney and my concern to the chairman is that we don’t entangle 

ourselves with another legal, cause as you can see Mr. Gallo didn’t come 

here to hear us banter back and forth. 

 

Mr. Stabile asked for the floor. 

 

Mr. Joseph responded to Mr. Stabile – you can talk to the chairman about 

it but right now I have the floor. So the concern that I have it that we 

went through an exhausting debate debating C4, PUD and this was never 

intended residential and our township attorney saw it completely 

different and the destination of the C4 and the extreme amount of 

conversation about conduct of the hotel space and the similarities to the 

residential and so I think what I would like to avoid if at all possible it a 

re-litigation of the original which we just spent a lot of time debating.  

We approved the plan there are modifications to this plan that I think are 

warranted and you pointed out a few of them and as you went through the 

list and even though I disagree with them I respect your position and I 

raised them the first time and I will raise them the second time cause that 

is my job and I have no problem with it. I heard the petitioner as he went 

through the list say – I wasn’t familiar with this and thought we had that 

covered, I have no problem with this, no problem with that, so I guess 

what I would like to do is focus on the petitioners request of the 

modification of this plan and re-litigate the entire night, that was fairly 
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ugly for all of us. But that is my goal and then I will yield because I know 

the other commissioners have comments.  

 

Mr. Meagher responded to the comments Mr. Joseph, just briefly - I 

don’t want to go through the previous debate either.  The only real 

question with regard to opening up that entire issue is probably #10 and 

again I am not doing my job if I don’t give you a recommendation that I 

feel is strong, the remainder of the comments again and I don’t care who 

you were to hire or what you were to do, you wouldn’t get these 

comments any sooner, it’s simply when we get them we get the reviews 

out now the rest of the comments #1 at the previous review and previous 

entertainment of this issue it was all cut short – there was never a 

complete full review done because at the time the determination of my 

review was it needed to go back for an amendment to an application plan 

and therefore I didn’t proceed with a lot of the details which should have 

been addressed. You guys approved it non the less and that’s your 

prerogative however I am simply not trying to rehash anything I am 

simply giving you a review that should have been provided to you at the 

previous meeting, if Mr. Seibert and I agreed on the procedure at that 

point, we don’t, we still don’t, and we are not going to – but with that 

being said I would ask you as a commission to simply read my 

comments, if you want to have them adhere to it fine, if you don’t I 

respect that – I always have and I don’t take it personally. 

 

Mr. Stabile stated that at that particular meeting everybody is talking 

about was one that as post chairman, I chaired that meeting because our 

chairman was not up to speed on the project, there was a lot of 

controversy of amongst everybody as to whether that particular project fit 

that area there, and that’s why there was so much that went on about it. 

And we got a recommendation from our attorney and I said if you want 

to pull the minutes up just like Mr. Meagher I told him right to his face 

that I didn’t agree with him. So a few of us did not agree with our own 

attorney, but we are up here doing our job as planners, the attorneys are 

giving us information to work with not telling us what to do and so I 

agree with Mr. Meagher – none of this stuff was afterwards everyone had 

asked me because I chaired the meeting, how come none of this was 

talked about, there was so much going on about whether or not that 

should even belong there that we never got to that stuff. So that’s why he 

has got to hear it.  
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Mr. LaBelle asked Mr. Gallo looking at S300 the north end of the 

building you are showing sidewalks and on your depiction of the building 

the elevations of the building there is no sidewalks going in front of a lot 

of these doors. Is there a canopy that goes over top of this with columns 

to block the sidewalk?  

 

Mr. Gallo and Mr. LaBelle discussed a drawing showing the elevations 

and sidewalks. 

 

Mr. Miller asked if the lower level single unit and he also asked the 

square footage.  

 

Paper shuffling - inaudible 

 

Mr. Miller asked if the door to the bedroom is thru the bathroom? He also 

asked if the square footage was different? 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that it was 800 to 1200 square feet and now we are 600 

to 960/1000 square feet the building was 176,000 square feet and is now 

100,000 square feet.  We have taken away all the common corridors the 7 

foot hallways, on all four floors, the elevators and commons areas of that 

sort but the footprint is pretty much the same.  The footprint is within the 

same building envelope.  

