
 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF COMMERCE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING 
Thursday, January 24, 2019 

2009 Township Drive 
Commerce Township, Michigan 48390 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER: Rusty Rosman, Chairperson called the meeting to order at 
7:00pm. 
     
ROLL CALL: Present:  Rusty Rosman, Chairperson  
     Jorge Pacheco, Secretary 
     Rick Sovel 
     Bill McKeever  
     Clarence Mills 
     Robert Mistele, Alternate ZBA Member 
  Also Present:  Dave Campbell 
     Paula Lankford, Assistant to the Planning Director 
      
Chairperson Rosman introduced the Members of the Board to those present, as well as 
Dave Campbell and Paula Lankford.  She reviewed the requirements for receiving a 
either a dimensional and/or sign variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals, including 
the fact that all standards are to be met by the applicant.  She assured the applicants 
present that the sites of the proposed variances have been visited by the members of 
the Zoning Board.  She also explained that if a petitioner’s variance request is granted, 
they will receive their letter of approval by mail. It is imperative that the letter be 
presented when applying for a building permit. A variance is valid for 365 days from the 
date of the approval letter.  If the variance is used, it runs with the land; however, if it is 
not used, it expires. Lastly, she noted that any documents, photos or other items 
presented to the ZBA by the petitioner to assist Board members in making a decision 
will be copied and retained for the permanent record. 
 
B. APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to approve the Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
Agenda for January 24, 2019.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
C. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
MOTION by Mills, supported by McKeever, to approve the Zoning Board of Appeals 
Regular Meeting minutes of September 27, 2018 as presented. 
       MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

D. PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None. 
 
E. UPDATE OF ACTIVITIES 
Chairperson Rosman noted that she has been happy with her trash pickup service. 
 
Rick Sovel – Township Board & Library 

 We have had a lot of complaints regarding the trash service, especially during 
the ice storm yesterday. The Supervisor found that it is a common problem. 
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When the economy is doing well, it is difficult for the company to find drivers. 
Therefore, the trash contract is going out for bids. The current contract expires at 
the end of this year. If anyone has input, comments can be emailed to me, or any 
Township Board member, through the Township website. 

 We just approved a 5-year contract with both AFSCME and the Fire Department. 

 The Board is looking to build or replace Fire Station #3 located on Welch Road. A 
new location may be considered and options are being reviewed with our 
consultant and architect. 

 At the beginning of the year we added two deputies in the Sheriff’s Department, 
and we are adding two more full-time Firefighters sometime this year. 

 
Bill McKeever – Planning Commission 

 It has been awhile since the ZBA met. 

 In October, the Planning Commission recommended approval of a Conditional 
Rezoning for a parcel of land consisting of 0.41 acres from R-1D to B-1 located 
at 613 Commerce Road. That’s the old fire station in the Village, that is now a 
veterinary hospital. She has purchased the residential home to the west, and she 
will be utilizing that for her practice also. 

 At the November meeting, we granted site plan approval to construct a new 
office/manufacturing warehouse building at 8681 Boulder Court. 

 At the December meeting, Lakes Community Church was granted a Special 
Land Use for religious assembly at 2550 Oakley Park Road. 

 We recommended approval of a 4th amendment to the Commerce Towne Place 
condominium master deed, located off Martin Parkway, the Five & Main 
development. They’re looking to add a hotel feature into Phase 1. 

 In January, Rock Ridge Investments received a recommendation of approval for 
rezoning the easterly portion of a parcel of land consisting of 10.2 acres from 
Mobile Home Park to R-1D single-family residential. That is Commerce Ridge 
Mobile Home Park off Pontiac Trail. 

 
Chairperson Rosman – I would like to add that I read in the paper that the Michigan 
Boating Association has relocated their Michigan office to Richardson Road and Martin 
Road, in Commerce. Those are the ones that put on the boat shows. 
Also, I do love the Library. 
 
Dave Campbell – If you have any specific questions, I'm happy to give you the updates 
that I have. 
 
Sovel – Could you update us on the grocery store/restaurant on Maple Road? 
 
Dave Campbell – Zerbo’s; The group doing Zerbo’s is the ownership of Uptown Grille, 
particularly father and son, Rick and Ryan Adams. We did our liquor license inspection 
for Uptown Grille a few weeks ago, so we had a chance to talk to Ryan Adams. His 
prediction is that they will be open by June/July of this year. He acknowledges they 
have been going slow and steady, but they are making progress. They have made 
some changes here and there, and every time they do, they have to come in for 
different permits. That tends to slow things down a little bit. 
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Sovel – Have they changed the occupancy? 
 
