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BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION AGENDA 
MARCH 16, 2015 


MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 151 MARTIN 
7:30 P.M. 


 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


Stuart Lee Sherman, Mayor 
 


II. ROLL CALL 
Laura M. Pierce, City Clerk 
 


III. PROCLAMATIONS, CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS, AWARDS, APPOINTMENTS, 
RESIGNATIONS AND CONFIRMATIONS, ADMINISTRATION OF OATHS, INTRODUCTION 
OF GUESTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS. 


Appointments: 
A. Interviews for appointment to the Parks & Recreation Board. 
 1. Raymond A. Stevens, 1243 Ruffner 
 2. William Wiebrecht, 1714 Torry 


3. Ryan Ross, 1872 Derby 
B. To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-


year term to expire March 13, 2018. 
C. To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-


year term to expire March 13, 2018. 
D. To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-


year term to expire March 13, 2018. 
E. Interviews for appointment to the Planning Board.   
 1. Carroll DeWeese, 932 Purdy  
 2. J. Bryan Williams, 534 Graten 
 3. Gillian Lazar, 420 Harmon  
F. To appoint _______________________ as a regular member to serve a three-year term 


on the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 
G. To appoint _______________________ as a regular member to serve a three-year term 


on the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 
H. To appoint _______________________ as the building owner member to serve a three-


year term on the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 
I. Interviews for appointment to the Multi-Modal Transportation Board. 
 1. Andy Lawson, 1351 East Maple 
 2. Vionna Adams, 2109 Dorchester 
J. To appoint _____________ to the Multi-modal Transportation Board, as the member at 


large from different geographical areas of the city, to serve a three-year term to expire 
March 24, 2018.  


K. To appoint _____________ to the Multi-modal Transportation Board, as the pedestrian 
advocate member, to serve a three-year term to expire March 24, 2018. 


L. Administration of oath to the appointed board members. 
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IV. CONSENT AGENDA 
All items listed on the consent agenda are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one 
motion and approved by a roll call vote.  There will be no separate discussion of the items unless a 
commissioner or citizen so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the general order 
of business and considered under the last item of new business. 


A. Approval of City Commission minutes of February 23, 2015. 
B. Approval of warrant list, including Automated Clearing House payments, of February 25, 


2015 in the amount of $806,886.73. 
C. Approval of warrant list, including Automated Clearing House payments, of March 4, 


2015 in the amount of $3,214,875.06. 
D. Approval of warrant list, including Automated Clearing House payments, of March 11, 


2015 in the amount of $574,165.48. 
E. Resolution setting a public hearing date for April 13, 2015 to consider the Final Site 
 Plan & Special Land Use Permit Amendment at 203 Pierce – Toast Birmingham to add an 
 outdoor dining platform. 
F. Resolution awarding the Oak Street Paving Project, Contract #1-15(P), to FDM 
 Contracting, Inc., of Shelby Twp., MI, in the amount of $2,160,566.80, to be funded as 
 follows:  
 Sewer Fund     590-536.001-981.0100   $ 921,729.00  
 Water Mains Fund    591-537.004-981.0100   $ 343,870.00  
 Major Streets Fund    202-449.001-981.0100   $ 894,967.80  
 TOTAL                  $2,160,566.80  
 Further, approving the appropriations and budget amendments as follows:  
 Sewer Fund  
 Revenues:  
  Draw from Net Assets  590-000.000-400.0000   $ 740,000.00  
   Total Revenue Adjustments      $ 740,000.00  
 Expenditures:  
  Public Improvements   590-536.001-981.0100  $ 740,000.00 
   Total Expenditure Adjustments     $ 740,000.00 
G. Resolution approving a request from the Principal Shopping District to hold Day on the 
 Town in downtown Birmingham, July 25, 2015 contingent  upon compliance with all 
 permit and insurance requirements and payment of all fees and, further pursuant to any 
 minor  modifications that may be deemed necessary by  administrative staff at the 
 time of the event. 
H. Resolution approving a request from the Principal Shopping District to hold the Family 
 Movie Night on June 19, July 17, and August 7 in Booth Park, contingent upon 
 compliance with all permit and insurance requirements and payment of all fees and, 
 further pursuant to any minor modifications that may be deemed necessary by 
 administrative staff at the time of the event. 
I. Resolution approving a request from the Community House to hold ParkArt on June 26, 
 2015 in Shain  Park, contingent upon compliance with all permit and insurance 
 requirements and payment of all fees and, further pursuant to any minor modifications 
 that may be deemed necessary by administrative staff at the time of the event. 
J. Resolution awarding Contract #4-15(PK), Peabody and Chester Street Parking Structure 
 Restoration to DRV Contractors, LLC, of Shelby Twp., MI in the amount of 
 $1,012,155.00, to be charged as follows:  
  Peabody St. Structure  585-538.004-977.0000   $512,496.00  
  Chester St. Structure   585-538.006-977.0000   $499,659.00  
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K. Resolution authorizing the Mayor and Clerk to sign the amendment to the Quarton Lake 
Maintenance Dredging Project, Contract #12-12(M), reassigning the contract to Inland 
Lakes Landscaping Corp. at the previously agreed upon terms and prices. 