 

Mr. Miller stated that it would be his recommendation that this was 

tabled until we go all this information such as the things that Patrick 

wanted, the building calculations, missing information of the plan, etc. 

 

Mr. Gallo asked if we could go through this….the first thing you asked 

for is building setback calculations if you look at page S300 the formula 

is depicted right in that box. The distance from the calculated from the 

center line. The carports we will submit the information when we go to 

the building agency. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that for clarification - we are talking about two 

different things; there is a setback requirement and a separation 

requirement. And basically in the C4 district it states that no two 

buildings will be closer than 30 feet or then it gives a calculation 

indicating and I do not currently have that calculation in front of me and 

that is what I am asking for not for the setbacks. 
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Mr. Joseph stated the list that is in front of us now even though we had a 

very extensive meeting, after listening the petitioner’s presentation and 

the planners this is not an extensive list that should delay this project and 

I would offer a motion to approve the petitioners request subject to the 

satisfactory resolution of the items listed here tonight.  The planner very 

clearly said he heard the attorneys opinion and he is not swayed by it and 

I respect that but the conclusion of the consult from the attorney is a 

continuation of the previous argument and again I respect that but really 

what we are doing now is you are saying that a question that has been 

asked and answered has to delay this petitioners project and as I recall 

correctly Mr. Gallo’s team came here about a year and a half ago when 

this initially started – you flew up here from Florida and you came here 

to specifically for this meeting to learn this was tabled. Then you came 

back and we had a whole host of other problems, you waited months, 

months, months and then we had a big spirited debate about the legal 

issues and I even respect the comments that we didn’t get an opportunity 

to debate on some of these areas. Substantially the project has not 

changed the only thing that is unchanged is the opinion of the one 

ascending vote and the planner who disagrees with the attorney, that is 

really what it boils down to.  Again he is not here with his legal team 

because he wants to be contentious but he has to be prepared.  The 

amount of cost associated with coming here – I don’t even know.  Dr. Ali 

had $1,500.00 I can’t imagine what your fees continue to mount up while 

we continue to debate issues that have already been debated. If the 

conditions that you heard and I didn’t hear anything that you said 

absolutely not, if it can’t be worked out then it can’t be worked out at 

least give him the opportunity to move forward a chance and I ask for 

support to for a motion to approve the petitioners request conditional on 

the satisfactory request of the items listed. 

 

Mr. LaBelle asked Mr. Joseph – just for my own knowledge how would 

you resolve the lighting plan that is required – the configuration footprint 

of the building has changed is that something that Mr. Palin is going to 

review and approve.  

 

Mr. Joseph said well that is a good question I think the answer is really 

rest with someone who is not a lighting expert, you are so this is what I 

would like to see – we don’t add another round to the merry go round for 

this petitioner put him in a room with people that know lighting and that 

represent the townships interest very well and they understand lighting, 

and they say look this is what we need.  And if during that time we 
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cannot find a resolutions then my motion would kick in which is a 

satisfactorily addressed conditions outlined here. So rather than wait for 

the next planning commission meeting and we see whether or not we 

have a meeting – maybe he can make the Thursday meeting maybe he 

can’t we say yes you can if you can if you can address these issues 

satisfactorily then we never have to come back and bring his whole team 

back and spend all this money and if he can’t then it is still contained 

within the motion which is a satisfactory resolution to the outstanding 

issues – it’s a no lose and I like you being in a room talking about 

lighting – I’ll take that deal every day of the week.  

 

Mr. LaBelle replied another one is the dumpsters, I agree with the 

question about the dumpsters – you have a lot of people there that are 

producing garbage and you have one location for the dumpsters – are 

those dumpsters big enough to handle the amount of garbage that will be 

produced in complex. 

 

Mr. Gallo replied yes they will be, we have one being developed now 

that has 200 units it’s very similar in size and it is under construction and 

we have 2 dumpsters that are side by side, it’s adequate for the site but if 

you want for the record – should you want more dumpsters I have no 

problem agreeing with that.  How does a customer get the trash from the 

front of the building, again I am willing and able to add a dumpster to 

provide some alternative whether it is a rollout or an additional dumpster 

on garbage day, we are flexible in that regard.  But the other matter – you 

said what is another two weeks, I am having a medical procedure on the 

9
th

 and I wouldn’t be able to be here personally.  But you know my job as 

a petitioner, as a business person, we all have a job and respect each other 

and each other’s rolls.  My job is to get along with everybody within this 

township whether it is the planner, the attorney we always try to follow 

the rules and regulations.  I want to bring a project to this town that will 

serve the residents and visitors of this community for many, many years.  