Dave Campbell – I haven’t heard that. This is a better question for Jay James, the 
Building Official, but I want to say that they were working with Jay to see if they could 
get rooftop seating. That required different forms of ingress and egress for public to get 
to the roof. I don't know where they are with that idea. 
 
F. OLD BUSINESS: 
None. 
 
G. NEW BUSINESS:  
ITEM G1: PA18-0012 – ERIC MOJICA – PUBLIC HEARING 
Eric Mojica of Commerce MI is requesting a variance from Article 6 of the Commerce 
Township Zoning Ordinance to construct a new home that will exceed the maximum 
number of 2 ½ stories allowed located at 8147 Farrant. Sidwell No.: 17-01-431-008 
 
Chairperson Rosman noted that the site was properly staked and thanked the petitioner. 
 
Chairperson Rosman opened the public hearing.    
 
The petitioner, Mr. Mojica, was present, along with Bradley Balkwill, Project Manager, 
AZD Architects, 665 Hulet Drive, Ste 100, Bloomfield Hills, to speak to the variance 
request. 
 
Mr. Mojica – I purchased this property at 8147 Farrant in August 2003, my first home 
purchase. I’m here today because I'm interested in building what I see my next door 
neighbor has at 8137 Farrant. I understand it is going to require a variance of a half 
story.  
I do feel that this is going to be in compliance with the six things you had mentioned. 
Number 1, Strict compliance with the specified dimensional standards. I think it would 
basically take away my ability to enjoy what my neighbors on the street currently have. 
Number 2, the variance will do substantial justice to the applicant, as well as other 
property owners. I don’t think it’s too much of a variance to ask for. I think a lesser 
variance might not provide what I was looking to do, which is a walkout basement which 
is very common on lakefront properties. Number 3, I don’t believe its unique 
circumstance, other than the lot being quite narrow. I feel a one-story would not quite 
meet the needs. Building up seemed to be the best choice. Number 4, I don’t believe it 
has been self-created. Based on the level of the property, and being on the canal, I 
don’t think it was created by myself. I’m looking to build something similar and common. 
Number 5, I don’t believe it is going to cause significant adverse impacts on the other 
properties in the neighborhood. I was able to get some letters from immediate 
neighbors, Bev and Joe Eaton, who have the property directly to my east. They built a 
home about 6 years ago. Ginette and Trent Fetters, who also have a bigger home next 
to them, as well as a letter from Mr. Long. I know he had granted permission to the 
Eatons, who have a walkout basement. He seemed amenable to the fact of what we’re 
looking to do. I don’t believe I would cause any harm. For Number 6, the alleged 
hardship and practical difficulty that would result; it is not financial ability that I'm looking 
to gain. I'm planning to live here forever. I have a son who just turned 12 years old at 
Clifford Smart. My daughter is probably going to attend St. Patrick’s. I’d really like to 
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have a walkout basement for two growing kids. It will be 2,600 square feet. My thought 
is that it is nothing larger than the neighbor’s. It’s probably smaller. The height won’t be 
anything larger or higher than what they have. I don’t think intrusiveness will come into 
play. 
 
Mr. Mojica reviewed some photos of other nearby properties. He introduced Mr. 
Balkwill, Architecture for the project. 
 
Chairperson Rosman reviewed the letters on record: 

1. Mr. Long, adjacent property owner, in favor of proposed 
2. Trent & Ginette Fetters, 8123 Farrant, in favor 
3. Joe & Beverly Eaton, 8137 Farrant, in favor 
4. David P. Smith, 8615 Richardson Rd, Walled Lake, MI 48390, not in favor of the 

proposal and feels it will set a precedent 
 
Mr. Mojica – I hired AZD back in August. In regard to the hardships, when we were first 
looking into this, we were told by the Township that there was a different inspector at 
the time, and maybe they overlooked the fact that the neighbor was building something 
that doesn’t seem to be within the code. We looked at that thinking it was possible for 
me to do it. That’s part of the hardship and misunderstanding; the neighbor’s seem to 
have what we are looking to do. 
 
Mr. Balkwill – We looked at a number of different options for Mr. Mojica’s home. Some 
of the things that are really pressing are the size of the lot, the elevation of the 
floodplain, and the existing grade of the property. The existing floodplain is at 928’, and 
the average grade on the site is approximately 930’/931’. So, we can’t go any deeper. 
We have to be a foot above the floodplain. Given the limitations on the size of the 
property, it’s very difficult to try to create a home any less than two stories, plus the 
lower level. 
 
