
Park St. Parking Structure 

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
ADVISORY PARKING COMMITTEE 

CITY COMMISSION ROOM 
151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 

 (248) 530-1850 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2016, 7:30 A.M 
 

1. Recognition of Guests  
2. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of April 20, 2016 
3. Parking System Rate Change Proposal 
4. Dining Deck Proposal – 141 W. Maple Rd. 
5. Accessible Parking Signage Icon 
6. Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee Update 
7. Construction Update 
8. Monthly Financial Reports 
9. Meeting Open for Matters Not on the Agenda 
10. Information Only: 

Miscellaneous Articles and Letters 
10. Next Regularly Scheduled Meeting: June 15, 2016 
 

 
 
                                                                                           
 
 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Persons with disabilities that may require assistance for 
effective participation in this public meeting should contact the 
City Clerk’s Office at the number (248) 530-1880, or (248) 
644-5115 (for the hearing impaired) at least one day before the 
meeting to request help in mobility, visual, hearing, or other 
assistance.  
 
Las personas con incapacidad que requieren algún tipo de 
ayuda para la participación en esta sesión pública deben 
ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en 
el número (248) 530-1800 o al (248) 644-5115 (para las 
personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes 
de la reunión para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, 
auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964). 



DRAFT 

City of Birmingham 

ADVISORY PARKING COMMITTEE 

REGULAR MEETING 

Birmingham City Hall Commission Room 
151 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

Wednesday, April 20, 2016 
 

MINUTES 

These are the minutes for the Advisory Parking Committee ("APC") regular meeting 
held on Wednesday, April 20, 2016. The meeting was called to order by Chairman 
Lex Kuhne at 7:30 a.m. 
 
Present:  Chairman Lex Kuhne     
   Steven Kalczynski 
   Lisa Krueger 
   Judith Paskewicz     
   Al Vaitas  

 
Absent:  Anne Honhart    
   Vice-Chairperson Susan Peabody 
 
SP+ Parking: Catherine Burch 
   Josh Gunn  
   Jason O'Dell  
 
Birmingham  Richard Astrein 
Shopping District: John Heiney       
 
Administration: Austin Fletcher, Engineering Dept. 
   Paul O’Meara, City Engineer 
   Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary 

 
 
RECOGNITION OF GUESTS (none) 
 
 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING OF MARCH 16, 2016  
 
Motion by Ms. Paskewicz 
Seconded by Mr. Kalczynski to approve the Minutes of the Special APC 
Meeting of March 16, 2016 as presented. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
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VOICE VOTE:   
Yeas:  Paskewicz, Kalczynski, Krueger, Kuhne, Vaitas 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Honhart, Peabody 
 
 
PARKING SYSTEM  RATE CHANGE PROPOSAL  
 
Problem 
Mr. O'Meara noted the Birmingham parking structures have long been operated 
with the premise that spaces need to be made available in each parking structure 
at all times for customer (shopper) traffic.  However, with the large increase in 
office occupancy seen since 2013, demand on the parking structures is greater 
than can be accommodated.  Monthly permits are sold out in all five structures 
and a large number of employees elect to park in the parking structure all day 
and pay the daily rate. 
 
Through the efforts of the manager's office, off-site parking options have been 
made available at three local churches.  However, it appears that parking off site 
is not considered an attractive option, particularly if it is as costly as just parking 
in the structure. 
 
A new large influx of employees started working in Downtown Birmingham in late 
January.  We are now in a position where all five parking structures are often 
filling for a period of time during the middle of the day.  It is important to the 
overall dynamics of the Downtown to have a healthy retail/restaurant sector in 
place.  If the customers of these establishments come to town and cannot find a 
parking place, it will impact their bottom line. 
 
Solution 
In order to keep the parking structures open and accessible to customers, the 
number of employee vehicles within needs to be reduced. The following options 
are offered for consideration: 
 
1. Increase the Parking Structure Daily Rate 
It is proposed to have all five structures match the rate structure currently in use 
at Pierce St.  The maximum rate drops back to $5 for those that leave after 10 
p.m. in order to help late evening employees since parking demand is much 
lower at that time of night. 
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2. Increase the Parking Structure Monthly Permit Rate 
It was discussed that this permit rate increase was designed to motivate the big 
employers to move to the off-site parking lots. However, it affects the bottom line 
of smaller businesses. 
 
3. Reduce the Cost of Parking Vehicles Outside Downtown 
The City would cover the cost of the lot rental through the Parking System.  
Committee members thought this may be a hard sell because that type of service 
may not fit some of the larger companies. 
 
4. Reduce the Authorized Number of Monthly Parking Permits 
Converting future permit sales to daily traffic will then encourage more vehicles to 
participate in the off-site parking options.  Or, they will park there anyway at the 
daily rate. 
                        
Finally, due to the above changes, it is appropriate to review the rate at the 
parking meters: 
 
5. Increase lower cost parking meters so that all meters charge the rate of 
$1 per hour. 
 
If one chooses to park at a low rate meter and the new parking structure rates go 
into effect, it is actually cheaper than parking in the structures.   
 
The chairman called for comments from the public at 8:07 a.m. 
 
Mr. Richard Astrein, 120 W. Maple Rd., received clarification that free parkers 
who park for less than two hours represent 61% of customers.  Mr. Astrein 
thought those parking five hours or more should be at a higher rate. Further, 
enforcement should be tightened so that permit parkers go to the top floors. 
 
The committee was not ready to move on this matter today because of their need 
for numbers showing how many people are using the different price categories. 
 
Mr. John Heiney asked for a list of those employers who pay for their employees' 
monthly passes.  Another push can be made to them to show that shuttling to off-
site lots will seem more attractive once the permit rates are increased.   
 
It was noted that when people come to Birmingham and can't find a place to 
park, retailers and smaller service businesses will be affected because their 
customers will be circling and then giving up.  That is taking money out of the 
business owners' pockets. 
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Consensus was to select three members each from the BSD and APC to develop 
a strategy and then have a joint meeting with the Planning Board to discuss 
parking.  Chairman Kuhne, Ms. Krueger, and Dr. Vaitas volunteered to represent 
the APC. 
 
The suggestion was made to initiate a lower rate for people parking in the 
structures after 4 p.m. 
 
 
N. OLD WOODWARD AVE. PARKING STRUCTURE VALET PROPOSAL  
 
Mr. O'Dell reported that discussions have been held with SP+ management to 
take a look at valet assist to help address the current high demand for parking in 
the Central Business District.  An idea was presented that is successfully used in 
large cities where parking demand is high.  When a parking structure becomes 
full the structure (or a portion thereof) can be turned over to a valet only 
operation in order to utilize more spaces.  Most of the various options involve roof 
level valet parking.  It is not clear how the public will respond to this option but it 
is recommended that it be tried in the beginning on the roof of the N. Old 
Woodward Ave. Structure. Further, a lot more cars could be parked on the 
surface lot if it was valet controlled.  Everyone agreed this would be a very cost 
effective way to increase capacity.  
 
Motion by Dr. Vaitas 
Seconded by Dr. Paskewicz The Advisory Parking Committee recommends 
that the City Commission approve the SP+ proposal to operate a valet 
service on weekdays at the N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking Structure roof 
level wherein: 
1. Two valet service staff provided by SP+ will be stationed at the entrance 
to the roof level from approximately 9 a.m. to 2 p.m. 
2. As the structure nears capacity, all vehicles looking to park on the roof 
would be required to valet their vehicle, at no additional cost to the 
customer. 
3. The cost to the Auto Parking System is estimated at $52,020 annually. 
4. Valet service hours will be subject to change based on actual need. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE:   
Yeas:  Vaitas, Paskewicz, Krueger, Kalczynski , Kuhne 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Honhart, Peabody 
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35001 WOODWARD AVE. TEMPORARY PARKING LOT LEASE PROPOSAL 
 
Mr. O'Meara explained that a signed lease is now in place for the committee's 
review.  The two existing approaches on Woodward Ave. would be used at 
entrance points to two dead end rows of parking.  The fence has been removed 
and no new fencing is proposed at this time.  All signs shall have the City color 
dark green background, with white lettering, to help clarify that it is a City of 
Birmingham operation. One sign will be posted at each entrance stating PERMIT 
PARKING ONLY. Once inside the lot, a second, more informative sign will give a 
better description of how the lot is being monitored, and that a permit tag must be 
displayed. 
 
Monthly permit holders will be sold a permit in three month increments.  They will 
be provided a tag to display on their rear view mirror.  Vehicles parked in the 
disabled permit spaces will need to display both their disabled parking permit as 
well as their monthly parking permit. 
 
It is recommended that only 40 permits will be authorized for sale at this time, 
given that only 37 spaces will be contained in the lot and two of them will be 
reserved for the disabled.  Since the Park St. Structure is filling currently on a 
regular basis it is most advantageous to first offer permits to those who have 
been waiting the longest on the Park St. Parking Structure waiting list.  The 
suggested cost is $65/month, the same being charged at the Park St. Structure.  
Those buying permits would be encouraged to remain on the waiting list at the 
Park St. Structure, so that when the opportunity opens up, they could still move 
into that facility for a longer term parking location. 
 
The property owner has been gracious in offering the use of the property at no 
cost.  The initial signed lease will be for 12 months, to commence upon approval 
by the City Commission.  Based upon labor and equipment charges used for the 
operation of the City's other lots, it is anticipated that the ongoing cost to operate 
the lot will be about $20,000 annually. 
 
It is not clear if the lot will be truly self-sustaining.  However, operation of this lot 
is considered an important move to improve public service rather than increase 
revenues.  Staff sees this as an excellent opportunity to use this vacant property 
for a beneficial use while it is awaiting redevelopment. 
 
At 9:12 a.m. there were no comments from the public. 
 
Motion by Ms. Krueger 
Seconded by Mr. Kalczynski that the Advisory Parking Committee 
recommends to the City Commission that the mayor be authorized to sign 
the lease offered by the owner of the vacant property located at 35001 
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Woodward Ave. for the operation of a temporary parking lot. Further, it is 
recommended that the lot be maintained by the City with its gravel surface, 
and that monthly permits be offered for sale at the rate matching that being 
charged for permits at the Park St. Parking Structure, offered first to those 
on the Park St. Parking Structure waiting list. All costs and revenues 
derived from this lot (other than Police Dept. enforcement) will be directed 
to and from the Auto Parking System Fund. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE:   
Yeas:  Krueger, Kalczynski, Kuhne, Paskewicz, Vaitas 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Honhart, Peabody 
 
 
ACCESSIBLE PARKING SIGNAGE ICON  
 
Postponed to the next regular meeting. 
  
 
CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 
 
Mr. O'Meara advised that equipment for the Chester St. Parking Structure will be 
put into place this weekend.  As of Monday morning, only cashless payment 
options will be offered.  Mr. Gunn reported this news was very well received at 
the Birmingham Men's Club. 
 
 
MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORTS  
 
Mr. O'Dell noted there have been significant increases. 
 
 
MEETING OPEN FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA  
 
Dr. Vaitas suggested the owner of the parking lot at Woodward Ave. and Oak St. 
could be approached to see if the City could use the lot for valet only.  That 
would decrease the liability aspect if that is his concern.   
 
NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETING   
 
May 18, 2016    
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
No further business being evident, the chairman adjourned the meeting at 9:20 
a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
       
Paul O’Meara 
City Engineer 



MEMORANDUM 
 

Engineering Dept. 
DATE:   May 12, 2016 
 
TO:   Advisory Parking Committee 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Parking System Rates 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Last month, a comprehensive package of rate changes were presented to the Advisory Parking 
Committee for review.  The suggested changes were presented from the perspective that: 
 

1. Demand from employees is forcing the system to operate without sufficient capacity for 
shoppers and visitors that arrive later in the day.  Creating an incentive to move 
employees to less desirable parking locations would help the business community. 

2. Compared to what is being charged in the private parking facilities, the rates being 
charged are less than what people are willing to pay. 

3. Revenue increases would help the parking system prepare itself for large expenditures in 
the future, as the need to enlarge and/or replace parking structures grows. 

 
The parking committee was not prepared to endorse the rate changes.  Two general themes 
came from the meeting: 
 

1. Requiring large blocks of employees to park their cars off site outside the downtown 
area is not looked upon favorably.  Changing the rates as suggested will not change 
their behaviors, but it will hurt the smaller businesses that also need to pay these higher 
rates.  Rather than changing rates, the APC and the Birmingham Shopping District (BSD) 
should begin discussions to consider changing the zoning ordinance that allows the 
current building expansions without creating new private parking spaces. 

2. If the rate structure is going to be restructured, the rate of increase for the shorter time 
periods (3 to 7 hours) should be priced more aggressively too, so that shorter term 
employees have to pay more.   

 
To that end, the following is offered: 
 

1. Some discussions have occurred with members of the BSD on this matter.  More 
discussions are planned, but there is nothing concrete to report as of yet.  It should be 
noted that if the APC pursues this goal of changing the zoning ordinance, that is a long 
term issue that will not be resolved quickly.   

2. SP+ staff put together some figures that are attached relative to various daily rate 
pricing schemes that could be employed, and how they affect revenue.  More dialogue is 
provided below. 
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3. The Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee held their first meeting focused on finance 
on April 27.  Long term cash flow projections were provided for both the current rate 
structure, and for the rate structure that was recommended in our April 15 memo.  
Increasing the rates as suggested makes a significant improvement on improving the 
cash available to help finance a large parking structure project.  Serious discussions 
about the revenue that can be generated from a special assessment district are 
scheduled for this coming week (May 16).  Since the City has only assessed for new 
parking spaces being created (not the replacement of existing spaces within a new 
building, which is being contemplated), revenues to be generated through special 
assessments may not be significant.  If the City continues to move in the direction 
committing to a large construction project, (currently being projected at $26 to $28 
million, even after the sale of land), a rate increase is likely a part of the equation. 

 
With the above in mind, information has been provided below relative to various hourly rate 
pricing schemes.  Secondly, a new idea is also being offered relative to making the package 
more desirable for evening employees.  The system could offer an evening only monthly permit 
for those that arrive after 4 PM, as long as they regularly leave the building after their shift (no 
overnight parking).  Information is provided below on that as well. 
 
HOURLY RATES 
 
The rate package presented last month suggested that the hourly rate structure would only be 
modified for long term parkers (7+ hours).  The suggestion was focused on the following 
thought process: 
 

1. The long term employee that arrives early in the workday are the ones that we hope to 
discourage parking in the structures.  Many vehicles (over 14,000 per month) park for 
more than 6 hours a day now.  This number is growing as monthly permits become 
increasingly scarce.  These people are paying a lot of money per month to park, and if 
the increase is significant, it may cause behaviors to modify.  Those visitors or 
employees that park for shorter shifts do not pay as much overall, and are less likely to 
change their behaviors. 

2. As daily traffic has increased, so has the volume of cars that fall under the “2 hours 
free” category.  There are a significant number of people that take time during their day 
to move their car out and back into the garage to reduce their total cost of parking for 
the day.  If we raise the rates much for the middle range people (3 to 6 hours), this 
behavior is clearly going to pick up. 

3. Rate increases do have a negative impact on those that use the system.  If there are 
groups of people that remain unaffected by the change, that reduces the number of 
people that are negatively impacted. 

 
Attached is a table that demonstrates the amount of money that the system earns if various 
rate structures are used.  The following are some notes on the various alternatives: 
 
Current Rates – This table represents the current rate structure for all but the Pierce St. 
Structure.  (Therefore, the net revenue shown is smaller than what is currently being realized.)  
This rate structure has been in place since 1997 (almost 20 years). 
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Pierce St. Rate – This is the rate structure that was recommended in our April 15 memo.   
Implementing this rate structure at all five facilities has the benefit of only impacting the long 
term parkers.  At Pierce St., long term parkers are already paying this rate, so there would be 
no change for them.  As described in the previous memo, revenues are predicted to increase 
about $500,000 per year, which is about $42,000 per month. 
 
Alternate Rate Schedules A, B, and C – These schedules represent increasing the rate more 
aggressively, with B and C including a 3 hours free provision (instead of 2).  Clearly, these rates 
would impact those employees that work shorter shifts (and likely earn less money).  Staff does 
not recommend this.  We assume that these employees would be less likely to have any other 
choice than to pay these rates, or they may be more likely to move their car in and out of the 
structure more often.  Having a big change in cost between 3 and 4 hours will encourage 
people to try to manipulate the system with unwanted behaviors.  This negative behavior 
causes more traffic in the streets and the structures, and results in a less pleasant work 
environment for those that feel that they have to do this.   
 
Alternate Rate Schedule D – If the Committee is inclined to be more aggressive than what 
was first suggested, we recommend a more gradual increase by going to a rate that increases 
at the rate of $2 per hour.  Even this smaller change results in revenues about double what 
they are today.  This change would impact every daily parker in the system. 
 
With the idea that a revenue increase should not be too extreme at any one time, staff 
continues to recommend that all five structures charge the same rate, specifically the one 
labeled as the “Pierce St. Rate.” 
 
EVENING ONLY MONTHLY PERMIT 
 
Reviewing usage patterns, there are currently about 100 monthly permit holders (system–wide) 
that routinely enter their parking structure after 4 pm to work an evening shift.  The parking 
system could offer an evening only monthly permit that would work the same as a regular 
monthly permit, except that they could only enter the structure every day after 4 PM.  Further, 
they would have to agree to not leave their car overnight (which would then cause more traffic 
burden the next morning).  The evening permit would not be as desirable, so it would have to 
be sold at a discount.  We are recommending a $10 discount from the regular price.  Offering 
such a permit would reduce revenues, to an extent that is difficult to predict.  It would provide 
the following benefits to the system’s users: 
 

1. Those paying for a monthly permit that are in the structure primarily in the evening 
could save $10 per month. 

2. Removing the estimated 100 permits from the current monthly permit holders would 
allow a new 100 customers (system-wide) to purchase a monthly permit.  Since some 
parkers have been waiting over 2 years for a permit, that would bring an end to a long 
wait.  (Selling more permits could potentially increase the number of vehicles in a 
structure, unless they are parking in the same structure now anyway, paying the daily 
rate.  If enacted with the recommendation to reduce the number of permits at N. Old 
Woodward Ave. and Park St., they would potentially be able to move to a different 
structure instead.) 
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3. Current evening employees that cannot get a permit would now be able to purchase 
one, as the system should be able to supply many more permits than there is currently 
needed.  Again this would reduce revenues, but would improve customer satisfaction. 