We are taking a piece of property that is totally vacant right now, there is 

no need right now for retail, the proof is in the pudding, we have a 30,000 

square foot retail that is just sitting there, 7000 of which has never been 

leased from day 1.  We see the writing on the wall as a company, I don’t 

think that retail is dead but I can tell you that retail is certainly changing– 

you have amazon coming to town you have a lot of different retailers that 

are gone today. So that is why we are coming up with a thoughtful plan 

that will serve the residents of this community for a very long period of 

time and I would hope that I earn all of your support.  
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Mr. Saelens asked Mr. Gallo I assume this is not a senior residence so 

there is going to be children there and you have nowhere for them to be. 

 

Mr. Gallo responded there could be children there - yes, but with the size 

of the units we do believe that it will be an older working type person, 

professional folks that travel the 94 corridor according to our research.  

They may work downtown – again traveling the 94 corridor.  We did 

think about it at one time, to make it an age restricted community and at 

this time that is not the plan, there will be market rents it won’t be a 

mishda type of project or tax funded project it is all a private funded 

project.  

 

Mr. Saelens replied if there are children that end up in these units, you 

have a big unit but kids need to go outside and there is nowhere for them 

to be other than maybe the parking lot at Walmart.  

 

Mr. Gallo stated that we will provide some picnic tables and things of 

that sort but you are right it is a very limited area, but it no different from 

what was approved previously.  

 

Mr. Saelens stated that that wasn’t brought up in the earlier review. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated that the conversation that you are having now is what it 

is supposed to be, which is a resolution for our petitioners and I’m glad 

that you brought up the retail, your background is retail, it think it’s my 

job as a trustee of the board and representing the residents of the 

township to go and look at what the individual doing the project is 

bringing and what he has done in other communities and to reach out to 

other trustees and I reach out to other boards from other communities 

from where you have been and I have heard nothing but positive things 

all the way around – you are a family man, you suffer in terms with 

working with communities in a non-litigious way - good luck finding a 

community that says you don’t want to get into business with Gallo – you 

just can’t find it. Also a very civic minded and community minded the 

ability to approve conditionally this project does us no harm what so 

ever, we still get the last right of refusal and if in a meeting with Mr. 

LaBelle or Mr. Saelens and we have issues that aren’t resolved that are 

listed here then we have no deal.  I don’t want to drag the petitioner back 

on this unnecessarily; I say that we move forward and again. 
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Mr. Joseph asked for support for a motion to approve this plan 

conditional upon the satisfactory progression of all the outstanding 

issues. 

 

Mr. Alexie asked if that was a motion. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated yes.  

 

Supported by Mr. Alexie 

 

Mr. Leonard asked if that was going through the planners 10 items and 

whatever is outstanding there, and also from the engineering and the fire 

department. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated yes just like we would any other meeting and if there were 

specific ones that were addressed tonight as I heard the back and forth I 

think that we satisfactorily addressed those and that is why I addressed those 

then but of course that would include the conditions of the fire department. 

And if there is a request additionally for item 10 from the planner then I 

think we should get an opinion from Mr. Seibert to include in this package 

as well.  

 

Mr. Gallo stated that with all the 10 comments the only one that #10 and I 

believe that has been already addressed. In the C4 zone, it doesn’t have that 

as a requirement; we have met all the ordinance requirements. 

 

Mr. Joseph told Mr. Gallo that I was only representing the fact that the Mr. 

Meagher put 10 on there and then on his testimony said it’s the same 

contention I had before he in essence very diplomatic said that he disagrees 

with…. 

 

Mr. Gallo responded with I understand but I don’t want to leave this board 

this evening and have some 3
rd

 party think that we are agreeing to provide an 

open space. And we are not since that is not the recommendation.  