Ray Golota, 1595 Vanstone Dr., Commerce Township – What is the exact variance that 
he is going after? Is it the height? 
 
Chairperson Rosman – It is the definition of what makes the basement and the first 
story. 
 
Dave Campbell – We have an easy to follow graphic in our Zoning Ordinance which 
shows where that line is between when a basement is no longer a basement, and it is 
considered a story. It is based upon where the average grade is surrounding the 
property. We call it the ABC Rule; if the distance from the average grade to the ceiling 
of your basement is less than the distance from the average grade to the floor of the 
basement, then it is in fact a basement. 
If the distance of A, average grade to the ceiling of the basement, is greater than the 
distance of B, which is average grade to the floor, then it’s no longer considered a 
basement. It’s considered a story.  
Mr. Mojica’s plan calls for the lower level, the main level and the upper level. By 
definition in the Zoning Ordinance, that lower level is in fact a story. Our Zoning 
Ordinance limits a new single-family home to up to 2.5 stories, and we would consider 
his proposal to be a 3-story home. He is asking for a variance for ½ of a story. 
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Ray Golota – So it really has nothing to do with the height of the home; other than the 
fact that the basement would be a walkout that turns into a story. 
 
Dave Campbell – Correct. We limit a single-family home to 35’ and 2.5 stories. He is 
good on the 35’; the 2.5 stories is what is being exceeded. 
 
Ray Golota – Thank you. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Sir, is there anything you’d like to add? 
 
Unidentified Resident – No, I'm just here learning. I live a couple doors down from him, 
and I’m about to go through the exact same thing. My architect told me that I had to stay 
within the 2.5 stories, and build within the roofline. I'm trying to go by the rules. 
 
There were -3- returns and -4- letters. Chairperson Rosman read the 
aforementioned letters into the record. 
 
Chairperson Rosman closed the public hearing as there were no additional 
questions or comments.  
  
Board Comments: 
Sovel – Dave, on the ABC grapic, if there is a slope on the basement, so its not straight 
across, how is that handled? 
 
Dave Campbell – Mr. Mojica’s architect has calculated the average grade in these 
graphics. I hope the colors show up. The red line would be the midpoint between the 
floor and the ceiling of the lower level. I don't want to call it the basement because that 
is the crux of this argument; whether or not it’s a basement. The green line is what Mr. 
Mojica’s architect has calculated to be the average grade. The issue at hand is that the 
red line is higher than the green line. Too much of the basement is exposed; enough so 
that, by definition of the Zoning Ordinance, it is not a basement, it is a story. 
 
Sovel – Can you go any deeper? 
 
Mr. Balkwill – We did look at that, and again, going back to the floodplain issue. 
Because it’s so high, we cannot go down below that. There's not a lot of fall in the 
property itself. 
 
Dave Campbell – They’ve noted that the floodplain is at 928’ elevation, and the finished 
floor of the basement is at 929.-something, correct? 
 
Mr. Balkwill – Right, and by code we have to be a foot above that floodplain. That’s 
what’s pushing us up. We looked at trying to regrade to bury that lower level, but we’re 
really handcuffed with what we can do to get that lower level in the grade. 
 
Sovel – If this was a slab, it could go up 35’? 
 
Dave Campbell – It could go up to 35’, but only 2.5 stories. 
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Sovel – How deep is the basement? 
 
Dave Campbell – To the floor, it’s 929.1’. 
 
Sovel – Is it more than 8’? 
 
Dave Campbell – Are you asking how tall the ceilings are? Are they 10’ ceilings? 
 
Mr. Balkwill – We have the finished at about 9.5’. 
 
Sovel – If it was lower, what would that do to the ABC method? 
 
Dave Campbell – Assuming this dimension of 2’6” between the green and the red lines 
is correct – and I noted in my letter I think the Building Official calculated the average 
grade and the elevation of the midpoint of the lower floor to be different, but they agree 
that there is still a difference. By lowering the height of the ceiling by 1’, you’re making 
up only 1’ of this 2’6” difference. It helps, but it doesn’t get us there. 
 
Sovel – Do we know on the other 2.5 story homes on Farrant if they had variances? 
 
Dave Campbell – I can say we looked at 8137 next door, which was applied for in 2011, 
and completed in 2012. I think our research shows that it does not comply with the ABC 
rule, and they did not get a variance. 
 
Sovel – Was that an area of special concern? 
 