4. Offering monthly permits would hopefully encourage evening employees on a tight 
budget to purchase a permit, rather than attempt to keep their costs down by driving 
out and then back into the structure during their shift. 

 
Based on the above new thoughts, the recommendation from the April meeting is repeated 
below, and now includes the provision for an evening only monthly permit.   
 
SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Advisory Parking Committee recommends that the City Commission approve the following 
changes to reflect the current value of parking, and to help position the Auto Parking System 
Fund for future expected parking system capacity improvements: 
 

1. Effective July 1, 2016, to change the daily parking rate at the Park St., Peabody St., N. 
Old Woodward Ave., and Chester St. Structures to match the rate currently in effect at 
the Pierce St. Parking Structure, wherein parking will be charged as follows: 

 
Time Pierce St. Rate 
Less than 2 hours Free 
Less than 3 hours $1 
Less than 4 hours $2 
Less than 5 hours $3 
Less than 6 hours $4 
Less than 7 hours $5 
Less than 8 hours $7.50 
More than 8 hours $10 

 
The above applies to charges applied prior to 10 PM every evening.  Charges after 10 
PM will have a maximum value of $5. 

 
2. Effective July 1, 2016, to increase the monthly parking permit rate at the majority of the 

parking facilities, as follows: 
 

Parking Facility Existing Proposed 
7-1-16 

Pierce St. $65 $70 
Park St. $60 $70 

Peabody St. $65 $70 
N. Old Woodward Ave. $55 $70 

Chester St. $45 $50 
Lot 6 – Regular Permit $65 $70 

Lot 6 – Economy Permit $45 $50 
South Side Permit (Ann St.) $50 $50 

South Side Permit (S. Old Woodward Ave.) $25 $25 
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3. To offer off-site parking to employers within the Central Business District at no cost to 

the employer, provided the employer finances the cost of transportation through their 
selected means, such as carpooling, shuttle, or valet, and as documented by separate 
agreement, with a maximum total value (for all employers) of $30,000 per year. 
 

4. To lower the authorized number of monthly permits at the following parking structures, 
as follows: 
 

Parking Structure Current Authorized Permits Recommended Auth. Permits 
Park St. 815 750 

N. Old Woodward Ave. 900 800 
 

5. To increase all parking meters currently set at 50¢ per hour to $1 per hour, making the 
entire City uniform at $1 per hour.  

 
6. To offer Evening Only Monthly Permits at all five parking structures, allowing unlimited 

parking to permit holders after 4 PM every day, at a rate discounted by $10 per month 
over the regular monthly permit rate.  
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Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 2 hours Free 41162 $0.00 0.509664079

2-3 Hours $1 12446 $10,260.00 0.154105221

3-4 hours $2 6330 $10,937.00 0.078377475

4-5 hours $3 3617 $9,332.00 0.04478536

5-6 hours $4 2431 $8,839.00 0.030100417

6 or more $5 14777 $53,678.00 0.182967448

Totals 80763 $93,046.00 $1.15

Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 2 hours Free 41162 $0.00 0.509664079

2-3 Hours $1 12446 $12,446.00 0.154105221

3-4 hours $2 6330 $12,660.00 0.078377475

4-5 hours $3 3617 $10,851.00 0.04478536

5-6 hours $4 2431 $9,724.00 0.030100417

6-7 hours $5 2188 $10,940.00 0.027091614

7-8 hours $7.50 2486 $18,645.00 0.030781422

8 or more $10 8432 $84,320.00 0.104404245

after 10pm $5 1671 $8,355.00 0.020690168

Totals 80763 $167,941.00 $2.08

Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 2 hours Free 41162 $0.00 0.509664079

2-3 Hours $3 12446 $37,338.00 0.154105221

3-4 hours $5 6330 $31,650.00 0.078377475

4-5 hours $7 3617 $25,319.00 0.04478536

5or more $10 15537 $155,370.00 0.192377698

after 10pm $5 1671 $8,355.00 0.020690168

Totals 80763 $258,032.00 $3.19

Current Rates

Pierce Rate

Alternate Rate schedule A



Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 3 hours Free 53608 $0.00 0.6637693

3-4 Hours $5 6330 $31,650.00 0.078377475

4-5 hours $6 3617 $21,702.00 0.04478536

5-6 hours $7 2431 $17,017.00 0.030100417

6-7 hours $8 2188 $17,504.00 0.027091614

7-8 hours $9 2486 $22,374.00 0.030781422

over 8 hours $10 8432 $84,320.00 0.104404245

after 10pm $5 1671 $8,355.00 0.020690168

Totals 80763 $202,922.00 $2.51

Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 3 hours Free #REF! $0.00 #REF!

3-4 Hours $5 4748 $23,740.00 #REF!

4-5 hours $7 2712 $18,984.00 #REF!

over 5 hours $10 14929 $149,290.00 #REF!

In after 5 pm $5 4766 $23,830.00 #REF!

Totals #REF! $215,844.00 #REF!

Alternate C ( Very estimated )

Alternate Rate schedule B



Time Current Rates Transactions Net Ticket percentage

Under 2 hours Free 41162 $0.00 0.509664079

2-3 Hours $2 12446 $24,892.00 0.154105221

3-4 hours $4 6330 $25,320.00 0.078377475

4-5 hours $6 3617 $21,702.00 0.04478536

5-6 hours $8 2431 $19,448.00 0.030100417

6-7 hours $10 2188 $21,880.00 0.027091614

7-8 hours $10 2486 $24,860.00 0.030781422

8 or more $10 8432 $84,320.00 0.104404245

after 10pm $5 1671 $8,355.00 0.020690168

Totals 80763 $230,777.00 $2.86

Alternate Rate schedule D







MEMORANDUM 
 

Engineering Dept. 
DATE:   April 15, 2016 
 
TO:   Advisory Parking Committee 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Parking System Rates 
 
 
PROBLEM 
 
The Birmingham parking structures has long been operated with the premise that spaces need 
to be made available in each parking structure at all times for customer (shopper) traffic.  While 
customers would generally prefer to park at a street meter, once these become full, it is 
imperative that the nearest parking structure be open and ready to serve them.  In the past, 
this was easy to achieve simply by limiting the number of monthly parking permits sold in each 
structure, based on the supply and demand. 
 
With the large increase in office occupancy seen since 2013, demand on the parking structures 
is greater than can be accommodated.  Monthly permits are sold out in all five structures, with 
the shortest current wait time being about a year at Chester St.  (People have been known to 
wait over three years to get into Peabody St.)  Since there are many more employees than 
available monthly permits, a large number of employees elect to park in the parking structure 
all day, and pay the daily rate.  (Many of the larger employers are covering this cost, and 
paying the parking system through validations.)   
 
As you know, through the efforts of the Manager’s office, off site parking options have been 
made available at three local churches.  A promotional sheet was put together (discussed 
previously, and attached again to this report) encouraging large employers to take advantage of 
this option.  During talks with these employers, it has become evident that it is important that 
they keep their staff happy.  As a result, parking off site is not considered an attractive option, 
particularly if it is almost or as costly as just parking in the structure.   
 
A new large influx of employees started working in downtown Birmingham in late January.  The 
impact this has made can be demonstrated on the attached “Garage Full” lists.  We are now in 
a position where all five parking structures are often filling for a period of time during the 
middle of the day (peak time).  Considering that this is historically the lowest demand time of 
year, and considering all five parking structures are fully open (without construction underway), 
we have a situation that must be remedied.  It is important to the overall dynamics of the 
downtown to have a healthy retail/restaurant sector in place.  If the customers of these 
establishments come to town and cannot find a parking place, it will begin impacting their 
bottom line.   
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SOLUTION 
 
In order to keep the parking structures open and accessible to customers, the number of 
employee vehicles within need to be reduced.  The following options are offered for your 
consideration (presented in order of expected impact): 
 

1. Increase the Parking Structure Daily Rate  
2. Increase the Parking Structure Monthly Permit Rate 
3. Reduce the Cost of Parking Vehicles Outside Downtown 
4. Reduce the Authorized Number of Monthly Parking Permits 

 
Finally, due to the above changes, it is appropriate to review the rate at the parking meters.  
Detail of this topic can be found below, and is listed as a fifth recommended change to 
complete this report: 
 

5. Increase lower cost parking meters so that all meters charge the rate of $1 
per hour. 

 
More detail of each option is provided below: 
 

1. Increase the Parking Structure Daily Rate 
 
The last system-wide change to the daily rates in the parking structures came in 1996 (almost 
twenty years ago) with the implementation of the “First Two Hours Free” campaign.  Given its 
longevity, it can be considered a major success.  The rate structure remains unchanged in four 
of the five structures.  About ten years ago, the rate was modified at the Pierce St. Structure, 
when demand in that area was resulting in a large number of daily rate employees.  In an effort 
to move these people into the other, less desirable structures, the daily rate was increased, and 
it remains that way today.  Below are the rates currently in place: 
 
Time Standard Daily Rate Pierce St. Rate1 
Less than 2 hours Free Free 
Less than 3 hours $1 $1 
Less than 4 hours $2 $2 
Less than 5 hours $3 $3 
Less than 6 hours $4 $4 
Less than 7 hours $5 $5 
Less than 8 hours $5 $7.50 
More than 8 hours $5 $10 
 
The recent increase in demand can largely be traced to an increase in full time employees 
parking all day long.  The larger mployers are typically paying the cost of parking for their 

1 The maximum rate drops back to $5 for those that leave after 10 PM.  This provision was implemented to help late 
evening employees since parking demand is much lower at that time of night.   
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employees, in the form of validation charges.  The “Pierce St.” modified rate structure has three 
benefits: 
 

1. The change in rates does not impact the customer or short term visitor. 
2. The change in rates results in a large increase to those who stay all day.  The increase 

can be significant particularly if an employer is covering the costs for many employees. 
3. The additional revenue can be saved for future parking space construction, as well as 

the cost of the initiative noted below.   
 
It is recommended that the Pierce St. rate structure be extended to the other four parking 
structures, so that employees are given a stronger financial incentive to look to alternate means 
of parking.   
 
Given current (as of the last few weeks) usage patterns, it is estimated that approximately 
$500,000 additional annual revenue would result from this change.  (If the reaction to the rate 
increase results in substantial behavior changes, this number would go down.) 
 
The only costs for implementation would be to update the rate signs posted at each vehicle 
entrance in the four other structures, as well as reprogramming the traffic control system 
equipment.  Total costs are estimated to be about $1,000.   
 

2. Increase the Parking Structure Monthly Permit Rate 
 
The following rate structure lists what the rates have been over the past three years, as well as 
a suggested increase to be implemented on July 1.  The rate changes in the recent past have 
been predicated on the fact that: 
 

1. Monthly permits represent a commodity that is in high demand that is under priced. 
2. Revenues in excess of expenditures can be saved in the Parking System Fund and used 

later toward the cost of constructing new parking spaces. 
 
Historically, the south side of downtown was in highest demand for permits, and the rate 
structure reflects that.  However, demand is now strong everywhere.  Even Chester St. 
Structure is filling at least once, if not more, each week.  With this in mind, increases are 
recommended more toward equalizing costs between the different facilities, with the exception 
of the following: 
 
Chester St. – While the Chester St. Structure is now filling more frequently, it is still recognized 
that for a lot of employees, this is not the facility of their choice.  Many people parking here 
must walk further to their destination than they would if they could park closer.  For that 
reason, staff recommends that the price at Chester, while increasing, should remain below the 
others. 
 
Lot 6 Economy Permit – All of the Lot 6 area is now in high demand during the peak hour.  
However, we think an incentive for those willing to park in the least desirable parking metered 
spaces continues to be appropriate. 
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South Side Permit (Ann St. & S. Old Woodward Ave.) – Sales of permits in this area remains 
below demand.  Particularly at the S. Old Woodward Ave. location, sales are very low.  Staff 
feels that having this option available for those that are sensitive to cost is a good thing.  No 
increases are suggested here.   
 

Parking Facility Prior to 
8-1-14 

Effective 
8-1-14 

Effective 
7-1-15 

Proposed 
7-1-16 

Pierce St. $55 $60 $65 $70 
Park St. $45 $50 $60 $70 

Peabody St. $45 $55 $65 $70 
N. Old Woodward Ave. $45 $50 $55 $702 

Chester St. $30 $40 $45 $50 
Lot 6 – Regular Permit $50 $55 $65 $70 

Lot 6 – Economy Permit $30 $35 $45 $50 
South Side Permit (Ann St.) $40 $40 $50 $50 

South Side Permit (S. Old Woodward Ave.) $40 $40 $25 $25 
 
The increase in revenues over the course of the fiscal year, should these rates be implemented, 
is estimated at almost $400,000 per year.  The cost of implementation will be a small amount of 
programming changes. 
 

3. Reduce the Cost of Parking Vehicles Outside Downtown 
 
Tentative agreements have been made with three churches within or adjacent to Birmingham: 
 

1. First United Methodist Church (1669 W. Maple Rd.) 
2. Ascension of Christ Lutheran Church (16935 W. 14 Mile Rd., Beverly Hills) 
3. Our Shepherd Lutheran Church (2225 E. 14 Mile Rd.) 

 
All three have offered similar opportunities.  For discussion purposes, the first one will be used 
as an example.  If desired, an employer could begin renting 50 of these spaces through the City 
at the cost of $10,000 per year ($833.33 per month, which translates to a cost of $16.67 per 
vehicle per month).  The rental fee has been considered a “pass through” cost wherein the City 
would charge the same amount for the rental fee, since the City has to pay rent to the 
landowner.  The employer must also sustain the transportation costs inherent in this off site 
program, be it via carpooling, shuttle, or valet.   
 
Staff is suggesting that it is important for these off site spaces to be used.  Doing so will benefit 
customers having access to the parking spaces these vehicles would be using downtown, which 
helps the viability of the businesses they are patronizing.  In order to incentivize the use of 
these spaces, it is recommended that the Parking System be responsible for this rental cost.  
Then the employers’ only cost would be the transportation costs (carpool, shuttle, or valet).   
Given the current availability of these spaces, the cost to the City will be less than $30,000 

2 In previous rate increases, no change greater than $10 per month has been implemented.  A change of $15 this one 
time is recommended at the N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure, given the large jump in demand that has been seen there, 
and to equalize it to the other three prime parking locations.  
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annually.  Given the current revenues of the Parking System, we feel that this cost can be easily 
sustained.   
 

4. Reduce the Authorized Number of Monthly Parking Permits 
 
Each parking structure has an authorized number of monthly permits that may be sold.  The 
number is based on past experience, keeping the number as high as practical, but low enough 
that the parking structure does not fill to capacity except during extreme demand periods that 
should only happen a small number of times per year.   
 
Based on the attached “Garage Full” list, the recent change in demand in the area of the N. Old 
Woodward Ave. and Park St. Structures has resulted in these facilities filling almost five times 
per week during the peak hour.   
 
As can be seen on the attached monthly demand summary, some of the parking structures are 
authorized to sell more monthly permits than there are spaces within.  These numbers worked 
in the past because only about 60% of the monthly permit holders are actually present at one 
time during the peak hour.  This, coupled with relatively low daily demand, allowed the oversell 
factor to work.  While the oversell at Park St. is minimal (less than 1%), it is significant at N. 
Old Woodward Ave. (21%).  Perhaps not coincidentally, the Park St. Parking Structure is not 
filling quite as often as N. Old Woodward Ave.  The amount of reduction recommended is less 
at Park St., accordingly.  The suggested changes are shown below: 
 

Parking Structure Current Authorized Permits Recommended Auth. Permits 
Park St. 815 750 

N. Old Woodward Ave. 900 800 
 
Lowering the number of permits sold has historically been voluntary, through attrition.  
Turnover for monthly permits is relatively low, given their current demand and value.  Recent 
experience has shown that lowering the authorized number of permits in this environment will 
not result in much change.  It may take two to three years to accomplish.  However, given the 
current environment, it is not appropriate to be filling the structure with too many permits.  
Converting future permit sales to daily traffic will then encourage more vehicles to participate in 
the off-site parking options.   
 

5. Increase lower cost parking meters so that all meters charge the rate of $1 per hour. 
 
Currently, the majority of the City’s meters charge for parking at the rate of $1 per hour, as 
they have since 1996.  However, about 30% of the meters, mostly on the far north and south 
sides of the district, charge at 50¢ per hour.  A map of the meter rates as they currently exist is 
attached for reference.  Some of these meters are close to a parking structure, while others are 
located far away.  Most are being used more now than they were at the time the decision was 
made to make them less expensive.   
 
If one chooses to park at a 50¢ meter for the majority of the work day, and the new rates go 
into effect, it is actually cheaper than parking in the structures.  This goes against the 
philosophy that meters are prime parking, and that the rate paid should reflect their demand.   
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Changing the rate would involve renting a programming device from the parking meter vendor, 
and installing new labels on the affected meters.  Parts and labor for this effort should cost less 
than $2,000 as a one time expense.  Revenues are roughly estimated to increase by $260,000 
annually.   
 
A suggested recommendation encompassing all four parts of this package is provided below: 
 
SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Advisory Parking Committee recommends that the City Commission approve the following 
changes to reflect current value, and in order to encourage the use of the off-site parking 
spaces currently available at three local churches: 
 

1. Effective July 1, 2016, to change the daily parking rate at the Park St., Peabody St., N. 
Old Woodward Ave., and Chester St. Structures to match the rate currently in effect at 
the Pierce St. Parking Structure, wherein parking will be charged as follows: 

 
Time Pierce St. Rate 
Less than 2 hours Free 
Less than 3 hours $1 
Less than 4 hours $2 
Less than 5 hours $3 
Less than 6 hours $4 
Less than 7 hours $5 
Less than 8 hours $7.50 
More than 8 hours $10 

 
The above applies to charges applied prior to 10 PM every evening.  Charges after 10 
PM will have a maximum value of $5. 

 
2. Effective July 1, 2016, to increase the monthly parking permit rate at the majority of the 

parking facilities, as follows: 
 

Parking Facility Existing Proposed 
7-1-16 

Pierce St. $65 $70 
Park St. $60 $70 

Peabody St. $65 $70 
N. Old Woodward Ave. $55 $70 

Chester St. $45 $50 
Lot 6 – Regular Permit $65 $70 

Lot 6 – Economy Permit $45 $50 
South Side Permit (Ann St.) $50 $50 

South Side Permit (S. Old Woodward Ave.) $25 $25 
 

3. To offer off-site parking to employers within the Central Business District at no cost to 
the employer, provided the employer finances the cost of transportation through their 

6 
 
 



selected means, such as carpooling, shuttle, or valet, and as documented by separate 
agreement, with a maximum total value (for all employers) of $30,000 per year. 
 