L. Resolution awarding the “Roof Replacement at the Springdale Clubhouse” project to 
Great Lakes Roofing, Incorporated for a total expenditure of $11,700, plus replacement 
of any damaged O.S.B. board at an additional cost of $1.50 per square foot, as needed. 
Further, authorizing the Mayor and City Clerk to sign the contract on behalf of the City 
upon the receipt of all required insurances.  Further, approving the appropriation and 
amendment to the 2014-2015 Springdale Golf Course Net Assets as follows: 


 Revenues: 
  Appropriation from Net Assets 584-000.000-400.0000   $  1,700.00 
   Total Revenues       $  1,700.00 
 Expenditures: 
  Public Improvements       584-753.002-981.0100   $  1,700.00 
   Total Expenditures       $  1,700.00 
M. Resolution authorizing the Mayor and Clerk to sign the agreement between Nowak & 
 Fraus Engineers and the City of Birmingham.  
 


V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
A. Resolution approving the renewal, for the 2015 licensing period, of the liquor license 
 held by the owners/operators of Bistro Joe’s, 34244 Woodward Ave.; Dick O’Dow’s, 160 
 West Maple; Cosi; 101 North Old Woodward; Social Kitchen & Bar, 225 East Maple. 
 


VI. NEW BUSINESS 
A. Public Hearing to consider the Sewer Lateral Replacement Special Assessment District – 


2015 Local Streets Paving Program. 
1. Resolution declaring necessity for the replacement of sewer laterals located 


within the limits of the 2015 Local Streets Paving Program.  The Public Hearing 
of Confirmation will be held on March 30, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. (complete resolution 
in agenda packet.) 


B. Resolution setting a public hearing of necessity for the installation of lateral sewers 
 within the Oak Street Paving Project area on Monday, April 13, 2015 at 7:30 P.M., 
 for. If  necessity is declared, setting a public hearing to confirm the roll for the 
 installation of  lateral sewers within the Oak Street Paving Project area for Monday, April 
 27, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. 
C. Public Hearing to consider a Lot Rearrangement at 640 Baldwin Ct. 


1. Resolution approving the proposed lot rearrangement at 640 Baldwin as 
proposed. 


      -OR- 
 2. Resolution denying the proposed lot rearrangement at 640 Baldwin as proposed,  
  based on the following conditions that adversely affect the interest of the public  
  and of the abutting property owners:___________________________________ 
D. Public Hearing to consider adopting a Development Plan and Tax Increment Financing 
 Plan – Corridor Improvement Authority. 


1. Resolution adopting the Development Plan  and Tax Increment Financing Plan 
for City of Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority. (complete resolution in 
agenda packet) 


E. Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee Final Report and Recommendations. 
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 Suggested Resolution A (Central Business District): 
 Resolution accepting the findings of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee 
 estimating that a deficit of 278 parking spaces is expected in the long term for 
 the north portion of the Central Business District, and a deficit of 427 parking 
 spaces is expected in the long term for the south portion of the Central Business 
 District, and directing staff to have a full topographic and boundary survey of the 
 existing conditions of the N. Old Woodward Ave. property prepared to assist with 
 all future plan preparation, and further, directing staff to provide for the creation 
 of an ad hoc steering committee to: 
 1. Consider the parking system’s overall parking demands and prioritize the  
  projects to finalize the Parking System’s expansion plan for the Central  
  Business District. 
 2. Determine the parameters of an expansion at the N. Old Woodward Ave.  
  Parking Structure site that will provide an appropriate number of parking  
  spaces, an extension of Bates St., provide additional development   
  opportunities and provide interaction with the adjacent City park land to  
  the north in accordance with the Downtown Birmingham 2016 report and  
  the Rouge River Trail Corridor Master Plans. 


 Suggested Resolution B (Triangle District): 
  Resolution accepting  the findings of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee that  


a parking facility of approximately 400 parking spaces in the long term is 
recommended to serve the north portion of the Triangle District, and a parking 
facility of approximately 600 to 700 parking spaces in the long term is 
recommended to serve the south portion of the Triangle District, and directing 
staff to pursue opportunities in the district for consideration, and further 
endorsing the recommendation that the parking assessment district for the 
Triangle District, once created, be extended north of Maple Rd. to include all 
commercial properties from Woodward Ave. to Adams Rd. 