Chairperson Rosman – No. 
 
Dave Campbell – That went away prior to 2011. 
 
Sovel – Other than that house, any others with variances? 
 
Paula Lankford – I don’t believe so. 
 
Dave Campbell – We did some general research and didn’t find any variances here. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I haven't been on that street for a variance. 
 
McKeever – At what point do we determine total height of the structure? 
 
Dave Campbell – From average grade. 
 
McKeever – The true average grade, the green line? 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes. 
 
McKeever – What reasoning is behind the fact that somebody built a house without a 
variance there? Does that obligate us to grant? 
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Dave Campbell – I think the Township Attorney would agree that if that house to the 
east was approved in error, then shame on us for approving it back in 2011. However, 
the answer to that is not to repeat that same mistake. 
 
McKeever – If it was approved in error, wouldn’t the developer or builder still be 
obligated to build it to code? Just because we inadvertently approved something, 
doesn’t ultimately make it legal. 
 
Dave Campbell – That’s a legal question, and I wasn’t smart enough for law school. If 
the question is, could we go back retroactively and say that this house is non-compliant 
and it has to be rectified, I don’t know that I’d want to take up that case. Once the house 
has been issued the certificate of occupancy... 
 
McKeever – Does that obligate us to allow 3-story houses all around this lake? 
 
Dave Campbell – No, I do not believe so, and I'm confident that the Township Attorney 
would agree. A mistake that was made does not dictate that you have to continue to 
make that same decision on every house that comes up. 
 
McKeever – And they could still design a house that would meet the criteria. 
 
Dave Campbell – Yes, I know of no reason why you could not build a compliant house 
on this lot. If the upper floor were a ½ story, that would be compliant. 
 
McKeever – Dormers? 
 
Dave Campbell – Correct, basically have living space within the pitched roof area. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I’d like to make a point that the neighbor, which I think is 8137, 
whomever gave them the green light to go ahead; had that person come back during 
the process and said, I made an error, we have had happen in the past. There is law 
that says, you do need to comply with the ordinance, even though the permit was given 
in error. We had that situation about two years ago. 
The fact that the same Zoning Ordinance is in effect today, as was when your neighbor 
built, shame on us for the fact that it was not caught. However, you are applying under 
the Zoning Ordinance that has very specific regulations and definitions. What you want, 
versus what the Zoning Ordinance says, that’s why we’re here. Our job as a Zoning 
Ordinance Board of Appeals, is to find how to help you with the exception to the Zoning 
Ordinance. I will go through the same things you went through, and tell you where I'm 
coming from. 

1. Without the variance, the applicant cannot use their property in the same manner 
as others in the zoning district can use their property. You can. You have 
neighbors past 8137, further east, that have homes that were built within the 
ordinance, and they’re able to use their homes. You can use your home – it may 
not be exactly what you want, but a house can be built there that you could live 
in. 

2. The variance requested is the least variance to put the applicant on equal footing 
with others in the same zoning district. Well, we are giving you that. The home 
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next door was done in error, so that comes out of the equation. All the others are 
in compliance. So what you are asking for needs to be in compliance. 

3. The variance is needed because of some unique feature of the applicant’s land 
that doesn’t apply to other land in the zoning district. Your house can hold a 2.5 
story house. You can get out to the lake. It might not be an overhead garage 
door, but you can get out to the lake. There isn’t anything unique about it. I 
understand the floodplain. I too live on a lake, a lot of us do. We’ve all struggled 
to make things work. 

4. The problem is not self-created by the applicant or the predecessors. I do 
believe, in my opinion that it is. This is a wish and a want, rather than a 
necessity. 

5. Granting the variance will not cause significant adverse impacts. That’s tough. I 
get what you want. I also made compromises when I went to build. My job is to 
uphold the Zoning Ordinance in every way possible. 

6. The practical difficulty and hardship sought to be cured by the variance request is 
not just a minor inconvenience or a desire for a higher financial return. I know 
you’re not interested in the financial, but it’s not a minor inconvenience. You can 
build a beautiful home. You can have what you want, to get out to the lake to use 
it, it just might not be exactly what you dreamed. 

 
I’m coming down on the side of the Zoning Ordinance, and I'm really sorry that your 
neighbor’s house wasn’t caught during the process so it could have been corrected 
before it was finished, but things happen and you’re not always proud of it. 
 
Mills – The only question I had was clarified with the ABC method. 
 