4. To lower the authorized number of monthly permits at the following parking structures, 
as follows: 
 

Parking Structure Current Authorized Permits Recommended Auth. Permits 
Park St. 815 750 

N. Old Woodward Ave. 900 800 
 

5. To increase all parking meters currently set at 50¢ per hour to $1 per hour, making the 
entire City uniform at $1 per hour.   
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Garage Time How long Date
p  p  @  

- Physical Count
Woodward 1015a 5hrs 2/1/2016 0
Park 11a 4hrs 2/1/2016 25
Peabody 12 2hrs 2/1/2016 30
Pierce 12 2hrs 2/1/2016 60
Chester 12 2hrs 2/1/2016 54

Woodward 11a 4hrs 2/2/2016 8
Park 12 4hrs 2/2/2016 15
Peabody 12 2hrs 2/2/2016 20
Pierce 1p 1hr 2/2/2016 30

Woodward 11 4hrs 2/3/2016 20
Park 11 3hrs 2/3/2016 15
Pierce 12 2hrs 2/3/2016 50
Peabody 12 2hrs 2/3/2016 22
Chester 12 2hrs 2/3/2016 35

Park 1015a 4hrs 2/4/2016 15
Woodward 11a 4hrs 2/4/2016 12
Pierce 1230p 1hr 2/4/2016 54
Peabody 1p 1hr 2/4/2016 15
Chester 1p 1hr 2/4/2016 22

Park 1030a 4hrs 2/5/2016 5
Woodward 11a 4hrs 2/5/2016 35
Pierce 1145a 2hrs 2/5/2016 64
Peabody 12 1.5hrs 2/5/2016 43

Park 945a 4hrs 2/8/2016 0
Woodward 11a 3hrs 2/8/2016 54
Pierce 12p 1hr 2/8/2016 78
Peabody 1230p 1hr 2/8/2016 25

Park 955a 4hrs 2/9/2016 0
Woodward 1035a 3hrs 2/9/2016 11
Pierce 12p 1hr 2/9/2016 89
Peabody 12p 1hr 2/9/2016 45

Park 1030a 3hrs 2/10/2016

We stopped this daily 
as more spaces 
seemed to be open. 
We do spot check 
weekly

Woodward 11a 3hrs 2/10/2016

February



Peabody 12p .5hr 2/10/2016

Park 1030a 3hrs 2/11/2016
Woodward 11a 2hrs 2/11/2016
Peabody 1230p .5hr 2/11/2016

Park 1030a 3.5hrs 2/12/2016
Woodward 11a 2hrs 2/12/2016
Peabody 12p 1hr 2/12/2016

Park 10a 3hrs 2/15/2016
Woodward 11a 2.5hrs 2/15/2016

Park 1045a 3hrs 2/17/2016
Woodward 1115a 2.5hrs 2/17/2016

Park 1030a 4hrs 2/18/2016
Woodward 1130a 2.5hrs 2/18/2016

Park 955a 3.5hrs 2/19/2016
Woodward 1055a 2hrs 2/19/2016

Park 11a 2hrs 2/22/2016
Woodward 12p 1hr 2/22/2016

Park 11a 2hrs 2/23/2016
Woodward 1130a 1.5hrs 2/23/2016

Park 945a 4hr 2/29/2016
Woodward 1055a 2.5hrs 2/29/2016



MEMORANDUM 
 

Engineering Dept. 
DATE:   January 14, 2016 
 
TO:   Advisory Parking Committee 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Off Site Parking Options 
 
 
As you know, monthly parking permit demand has grown significantly beyond what the parking 
system can support, resulting in a large waiting list at all five parking structures.  Attached 
under another agenda item in this package are the most recent materials from the Ad Hoc 
Parking Development Committee’s most recent meeting.  (A verbal update of that meeting will 
be provided at the meeting.)  The Development Committee represents the long term solution to 
this issue.   
 
To provide a more immediate response, last May the Advisory Parking Committee was updated 
on initiatives the City Manager’s office was pursuing, including possibly renting existing church 
parking lots for alternative parking areas.  At that time, a program of carpooling was suggested 
as a means to get four employees to group together, parking three cars at the remote lot, and 
one at the Chester St. Structure.  While no one has used the carpooling option to date, it is still 
considered a viable option.  In the past several months, two other options have surfaced as 
possible ways to address this problem: 
 
Shuttle – After reviewing the feasibility with a private company, it is possible that a large 
employer could hire a company to provide a shuttle from a remote parking lot to the specific 
downtown office of the company paying for the service.  It is possible that more than one 
company could work together to make this more affordable. 
 
Valet – The City also reviewed the feasibility of a private company being hired by a large 
employer to run a valet service.  The valet would have more staff at the beginning and end of 
the day, and take individual cars from the employer’s office to the remote parking lot.   
 
The attached flyer has been prepared, and will now be available in the SP+ Parking office.  If 
staff gets questions or comments about the lack of parking from large employers, they will have 
this sheet available to hand out to those that may be interested in other options.  The options 
are arranged from the lowest cost (carpooling) to the highest (valet).  The cost structure for 
carpooling would be completely between the employer and the City.  The City’s costs that 
would need to be covered would include the church parking lot rental (negotiated at $10,000 
per year per lot, ranging in size from 45 to 70 cars), and the cost of one monthly permit (for 
the benefit of four employees).  For example, if 50 vehicles are involved, the rental fee for the 
lot would be covered at a cost of $17 per month per vehicle, and the cost of one parking permit 
at Chester St. would be $45 (for each group of 4 employees). 
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For the shuttle and valet operations, again using the 50 vehicles scenario, a cost of $17 per 
month per vehicle would apply (to the City).  A separate payment from the employer to the 
service company would then also apply for the service, at whatever rate the employer can 
negotiate. 
 
While the feasibility of these programs may have seemed low in the past, as demand for 
parking continues to rise, we expect these programs to look more attractive.  The current 
option of parking in a parking structure and paying $5 per day can be brought down with these 
options, and hopefully will become more attractive.  As employee demand makes the parking 
structures busier, the demand can also have negative consequences on customer parking as 
well.  We will work to encourage these programs actually being used, in an effort to keep the 
parking structures open and available for shopper and customer traffic. 
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Birmingham Parking System 
Offers Additional Parking Opportunities 

Carpooling – 
 

A parking lot would 
be made available for 
employee carpooling, 
and monthly parking 

permits in the 
Chester St. Structure 
would be issued to a 

select number of 
companies that 

choose to participate. 

Valet Parking – 
 

A valet station 
would be set up at a 
business location to 
transport employee 

vehicles to a 
surface lot for 

parking and return 
their cars at the end 

of the day. 

Parking Shuttle – 
 

 An exclusive shuttle 
service would be 

provided to transport 
employees from one 

of the parking 
facilities to the door 
of the business and 
return them at the 

end of the day.  

The City of Birmingham has the opportunity to offer approximately 200 parking spaces at off-site facilities 
in and around the City to companies on the waiting list for monthly parking permits willing to explore 
creative solutions. Any of these solutions will enable your staff to avoid the daily parking rate, and will 
offer a reduced monthly permit cost. 

While the City is conducting its due diligence in examining long-term parking facility improvements, these 
interim opportunities are being offered to expand current parking capacity and address current demands.  
Three sites have agreed to participate, including the First United Methodist Church at 1589 W. Maple 
Road, Our Shepherd Lutheran Church at 2225 E. 14 Mile Road, and Ascension of Christ Lutheran Church at 
16935 W. 14 Mile Road in Beverly Hills.  The opportunity to utilize these spaces can be accomplished in 
three alternative forms.   

Given the logistics of administering off-site parking, arrangements must be made with 
businesses with groups of 20 or more employees. Additional solutions may be considered for 
these spaces that meet the objectives of the interim program. 

Cost: Monthly parking permits issued under this arrangement would be issued at a reduced rate 
from the current permit fees. Individual rates would be determined by the alternative selected. 

Questions: For additional information on any of these alternatives, please contact our parking 
agency to discuss these alternatives at Spplusbirmingham@spplus.com or call 248-540-9690.  

mailto:Spplusbirmingham@spplus.com


MEMORANDUM 
 

Engineering Dept. 
DATE:   May 12, 2016 
 
TO:   Advisory Parking Committee 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Dining Deck Proposal 
 141 W. Maple Rd. 
 Sweet Earth Frozen Yogurt 
 
 
Approximately four years ago, the Advisory Parking Committee approved the installation of a 
dining deck in front of Sweet Earth frozen yogurt shop (141 W. Maple Rd.).  A picture and map 
of the immediate area are attached.  After securing approval, the applicant elected not to 
proceed with the deck.  They are now before the APC with the same request. 
 
No plan has been prepared for this application.  The applicant would like to take one parking 
space that is located primarily in front of the establishment.  It would encompass about 90% of 
the frontage of the store, and measure about 20 ft. long.  Assuming some space from the City 
sidewalk is also used, the width of the platform will be about 12 ft.   
 
There are currently eight parking spaces on this block (Henrietta St. to Pierce St.).  Other dining 
decks currently operating in the immediate area include: 
 
Dick O’Dow’s (160 W. Maple Rd.), which uses two parking spaces, installed about 2007. 
Toast (203 Pierce St.), which uses two parking spaces, installed in 2015. 
Townhouse (180 Pierce St.), which uses one parking space, installed about 2011. 
 
For historical perspective, here are a few interesting notes: 
 

1. The Advisory Parking Committee has a history of approving dining deck requests.  The 
first one that was denied (in recent memory) was a request for the AuCochon 
Restaurant at 260 N. Old Woodward (requested last year).  The City Commission agreed 
with this decision.   

2. The Advisory Parking Committee approved a request from Toast Restaurant in 2014, 
which was later denied by the City Commission.  At that time, they noted that a parking 
system-wide study was underway due to the lack of parking.  They did not want to take 
more spaces out of service at that time.  In 2015, after the study was done, which 
stated that there was sufficient parking (system-wide), the applicant approached the 
Commission again, and it was subsequently approved. 

 
If the APC recommends approval for this request, it will proceed to the Planning Board for 
consideration.  Since this request does not involve the serving of alcohol, the City Commission 
will not be asked to approve it.  Approval from the APC and the Planning Board would complete 
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the process.  Should the APC wish to take action on this request, a suggested recommendation 
is provided below. 
 
 
SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Advisory Parking Committee recommends to the Planning Board that an outdoor dining 
deck taking one parking place in front of 141 W. Maple Rd. (Sweet Earth) be approved with 
respect to its impact on the parking system.   
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5/3/2016 City of Birmingham MI Mail - FWD: Outdoor Patio Construction

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4607cf6df1&view=pt&q=shama&qs=true&search=query&th=1545d8a4d35307f4&siml=1545d8a4d35307f4 1/2

Paul  O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

FWD: Outdoor Patio Construction 
1 message

shama@mysweetearth.com  <shama@mysweetearth.com> Thu, Apr 28, 2016 at 11:43 AM
To: pomeara@bhamgov.org

Please see below. 
 
Shama Lakdawala 
General Manager
Sweet Earth Yogurt Shop 
M 616.402.6052
F 248.677.7775
info@mysweetearth.com
www.mysweetearth.com 

 
 

Hello, my name is Janelle Ray, GM of Sweet Earth. We would like to use the parking space directly in
front of the store for the construction of an outdoor patio. I have included an aerial view of the location
and a picture of the storefront. Please place this on the agenda for the April 20th parking committee
meeting. Thank you and please contact if any thing else is needed.

2 attachments

IMG_26501.jpg
638K

Screenshot_2016-04-15-12-57-08.png

tel:616.402.6052
tel:248.677.7775
mailto:info@mysweetearth.com
http://www.mysweetearth.com/
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4607cf6df1&view=att&th=1545d8a4d35307f4&attid=0.1&disp=inline&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4607cf6df1&view=att&th=1545d8a4d35307f4&attid=0.2&disp=inline&safe=1&zw
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Engineering Dept. 
DATE:   April 16, 2016 
 
TO:   Advisory Parking Committee 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Disabled Parking Space Signage 
 
 
As you know, the City is in the process of changing its policy relative to how disabled parking 
spaces will be offered to the public in the Central Business District.  This discussion led to many 
in the disabled community taking notice, and several helpful conversations have taken place 
between staff and those that are disabled or represent the disabled.  A request came in during 
this process from an out of state advocate asking that we consider modifying the accessible 
icon used on each of the disabled parking reserved space marker signs.  The attached 
presentation that I received helps explain the request. 
 
I asked our traffic consultant Mike Labadie (of Fleis & Vandenbrink) to review this issue.  The 
attached email response indicates that both the MI Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
and the Americans with Disabilities Act (through the Justice Dept.) stipulate that modifications 
to the signage or the icon are not permitted.  The presentation relative to this issue clarifies 
that a few states have adopted the icon, and that it is being pursued in several states for 
adoption, including Michigan.   
 
Since Michigan has not actually adopted the new icon, we are hesitant to take a chance and 
invest in signage on our own prior to the state adopting this change.  Should the change be 
adopted in the future, and should it be clear that using this icon would not cause undue risk on 
our part, we could then consider modifying our signage, as is suggested in the presentation.   
 
A resolution confirming this direction is suggested below. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
 
The Advisory Parking Committee concurs with staff that the standard approved icon for the 
accessible symbol shall be used on all upcoming signage purchases pertaining to the new 
disabled reserved parking spaces to be installed within the Central Business District.   

1 
 
 



NEW  ACCESSIBLE  ICON

ERICA� COULSTON� –� SEPTEMBER� 28,� 2015�
erica@walkthelinetoscirecovery.com�
�



THE  DISABILITY  RIGHTS  MOVEMENT


The� disability� rights� movement� has� long� challenged� myths� and� stereotypes� that� inaccurately� portray� people�
with� disabiliNes� as� unemployable,� incapable� of� educa� on,� or� unable� to� become� contribuNng� members� of�
society.� LimiNng� the� potenNal� of� people� with� disabiliNes� limits� the� potenNal� of� our� enNre� na� on.�

•  The� symbol� used� today� was� enacted� in� 1968� � � the� only� change� since� then� has� been� the� addiNon� of� a�
head� to� the� figure.�

•  The� current� symbol� achieved� the� goal� of� recognizing� those� with� disabiliNes� in� our� communiNes� but� �
stops� short� of� portraying� us� as� acNve,� lively� and� moNvated.� �

•  A� revised� image,� while� some� might� say� is� only� a� symbol,� is� the� beginning� of� a� larger� conversa� on� on�
disability� and� changing� percepNons� of� persons� with� disabiliNes� in� the� community�



THE  REVISED  ICON

How� did� it� evolve� and� what� does� it� symbolize?�
�

•  The� Accessible� Icon� Organiza� on� is� not� the� first� to� redesign� the�
icon�

•  Sara� Hendren� and� Brian� Glenney� overlaid� their� newly� designed� ISA�
symbol� over� the� old� intending� to� raise� awareness� about� disability�
and� social� inclusion� in� our� culture�

•  Since� 2010� the� project� has� conNnued� to� grow� and� includes� adopNon�
by� NY� State,� several� municipaliNes,� hospital� systems� and� small�
businesses� around� the� globe�

The� revised� image� can� be� described� as� acNve,� abled,�
engaged,� determined� and� moNvated.� It� symbolizes� the�
idea� that� all� people� with� disabiliNes� can� be� acNve� and�
engage� in� their� lives� and� environment.�



THE  ACCESSIBLE  ICON  MAKES  A  DIFFERENCE




IS  IT  ADA  COMPLIANT?


• YES!�
�
• Federal� and� State� officials� have� determined� that� slight�

varia� ons� on� the� ISA� are� permissible� as� long� as� the� symbol�
clearly� displays� a� wheelchair,� its� user� and� signifies�
accessibility.� It� must� be� very� similar� to� the� current� symbol�
and� must� be� easily� recognizable� from� a� reasonable�
distance�



WHAT  WILL  IT  COST  AND  HOW  WILL  IT  BE  
PHASED  IN?


• The� legisla� on� will� call� for� any� replacement� of� current� signs�
and� any� new� signs� to� use� the� revised� icon� image�

• Required� signs� will� be� mandated�
• Non� required� signs� would� be� strongly� encouraged�

• The� revision� icon� image� is� free� and� public� domain�
• Digital� files� are� available� for� free�
•  Stencils� can� be� made� using� the� free� image�
• Weather� proof� sNckers� can� be� purchased� for� $3�



WHO  HAS  ADOPTED  THE  REVISED  ICON?


• www.accessibleicon.org/partners.html	
  
• NY� State,� NJ� also� has� legisla� on� in� the� works�
• Cambridge� MA,� El� Paso� TX,� New� Bern� NC,� NYC,� Malden� MA,�

Burlington� MA,� Salem� MA�
• UniversiNes,� Corpora� ons,� Medical� Systems� around� the� country� and�

in� several� countries� around� the� world�



WHAT  IS  THE  CURRENT  STATUS  IN  
MICHIGAN?