 

Mr. Joseph replied with he understands. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that they believe they have met all the ordinance 

requirements and if we haven’t I need to know that but as far as we are 

concerned we have all the ordinance requirements and we respectfully ask to 

be approved. Now with respect to lighting all the lighting is installed.  If you 
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drive by the site you can see the parking lot is 100 percent developed and we 

are not changing that parking lot at all. We are only adding spaces. Now 

with respect to the building yes we will have coach lights, I have no problem 

providing a photometric plan, putting some bollards stuff  like that, very 

flexible on that. With respect to the trash, the planning consultant raises a 

very valid point. How do customers from the front safely and easily bring 

the product to the back of the unit. Ready, willing and able to address those 

kind of concerns by way of coming together and saying that on trash day the 

managers bring out a roll out dumpster to the front and they push it to the 

back or maybe have another set of trash enclosures in the front, I have 

objection to any of that.  What I don’t want to do is walk away from this and 

have some 3
rd

 party maybe misinterpret what we talked about this evening 

and then have confusion again. For the record we stand ready, willing and 

able to make changes that we meet the ordinance we do believe that we have 

accomplished that and again I would ask the board provides us our approval.  

 

Mr. Stabile asked Mr. Meagher – he is saying that he is agreeing with 

everything here but I’m listening to you and I’m hearing that you are saying 

that you’re not agreeing, it that right? 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that at this point they have agreed to meet all the 

requirements. And Mr. Joseph’s motion with the exception of #10¸is my 

understanding. That they provide additional open space and I understand that 

from a site plan standpoint, my question wasn’t meant to be contentious 

because I don’t think the issue was ever addressed previously.  The question 

is simply since residential was never posed as a component on the previous 

plans, how does the open space get addressed and how are those standards to 

be assessed on the ordinance and the way the motion is right now and 

correct me if I’m wrong Mr. Joseph that #10 is basically excluded from this 

discussion and I have no objections.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated that he would like to clarify his motion. 

 

Mr. Gallo asked about the screening. 

 

Mr. Joseph replied and said let me clarify my motion at the end of the day if 

I understand my job right if we have a permitted use you have a project, we 

don’t get to say well I don’t think I like that – if you have a permitted use 

you have a project there is no well I think you should have a jungle gym….if 

it’s a permitted use you guys can go, right. In this particular case we have 

had a number of areas that we have disagreements with our planner and our 
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attorney that is not a debate.  The issues I’m hearing tonight this petitioner is 

says he can remedy. There is nothing that jumps out there and if he can 

remedy – and I can’t go and say that this remedy is the exact same as your 

remedy but if he can satisfy the permitted uses and he says that he can and 

on this specific areas where we are in disagreement he has already 

committed to the dumpster, responsive to a commission member, the 

lighting, responsive to a commission member, and if over the course of the 

next two weeks – rather than table it for what I am hearing a month because 

this petitioner can’t come back in 2 weeks, we give him the opportunity to 

satisfy the permitted requirements and conditional approval upon the 

satisfaction of the permitted use and that’s  a win. I want to clarify with for 

you Mr. Gallo – I wasn’t saying that you will satisfy them in exactly the way 

that – cuz that’s not how it works anyway, you satisfy based on the 

permitted use.  

 

Mr. Gallo stated that he just wanted to clarify and talk through these 

individually. One specific one is #5 screening – but let’s just start from #1. 

We acknowledged #1 as a statement from the planner a statement saying that 

I acknowledge that you tonight are not approving tonight what is shown as a 

proposed hotel – do we agree on that?  

 

Mr. Joseph responded sure.  

 

Mr. Gallo continued #1, I don’t think is an issue.  #2 is a question regarding 

hvac units, they are self-contained hvacs. #3 a lighting plan, as you know I 

am ready, willing and able to provide a lighting plan which is the ordinance 

requirements. #4 regarding the dumpster – compactor will not be on site and 

we don’t propose one in the particular configuration, we would be ready, 

willing and able to add additional dumpsters, we can collaborate on that. No 

problem with that.  #5 – I disagree with the screening, again it may be 

something that the planner has identified maybe even identified in the 

previous plan but to our knowledge and to our review of the plans based on a 

C4 zoning district there are no screening requirements.  We have 

commercial zoning on all 4 sides of the property, all the way around the 

property. So we do not have any intention of providing screening like a 

masonry wall or separation wall. We are not proposing it. So that #5 is not 

something. 