Pacheco – I have a couple questions. I agree with a lot of the things that you folks have 
said. I noticed in the analysis from the Planning Department, you discussed other 
possibilities for designing the house. It might not be exactly what they wanted, but they 
can probably have a house designed and built that would meet the ordinance. 
 
Dave Campbell – One of the possibilities that we noted in our review letter is that the 
upper floor, if it were a half-story instead of a full-story, it would comply. 
 
Pacheco – I also believe that by moving some dirt, it could probably meet the ordinance. 
I think there could be an understanding between the Building Department and the 
applicant to build a house that will meet the requirements of the Ordinance. Because of 
that, I think I would support the Chairperson. 
 
Dave Campbell – Something that has been mentioned, and we all need to double 
check, is whether the finished floor of the basement needs to be 1’ or 1” above the 
floodplain. I wish Jay James our Building Official was here tonight. It’s my 
understanding that it needs to be 1” above the floodplain. The architect stated 1’. That 
1’, in combination with the possibility of lowering the ceiling, you might be getting closer 
to where Mr. Mojica wants to be. That’s another thing we should look at. 
 
Sovel – If they present that to you, would we even need to be here? 
 
Dave Campbell – As I mentioned, we are 2’6” off. 
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Chairperson Rosman – Assuming Jay is correct, and they will double check to see if it is 
1”, and he lowers by 1’, then we are talking inches, that if we so chose in our motion, we 
could pick a number, so long as it is less than. 
 
Sovel – We could approve a 6” variance, and they could see if they could make it fit or 
not. Can he build the lower level with a half-story lower level, and two stories above 
that, and still be considered a 2.5 story? 
 
Dave Campbell – Do you mean a crawlspace? 
 
Sovel – Would that still be a 3-story? 
 
Chairperson Rosman – He’s saying the lowest level, instead of being the full width of 
the house, it would only be half of it. 
 
Discussions continued regarding alternatives and interpretations. 
 
Pacheco – I see an awful lot of room here for trying to meet the Ordinance. If you work 
together, I think you’ll be able to meet it. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – A redesign of what he has? 
 
Pacheco – Not necessarily a complete redesign, but potentially put in fill over the area 
and build the house. I think there’s time to discuss that with the Building Official. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – They’ve had that discussion. 
 
Mr. Balkwill – We did look at fill. We would have to use retaining walls, because of the 
grade and how tight the properties are, and we were told we can’t do that. We didn’t 
explore that further. 
 
Dave Campbell – We don’t allow what we call building a pimple around your house to 
artificially alter the grade. That is not allowed per the Ordinance, but also building code. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I do understand that you gentlemen have worked quite 
extensively with Jay.  
 
Dave Campbell – Since we’re presumably talking about this 2’6” difference, between the 
green line and the red line, I look to the petitioner as well, and I wonder if there is an 
opportunity to table this for the evening. It would give us all an opportunity to see if there 
is anywhere to make up this 2’6”; whether it is bringing things down another foot, and 
potentially 1” above the floodplain, whether it’s lowering the ceiling, whether there are 
opportunities to adjust the grade by a matter of inches. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – Our next meeting is February 5th at 4pm.  
 
Pacheco – I would like to propose that they are allowed to postpone. 
 
Sovel – As to interpretation, if it comes to that point, would it have to be readvertised? 
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Dave Campbell – Yes, because it’s a different request. And, thank you Paula, she 
looked up your question about the half story. The definition in the Zoning Ordinance 
specifically speaks to a half story that it has to be within the roof. The idea of doing a 
half basement would not be the way to go. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – We are at the point where it has been suggested that we 
postpone until February 5th. This will allow the Building Official to double check the 1” 
versus the 1’ from the floodplain, as well as further discussion of the distance between 
the red line and green line. 
 
Sovel – That is a 4pm meeting. 
 
Dave Campbell – We have an applicant who requested a special meeting, February 5th. 
The only time we could get a quorum of the ZBA was for a 4pm meeting. What they’re 
proposing is, bring this back at that meeting, after we’ve had a couple more weeks to 
see what else we can come up with. 
 
Sovel – The reason I'm saying that is because I have a limited time for that meeting. I'm 
getting ready to get on an airplane. I was promised it would be a half-hour meeting. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – We understand that. 
 
Discussion continued regarding quorum and voting requirements, and attendance by 
members for the February 5th meeting. 
 
Sovel – You would have the opportunity that night to have us vote, or table it again to 
the next meeting, which would be March. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – It also depends on what he wants to ask for. If he has to change 
what he’s asking for, it needs to be re-advertised. 
 