• Representa� ve� Adam� Zemke� is� working� on� a�
dra� � of� the� legisla� on� that� is� very� similar� to�
that� of� NY� State�

• MI� legisla� on� will� remove� “handicap”� and� replace�
with� “accessible”�

•  Bi� ParNsan� support�
•  Collecng� 	
  Co-­‐Sponsors�

• Several� local� disability� focused� organiza� ons�
have� endorsed� the� icon� and� its� adopNon�

• MSCIA,� BIAMI,� MBIPC,� MPVA,� MI� Fitness�
Founda� on�



FOR  MORE  INFORMATION


The	
  Accessible	
  Icon	
  Project	
  
hi p://www.accessibleicon.org�
�
The	
  ADA	
  Standards	
  for	
  Accessible	
  Design	
  specify	
  the	
  ISA,	
  though	
  the	
  ADA	
  Standards	
  permit	
  
"equivalent	
  facilitaCon"	
  [SecCon	
  103][1],[1]	
  	
  
hi p://www.ada.gov/regs2010/2010ADAStandards/2010ADAstandards.htm#pgfId� 1009827�

NY	
  State	
  is	
  first	
  State	
  to	
  adopt	
  legislaCon	
  
hi p://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/govbeat/wp/2014/07/29/the� handicap� symbol� gets�
an� update� at� least� in� new� york� state/�
�
New	
  Jersey	
  is	
  currently	
  following	
  track	
  and	
  created	
  a	
  bill	
  now	
  in	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  being	
  co-­‐
sponsored	
  by	
  Assemblymen/women	
  across	
  the	
  state	
  
� hi p://legiscan.com/NJ/text/A3743/id/1046408�



SUMMARY  AND  Q&A


•  The� revised� accessibility� icon� helps� redefine� how� society� and�
individuals� view� people� with� disabiliNes�

• We� request� that� the� Michigan� Civil� Rights� Commission� pass� a�
resoluNon� that� supports� replacing� the� current� accessible� icon� with�
one� that� displays� a� more� acNve� and� engaged� individual� as� presented�
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Paul  O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

Fwd: Request for New Wheelchair Icon on Signing 
1 message

Paul  O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org> Sat, Apr 16, 2016 at 2:52 PM
To: Paul O'Meara <Pomeara@bhamgov.org>

On Fri, Mar 25, 2016 at 10:17 AM, Mike Labadie <mlabadie@fveng.com> wrote:

Hi Paul,

 

I have not seen this new symbol.  From the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices ( MUTCD) website
the ques� on is asked and answered as follows: 

“ Symbols
1. Q: My agency wishes to use an alternative symbol  for the International  Symbol  of Accessibi l i ty.

Does the MUTCD allow this alternative symbol?

A: The International Symbol of Accessibility in the form of a pavement marking is provided in Paragraph 18 of
Section 3B.20 and is illustrated in Figure 3B-22 of the MUTCD. The International Symbol of Accessibility is
established through a standard by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) in ISO 7001 to
specify graphical symbols for the purposes of public information. The ISO 7001 official symbol adopts a blue
colored background with a superimposed white image of a person using a wheelchair. A direct relationship
between the pavement marking symbol and the ISO 7001 standard was adopted in the 2000 MUTCD.

The MUTCD does not provide for the alternative symbol. Further, the United States Department of Justice and
the United States Access Board recognize the official symbol established in ISO 7001 and neither agency has
adopted or endorsed the alternative symbol.”

I would bring it up with the MMTB and give them this informa� on and let them make a recommenda� on.

Mike

 

Michael  Labadie, PE

Group Manager

 

FLEIS & VANDENBRINK

27725 Stansbury Boulevard, Suite 150 | Farmington Hills | MI | 48334

O: 248.536.0080 | C: 248.227.9264 | F: 248.536.0079

www.fveng.com

 

mailto:mlabadie@fveng.com
tel:248.536.0080
tel:248.227.9264
tel:248.536.0079
http://www.fveng.com/
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Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 

From: Paul O'Meara [mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 3:09 PM
To: Mike Labadie
Subject : Request for New Wheelchair Icon on Signing

 

We held a public hearing to change our disabled parking policy downtown.  I was emailed by an interested
person who thinks we should adopt the attached icon for our disabled parking signs (and pavement markings?)
 I wondered if you had heard anything about this movement, which it appears has not really taken off other
than on the east coast.  

 

Please advise if you think this is something we should introduce to the MMTB, or if there is some other way
to address.  I assume that this would cost us some $$ to ask for custom made signs.  

 

--

Paul T. O'Meara

City of Birmingham, MI

City Engineer

 

248-530-1836

pomeara@bhamgov.org

 

The informa� on contained in this message and any a� achment may be proprietary, confiden� al, and privileged or subject to the work product
doctrine and thus protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby no� fied that any dissemina� on, distribu� on or copying of this communica� on is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communica� on in error, please no� fy me immediately by replying to this message and dele� ng it and all
copies and backups thereof. Thank you.

-- 
Paul T. O'Meara
City of Birmingham, MI
City Engineer
 
248-530-1836
pomeara@bhamgov.org
 

-- 
Paul T. O'Meara

mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org
tel:248-530-1836
mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org
tel:248-530-1836
mailto:pomeara@bhamgov.org


AD HOC PARKING DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 2016 

8:00 A.M. 
ROOM 205 

151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 
 
 

A. Roll Call 
 

B. Introductions 
 

C. Approval of Minutes, February 24, 2016 
 

D. Auto Parking System Fund Fiscal Review 
1. Existing Revenues 
2. Potential Revenues 
3. Potential Debt Burden 
4. Parking System Long Term Needs 

E. Potential Parking District Assessment  
1. Review of Previous Assessments 
2. Parking Assessment Study Subcommittee 

 
F. Committee Next Steps 

 
G. Articles of General Information 

 
H. Meeting Open for Matters Not on the Agenda 

 
I. Adjournment 

 
Notice:  Due to building security, public entrance during non-business hours is through the Police 
Department, Pierce St. Entrance only.  Individuals with disabilities requiring assistance to enter the 
building should request aid via intercom system at the parking lot entrance gate on Henrietta St. 
 
Persons with disabilities that may require assistance for effective participation in this public meeting 
should contact the City Clerk’s Office at the number (248) 530-1880, or (248) 644-5115 (for the hearing 
impaired) at least one day before the meeting to request help in mobility, visual, hearing, or other 
assistance.  
 
Las personas con incapacidad que requieren algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión 
pública deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-1800 
o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunió 
para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964). 



CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
AD HOC PARKING DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

8:00 A.M., WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2016 
Conference Room 205 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 
 
Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee held 
February 24, 2016. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 

Present: Ad Hoc Committee Members: 
 
   Scott Clein (Planning Board) 
   Rackeline Hoff (City Commissioner) 
   Terry Lang (Finance Representative) – Departed at 9:30 a.m. 
   Mark Nickita (City Commissioner) 
   Judy Paskiewicz (Advisory Parking Committee) – Departed at 9:55 a.m. 
   Gordon Rinschler (Developer Representative) 
    
Absent:  Richard Astrein (BSD) 
    
Administration: Joe Valentine, City Manager 
   Paul O’Meara, City Engineer 
   Austin Fletcher, Assistant City Engineer 

Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
John Heiney, BSD Executive Director 

 
Guests:  Victor Saroki, Saroki Architecture 
   Jim Dimercurio, Saroki Architecture 
   Russell Randall, Carl Walker 

Jay O’Dell, SP+ 
Joshua Gunn, SP+ 

 
B. INTRODUCTIONS 
 

The Committee welcomed Mr. Gordon Rinschler as the newest Committee Member.  He 
replaces Mr. Mike Kennedy as the Developer Representative. 

 
C. REVIEW AGENDA 
 

There were no proposed modifications to the meeting agenda as presented. 
 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Motion by Mr. Nickita 
Seconded by Mr. Clein to approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of January 13, 2016 
as presented 

 
Motion carried, 6-0 

 
E. PRESENTATIOIN FROM SAROKI / CARL WALKER TEAM DISCUSSION 
 

Mr. O’Meara provided a brief summary of the progress thus far.  He also indicated that this 
was the third and final meeting with the Consultant Team (per the RFP). 



Mr. Saroki reviewed the two (2) schemes and summarized the differences between them. 
 
Mr. Nickita asked if an additional floor could be added to the garage in either scheme.  Mr. 
Saroki indicate that is was possible and would add approximately 148 spaces per floor. 
 
General discussion took place on the following topics: ADA Compliance, Rouge River, 
Pedestrian Bridge, Parking Deck Full List and the Parking Culture in Birmingham. 
 
Mr. Rinschler commented that the costs of all schemes presented were relatively similar. 
 
Mr. Nickita thought the Consultant Team fulfilled the three (3) criteria specified in the RFP.   
The Committee agreed and congratulated the Team on their efforts. 
 
Mr. Valentine stated that this process is for a long term solution and that the City is currently 
looking into short term solutions as well (i.e. off-site parking, valet service for the parking 
structures, etc.). 
 
Mr. Nickita suggested that the City identify the major components that the City would like to 
see included in a development for this area as opposed to recommending a particular 
scheme. 
 
Mr. Hoff stated that she was concerned that several members were missing and asked what 
the next steps should be. 

 
F. COMMITTEE NEXT STEPS 

 
Mr. Valentine suggested scheduling another meeting with only the Committee members to 
discuss the next steps. 
 
Staff will solicit available dates and times from the Committee members and schedule the 
next meeting according to the member’s availability (goal to get maximum participation). 
 

G. ARTICLES OF GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

News articles(s) were provided to the Committee Members for information and general 
discussion 

 
H. MEETING OPEN FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

None 
 
I. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No further business being evident, committee members motioned to adjourn at 10:05 a.m. 
 
NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETINGS 
 
TBD 

 
Sincerely, 
 
__________________________ 
Paul T. O’Meara, 
City Engineer 



MEMORANDUM 
 

Finance Department 
 
DATE:   April 22, 2016 
 
TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee 
 
FROM:  Mark Gerber, Finance Director/Treasurer 
    
SUBJECT: Auto Parking System Fund Cash Flow Review 
 
 
Enclosed in this report are two projected cash flow analyses for the parking system.  The first 
one is based on the system’s current rate structure.  The second one is based on recommended 
parking system rate changes that were presented to the Advisory Parking Committee on 
Wednesday, April 20, 2016. 
 
The cash flow analyses show projected cash receipts and disbursements from operations and 
also include disbursements for capital improvements and receipts from interest income.  
Starting in FY 2018-2019, a projection for capital improvements of $1.2M was used as an 
average cost for annual improvements to the system. 
 
Based on the cash flow analysis using the current rate structure, it is estimated that the parking 
system would generate approximately $1.4M in annual cash flow after FY 2017-2018 which 
would slowly decrease as operating costs increase. 
 
The Advisory Parking Committee recently started reviewing a package of suggested rate 
changes for the system.  (They were not ready to move forward with a recommendation at this 
time.)  The cash flow analysis using the recommended rate changes show that the system 
would generate approximately $2.5M after FY 2017-2018 and slowly decrease in future years as 
operating costs increase. 
 
The intent of these analyses is to present a picture of projected cash flows for the system under 
the two revenue scenarios.   No amounts have been added for any future decks or expansions 
of other parking system assets. 
 
To help put the projected cash flows in perspective, debt service on a $25M - $30M bond issue 
could range from $1,500,000 - $2,000,000 annually depending on the length of the debt service 
and interest rates. 
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FUTURE PARKING SPACES (SHORT TERM) 
SURPLUS/DEFICIT 



FUTURE PARKING SPACES (LONG TERM) 
SURPLUS/DEFICIT 



FUTURE PARKING SPACES SURPLUS/DEFICIT (SHORT TERM) 
USING CURRENT BEHAVIORS 



FUTURE PARKING SPACES SURPLUS/DEFICIT (LONG TERM) 
USING CURRENT BEHAVIORS 



TO ACCEPT THE REPORT OF THE AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 
ESTIMATING THAT A LONG TERM DEFICIT OF 278 PARKING SPACES IS 
EXPECTED IN THE LONG TERM FOR THE NORTH PORTION OF THE 
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT.  FURTHER, TO DIRECT STAFF TO CONDUCT 
FURTHER PLANNING STUDIES FOR THE N. OLD WOODWARD AVENUE 
PARKING STRUCTURE AND LOT THAT WILL MAXIMIZE THE CREATION OF 
PARKING SPACES WHILE ADHERING TO THE ORIGINAL CONCEPTS 
PRESENTED IN THE DOWNTON BIRMINGHAM 2016 PLAN FURTHER 
PLANNING STUDIES.   
  
AND, AS A SECONDARY PRIORITY, TO ACCEPT THE REPORT OF THE AD 
HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE ESTIMATING THAT A LONG TERM 
DEFICIT OF 427 PARKING SPACES IS EXPECTED IN THE LONG TERM FOR 
THE SOUTH PORTION OF THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT.  FURTHER, TO 
ENDORSE THE EXPANSION OF THE PIERCE STREET PARKING STRUCTURE 
BY TWO LEVELS, THEREBY CREATING AN ADDITIONAL 280 PUBLIC 
PARKING SPACES IN THE PARKING SYSTEM. 
 
MOTION PASSED 4-0. 
 
 
 
 

AD HOC PARKING STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 



MEMORANDUM 
 

Finance Department 
 
DATE:   April 22, 2016 
 
TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee 
 
FROM:  Mark Gerber, Finance Director/Treasurer 
    
SUBJECT: Parking Assessment Review 
 
 
Enclosed in this report is a chart showing how the City’s previous five parking structures were 
financed between bonds and parking assessments, the years they were built, and how many 
spaces were built.   
 
Also enclosed, is the current parking structure special assessment formula, a chart showing the 
difference between the original formula and the current formula, and a memo from then, City 
Assessor, Sherri Lee, describing the background of the parking assessment and how the 
formula works. 
 
It is proposed that a subcommittee be formed which would study the current formula and 
determine whether the current formula meets the needs of how future parking improvements 
would be assessed. 
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N. Old Woodward Pierce Park Peabody Chester

Year Built 1966 1968 1974 1984 1989
Est. Total Cost 1,174,800$                       1,924,500$                       2,078,375$                       3,680,000$                       11,475,261$                    
Construction Cost 1,016,600$                       1,543,900$                       1,754,350$                       2,743,000$                       9,870,000$                       
Number of Parking Spaces 745 706 811 437 880
Number of Monthly Permits Issued 900 550 813 386 1081
Monthly Parking Rate $55 $65 $60 $65 $45
Date Bond Sale Approved by Commission 3/14/1966 1/8/1968 6/14/1973 6/6/1983 9/15/1988
Amount bonded 1,500,000$                       1,565,000$                       2,000,000$                       2,700,000$                       10,000,000$                    
% of total cost assessed 10% 10% 40% 40% 15%
Total assessment 117,480$                          192,450$                          831,350$                          1,472,000$                       1,586,828$                       
Deferred assessment 134,965$                          



Proposed creation of parking assessment subcommittee. 

 

To establish a subcommittee of the Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee (AHPDC) to perform the 
work necessary to develop a recommendation on a new parking assessment for the expansion of the 
North Old Woodward parking deck.  This work shall include a review and analysis of prior parking 
assessment district funding formulas for the Central Business District and development of a 
recommended parking assessment formula for the creation of a new parking structure at the North Old 
Woodward location, based on current composition of retail and office uses.   

The subcommittee shall be comprised by three members of the Ad Hoc Parking Development 
Committee, the City Manager, the City Finance Director, the City Engineer and other members as 
appointed by the Chair. 
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Paul  O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

Re: 20' retail liner in parking deck/ w/photo 
1 message

Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org>
To: Mark Nickita <mnickita@bhamgov.org>
Cc: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>, Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>, John Heiney <jheiney@bhamgov.org>, Victor Saroki <vsaroki@sarokiarchitecture.com>

Thanks Mark.

Paul, please share with the AHPDC.  Thanks.

On Sun, Mar 6, 2016 at 6:01 AM, Mark Nickita <mnickita@bhamgov.org> wrote:
All,

This email actually has the photo!!  

This is another example of a liner for a deck.  I took this pic in the market district in Milwaukee.  It's only about 20' deep with a furniture store in it 

Mark

Mark Nickita
Mayor Pro-Tem
City of Birmingham, MI

"never worry about action- only about inaction"
                  - Winston Churchill

@MarkNickita on Twitter
Mark Nickita on FB

Begin forwarded message:

From: ME City <cityboymark@yahoo.com>
Date: March 6, 2016 at 5:56:55 AM EST
To: Mark Nickita <marknarchive@yahoo.com>
Subject: Milwaukee

mailto:mnickita@bhamgov.org
mailto:cityboymark@yahoo.com
mailto:marknarchive@yahoo.com
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Mark

-- 
Joseph A. Valentine
City Manager
City of Birmingham
151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48009
(248) 530-1809   Office Direct
(248) 530-1109   Fax
jvalentine@bhamgov.org
 
Get the latest news from the City of Birmingham delivered to your inbox. 
Visit www.bhamgov.org/aroundtown to sign up.

tel:%28248%29%20530-1809
tel:%28248%29%20530-1109
mailto:jvalentine@bhamgov.org
http://www.bhamgov.org/aroundtown


AD HOC PARKING DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, MAY 16, 2016 

8:00 A.M. 
ROOM 205 

151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 
 

A. Roll Call 
 

B. Introductions 
 

C. Approval of Minutes, April 27, 2016 
 

D. Bates St. RFQ (2006) 
1. Review of Previous Documents 
2. Feasibility/Advisability of New RFQ 

 
E. Meeting Open for Matters Not on the Agenda 

 
F. Adjournment 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notice:  Due to building security, public entrance during non-business hours is through the Police 
Department, Pierce St. Entrance only.  Individuals with disabilities requiring assistance to enter the 
building should request aid via intercom system at the parking lot entrance gate on Henrietta St. 
 
Persons with disabilities that may require assistance for effective participation in this public meeting 
should contact the City Clerk’s Office at the number (248) 530-1880, or (248) 644-5115 (for the hearing 
impaired) at least one day before the meeting to request help in mobility, visual, hearing, or other 
assistance.  
 
Las personas con incapacidad que requieren algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión 
pública deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-1800 
o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunió 
para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964). 



CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
AD HOC PARKING DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

8:00 A.M., WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 2016 
Conference Room 205 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 
 
Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad Hoc Parking Development Committee held 
April 27, 2016. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 
 
Present: Ad Hoc Committee Members: 
 
   Richard Astrein (BSD) 

Scott Clein (Planning Board) 
   Rackeline Hoff (City Commissioner) 
   Terry Lang (Finance Representative) 
   Mark Nickita (City Commissioner) – Departed at 9:20 a.m. 
   Judy Paskiewicz (Advisory Parking Committee) 
   Gordon Rinschler (Developer Representative) 
    
Absent:  None 
    
Administration: Joe Valentine, City Manager 
   Paul O’Meara, City Engineer 
   Austin Fletcher, Assistant City Engineer 

Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
Bruce Johnson, Building Official 
Mark Gerber, Finance Director 
John Heiney, BSD Executive Director 

 
Guests:  None 
 
B. INTRODUCTIONS 
 

Members and guests introduced themselves. 
 
C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Motion by Mr. Astrein 
Seconded by Mr. Rinschler to approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of February 24, 
2016 as presented 

 

Motion carried, 7-0 
 
D. AUTO PARKING SYSTEM FUND FISCAL REVIEW 

 
Mr. Gerber gave a brief review of the Auto Parking System Fund. 
 