 

Mr. Meagher asked if he could respond to that – he stated so what you are 

saying is that if we do produce the ordinance provision that clearly says 
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screening is required whether it’s in the C4 or outside of the C4 between 

differentiating uses.  You will provide it then, is that correct? 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that he believes that has been determined in the first round. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that he could get the section for him but he doesn’t have 

it right in front of me. But none the less I believe that is what Mr. Joseph is 

saying, we will approve it if you can then show your meeting the 

requirements of the ordinance and he will continue with the motion. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated let’s just say we pack our bags up and walk out of here. We 

have an approved site plan.  The approved site plan does not have a 

screening wall, we would be the only one in the entire development – which 

by the way we are the master developer of record and hold certain approval 

processes within that project.  We will be the only ones in the whole 

development right behind our place that will have a wall. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that there is no discrepancy about that, no one said it had 

to be a wall it simply says that you will provide screening based on the 

section of the ordinance dealing with screening.  

 

Mr. Gallo asked if that was in the C4? 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that was correct.  I will provide Jonathon with that 

citation so that when you do have that meeting – you can remedy that.  

 

Mr. Gallo responded so I guess I don’t know anywhere else where there is 

screening and for the record – I object to it and I wouldn’t be able to fulfill.  

#6 – carports, we have no objection providing any kind of detail on the 

carports.  The additional crosswalk – I don’t know where you want it but we 

are certainly ready, willing and able to add a crosswalk. Building separation 

calculations – if there are not listed on the plan we will go back to the 

architect and say please print that on the plan.  Exactly what the calculation 

says and #10 is something that we disagree with. Again we feel the plan has 

already been approved.  

 

Mr. Stabile stated he had one last comment since he chaired that meeting – 

that meeting went on a long time and Mr. Seibert took a long time and there 

was a lot of about whether or not was proper use in that regardless of what 

you are saying about debating they are retail or wholesale most people 
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thought it was not a place for retail.  That’s why some of this stuff is here on 

this list.  

 

Mr. Gallo asked Mr. Stabile – I’m sorry did you say it’s not a place for 

retail, please repeat yourself – did you say it is not a place for retail – just a 

moment ago. 

 

Mr. Stabile continued there was a lot of difference of opinion; with Walmart 

there and everything else around there and whether the retail should be right 

there amongst us and this was a difference of opinion.  Then so much time 

went by and we made a quick motion to approve and someone made a quick 

motion to accept and then a few more people voted for it then not and it was 

passed. And as far as I am concerned I failed as chairman that day by not 

getting everyone to understand the whole product. So you have a project 

now that has been approved but I would be strongly against approving it 

with these conditions.  Bring us back everything – we found a few more 

things here #5 that you and Mr. Meagher don’t agree on.  We can’t take back 

what happen before. 

 

Mr. Gallo replied well Mr. Chairman it’s not that you particularly agreed or 

disagree with that. There are no other folks within the development that have 

that burden. To put a wall up is not an issue it a 30,40,$50,000 issue – ok 

fine you want a $50,000 issue – I’ll put the wall up just cause you are asking 

me to put the wall up, but the ordinance that we read – the C4 zoning 

ordinance we don’t see that in there #1, nor was it approved by this body 

before – so for the sake of just putting it for just putting it up  - so if you’re 

asking me do that just to do that, I guess I would consider that but that isn’t 

what you’re asking me.  

 

Mr. Stabile responded that that was not what he was saying. I am countering 

what Mr. Joseph was saying about approving it tonight. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated here is what I am trying to tell you I have done everything I 

can to stay out of a legal action with this body and I will continue to do so. It 

is my job as a business man to try and resolve things on a low level and I 

will continue to do that.  If this body wants some kind of screening – fine, 

you want screening we will put screening in, tell me what it is and we will 

put it up.  But for the record it is not something that any other folks that 

developed within that development had the burden of doing and I don’t 

believe that it would be appropriate to ask me or my family or my company 

to have that burden when it wasn’t given to the others.  
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Mr. Joseph stated that I have a motion and I think that we have the ability to, 