Dave Campbell – If he asks for less than the current request, then it would not have to 
be re-advertised, unless the ZBA directed us to re-advertise. 
 
Mr. Mojica – Can I make sure I understand this right? If we gain maybe a foot on the 
measurements, then I can maybe make up a foot on the design end. I’d rather meet the 
code, and maybe my basement is shorter. 
 
McKeever – Yes, we’re trying to get you to meet it. If you can drop the entire structure, 
and lower the ceiling to an 8’ ceiling, then you’re practically where you need to be. 
 
Dave Campbell – In a perfect world, you won’t have to come back here on February 5th. 
We hope to find a way to make the red line meet the green line, and then you will 
comply and you won’t need a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
MOTION by Pacheco, seconded by Mills, to table Item PA18-0012, the request by Eric 
Mojica of Commerce MI for a variance from Article 6 of the Commerce Township Zoning 
Ordinance to construct a new home that will exceed the maximum number of 2 ½ 
stories allowed located at 8147 Farrant. Sidwell No.: 17-01-431-008 
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ITEM G2: ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS BYLAWS 
Mistele – On Page 3, Item C. at the top. 
 
Chairperson Rosman - Alternate members are to attend regular meetings as 
determined by the Chairperson.  Alternate members who participate in any agenda item 
shall continue to serve the ZBA for that item until a final decision is reached.     
 
Mistele – I’m thinking that since it’s expected that I come to every meeting, I would just 
say, take out “as determined by the Chairperson”, and make that every meeting. 
 
Chairperson Rosman – I’ll tell you why it was in there, and I don’t know how we go to 
that you do come to every meeting. It was put in there for when we know that we have 
less than five, that you would be contacted. I know, we have him come to every meeting 
in case we have to recuse ourselves. 
 
Sovel – Do you get paid for every meeting? 
 
Mistele – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Rosman - ...shall attend regular meetings. 
 
Mistele – Yes. 
 
Chairperson Rosman polled the Board members for their opinions. All were in favor of 
the change. 
 
MOTION by Pacheco, supported by Mills, to change Item 3.3 C. of the Bylaws, to insert 
a (.) period after meetings, and remove “as determined by the Chairperson.” 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
MOTION by Pacheco, supported by Mills, to approve the Bylaws as presented, with the 
aforementioned change to Item 3.3 C. discussed herein. 
Discussion – 
Sovel – On Page 5, under conflicts; I'm not sure why this is considered a conflict of 
interest, but under Item B., In instances where a regular ZBA member is recused, an 
alternate member may serve on that petition until a final decision is reached.  What 
does “may” mean here? 
Chairperson Rosman – You want to change “may” to “shall”? 
Sovel – Is that optional? 
Dave Campbell – That is in case the alternate member also has a conflict. 
Sovel – That person could be recused then, right? 
McKeever – We could still move forward as long as we have a quorum. 
Chairperson Rosman – If there's five of us, and one recuses, you don’t need the 
alternate member to serve because there’s still four. 
Dave Campbell – I would agree with that. I think “may” is the appropriate word there. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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ITEM G3: ELECTION OF OFFICERS 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to nominate Rusty Rosman as Chairperson of 
the Zoning Board of Appeals.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to nominate Clarence Mills as Vice Chairperson 
of the Zoning Board of Appeals.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
MOTION by Sovel, supported by Mills, to nominate Jorge Pacheco as Secretary of the 
Zoning Board of Appeals.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
Dave Campbell – Since the officers are staying the same, I think Paula will have you 
sign the last page of the Bylaws, knowing full well that we will make the change to Page 
3 as discussed. 
 
H: OTHER MATTERS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD: 
Dave Campbell – 

 The February 5th meeting is at 4PM.  

 The next regular meeting will be March 28th at 5:30PM. It is still to be determined 
whether or not we will have a petitioner. We have had a couple inquiries. 

 
Paula – Please check your emails on a weekly basis, if not daily. 
 
Robert Mistele inquired about I.D.’s. Dave and Paula will follow-up on the status with 
Ben. 
 
I. CORRESPONDENCE:  
None. 
 
J. PLANNING DIRECTOR'S REPORT: 
None. 
 
K. ADJOURNMENT:  

 NEXT REGULAR MEETING DATE: THURSDAY, MARCH  28, 2019 AT 
5:30PM (Time was changed, moved up from 7:00PM) 

 Next Special Meeting Date: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 at 4:00PM. 
 
MOTION by Mills, supported by Sovel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:02pm.   
  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
 
________________________ 
Jorge Pacheco, Secretary  