Ms. Hoff asked why the revenues decrease in the future.  Mr. Gerber replied that the 
revenues are projected the same, but that the operating costs increased. 
 
Mr. Rinschler inquired if maintenance and repairs/improvements were included.  Mr. 
O’Meara indicated that $1.2 Million per year have been budgeted for these items. 
 



Mr. Nickita asked for clarification in regards to the tables presented. 
 
Mr. Valentine suggested that a sub-committee be created to review the parking assessment 
formula as the last time it was reviewed was at the time of the Shain Park improvements.  
He also suggested that this committee could begin exploring financial options as well. 
 
Ms. Hoff suggested that this committee wait until the sub-committee provides a 
recommendation before moving forward on this topic. 
 
Mr. O’Meara suggested keeping the Wednesday morning timeslot for the sub-committee. 
 
Mr. Nickita & Mr. Clein both commented that from there experience, the rate for monthly 
parking permits are the lowest in the area. 
 
John Heiney provided a brief summary of his discussions with companies in regards to 
alternative parking off-site parking.  He indicated that there is much resistance to the idea 
and that the reoccurring comment was a “quality of life” and “keep talent” issue. 
 
Mr. Nickita asked what the ‘physical count’ in the parking deck full charts indicates/means.  
Mr. O’Meara stated he would have to consult SP+ and that he has them to reformat the 
tables in the future. 
 
General discussion continued on the information provided. 
 

E. POTENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT ASSESSMENT 
 
Ms. Hoff asked how the Triangle Districts plays into this in the future.  Mr. Valentine stated 
that it is not included in the current assessment district. 
 
Motion by Mr. Rinschler 
Second by Ms. Paskiewicz to create a Parking Assessment Sub-Committee to review/study 
past and future parking assessments 
 

Motion carried, 7-0 
 
Ms. Hoff asked for volunteers from the Ad Hoc Development Committee to serve on the 
subcommittee.  Mr. Rinschler, Mr. Lang, and Mr. Astrein all volunteered to serve.   
 
Motion by Mr. Clein 
Seconded by Mr. Rinschler to elect Mr. Lang, Mr. Astrein and Mr. Rinschler to the Parking 
Assessment Sub-Committee 
 

Motion carried, 7-0 
 

F. COMMITTEE NEXT STEPS 
 
Parking Assessment Sub-Committee will review parking assessment formula and report 
back to this committee. 
 
Staff will provide the Committee with the previous RFP for the Bates Street Extension for 
reference, review and discussion.  
 

G. ARTICLES OF GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

News articles(s) were provided to the Committee Members for information and general 
discussion. 



H. MEETING OPEN FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

Mr. Rinschler noted that not all members of the committee were in attendance at the end of 
the last meeting.  Since the selection of a preferred design option for the N. Old Woodward 
Ave. Structure project was not finalized at that time, Mr. Rinschler thought it would be 
appropriate to have the Committee’s preference on the record. 

 
Motion by Mr. Rinschler 
Second by Mr. Nickita to move forward with 2A (from Saroki / Carl Walker Team) as the 
base-line for future discussions. 
 

Motion carried, 7-0 
 
I. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No further business being evident, committee members motioned to adjourn at 9:35 a.m. 
 
NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETINGS - TBD 

 
Sincerely, 
 
__________________________ 
Paul T. O’Meara, 
City Engineer 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The City of Birmingham, Michigan (the “City”) is seeking a developer or a development 
team (the “Developer”) to undertake the collective redevelopment of a parcel of public 
property of approximately 4 acres located in the City’s Central Business District.  The 
details of the City’s interests are outlined within this Request for Qualifications/Proposals 
(RFQ/P).  Figure 1 shows the location of the subject property being offered for 
redevelopment.  This property currently contains a public parking structure and surface 
parking lot. 
 
Figure 1 
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The City’s objective is to solicit creative and innovative development plans from 
qualified Developers that will extend Bates Street from Willits to North Old Woodward, 
introduce residential, commercial and/or mixed uses and increase the number of public 
parking spaces contained on this property.  The City owns the entire parcel and its 
parking structure as illustrated in Figure 1.  Parcel dimensions are illustrated in 
Attachment A.  The northern end of this parcel is planned for designation as park 
property along the Rouge River.  
 
Based on the development plan selected, the City may lease or sell a portion or all of the 
property for development provided the development guidelines are met.  The sale of 
public property would require the City to engage in placing the sale of property on the 
ballot for a vote in accordance with its City Charter.  Once a development plan is 
accepted by the City, the process for the sale of property to the Developer may take from 
4 to 12 months.  
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Under stage 2 of the RFQ/P process the City will provide each pre-qualified Developer 
with a copy of the following: 1) title search, 2) site survey, 3) baseline environmental 
analysis, and 4) utility availability analysis. 
 
Zoning 
 
The existing zoning of this parcel is public property.  An illustration of the existing 
zoning for this parcel and the immediate area is contained in Attachment B.  This parcel 
is included in the City’s Overlay Zoning District as illustrated in Attachment C, which 
provides for certain development opportunities.  Modifications to the zoning of this 
parcel may occur to conform to the selected development plan, if the creativity of 
development plan does not meet existing parameters of the Overlay Zoning District.  
Additional information concerning the zoning regulations can be obtained from the City’s 
Planning Division. 
 
Solicitation of Developers 
 
The City will conduct a two-stage selection process whereby the Developer will first 
submit their qualifications for the City’s consideration and then the City will evaluate 
qualifications and invite qualified Developers to submit a development proposal.   
 
In evaluating Developer qualifications, the City will consider past development success, 
experience in working or partnering with communities, financial capacity and the design 
quality of previous development projects.  Following receipt of Developer qualifications, 
the City may identify one or more of developers with qualifications that the City 
determines at their sole discretion, demonstrate the capability of the Developer(s) to 
successfully undertake and complete this redevelopment project.   
 
Qualification materials must be received by the City Clerk no later than May 5, 
2006.  Submission requirements and guidelines are detailed in the Submission 
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Requirements and Guidelines section of this RFQ/P.  No specific plan is required as part 
of the qualifications submittal, but firms that feel that their capabilities cannot be 
presented properly without such a plan may provide one. 
 
Qualification materials will be reviewed and developers selected to present formal 
development proposals.  It is anticipated that no more than five (5) Developers will be 
asked to submit formal proposals.   
 
Mandatory Site Visit Meeting 
 
Each prospective developer is required to attend a mandatory pre-bid meeting to visit the 
site and meet with City staff prior to submitting qualifications.  The mandatory site visit 
meeting will be held on April 5, 2006 at 1:00 p.m.  This meeting will begin in room 205 
of the Birmingham Municipal Building located at 151 Martin Street and will conclude at 
the project site.  Prospective developers are asked to pre-register by April 3, 2006 by 
contacting Joe Valentine at (248) 644-1800 extension 221 or at 
jvalentine@ci.birmingham.mi.us.  
 
 Selection Process 
 
Following a review of Developer qualifications, the City will establish a “short list” of 
pre-qualified Developers that will be extended an invitation to participate in the second 
stage of the process to submit a proposal for the redevelopment of this site.  This second 
stage may involve interviews with Developer(s) and will include community reviews of 
proposed development plans.  Once a final proposal is accepted, a redevelopment 
agreement will be finalized.    
 
During the evaluation process, the City reserves the right, where it may serve the City’s 
best interest, to request additional information or clarification from Developers, or to 
allow corrections of errors or omissions.  At the discretion of the City, firms submitting 
proposals may be requested to make public presentations as part of the evaluation 
process. 
 
Anticipated Timetable of Selection Process            
 
Stage 1 – Request for Qualifications     Target Date 
Release of Request for Qualifications/Proposals    March 6, 2006 
Mandatory site visit with staff      April 5  
Qualifications Due        May 5 
Evaluation by staff and establish short-list of qualified developers  May 8 to July 14 
Stage 2 – Request for Proposals 
Extend invitation for formal proposals from Short-Listed Developers August 1 
Formal Proposals Due from Short-Listed Developers   October 31 
Evaluation by Ad-Hoc committee       Nov. 1 to Jan. 12, 2007 
Recommendation of a single development plan to City Commission January 22, 2007  
Conduct community review process      Feb. 1 to April 30 
City Commission approval of final development plan   May 21, 2007 
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DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES AND GUIDELINES 
  
The City’s master planning document for the downtown, known as the Downtown 
Birmingham 2016 Report (DB2016 Report), identifies the Bates Street Site as a proposed 
location for redevelopment and provides conceptual illustrations of proposed 
modifications.  The concept from the DB2016 Report referencing this area are provided 
herein for reference as Figure 2.  Additional conceptual illustrations based on the 
DB2016 Report and incorporating various elements are provided as Attachment D. 
 
Developers will be expected to present creative concepts for the site that incorporate 
these objectives and guidelines.  The objectives and guidelines presented in this chapter 
will be used in evaluating the submitted proposals. 
 
Figure 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Development Objectives 
 
The City’s overall objectives for redevelopment of the Bates Street Site are as follows: 
 

• To extend Bates Street from Willits and provide access to a location on North 
Old Woodward. 

• To provide a form of residential, commercial and/or mixed use development 
along the extension to Bates Street. 

• To accommodate public parking with consideration for transient, employee, 
permit parking, faith community use and residential arrangements using the 
existing 745 spaces adjusted to the new expected demand and parking 
patterns. 
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A number of primary objectives for the redevelopment of Bates Street as a whole are 
outlined below: 
 

• To contribute to the improvement of the downtown as an active, pedestrian-
oriented shopping environment. 

• To incorporate existing streetscape standards into proposed streetscape 
design and create an attractive streetscape that unifies, enhances and 
connects the Bates Street Site with the rest of the downtown. 

• Enhance the Bates Street site as a safe, convenient and hospitable pedestrian 
environment, while linking Willits to North Old Woodward. 

• To ensure that new construction is compatible with the existing building 
fabric. 

• Minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians. 
• Ensure an adequate supply of conveniently located and attractively designed 

parking. 
• To coordinate parking utilization in conjunction with public parking 

standards modified to accommodate mixed residential and business uses. 
 
These objectives should be a fundamental part of any development proposal for the Bates 
Street Site.  The guidelines discussed below for the physical framework, mix and location 
of land uses, and design of buildings and public spaces are drawn directly from the 
Downtown Birmingham 2016 Report and/or have been developed with these objectives in 
mind.  
 
Development Guidelines 

 
Framework Issues 
 
1. Pedestrian Circulation.  Redevelopment of the Bates Street Site should include a 

pedestrian circulation system that links all new developments and provides 
convenient connections to surrounding uses and activities.  All pedestrian access 
routes must be compliant with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements.  Note Item #10 – Booth Park Trail.  

 
2. Traffic Connection.  Bates Street will be preserved as a public road to promote 

efficient access and circulation by vehicles and pedestrians.  Bates Street will 
connect Willits to North Old Woodward. 

 
3. Parking.  The existing parking structure should be renovated and expanded to 

accommodate additional parking, if current location is maintained.  Should a 
proposal involve the removal and reconstruction due to relocation of the parking 
structure, the developer is responsible for the demolition and reconstruction costs.  
It is expected the City will own and operate any parking structure and own the 
land underneath the structure.  Parking lots or garages serving residential 
developments would be privately owned.  During construction phasing the 
Developer shall coordinate development with respect to the existing parking 
operation. 
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4. Topography and Redevelopment.  Building designs that take advantage of the 

natural topography in the area should be utilized.  Site designs that provide public 
access to or overlooks of the Rouge River are encouraged. 

 
5. Storm Water Management – Special consideration for development on the  

Rouge River must be in accordance with best management practices permitted by 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 
 

6. Infrastructure.  This project will require extending sewer and water utilities to 
any new developments.  New water mains cannot be deadened and must be 
looped into existing system.   The addition of sewer or water services for this site 
must conform to the City’s standards.  Information on these standards can be 
obtained from the City’s Engineering Department. 

 
7. Utilities.  All utilities within and leading to the site shall be underground.  The 

adequacy of gas, electric, telephone and cable service availability to the site will 
need to be determined by those making a proposal by contacting the respective 
utility companies. 

 
8. Financial.  No City subsidies will be made available.  Land will be sold or leased 

at market rates and all private property or private use of public property will be 
subject to property taxes. 

 
9. Required Easements.  All necessary easements must be provided in accordance 

with the Consolidating Easement and Restriction Agreement dated November 28, 
2005 between the City and B/K/G Birmingham LLC, benefiting 325 N. Old 
Woodward (located at corner of Willits and Old Woodward).  Copies will be 
provided to those Developers participating in Stage 2 of this RFQ/P process. 

 
10. Booth Park Trail.  Booth Park is located to the immediate north of the Bates 

Street site.  A proposed bridge connection to Booth Park from the Bates Street site 
is planned as part of a trail master plan.  The bridge is barrier free and 
approximately 40 feet long with an overlook deck and benches near the river.  
The bridge will provide access between the downtown and Booth Park.  This 
proposed bridge will be a vital link in the overall trail system.  A conceptual 
illustration is provided as Attachment E. 
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Design Issues 
 
1. Building Height Considerations.  The portion of the site not used for public 

parking is zoned D-3 under the Overlay Zoning, which allows a maximum of 4 
stories, provided the 4th story is used for residential units and is set back 10’ from 
building façade.  Maximum overall height is 68’.  Specific regulations also apply.  
Information on these regulations can be obtained from the City’s Planning 
Division. 

 
2. Residential Building Relationships.  Any proposed residential uses should be 

integrated into an overall mixed use development.   
 

3. Design of Buildings.  Specific design and architectural requirements are in place 
in the Overlay Zoning District.  Information on these regulations can be obtained 
from the City’s Planning Division. 

 
4. Design of Street.  The extension of Bates Street must conform to the City’s street 

standards.  Information on these standards can be obtained from the City’s 
Engineering Department. 

 
5. Streetscape and Landscaping.   

 
• Streetscape designs must incorporate the City’s Streetscape Design Standards.  

Information on these standards can be obtained from the City’s Engineering 
Department.  An example of the City’s Streetscape standards can be seen on 
Merrill Street between Pierce and Henrietta. 

• Landscaping designs should include innovative and aesthetically appealing 
plants and landscape features that enhance the pedestrian experience while 
enhancing the natural area along the Rouge River. 

 
6. Public Safety.   Fire lanes and emergency access must be accommodated for all 

buildings in the development area.  Hydrants must be placed where required by 
the City’s Engineering Department. 

 
7. Parking 
 

• Most residential parking should be emphasized underground or within 
buildings, which would allow land areas to be used for buildings and open 
spaces.  The change in elevation in the area should facilitate underground 
parking. 

• Where possible, parking to serve multi-family residential uses should be 
located inside the primary buildings; if garages are provided.   
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DEVELOPER RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
The following outlines the rights and responsibilities of the developer and the City of 
Birmingham in the redevelopment of the Bates Street Site redevelopment. 
 
Single Development Entity or Team 
 
The City will select a single developer or development team for the redevelopment of the 
parcel offered in this RFQ/P.   
 
Sale of City-Owned Property 
 
The City may offer to sell or lease the property it currently owns within the Bates Street 
Site, exclusive of land to be used for public parking and public roads, for private use to 
the selected developer or development team.  Short-listed developers will be required to 
indicate a land price at the proposal stage of the process. 
 
Developer’s Rights and Responsibilities 
 

• Exclusive development rights and right to purchase or lease land for private uses 
(excludes purchase of any City owned land that will be used for public purposes, 
such as public parking.) 

• To serve as developer or development team of both residential and commercial 
property; all sub-developers must be identified if other firms will carry out 
portions of the project. 

• Plan for and construct public parking as indicated in the development program.  
• Work with the City during construction to accommodate existing parking 

operation and minimize any disruption to faith community use as surface lot and 
structure are utilized by several area faith institutions. 

• Develop public infrastructure and utilities necessary for the site. 
• Attend public meetings as necessary in order to present plans for review.  It is 

expected that plans will need to be presented at up to ten (10) boards and 
committee meetings for review. 

 
City’s Role 
 

• Assist with necessary development review process and approvals. 
• Cooperate with any land acquisition pursued by the developer in accordance with 

this RFQ/P. 
• Assist with construction phasing and coordination with respect to existing parking 

operation. 
• Provide existing information relating to the site such as 1) title search, 2) site 

survey, 3) baseline environmental analysis, and 4) utility availability analysis. 
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SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES 
 
The following outlines the submission requirements and guidelines for the Bates Street 
Site Redevelopment project. 
 
Submittal Format for Qualifications – Stage 1 
 

A. Transmittal Letter 
B. Statement of Understanding of Project 
C. Qualifications Statement 
D. Financial Information from Developer (Separate Sealed Envelope) 

 
Submittal Format for Proposals – Stage 2 
 

A. Narrative description of what is proposed in detail and how proposal 
meets the development objectives 

B. Complete site plans for proposed development 
C. Offer price for sale or lease of City property with a description of the 

necessity to purchase or lease. 
D. Proposed terms of the submitted development plan. 
E. Community Impact Study for the proposed development  

 
STAGE 1 – REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS 
 
A. Transmittal Letter 
 
B. Statement of Understanding of the Project 
 
C. Qualification Statement 
 
Each submission should include a qualification statement containing the following 
information. 
 
1. Firm/Team Description 
 
A development team headed by an experienced developer should be identified including, 
as required, an architect, construction consultant, Developer, economic-financial 
consultant, and leasing/management company.  Depending on the developer’s 
capabilities, the team may include as few or as many firms as required.  For all 
companies on the team, the following is required: 

• Identification of all principal firms to be involved in the project including their 
roles, responsibilities and authorities. 

• The size of each firm and the depth of experience of their personnel. 
• Resumes of the persons who would be responsible for the day-to-day operation of 

the project and his/her back up in the event of this person’s absence.  Also, 
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resumes of all other key persons directly involved with this project shall be 
included. 

 
2. Organizational Structure and Workload 
 

• Legal Name of development entity and managing entity which will be considered 
the developer. 

• Business type (corporation, partnership, LLC, individual, joint venture, not for 
profit, etc.) 

• Date established (for constituent firms if joint venture) 
• If the developer is a subsidiary or affiliate of any other corporation, list such 

entity or entities including name, address, relationship to developer, and officers 
and directors. 