we have gone through the whole list now – I think for the 3
rd

 cycle through 

the whole list. And the only thing that I’ve heard now that has any kind of 

dispute or question is #5.  This petitioner makes a great point, I’m not sure 

what Mr. Stabile is even saying and there is no sense in arguing since no one 

is here to hear us debate. But permitted use is permitted use and at the end of 

the day we satisfy the permitted uses – we have a project, that’s how it 

works and we have very small number now from what was seen at the 

beginning of this we had a lot of things and now we have a small number 

and in spite of the very passionate discourse – we have a deal, we have a 

coming together on every single issue even #5 which may be war bust room 

somewhere but we will work that out too. But let’s not encumber this 

petitioner with another delay which looks to me now with just listening to 

his schedule – we are now past into August.  We can do better than that and 

I think the motion to approve with the request to remedy of the outstanding 

issues is easily remedied and I would like to see us approve that. 

 

Mr. Miller stated that there was a motion by Mr. Joseph supported by Mr. 

Alexie. 

 

Mr. Saelens asked if #10 was out, right. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that it was and that he hoped #5 was also. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated #5 is already there #10 is already there and I think the 

commission can be satisfied and the vote goes the same way it did before – 

your planner disagrees with your attorney and you’re going to end up in 

court.  I don’t take a planner into court, I don’t know who does and it was 

pretty clear that the use is a permitted use so #10 is already done and you 

heard the planner say I only put it in there because I disagreed then, and I 

disagree now – that my job and I respect that.  

 

Mr. Gallo stated he is to the point now where he really doesn’t even care – if 

it’s a $50,000 issue or whatever it is fine, I’ll put it in – but can you at least 

give me a little direction on what we are looking for – is it landscaping in the 

back is it a masonry wall, is it a fence, will you just please tell what it is. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that there are different ways of screening. 
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Mr. Gallo responded but its screening between a commercial use and a 

commercial use.  

 

Mr. Joseph stated I think what happens with this motion and the request is 

that you will need to get in a room and work it out with our planner, this is 

not a deal breaker in my opinion at all and it’s not like you are agreeing to 

put in a $100,000 wall.  The petitioner is not encumbered by anything you’re 

not accepting that you are going to do all these things, you could get into a 

room and if the numbers don’t add up you are not obligated to do anything. 

 

Mr. Gallo stated that he would do everything in his power to satisfy whoever 

I am in the room with. 

 

Mr. Joseph stated that there are some very agreement people on this board.  

 

Mr. Gallo stated that he will work diligently to work with you folks. 

 

Mr. Miller stated again that there is a motion by Mr. Joseph and supported 

by Mr. Alexie. 

 

Mr. Miller – Aye 

Mr. Saelens – Nay 

Mr. Leonard – Aye 

Mr. Alexie – Aye 

Mr. Stabile – Nay 

Mr. Joseph – Aye 

Mr. LaBelle – Aye 

Mr. Reneau - Aye 

 

Motion passes  

  

I. MACLEAN FOGG: Site Plan #2018-19, M-2, 4.334 acres, Parcel 09-

19-201-004; West side of E. Russell Schmidt Blvd., South of 23 Mile 

Road. Proposed building addition.  

 

Mr. Labelle asked if they have received the reviews from AEW, the Planner 

and the Fire Department 

 

Petitioner stated that they have.  
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Mr. Labelle stated that there are a couple of items on the planners report, 1 

being on the back of the building you are showing a trash recycling area and 

if you could explain what is going on with that and if it is in fact a trash area 

our ordinance does require some screening things of that nature as we talked 

about in our preplanning.  

 

The petitioner addressed the board he stated that the area in question there is 

an area back here that we have patched out for the location of trash 

receptacles and recycling bin per the township. It has been requested by the 

township to provide screening and at this time we do not object to that. 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated there is an ordinance also that the trash bin needs to be so 

many feet from the building and the fire department will enforce that. So 

keep that in mind when you are placing it.  

 

The petitioner stated that he would get with the fire department on that.  

 

Mr. LaBelle asked Mr. Meagher if there were any setback issues. 

 

Mr. Meagher stated that they did not have any other objections other than 

assuring that there was some type of wall or gate for that, the problems with 

those types of areas is that they tend to expand over time. And it sounds like 

they have agreed to that so we have objections at this time.  