• Names, addresses, title of position, and nature and extent of the interest of the 
officers and principals, shareholders and investors of both the developer and the 
development entity as follows: 

o For corporations, the officers, directors or trustees, and each stockholder 
owning more than 10% of any class of stock 

o For partnerships or limited liability corporations, each partner or member, 
whether a general or limited partner or member, and either the percent of 
interest or a description of the character and extent of interest. 

o For joint ventures, each participant and either the percent of interest or a 
description of the character and extent of interest.  If the joint venture 
partners are corporations or partnerships, then the information for such 
firms should be provided. 

o For any other type of entity, the officers, members of governing body, and 
each person having an interest of more than 10 %. 

o No City of Birmingham elected or appointed City official or employee, 
and no person who serves on any City of Birmingham public board or 
commission may have a direct or material indirect interest in the 
development entity or any part of that entity. 

 
• The number, location and magnitude of projects currently on the developer’s 

work plan for 2006, 2007 and 2008. 
• A proposed organizational structure for the development team showing roles of 

each member of the team. 
 
3. Experience 
 

• Description, illustrations, location and a brief summary of the performance of 
similar projects, especially as they relate to the project. 

• A comprehensive list of all projects for which the firm has served as a developer 
over the past three years including size, construction costs, major tenants, uses 
involved, and the current occupancy and ownership of these projects. 

• Minimum experience required: 
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o Demonstrated experience in at least two completed projects of similar size 
and quality as proposed in this RFQ. 

o Demonstrated financial resources and commitments to both acquire and 
develop the property (provided in financial statements, evidence of equity 
and debt financing, etc.) 

o Demonstrated commitment to the overall goals of the City and specific 
land uses and evidence of substantial efforts to comply with the 
development guidelines stated in this RFQ. 

 
4. References 
 
A minimum of three references for similar projects is required.  References reflecting 
experience working on public/private ventures with government officials and public 
bodies should be included, if applicable. 
 
D. Financial Information from the Developer  
 
One copy of the following information should be submitted in a separate sealed envelope 
to be kept confidential: 
 

• Audited financial statement or federal income tax forms for the developer from 
the last three years; personal financial statements may be required as 
supplemental information at the option of the City’s development advisor. 

• References from financial institutions with whom the developer has dealt as a 
borrower or as a joint venture partner. 

• Proposed sources of financing and preliminary evidence of interest from financial 
institutions or partners if available. 

• List of pending litigation or other disputes with which the developer, development 
entity, or joint venture partners are involved, indicate status, the potential of a 
financial settlement, and impact on your ability to execute this project. 

• If the firm or any individual in the proposed project has ever filed for bankruptcy 
or has had projects that have been foreclosed (or return lenders via deed-in-lieu of 
foreclosure), list dates and circumstances. 

 
All of the above information will be provided only to the City’s legal counsel and is 
considered exempt from the Freedom of Information Act as private information.  Only 
firms who are pre-selected based on their qualifications will have their financial 
information reviewed.  All other sealed packets will be returned unopened to their 
respective firms.  Upon completion of the selection process all firms will have their 
financial information returned. 
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SUBMISSION PROCEDURE 
 
Seven (7) copies of the qualifications and one (1) copy of the developer’s financial 
information shall be submitted no later than 4:00 p.m., on May 5, 2006 to: 

City of Birmingham 
Attn: City Clerk 

151 Martin Street 
Birmingham, Michigan  48009 

 
Submittals should be firmly sealed in an envelope, which shall be clearly marked on the 
outside, “Request for Qualifications - Bates Street Site Redevelopment”, Any  
proposal received after the due date cannot be accepted and will be rejected and returned, 
unopened, to the proposer.  Proposer may submit more than one submittal provided each 
proposal meets the functional requirements. 
 
Each respondent shall include in their submittal the following information:  Firm name, 
address, city, state, zip code, telephone number, and fax number. The company shall also 
provide the name, address, telephone number and e-mail address of an individual in their 
organization to whom notices and inquiries by the City should be directed as part of their 
proposal. 
 
The City of Birmingham reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to reject any or all 
submittals when, in its opinion, it is determined to be in the public interest to do so; to 
waive minor irregularities and informalities of a submittal; or to cancel, revise, or extend 
this solicitation.   The Request for Developer Qualifications does not obligate the City of 
Birmingham to pay any costs incurred by any respondent in the submission of a proposal 
or in making necessary studies or designs for the preparation of that proposal, or for 
procuring or contracting for the services to be furnished under this Request for Developer 
Qualifications. 
 
 
SELECTION CRITERIA FOR QUALIFICATION STAGE 
 

Evaluation of qualifications will be based upon: 
 

1.  Qualifications and experience of developer and team members with projects 
of similar scale and magnitude. 

2.  Experience and reputation of personnel identified for this project. 
3.  Past performance of firms as verified by references of previous 

clients/projects including demonstrated ability to work with local government 
“clients” in analogous relationships. 

4.  Financial capability including resources available as equity for the project and 
strength of financial commitments. 

5.  Design quality of previous development projects. 
6.  Organizational and managerial capacity to handle project of this size. 
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STAGE 2 – REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS  
 
Those developers deemed qualified by the City under Stage 1 shall be invited to submit a 
development proposal for this project.   
 
Development Proposals must include the following: 
 

A. Narrative description of what is proposed in detail and how proposal 
meets the development objectives; 

B. Complete site plans for proposed development; 
C. Offer price for sale or lease of City property with a description of the 

necessity to purchase or lease; 
D. Proposed terms of the submitted development plan. 
E. Community Impact Study for the proposed development  
 

 
SUBMISSION PROCEDURE 
 
One (1) original and ten (10) copies of the development proposal shall be submitted by a 
time and date specified by the City to: 

City of Birmingham 
Attn: City Clerk 

151 Martin Street 
Birmingham, Michigan  48009 

 
Submittals should be firmly sealed in an envelope, which shall be clearly marked on the 
outside, “Request for Proposals - Bates Street Site Redevelopment”, Any  proposal 
received after the due date cannot be accepted and will be rejected and returned, 
unopened, to the Developer.  Developers may submit more than one submittal provided 
each proposal meets the functional requirements. 
 
Each respondent shall include in their submittal the following information:  Firm name, 
address, city, state, zip code, telephone number, and fax number. The company shall also 
provide the name, address, telephone number and e-mail address of an individual in their 
organization to whom notices and inquiries by the City should be directed as part of their 
proposal. 
 
The City of Birmingham reserves the right, at its sole discretion, to reject any or all 
submittals when, in its opinion, it is determined to be in the public interest to do so; to 
waive minor irregularities and informalities of a submittal; or to cancel, revise, or extend 
this solicitation.   The Request for Developer Proposals does not obligate the City of 
Birmingham to pay any costs incurred by any respondent in the submission of a proposal 
or in making necessary studies or designs for the preparation of that proposal, or for 
procuring or contracting for the services to be furnished under this Request for Developer 
Proposals. 
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Site Plans 
 
All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for approval shall be prepared in 
accordance with the specifications and other applicable requirements of the City of 
Birmingham.  If more than one page is used, each page shall be numbered sequentially.  
All plans must be legible and of sufficient quality to provide for quality reproduction or 
recording.  Plans must be no larger than 24” x 36” and must be folded and stapled 
together.  The name of the site must be clearly noted on all plans and supporting 
documentation. 
 
Review Process 
 
The selected Developer will work with an Ad-Hoc Review Committee to present and 
review their plan at public meetings to receive community input on their development 
plan: 
 
This process may include presenting the plan to: 
 
  a. an Ad-Hoc review committee 
  b. the Birmingham Planning Board 
  c. the Historic District and Design Review Committee 
  d. the Advisory Parking Committee 
  e.  the Traffic and Safety Board 
  d. the City Commission 
 
 
 
The final approval of the development plans will be concluded by the Birmingham City 
Commission following the community review process.   
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 

1. The City reserves the right to reject any or all qualification and/or proposals 
received at any time during this process, waive informalities, or accept any 
qualification and/or proposal, in whole or in part, it deems best.  The City reserves 
the right to award the contract to the next most qualified Developer if the 
successful Developer does not execute a development agreement within thirty 
(30) days after the award of the proposal. 

 
2. The City reserves the right to request clarification of information submitted and to 

request additional information of one or more Developers. 
 

3. The City reserves the right to terminate the contract at its discretion should it be 
determined that the services provided do not meet the specifications contained 
herein.  The City may terminate this Agreement at any point in the process upon 
notice to Developer sufficient to indicate the City’s desire to do so.  In the case of 
such a stoppage, the City agrees to pay Developer for services rendered to the 
time of notice, subject to the contract maximum amount.   

 
4. The successful bidder will be required to furnish a Performance Bond in an 

amount not less than 100% of the contract price in favor of the City of 
Birmingham, conditioned upon the faithful performance of the contract, and 
completion on or before the date specified. 

 
5. Any proposal may be withdrawn up until the date and time set above for the 

opening of the proposals.  Any proposal not so withdrawn shall constitute an 
irrevocable offer, for a period of ninety (90) days, to provide the services set forth 
in accordance with the specifications outlined in this RFQ/P. 

 
6. The cost of preparing and submitting a proposal is the responsibility of the 

Developer and shall not be chargeable in any manner to the City. 
 
7. The Developer will not exceed the timelines established for the completion of this 

project. 
 
8. The successful Developer shall enter into and execute a development agreement 

with the City. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

PARCEL DIMENSIONS 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PP - Public Property 
R1A - Single-Family Residential 
R1 - Single-Family Residential 
R2 - Single-Family Residential 
R3 - Single-Family Residential 
R4 - Two-Family Residential District 
R5 - Multiple-Family Residential District 
R6 - Multiple-Family Residential District 
R7 - Multiple-Family Residential District 
R8 - Attached Single-Family Residential District 

 
 
 
 
 
O1 - Office District 
O2 - Office/Commercial District 
P - Parking District 
B1 - Neighborhood Business District 
B2 - General Business District 
B2B - General Business District 
B2C - General Business District 
B3 - Office-Residential District 
B4 - Business-Residential District 
MX - Mixed Use District 



 
 

ATTACHMENT C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Downtown Birmingham Overlay Zoning Districts 
D2 - Downtown Two-Story Development Overlay 
D3 - Downtown Three-Story Development Overlay 
D4 - Downtown Four-Story Development Overlay 
P   - Public Property 
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ATTACHMENT D 
Additional Conceptual Illustrations of Development Area 
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Additional Conceptual Illustrations of Development Area (cont.) 
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ATTACHMENT E 

Booth Park Trail Connection 

Booth Park trail 
connection to 
Bates Street site. 



Bates Street 
Redevelopment Project  



Diagram taken from DB 2016 Report (1996) 



Diagram taken from DB 2016 Report (1996) 

Existing Conditions 



Proposed Redevelopment 
 Diagrams taken from DB 2016 Report (1996) 



Proposed Redevelopment 

 To extend Bates Street from 
Willits to North Old Woodward. 

 To incorporate a residential, 
commercial, and/or mixed use 
component along the new 
street. 

 To incorporate parking structure 
reconstruction / expansion on 
site. 



Utilize two stage RFQ/RFP 
process for redevelopment. 

 One Process with 2 Stages 
 Stage 1 - RFQ 
 Request for developer qualifications. 

 Stage 2 - RFP 
 Request for proposals from pre-qualified 

firms. 



Stage 1 - RFQ Process 

 Solicit qualifications from developers & 
development teams, outlining their firm or 
development team, organizational structure and 
workload, experience, financial capacity, and 
references, etc. 

 Outline design concepts (2016 Report). 
 Outline development framework including 

objectives, guidelines, and design issues. 
 Evaluate RFQs and establish a “short list” of 

“most qualified” bidders (up to 5). 
 



Stage 2 - RFP Process 

 Invite “short-listed” qualified bidders to 
submit development proposals based on 
development concept and objectives. 
 Establish Ad-hoc Committee to review 

proposals and conduct a community review 
process. 
 Make recommendation for City 

Commission consideration of a single 
development plan. 



Community Review Process 

 Ad-hoc committee reviews proposals, 
interviews developers, and makes a 
recommendation to the City Commission. 
 Public presentation of recommended 

plan at various City Board / Committee 
meetings for review and input. 
 Public presentation of final development 

plan to City Commission. 



Development Considerations 

 May include the sale or lease of public 
property based on proposals. 
 Anticipated rezoning of parcel 
 Negotiation of a Redevelopment 

Agreement with selected developer. 
 Modify and/or replace existing parking 

facilities. 



Tentative Project Timeline 

 Present draft RFQ/RFP at 2006 Long Range Planning 
Session (January) 

 Finalize development criteria and issue RFQ/P (March) 
 Receive Developer Qualifications (May) 
 Create “short list” and solicit development proposals 

(August) 
 Establish ad-hoc committee to review proposals 

(October) 
 Receive and review proposals (November) 
 Make a recommendation of a single development plan 

to the City Commission and begin community review 
process (February 2007) 

 Present final development plan for approval (May 
2007) 
 



 
 
 

 Upon approval of final plan City 
Commission direction to:  
 Authorize City Manager to negotiate a 

redevelopment agreement (1-2 months) 
 Authorize process for sale or lease of City property 

(process may take 4 to 12 months) 
 Initiate property rezoning as required (3 to 4 

months) 
 

 
Project Completion: 2 to 3 years from 

acceptance of proposal (estimate) 

Tentative Project Timeline 



Questions / Comments 



Process for Sale/Lease of 
City Property 

1. Conduct Title Search on Property 
2. Conduct survey of property 
3. Have City Attorney secure appraisal by a MAIA appraiser 
4. Perform environmental study, if necessary 
5. Determine whether sale should be placed on ballot 

based on appraisal and current census numbers per City 
Charter. 

6. If criteria are met, develop ballot language 
7. City Commission vote to approve ballot language and put 

sale/lease of property on ballot. 



PARKING ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE  
 

A subcommittee of the: 
AD HOC PARKING DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

MONDAY, MAY 16, 2016 
9:00 A.M. 

ROOM 205 
151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 

 
(This meeting will begin at approximately 9:00 AM, immediately following the Ad Hoc Parking 
Development Committee meeting scheduled for 8:00 AM.) 
 

A. Roll Call 
 

B. Introductions 
 

C. Review of Previous Parking Assessments 
 

D. Preliminary Outline of Factors for New Assessment District 
 

E. Meeting Open for Matters Not on the Agenda 
 

F. Adjournment 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notice:  Due to building security, public entrance during non-business hours is through the Police 
Department, Pierce St. Entrance only.  Individuals with disabilities requiring assistance to enter the 
building should request aid via intercom system at the parking lot entrance gate on Henrietta St. 
 
Persons with disabilities that may require assistance for effective participation in this public meeting 
should contact the City Clerk’s Office at the number (248) 530-1880, or (248) 644-5115 (for the hearing 
impaired) at least one day before the meeting to request help in mobility, visual, hearing, or other 
assistance.  
 
Las personas con incapacidad que requieren algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión 
pública deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-1800 
o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunió 
para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964). 















CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM

Prepared by Jay O'Dell 5/13/2016 Page 1

Birmingham Parking System
Transient & Free Parking Analysis
Months of April 2015 & April 2016

April 2015  

GARAGE TOTAL CARS FREE CARS CASH REVENUE %FREE
PEABODY 13,125            7,360              33,287.19$          56%

PARK 10,462            4,579              20,475.25$          44%
CHESTER 6,511              3,907              10,143.10$          60%

WOODWARD 11,852            5,818              19,338.80$          49%
PIERCE 27,605            15,659            39,803.20$          57%

  
TOTALS 69,555            37,323            123,047.54$        54%

April 2016

GARAGE TOTAL CARS FREE CARS CASH REVENUE % FREE
PEABODY 19,036            12,498            22,036.66$          66%

PARK 21,332            12,505            30,805.20$          59%
CHESTER 4,876              2,856              8,124.95$            59%

WOODWARD 16,009            8,160              19,796.50$          51%
PIERCE 31,983            16,379            47,621.00$          51%

TOTALS 93,236            52,398            128,384.31$        56%

BREAKDOWN: TOTAL CARS +34%

FREE CARS +40%

CASH REVENUE +4%
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Monthly Permits 

Monthly Permits Authorized Monthly Permits Sold
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City of Birmingham
Parking Structures-Combined 

Income Statement
Fiscal Year Comparison

Central Parking System

Fiscal 13-14
Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month ending Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended  Month Ending Month Ended Month Ended Total

REVENUES: 31-Jul-14 31-Aug-14 30-Sep-14 31-Oct-14 30-Nov-14 31-Dec-14 31-Jan-15 28-Feb-15 31-Mar-15 30-Apr-15 31-May-15 30-Jun-15 Fiscal 14-15
Revenues - Monthly parking 159,048.50$     162,917.13$     150,667.50$     173,353.24$     159,453.16$     161,900.84$     163,689.64$     146,436.00$     167,856.50$     175,039.10$     167,261.50$     158,851.00$     1,946,474.11$         
Revenues - Cash Parking 96,070.55$       90,009.54$       82,579.20$       100,221.00$     83,470.40$       103,828.51$     108,529.60$     84,183.35$       108,107.10$     123,047.54$     121,749.94$     114,287.97$     1,216,084.70$         
Revenues - Card Deposits 1,860.00$         1,180.00$         890.00$            865.00$            2,460.00$         120.00$            660.00$            1,350.00$         450.00$            689.90$            210.00$            1,335.00$         12,069.90$              
Revenue - Lot #6 2,100.00$         11,700.00$       19,495.00$       250.00$            13,300.00$       16,245.00$       352.50$            10,815.00$       19,570.00$       1,260.00$         12,670.00$       15,608.50$       123,366.00$            

Total Income 259,079.05$     265,806.67$     253,631.70$     274,689.24$     258,683.56$     282,094.35$     273,231.74$     242,784.35$     295,983.60$     300,036.54$     301,891.44$     290,082.47$     3,297,994.71$         

EXPENSES:

Salaries and Wages 53,455.60$       80,318.79$       52,969.65$       50,807.40$       49,253.15$       57,792.92$       78,613.58$       57,204.33$       57,100.12$       51,168.89$       54,800.77$       58,028.39$       701,513.59$            
Payroll Taxes 4,086.65$         7,254.15$         3,869.26$         4,706.95$         4,556.44$         4,687.33$         11,506.20$       8,082.26$         6,983.88$         3,888.50$         5,579.21$         5,885.10$         71,085.93$              
Workmens Comp Insurance 1,867.06$         2,805.15$         1,850.02$         1,774.54$         1,720.15$         1,744.80$         3,037.92$         2,138.30$         2,080.79$         1,862.45$         2,053.14$         2,200.51$         25,134.83$              
Group Insurance 13,615.77$       13,608.36$       27,796.68$       15,392.25$       14,306.10$       20,084.11$       16,790.02$       16,841.20$       24,579.01$       21,516.56$       17,278.36$       20,398.82$       222,207.24$            
Uniforms 181.93$            33.96$              991.93$            262.12$            138.02$            3,963.65$         336.30$            583.73$            86.77$              350.74$            6,929.15$                
Insurance 7,838.68$         7,838.68$         8,838.68$         7,838.68$         7,838.68$         7,838.68$         8,388.64$         8,397.59$         10,888.64$       8,388.64$         8,388.64$         8,388.64$         100,872.87$            
Utilities 624.59$            1,477.19$         1,292.81$         1,052.65$         779.13$            1,289.03$         1,225.09$         1,117.50$         993.65$            1,133.95$         1,557.54$         1,585.33$         14,128.46$              
Maintenance 8,732.84$         2,296.63$         11,355.09$       10,330.99$       3,714.38$         4,113.42$         6,879.94$         5,753.25$         14,093.36$       8,622.66$         24,326.95$       11,446.45$       111,665.96$            
Parking Tags/Tickets 12,207.39$       292.87$            2,826.48$         456.86$            1,637.72$         17,421.32$              
Proffesional Services 3,988.97$         3,988.97$         3,988.97$         3,988.97$         3,941.47$         3,988.97$         3,988.97$         3,988.97$         4,044.22$         3,988.97$         4,037.22$         3,988.97$         47,923.64$              
Office Supplies 332.89$            483.03$            179.78$            307.42$            81.24$              515.87$            185.34$            168.07$            645.86$            512.80$            236.34$            622.32$            4,270.96$                
Card Refund -$                        
Operating Cost - Vehicles 533.17$            531.25$            520.42$            438.67$            394.70$            391.82$            380.66$            360.95$            626.09$            527.08$            553.83$            556.37$            5,815.01$                
Pass Cards -$                        
Employee Appreciation 98.04$              39.74$              316.72$            52.31$              506.81$                   
Credit Card Fees 5,129.59$         4,240.65$         4,706.78$         3,907.18$         4,732.67$         4,416.19$         4,609.34$         5,037.58$         4,379.44$         4,962.40$         5,076.21$         5,731.14$         56,929.17$              
Bank Service Charges 249.14$            287.45$            280.57$            336.65$            562.15$            299.64$            300.00$            285.03$            235.94$            296.53$            291.59$            285.22$            3,709.91$                
Miscellaneous Expense 165.64$            253.75$            231.17$            155.72$            384.52$            155.01$            177.42$            315.74$            845.29$            173.46$            226.35$            161.92$            3,245.99$                
Management Fee Charge 3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         46,500.00$              

Total Expenses 104,677.52$     129,259.05$     133,996.23$     105,905.00$     96,401.90$       111,428.85$     144,254.38$     116,708.97$     132,164.45$     111,501.62$     130,057.95$     123,504.92$     1,439,860.84$         

Profit 154,401.53$     136,547.62$     119,635.47$     168,784.24$     162,281.66$     170,665.50$     128,977.36$     126,075.38$     163,819.15$     188,534.92$     171,833.49$     166,577.55$     1,858,133.87$         

Fiscal 14-15
Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended Month ending Month Ended Month Ended Month Ended  Month Ending Month Ended Month Ended Total

REVENUES: 31-Jul-15 31-Aug-15 30-Sep-15 31-Oct-15 30-Nov-15 31-Dec-15 31-Jan-16 28-Feb-16 31-Mar-16 30-Apr-16 31-May-16 30-Jun-16 Fiscal 15-16
Revenues - Monthly parking 166,606.50$     147,126.00$     179,102.00$     187,122.00$     188,547.00$     194,025.50$     203,712.00$     144,017.50$     261,896.00$     203,346.00$     1,875,500.50$         
Revenues - Cash Parking 114,551.18$     127,772.81$     95,214.63$       122,443.57$     114,026.45$     134,420.60$     103,502.80$     127,198.65$     131,139.54$     128,384.31$     1,198,654.54$         
Revenues - Card Fees 150.00$            300.00$            97.50$              240.00$            662.50$            702.50$            1,080.00$         80.00$              1,800.00$         3,265.00$         8,377.50$                
Revenue - Lot #6 702.50$            14,025.00$       22,145.00$       19,325.00$       15,995.00$       100.00$            6,635.00$         30,000.50$       847.50$            109,775.50$            

Total Income 282,010.18$     289,223.81$     296,559.13$     309,805.57$     322,560.95$     345,143.60$     308,394.80$     277,931.15$     424,836.04$     335,842.81$     -$                  -$                  3,192,308.04$         

EXPENSES:

Salaries and Wages 76,636.38$       55,653.88$       56,461.14$       52,848.24$       56,308.86$       76,263.50$       55,467.25$       53,507.11$       54,716.64$       53,101.43$       590,964.43$            
Payroll Taxes 7,345.93$         5,153.13$         5,226.52$         4,897.62$         5,259.87$         7,224.51$         7,039.01$         6,600.08$         6,468.16$         5,516.50$         60,731.33$              
Workmens Comp Insurance 2,868.74$         2,084.62$         2,114.79$         1,979.76$         2,109.17$         2,857.21$         2,116.60$         2,124.24$         2,223.79$         2,108.73$         22,587.65$              
Group Insurance 27,349.14$       21,560.78$       24,352.61$       17,690.29$       19,861.35$       17,904.25$       18,126.55$       28,909.55$       23,516.38$       20,870.99$       220,141.89$            
Uniforms 329.71$            752.41$            (65.14)$             2,523.24$         163.11$            384.30$            4,087.63$                
Insurance 8,388.64$         8,888.64$         8,388.64$         8,397.59$         8,388.64$         8,388.64$         9,027.81$         9,027.81$         9,027.81$         9,146.01$         87,070.23$              
Utilities 2,499.98$         793.56$            1,087.74$         1,322.64$         2,280.91$         1,943.72$         1,787.05$         1,810.20$         1,815.95$         1,301.61$         16,643.36$              
Maintenance 17,587.85$       6,266.63$         14,443.94$       5,815.14$         3,167.40$         6,190.39$         6,328.66$         3,084.48$         6,641.63$         11,903.93$       81,430.05$              
Parking Tags/Tickets 2,223.23$         44.20$              3,187.13$         1,521.98$         2,650.00$         7,490.66$         434.97$            17,552.17$              
Proffesional Services 3,988.97$         4,162.36$         3,988.97$         4,021.72$         3,988.97$         4,044.97$         4,363.97$         4,383.72$         4,363.97$         4,363.97$         41,671.59$              
Office Supplies 577.20$            692.43$            367.07$            70.55$              673.31$            324.91$            82.22$              104.63$            489.56$            983.75$            4,365.63$                
Card Refund -$                        
Operating Cost - Vehicles 542.83$            527.25$            462.13$            517.67$            515.04$            167.77$            541.66$            331.81$            514.69$            486.64$            4,607.49$                
Pass Cards -$                        
Employee Appreciation 97.56$              300.00$            61.46$              129.48$            29.35$              617.85$                   
Credit Card Fees 4,560.16$         6,307.49$         5,870.85$         8,629.80$         7,774.68$         7,479.29$         8,893.87$         7,729.56$         7,062.62$         8,160.94$         72,469.26$              
Bank Service Charges 311.98$            415.19$            1,627.34$         400.68$            405.72$            400.67$            449.90$            712.04$            473.22$            491.82$            5,688.56$                
Miscellaneous Expense 175.89$            225.76$            160.13$            157.31$            967.02$            278.43$            234.23$            289.07$            252.83$            519.38$            3,260.05$                
Management Fee Charge 3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         3,875.00$         38,750.00$              

Total Expenses 159,029.48$     117,236.43$     128,471.07$     114,563.55$     115,510.80$     141,388.48$     121,146.89$     130,041.42$     121,956.03$     123,295.02$     -$                  -$                  1,272,639.17$         

Profit 122,980.70$     171,987.38$     168,088.06$     195,242.02$     207,050.15$     203,755.12$     187,247.91$     147,889.73$     302,880.01$     212,547.79$     -$                  -$                  1,919,668.87$         
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270
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM - Combined

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 203,346.00 1,875,500.50 175,039.10 1,620,361.61
Revenues - Cash Parking 128,384.31 1,198,654.54 123,047.54 980,046.79
Revenues - Card Fees 3,265.00 8,377.50 689.90 10,524.90
Revenue - Lot #6 847.50                     109,775.50             1,260.00                  95,087.50               

TOTAL INCOME 335,842.81 3,192,308.04 300,036.54 2,706,020.80

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 53,101.43 590,964.43 51,168.89 588,684.43
Payroll Taxes 5,516.50 60,731.33 3,888.50 59,621.62
Workmens Comp Insurance 2,108.73 22,587.65 1,862.45 20,881.18
Group Insurance 20,870.99 220,141.89 21,516.56 184,530.06
Uniforms 4,087.63 583.73 6,491.62
Insurance 9,146.01 87,070.23 8,388.64 84,095.59
Utilities 1,301.61 16,643.36 1,133.95 10,985.59
Maintenance 11,903.93 81,430.05 8,622.66 75,892.56
Parking Tags/Tickets 434.97 17,552.17 15,783.59
Accounting Fees 4,363.97 41,671.59 3,988.97 39,897.45
Office Supplies 983.75 4,365.63 512.80 3,412.30
Card Refund
Operating Cost - Vehicles 486.64 4,607.49 527.08 4,704.81
Pass Cards
Employee Appreciation 29.35 617.85 454.50
Credit Card Fees 8,160.94 72,469.26 4,962.40 46,121.84
Bank Service Charges 491.82 5,688.56 296.53 3,133.10
Miscellaneous Expense 519.38 3,260.05 173.46 2,857.72
Management Fee Charge 3,875.00 38,750.00 3,875.00 38,750.00

TOTAL EXPENSES 123,295.02 1,272,639.17 111,501.62 1,186,297.96

-                         -                         

OPERATING PROFIT 212,547.79              1,919,668.87          188,534.92              1,519,722.84          
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270-6485
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM PIERCE DECK

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 35,797.00 311,348.50             23,846.00 277,386.87             
Revenues - Cash Parking 47,621.00 415,828.18             39,803.20 368,915.60             
Revenues - Card Fees 30.00 1,080.00                 270.00 1,170.00                 
 

TOTAL INCOME 83,448.00 728,256.68 63,919.20 647,472.47

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 11,594.35 118,387.93             9,321.79 98,865.76               
Payroll Taxes 1,179.06 12,030.80               716.23 10,126.77               
Workmens Comp Insurance 460.33 4,548.94                 307.58 3,374.22                 
Group Insurance 4,526.39 50,752.62               3,113.43 28,838.75               
Uniforms 753.70                   116.75 466.14                   
Insurance 1,849.58 16,771.76               1,616.74 16,532.00               
Utilities 188.06 3,161.08                 246.14 2,307.44                 
Maintenance 1,773.04 17,070.16               1,915.35 14,354.53               
Parking Tags/Tickets 5,528.25                 6,003.29                 
Accounting Fees 865.37 8,203.70                 790.37 7,875.20                 
Office Supplies 196.75 809.84                   92.12 609.33                   
Card Refunds -                         -                         
Operating Cost - Vehicles 97.33 926.87                   93.30 902.38                   
Pass Cards -                         -                         
Employee Appreciation 117.70                   153.02                   
Credit Card Fees 3,027.10                  25,041.90               1,605.23                  15,692.98               
Bank service charges 123.06 1,154.49                 85.27 821.50                   
Miscellaneous Expenses 9.04                         275.01                   6.40                         287.13                   
Management Fee Charge 775.00 7,750.00                 775.00 7,750.00                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 26,664.46 273,284.75 20,801.70 214,960.44
  
  

OPERATING PROFIT 56,783.54 454,971.93 43,117.50 432,512.03
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270-6486
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM PEABODY DECK

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 25,115.00 223,268.50             22,375.10 215,690.60             
Revenues - Cash Parking 22,036.66 191,133.46             33,287.19 198,649.61             
Revenues - Card Fees 1,920.00                 29.90 29.90                     
 

TOTAL INCOME 47,151.66 416,321.96 55,692.19 414,370.11

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 9,794.59 107,589.03             9,938.29 99,976.19               
Payroll Taxes 1,016.51 10,811.18               669.75 10,204.11               
Workmens Comp Insurance 389.04 3,939.28                 330.62 3,441.73                 
Group Insurance 4,526.39 45,327.26               4,230.93 37,065.50               
Uniforms 753.70                   116.75 466.14                   
Insurance 1,327.26 12,676.86               1,227.97 11,807.74               
Utilities 188.07 3,172.34                 246.14 2,302.15                 
Maintenance 1,648.31 16,634.59               886.25 10,933.03               
Parking Tags/Tickets 3,930.77                 3,118.50                 
Accounting Fees 775.19 7,301.90                 700.19 6,982.90                 
Office Supplies 196.75 809.78                   92.10 609.34                   
Card Refund -                         -                         
Employee Appreciation 117.69                   49.19                     
Operating Cost - Vehicles 97.33 926.84                   93.30 902.35                   
Pass Cards -                         -                         
Credit Card Fees 1400.79 12,626.20               1342.44 8,266.27                 
Bank service charges 87.11 782.52                   50.84 546.19                   
Miscellaneous Expense 7.64 267.22                   6.88 289.81                   
Management Fee Charge 775.00 7,750.00                 775.00 7,750.00                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 22,229.98 235,417.16 20,707.45 204,711.14

OPERATING PROFIT 24,921.68 180,904.80 34,984.74 209,658.97
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270-6487
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM PARK DECK

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 52,740.00                464,700.00             30,626.00                368,657.50             
Revenues - Cash Parking 30,805.20 303,598.25             20,475.25 142,938.80             
Revenues - Card Fees 1,350.00 1,530.00                 90.00 3,025.00                 
 

TOTAL INCOME 84,895.20 769,828.25 51,191.25 514,621.30

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 9,473.25 109,676.62             9,482.45 120,682.00             
Payroll Taxes 954.35 11,025.63               601.38 11,867.90               
Workmens Comp Insurance 376.31 4,174.14                 313.59 4,124.67                 
Group Insurance 3,629.79 34,656.46               3,113.43 25,598.32               
Uniforms 753.69                   116.74 466.14                   
Insurance 1,996.82 19,563.11               1,849.08 17,769.85               
Utilities 418.21 3,340.88                 246.14 2,302.15                 
Maintenance 1,091.82 13,282.93               2,399.82 24,536.13               
Parking Tags/Tickets 2,002.97                 2,496.28                 
Accounting Fees 881.28 8,455.19                 806.28 8,062.80                 
Office Supplies 196.75 809.77                   92.10 609.35                   
Card Refund -                         -                         
Operating Cost - Vehicles 97.33 926.84                   93.30 902.38                   
Pass Cards -                         -                         
Employee Appreciation 117.71                   153.93                   
Credit Card Fees 1,958.18 18,660.58               825.75 6,451.99                 
Bank service charges 97.44 907.06                   46.36 587.44                   
Miscellaneous Expenses 7.39 268.96                   6.52 317.13                   
Management Fee Charge 775.00 7,750.00                 775.00 7,750.00                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 21,953.92 236,372.54 20,767.94 234,678.46

OPERATING PROFIT 62,941.28 533,455.71 30,423.31 279,942.84
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270-6488
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM CHESTER DECK

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 50,837.00 442,708.50             37,930.00 381,215.64             
Revenues - Cash Parking 8,124.95 80,701.72               10,143.10 94,164.95               
Revenues - Card Fees 1,405.00 2,702.50                 150.00 5,220.00                 
 

TOTAL INCOME 60,366.95 526,112.72 48,223.10 480,600.59

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 12,550.14 136,609.75             11,010.09 157,773.95             
Payroll Taxes 1,392.36 15,007.31               1,093.11 15,882.34               
Workmens Comp Insurance 498.19 5,413.42                 524.01 6,078.99                 
Group Insurance 4,609.04 43,077.35               6,022.47 52,392.10               
Uniforms 1,072.85                 116.75 4,626.88                 
Insurance 2,137.00 20,480.80               1,988.80 19,096.00               
Utilities 319.21 3,791.86                 149.39 1,779.59                 
Maintenance 3,561.25 22,870.10               3,349.98 14,609.69               
Parking Tags/Tickets 434.97 3,123.31                 2,507.99                 
Accounting Fees 950.24 9,241.90                 875.24 8,807.65                 
Office Supplies 196.75 1,126.47                 144.38 981.04                   
Card Refund -                         -                         
Operating Cost - Vehicles 97.32 900.12                   153.88 1,095.35                 
Pass Cards -                         -                         
Employee Appreciation 29.35                       147.05                   49.18                     
Credit Card Fees 516.48                     4,881.77                 409.06                     8,395.06                 
Bank Service Charges 83.53 747.78                   48.94 525.14                   
Misc Expense 101.04 384.40                   10.92 422.28                   
Management Fee Charge 775.00 7,750.00                 775.00 7,750.00                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 28,251.87 276,626.24 26,672.02 302,773.23
  

OPERATING PROFIT 32,115.08 249,486.48 21,551.08 177,827.36
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270-6489
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM N. WOODWARD DECK

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
REVENUES: April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

Revenues - Monthly parking 38,857.00 433,475.00             60,262.00 377,411.00             
Revenues - Cash Parking 19,796.50 207,392.93             19,338.80 175,377.83             
Revenues - Card Fees 480.00 1,145.00                 150.00 1,080.00                 
 

TOTAL INCOME 59,133.50 642,012.93 79,750.80 553,868.83

EXPENSES:
Salaries and Wages 9,689.10 118,701.10             11,416.27 111,386.53             
Payroll Taxes 974.22 11,856.41               808.03 11,540.50               
Workmens Comp Insurance 384.86 4,511.87                 386.65 3,861.57                 
Group Insurance 3,579.38 46,328.20               5,036.30 40,635.39               
Uniforms 753.69                   116.74 466.32                   
Insurance 1,835.35 17,577.70               1,706.05 18,890.00               
Utilities 188.06 3,177.20                 246.14 2,294.26                 
Maintenance 3,829.51 11,572.27               71.26 11,459.18               
Parking Tags/Tickets 2,966.87                 1,657.53                 
Accounting Fees 891.89 8,468.90                 816.89 8,168.90                 
Office Supplies 196.75 809.77                   92.10 603.24                   
Card Refund -                         -                         
Operating Cost - Vehicles 97.33 926.82                   93.30 902.35                   
Pass Cards -                         -                         
Employee Appreciation 117.70                   49.18                     
Credit Card Fees 1258.39 11,258.81               779.92 7,315.54                 
Bank Service Charges 100.68 2,096.71                 65.12 652.83                   
Miscellaneous Expense 7.56 276.02                   7.37 268.55                   
Management Fee Charge 775.00 7,750.00                 775.00 7,750.00                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 23,808.08 249,150.04 22,417.14 227,901.87

OPERATING PROFIT 35,325.42  392,862.89 57,333.66  325,966.96
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270-6484
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM lot #6

Income Statement
For Periods Indicated

Month Ended 10 Months Ending Month Ended 10 Months Ending
April 30, 2016 April 30, 2016 April 30, 2015 April 30, 2015

INCOME
Revenues - Monthly Parking Lot #6 & Southside 847.50 109,775.50             1,260.00 95,087.50               

 
 

TOTAL INCOME 847.50 109,775.50 1,260.00 95,087.50
  

EXPENSES Liability Insurance -                         -                         
Office Supplies (Hanging Tags) -                         -                         
Misc. 386.71 1,788.44                 135.37 1,272.82                 

TOTAL EXPENSES 386.71 1,788.44 135.37 1,272.82

NET PROFIT 460.79                     107,987.06             1,124.63                  93,814.68               
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Paul  O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

Chester Street Parking Structure 
1 message

Joshua Gunn <jgunn@spplus.com> Mon, May 2, 2016 at 12:09 PM
To: lscmaro@att.net
Cc: Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>, Austin Fletcher <afletcher@bhamgov.org>, Jason O'Dell
<jodell@spplus.com>

Lou,

 

I first want to apologize for the negative experience that you had Tuesday
morning. I hope that you have seen this was an isolated incident.