 

Mr. Saelens asked if there would be 2 additions, a large one and a small one. 

 

The petitioner stated a 15,000 sq. ft. expansion and a 1500 sq. ft. office area. 

With that we will be adding 2 truck wells but eliminating the one that is up 

closer to the road. Providing an additional access out back and access to the 

new truck wells in the back. 

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to approve site Plan #2018-19 contingent 

upon the items discussed, in particular the garbage enclosure areas. 

 

Supported by Mr. Miller 

 

The petition asked about the comments from AEW on that and we 

will work through those with them but there is one regarding the 

existing parking and that is already in there. But it doesn’t meet code.      
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Mr. Meagher stated that we have no objections to satisfy AEW 

comments they could provide that as a one way drive.  Simply stripe it 

for one way.     

 

   Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 

 

I. BRICO PROPERTIES: Site Plan #2018-20, M-2, 1.79 acres, Parcel 

09-17-301-003; North of 23 Mile Road, East of Chesterfield Road. 

Proposed new building. A.  Amendment to Township Ordinance Sec. #76-

100, Uses of a Temporary Nature. Public Hearing closed/tabled 5/29/2018. 

 

Motion by Mr. LaBelle to table for up to 2 meetings per the 

petitioners request. 

 

Supported by Mr. Saelens 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 
             

7.      APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PRIOR MEETINGS: 

             

Motion by Mr. Miller to approve the minutes from June 12, 2018 and 

May 29, 2018 

 

Supported by Mr. Saelens 

 

           Ayes:  All 

 

           Nays:  None  Motion Carried 
 

     8.   COMMUNICATIONS:   

 

            There were no communications 

        

      9.   OLD BUSINESS:  

 

    There was no old business 

 

     10.   NEW BUSINESS: 
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 There was no new business  

 

11.     PLANNERS REPORT: 

 

       Mr. Meagher state that he has a lot of respect for all of you as planning 

commissioners and I hope you have the same respect for me as a planning 

professional.  First of all I would say that attorneys aren’t always right and 

attorneys know that as much as planners and everyone else.   I am on the 

phone every other day with attorneys who look to me for the answers but I 

don’t want to be characterized as contentious Mr. Joseph, I don’t try to be 

contentious – I do my job. Item #10 wasn’t meant to be contentious it was to 

simply say listen this entire site wasn’t designed for any type of introduction 

for residential uses, the ordinance clearly requires that there be a 

development plan.  So it was simply a request that you consider it and I 

appreciate the fact that you did at least say listen we listen to you but we are 

not going to follow that and I totally respect that. But I don’t think 

contentious is the right word.  Mr. Gallo is a professional developer he 

knows what he is doing and he knows how to speak to groups like you as a 

commission and to professionals like me.  There is no contention involved – 

he is doing his job of convincing you that what he is done is appropriate and 

I am doing my job of telling no its not meeting the intend of this actual 

requirements of the ordinance. In regards to screening, and I don’t want to 

rehash all of this but just with regard to the screening issue – to say no one 

else has screened in that development is totally appropriate, because they are 

all commercial uses where we are now introducing residential use in there.  

It does bring about a necessity for some screening and quality of life, and 

value to a project that could otherwise lose value very very quickly because 

it doesn’t have the proper screening, because it’s not safe to live in the back 

units because of the lighting is inappropriate and trucks are going to be 

continuously pulling through there. So it’s not a matter of being contentious 

it’s a matter of sharing my professional view points and my professional 

interpretation of the ordinance that we put together 20 years ago. So I hope 

you all respect that and don’t take it as contentious whether it be Mr. Gallo 

up there, Mr. DiLorenzo up there or any other developer up there they are 

going to get the same review as what was given tonight. There is no 

differentian on that and there never will be. So I just wanted to make that 

statement.  