 

The traffic backup that you were caught in was caused by human error; we
addressed the problem that very morning.

 

There is a learning curve that will happen with any and all change. Credit cards
are processed much faster than cash and we will see the benefits of this upon
exit. People will learn to have a credit card handy for entrance in a very short
time, which will expedite ingress. We no longer will have to worry about tickets
jamming, running out, or not being read at the entrances or exits.

 

The monthly pass holders will no longer have to back up and pull forward to find
the “sweet spot”, they will drive up and present the card to the reader and the
gate opens.

 

The old equipment that was removed was anywhere from 7 to 28 years old and
was failing. There were multiple days in the last few months when lanes were
closed; I know many people were negatively affected by the lane closures due to
the failing systems. It is our hope you can recognize the value of the Skidata
system.

 

Sincerely,
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Joshua Gunn

 

 

Joshua Gunn
 Senior Facility Manager, Birmingham

180 Chester
Birmingham, Michigan 48009
248.540.9690 (Direct)
734.619.9445 (Mobile)
JGunn@spplus.com | www.spplus.com

Legal Notice:  This message is intended for the addressee(s) only and, unless expressly stated otherwise, is confidential and may be
privileged.  If you are not an addressee, (i) please inform the sender immediately and permanently delete and destroy the original and
any copies or printouts of this message, and (ii) be advised that any disclosure, copying or use of the information in this message is
unauthorized and may be unlawful.

tel:248.540.9690
mailto:JGunn@spplus.com
http://www.spplus.com/
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A  M A P  O F
C I T I E S
T H A T  G O T
R I D  O F
P A R K I N G
M I N I M U M S

NOVEMBER 23, 2015 

BY STRONG TOWNS

The fight to end parking minimums is happening all over the country from California to New
Hampshire. Successful removals of these harmful laws give us hope that the movement is
growing.

  

 

M I S S I O N T O P I C S P O D C A S T

E V E N T S M E M B E R S H I P

http://www.strongtowns.org/journal/?author=53dd678de4b0f0b241bba48b
http://www.strongtowns.org/
http://www.strongtowns.org/mission/
http://www.strongtowns.org/podcast/
http://www.strongtowns.org/events/
http://www.strongtowns.org/membership
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Earlier this month, we asked you to help us by sharing information about towns that had
removed or lowered their parking minimums. From that crowdsourced data, we created this
map. Click on each pin to read about what's going on in that particular city with regards to
parking minimums:

Progress on Removing Parking Minimums

Map data ©2016 Google, INEGI Terms 200 mi

Green pins = parking minimums completely eliminated in at least one area of the city
Blue pins = parking minimums lowered or removed for certain uses
Orange pins = currently discussing their parking minimum laws

Don't see your city on the map? Fill out this survey and we'll make sure to put it on there. A
special thank you to everyone who helped us put together this map!

JOIN OUR DISCUSSION FORUM TO GET ADVICE ON HOW TO END
PARKING MINIMUMS IN YOUR TOWN.

https://www.google.com/intl/en/help/terms_maps.html
http://strongtowns.org/blackfridayparking-survey/
http://www.strongtowns.org/discussion-board


Birmingham’s Claymore Shop owner Bob Benkert dies at
76
Jay Grossman 11:58 a.m. EDT April 26, 2016

Nobody wore a suit and a smile quite like Bob Benkert.

The beloved owner of The Claymore Shop in Birmingham was known for his dapper style in clothing, as well
as his kindness in helping out others. Benkert, 76, died Friday after a long battle with leukemia.

“He was a legend,” said his business partner, Al Skiba. “I’m hopeful he’ll be remembered as that person who
went the extra mile in so many instances. His goal was to always deliver the best possible customer service
— he took great pride in that.”

The two men worked together for 37 years, starting with their first shop “up on the hill” on North Old
Woodward. They moved to a second storefront across from the Birmingham 8 movie theater for a few years before settling into their current location
at 908 S. Adams Road.

“Bob never wanted to move out of Birmingham,” Skiba said. “He always said, ‘This is where it all started ...’ He had a tremendous loyalty to the city
and to all the families who have been with us for generations.”

Benkert introduced Ralph Lauren to the area and for years held the exclusive Polo franchise in the Birmingham area. He understood luxury menswear
and was always the best-dressed guy in the room.

“Bob was a class act all the way,” Birmingham Bloomfield Chamber president Joe Bauman said. “He was loyal to his community and his customers, as
well as a respected expert in his industry. He truly was humbled when he was named our 2015 Business Person of the Year and his loss will be felt for
a long time.”

Benkert and his wife Janice (J.J.) were known for their volunteer work and charitable contributions. Benkert also served as a founding board member
of the Birmingham Shopping District, where he served as a strong voice for the merchants.

“Bob always offered a retailer’s perspective on all matters,” BSD executive director John Heiney said. “He refused to take himself too seriously, yet
everyone listened when he spoke in that rich broadcast-quality voice. His opinion was highly regarded in Birmingham and in the men’s fashion
industry. Bob was someone who simply cannot be replaced and we were all fortunate to know him.”

Skiba said it was “the love of clothing” that attracted him and Benkert to the business.

“This business is built primarily on the old-school premise to be impeccably dressed and to have a style,” Skiba said. “You want to be well-groomed
with proper etiquette. Not only do you dress well, but you behave in accordance with that.”

A memorial service to celebrate Benkert’s life is set for 1 p.m. May 28 at Christ Church Cranbrook in Bloomfield Hills. Skiba said in lieu of flowers, the
family would prefer contributions to the Leukemia and Lymphoma Society.

(Photo: submitted)

http://www.hometownlife.com/staff/26481/jay-grossman/


The Claymore Shop owner Bob Benkert  was known for his smile and his kindness in helping others. (Photo: submitted)

As for The Claymore Shop, Skiba said the store will be celebrating its 50th anniversary in August.

“We’re going to continue the business and keep doing the things that made it so successful,” he said. “We’ve served so many generations of
customers. We’ve been here for the weddings, the anniversaries, the new jobs ... and for the tough times. We’ve had an outpouring of letters and calls
from so many of customers who want to share their memories about Bob. It has really meant a lot to everyone here.”

jgrossman@hometownlife.com

586-826-7030

Twitter: @BhmEccentric

Read or Share this story: http://www.hometownlife.com/story/news/local/birmingham/2016/04/26/birminghams-claymore-shop-owner-bob-benkert-
dies/83542616/
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Michigan

ANN ARBOR CITY
COUNCIL

A car drives by downtown Ann Arbor's newest public parking garage on First Street on April 6, 2016. The garage
opened just over two years ago. There are talks now of once again expanding the downtown parking system. (Ryan
Stanton | The Ann Arbor News)

By Ryan Stanton | ryanstanton@mlive.com 
Email the author | Follow on Twitter 
on April 07, 2016 at 5:33 AM, updated April 07, 2016 at 5:34 AM

ANN ARBOR, MI — A long‑debated idea — extending downtown parking meter enforcement hours past 6 p.m. — cropped up again
this week.

It came as the Ann Arbor City Council voted 9‑1 Monday night in favor of working with
the Downtown Development Authority to renegotiate the terms of the parking

agreement between the city and the DDA.

There's talk of potentially extending parking meter enforcement hours to 10 p.m. Monday
through Saturday, which would mean four fewer hours of free on‑street parking downtown
each night, or 24 fewer evening hours of free on‑street parking each week.

"I approach this as a townie, and there are certain things you don't take away from a townie,
and one of those is free parking after 6 p.m.," said Council Member Zachary Ackerman, D‑3rd
Ward, expressing hesitations about the idea.

Parking meter enforcement hours in downtown
Ann Arbor could extend to 10 p.m.

http://www.mlive.com/
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However, Ackerman said he's open to having a conversation with the DDA to see if there are
good reasons to make changes that might benefit the city.

"And one of those is a very real amount of revenue that could come back to the city," he said.
"Right now we receive 17 percent of the parking system's revenue and that could increase as
we open up this contract."

The DDA, an arm of the city government, operates and maintains the city's public parking
system.

The parking agreement, last renegotiated in 2011, calls for 17 percent of all downtown parking
revenue to go to the city.

The DDA's budget for the upcoming fiscal year starting July 1 shows nearly $22 million in
anticipated downtown parking revenue.

The city has an interest in opening the parking agreement to discuss, among other items, a
potential upward modification of the 17 percent payment to the city.

No council members openly stated support for extending parking meter enforcement hours
Monday night, though it's an idea that's recommended in a new report that's driving the conversations that are starting to
happen.

The DDA recently received a new report following a downtown parking demand study conducted by Nelson/Nygaard Consulting
Associates Inc.

The report includes a variety of recommendations for improving the management of the parking system, including changes to
parking enforcement hours. That's recommended to align meter schedules with peak demand.

On‑street meters are currently enforced from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Saturday, ending precisely when the evening peak
begins to develop.

"At these times, downtown activity is dominated by visitors, and visits are primarily focused on arts/culture, dining, socializing,
and recreation," the report states.

"In such a context, motorists will tend to prioritize convenience over moderate cost savings in choosing where to park."

Making the most convenient spaces free at those times can be a great strategy for downtowns with struggling evening
economies, the report states.

"In a thriving evening economy, however, this creates a conflict between expectations of free and easy curb parking and the
reality that, unless one is willing to endure a prolonged search for such a space, paying to park in an off‑street space is much
more likely," the report states.

The report recommends adjusting the meter enforcement schedule to begin at 10 a.m., rather than 8 a.m., Monday through
Saturday, and extending enforcement hours past 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. Monday through Saturday.

Parking downtown is free on Sundays.

It currently costs $1.20 an hour to park in downtown public parking garages, and $1.60 an hour for most on‑street parking
spaces.

Short‑term parking demand is typically modest until close to noon, when the midday peak begins to develop, the study found.
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"This provides an opportunity to shift meter enforcement hours toward this peak, adding a meaningful period of free parking in
the mornings, while extending pricing into evenings to better maintain availability at these crucial times," the report states.

"Such a shift will underscore the connection between pricing and demand, offering free parking when availability can still be
maintained, and pricing to maintain access at all other times."

Council Member Jack Eaton, D‑4th Ward, was the lone vote against reopening the parking agreement.

Council Member Sabra Briere, D‑1st Ward, was absent.

Eaton said the idea of extending parking meter enforcement hours later into the evening is troubling to him.

"Rather than hire parking enforcement personnel, I'd like to see us hire some foot patrol police officers to make downtown a more
welcoming place, rather than a place that you're always on the edge of getting a $20 parking ticket," he said.

"There's a conflict there where we're turning our parking system into a profit center at the same time that we're failing to address
some significant problems we have downtown. I receive not infrequent complaints about young women not being able to walk
through downtown without being accosted, and we don't have a police presence there because that's not a serious crime."

He continued, "But on the other hand, we're going to turn people who fail to put enough change into a parking meter into civil
citations. That troubles me greatly."

The city has built two new downtown parking garages in recent years — the Library Lane underground garage off Fifth Avenue and
the First and Washington garage — but the parking system is still at or near capacity at times.

The Nelson/Nygaard study recommends an expansion of the Ann/Ashley parking garage on the west edge of downtown. The
garage was designed many years ago to accommodate up to three additional levels of parking.

"This structure is located in an area of downtown that has seen significant residential and commercial growth," the report states.
"The DDA is currently exploring options for realizing this expansion potential, including potential funding partners. Additional
floors could add as much as 375 spaces to this increasingly popular facility."

As another strategy to address parking demand, the report recommends piloting a public parking valet service.

"An on‑street public valet drop‑off/pickup station can greatly expand access to on‑street parking during high‑demand times," the
report states.

Another idea recommended for further study is expanding the DDA‑funded go!pass program, which provides bus passes good for
unlimited free rides to downtown employees, to target residential developments. The report recommends reaching out to Boulder
and other communities with residential pass programs.

The consultant's report also recommends exploring transitioning parking enforcement away from the city's police department to
the DDA.

"The most effective means of ensuring that parking enforcement remains closely aligned with management strategies and
objectives will be for the DDA to manage the enforcement program directly," the report states.

"A successful performance‑focused approach will, by design, lead to increased compliance and reduced parking citations. The
DDA is distinctly well‑positioned to appreciate the long‑term economic benefit of such a transition, which will be much greater
than any resulting loss in citation revenue."

Other ideas discussed in the report include free public wifi at the Blake Transit Center, evening use of the Community High School
parking lot for public parking, refinement of park‑and‑ride strategies, prioritizing improvements and street redesigns to facilitate
more bike commuting to downtown, as well as other strategies.
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Nelson/Nygaard recommends a multi‑year implementation strategy, starting with establishing a tiered rate structure for on‑
street parking in year one, with prime rates of $2.40 an hour at all ePark on‑street spaces, a base rate of $1.80 an hour for all
other spaces currently priced at $1.60 an hour, and $1.20 for all half‑price on‑street meter spaces currently priced at 80 cents an
hour.

The plan further recommends installing more ePark electronic pay stations, which the DDA already is planning to do.

Extending meter enforcement hours to 10 p.m. is recommended as a year‑two strategy, along with beginning to eliminate meter
time limits.

The plan also includes increasing monthly parking permit costs by about 20 percent in year one, and considering "pay as you go"
cards as alternatives to monthly permits.

Another recommendation is expanding transit options, including an express bus service from Ypsilanti to downtown Ann Arbor.

Between 2010 and 2014, the downtown population increased from 4,067 to 5,505, a total increase of 1,438 residents, the report
states.

Between 2014 and 2019, the population is projected to increase by another 2,225 residents, going up to 7,730, the report states.

"Many of these new residents will also be downtown employees," the report states, indicating residential growth will increase
parking demand as most downtown residents are likely to maintain at least one private vehicle.

Eaton said that seems to conflict with what he has heard about how dense downtown development will attract people who walk,
bike and use transit.

"We have a vision of our dense downtown that involves a lot of magical thinking about converting people from individual cars to
these other modes of transportation that's bumping into this reality that people don't actually do that," he said. "They're going to
demand a lot of downtown parking, and we've been basically allowing developers to build massive residential structures with
inadequate parking."

Eaton added, "And if we go forward and try to finance additional parking through extended hours of enforcement and other
measures, what we're basically doing is we're subsidizing the parking that we didn't require developers to include in the
developments that they're building. This is really troubling to me."

Council Member Kirk Westphal, D‑2nd Ward, spoke in favor of renegotiating the parking agreement with the DDA and considering
making some changes.

"Since this resolution is really just looking at discussing possible changes, I think it's a wise step, and I think generally having a
conversation about how we plan to allocate scarce resources like parking is a beneficial thing to do," he said.

"There's really solid evidence coming in from around the country about how cities handle this, and I'm open to the conversation."

Council Member Chip Smith, D‑5th Ward, echoed Westphal's remarks, saying the city can't treat the parking agreement as if it's
written in stone.

"We have to be able to adapt to new developing best practices, new technologies, changing conditions," he said. "And to not have
the conversation is, I think, a disservice to the larger community. While I expect a robust discussion amongst this body of policy
impacts that some of these changes might have, I think it's really important to always be open to talking about updating and
renegotiating agreements like this when conditions warrant."

Council Member Sumi Kailasapathy, D‑1st Ward, said she'd rather make changes to city ordinance to further limit tax revenues
going to the DDA, though she still voted for renegotiating the parking agreement Monday night.
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Council Member Jane Lumm, an independent from the 2nd Ward, said council members hear from residents about downtown
parking.

She stressed the importance of doing community engagement and seeking public input as the parking agreement is
renegotiated.

The resolution the council approved by a 9‑1 vote directs the city administrator or his designee to work with the DDA and to
recommend modifications to the terms of the parking agreement that promote the public interest.

The resolution was co‑sponsored by Mayor Christopher Taylor and Council Members Julie Grand, Graydon Krapohl, Chip Smith
and Kirk Westphal.

The parking agreement runs through June 2033, though the city or DDA can terminate it without cause in June 2022 with one‑
year notice.

Any changes to the agreement would require approval by both the City Council and the DDA board.

Ryan Stanton covers the city beat for The Ann Arbor News. Reach him at ryanstanton@mlive.com.
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