 

12.    COMMENTS FROM THE FLOOR PERMITTED BY THE COMMISSION  

          ON AGENDA OR NON-AGENDA MATTERS. 
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  Mr. Joseph stated again we are probably sick to death of talking about this but 

for the record of contention when I use the word contentious what I am 

referring to is that I that your opinions and advice and direction and your 

professional assessment that you gave to the commission was spot on assuming 

that we are looking at the same district. The area of contention, when I say 

contention – this was a PUD or C4. I don’t have a lot of the experience that 

these board members have but when I took the assignment and when I took the 

appointment from Mr. Acciavatti the one thing that I try to make sure that I 

understood was that there are certain things I can’t particularly as a township 

resident that I don’t necessarily want in my back yard like all the residents that 

have come forward and what I said to you from very early on what I understood 

and what makes sense to me and maybe because of my personal career is the 

law.  And so you can’t go wrong if you look at permitted use and permitted use 

dictates then that drives a lot of the argument.  And I thought the contention 

when I say contention was whether or not the commission was viewing this as a 

PUD or a C4, and I don’t think that was the argument; I think everyone was in 

agreement that there was considerable debate about that one point. And if you 

see it as a C4 with residential being a permitted use then you’re going to come 

away from the argument much differently if you believe absolutely not this is a 

pud with never any residential considered for that site. So that is the area I am 

talking on contention and then on a very small area, I never met Mr. Gallo till 

he showed up at our meeting a year and a half ago, he seems to know a lot 

about that board, he seems to be in a lot of the same rooms that you were in 

where the discussions were had and I didn’t think he was treated the way I 

would like to see a developer and that is what I am talking about and I have 

made those known to you and to Mr. Acciavatti and on a professional level I 

have zero issue with your assessments, but when you get to a legal problem 

whether its C4 or pud and your attorney says is what you are going to do 

substantial amount of resources and lose – I do represent and I was put on the 

township board to represent all of the residents. That’s their money that’s not 

my money, and I know we have heard from other groups that I don’t agree with 

my attorney but if you are wrong you pay the consequences but that wasn’t the 

case if we are wrong we play with someone else’s money and that was the area 

that I thought if you go to court I’d like to go with an attorney not a planner. So 

for me that was the threshold and the source of my, you know trying to define a 

C4 or a pud. I don’t think you are contentious for the sake seeing sparks, you 

are very thorough in belief and I have a lot of respect for that. The fact that it is 

different from mine doesn’t change that argument, for me it was it a permitted 

use, same argument that I looked for today and now we are in a quagmire 

because his argument tonight was you already approved it and when you didn’t 
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say screening the first time when it’s the same project. Tremendous respect, 

there is captains of industries here and people that run businesses and this idea 

that it was quickly motioned and people were left scratching their heads, they 

are grown men that are very very wise and they can stop at any point and ask 

any questions they want so this characterization that somehow everyone just 

didn’t know what they were doing is ridiculous and it led to some unnecessary 

arguing, but at the end of the day I am glad that we take with one another to 

debate these things out cause it’s a commitment to the township whether you 

agree with me it’s a commitment to the township.  No one is going to come in 

here and argue with someone and debate something unless they care about their 

community and for that I am grateful and thank you for your comments Mr. 

Meagher. 

 

  Mr. Meagher stated that just for the record I have followed Mr. Seibert’s 

opinion and this isn’t a pud, I have followed it in my review and it was all based 

on the C4 district. Just for the record. I still don’t agree with him but I did bow 

to him, so just to make that clear. 

 

  Mr. Leonard stated that he would be vacation for the next planning 

commissions meeting or the ZBA. 

 

  There was discussion on the firework tents in the township. 

 

  Mr. Stabile volunteered for preplanning. 

 

  Mr. LaBelle stated that he has nothing but the utmost respect for Mr. Meagher 

and what you bring into this board and I hope you are not discouraged in any 

way. This was kind of an unusual situation and by you submitting that list to us 

and the applicant we got what we wanted, and I feel better about that 

development now, so thank you. 

 

  Mr. Saelens volunteered for preplanning. 

   

  13.      PROPOSALS FOR NEXT AGENDA. 

 

There were no proposals for the next agenda 

  

14. ADJOURNMENT   

 

Motion by Mr. Miller to adjourn at 8:37pm 
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Supported by Mr. Leonard 

 

 Ayes:  All 

        

 Nays:  None         Motion Carried 

 

 

_____________________              _________________________        

Rick LaBelle, Secretary   Jennifer Burden, Recording Secretary 