F. Resolution accepting the Golf Report – 2014 Review – 2015 Prospectus. 
G. Resolution requesting to meet in closed session to discuss an attorney/client privilege 
 communication in accordance with Section 8(h) of the Open Meetings Act. 
(A roll call vote is required and the vote must be approved by a 2/3 majority of the 
commission. The commission will adjourn to closed session after all other business has been 
addressed in open session and reconvene to open session, after the closed session, for 
purposes of taking formal action resulting from the closed session and for purposes of 
adjourning the meeting.) 
 


VII. REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
 


VIII. COMMUNICATIONS 
A. Richard C. Rollins, 466 Aspen regarding W. Maple 
B. Michael Savoie, 2550 Covington Place, Bloomfield Village regarding Multi-Modal 


Transportation Plan 
 


IX. OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 


X. REPORTS 
A. Commissioner Reports 
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1. Notice of intention to appoint members to the Architectural Review Committee 
and Multi-Modal Transportation Board on April 13, 2015.   


B. Commissioner Comments 
C. Advisory Boards, Committees, Commissions’ Reports and Agendas 
 1. Birmingham Area Cable Board Annual Report 
D. Legislation 
E. City Staff 


 
XI. ADJOURN 


 
NOTICE:  Individuals requiring accommodations, such as mobility, visual, hearing, interpreter or other assistance, for 
effective participation in this meeting should contact the City Clerk's Office at (248) 530-1880 (voice), or (248) 644-
5115 (TDD) at least one day in advance to request mobility, visual, hearing or other assistance. 
 
Las personas que requieren alojamiento, tales como servicios de interpretación, la participación efectiva en esta 
reunión deben ponerse en contacto con la Oficina del Secretario Municipal al (248) 530-1880 por lo menos el día 
antes de la reunión pública. (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964). 
 
 
INFORMATION ONLY 
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPOINT TO THE 
PARKS & RECREATION BOARD 


At the regular meeting of Monday, March 16, 2015, the Birmingham City Commission intends 
to appoint three members to the Parks and Recreation Board to serve three-year terms to 
expire March 13, 2018. 


Interested citizens may submit an application available at the city clerk’s office or online at 
www.bhamgov.org/boardopportunities. Applications must be submitted to the city clerk's 
office on or before noon on Wednesday, March 11, 2015.  These applications will appear in 
the public agenda for the regular meeting at which time the City Commission will discuss 
recommendations, and may make nominations and vote on the appointments. 


Responsibilities 
The parks & recreation board consists of seven members who serve for three-year terms 
without compensation. The goal of the board is to promote a recreation program and a park 
development program for the city of Birmingham. 


The meetings are held the first Tuesday of the month at 6:30 P.M. 


NOTE: All members of boards and commissions are subject to the provisions of City of 
Birmingham City Code Chapter 2, Article IX, Ethics and the filing of the Affidavit and 
Disclosure Statement.   


SUGGESTED ACTION: 


To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-year 
term to expire March 13, 2018. 


To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-year 
term to expire March 13, 2018. 


To appoint ___________________ to the Parks & Recreation Board to serve a three-year 
term to expire March 13, 2018. 
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PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD
Article II, Section 78 
Seven members, Three-year Terms, Appointed by the City Commission 
Meetings held the first Tuesday of each month at 6:30 PM. 


Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Bordman Patricia


1091 Lake Park Dr.


(248)390-1091


pattybordman@gmail.com


Chairperson
3/13/20165/19/2014


Kaplan Ross


635 Oak


(248) 645-6526


rkaplan@neumannsmith.com


3/13/201710/22/2007


Longe Therese


1253 Yosemite


(248) 258-6744


(313) 745-0138


tmquattro@gmail.com


Vice Chairperson
3/13/20163/29/2004


Meehan John


656 Chester


(248) 644-5923


john.meehan@att.net


3/13/20173/18/2002


Ross Ryan


1872 Derby


(248) 705-6465


ryan.countryside@gmail.com


3/13/20155/21/2012
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Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Sarkisian Shahanna


931 Ridgedale Ave


(248) 854-0204


shahannaemma625@gmail.com


Student Representative
12/31/20152/9/2015


Stevens Raymond


1243 Ruffner


(248) 514-3740


rastevens2@yahoo.com


3/13/20154/15/1996


White Paige


964 N. Adams


(248) 840-7684


paigewhite16@yahoo.com


Student Representative
12/31/20152/9/2015


Wiebrecht William


1714 Torry


(248) 703-6503


billwiebrecht@wowway.com


3/13/201510/14/1991
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM


PARKS AND RECREATION BOARD


ATTENDANCE


2014


MEMBER NAME JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG *SEPT OCT NOV DEC


Total Mtg.         


Held


Total Mtg.        


Attended


%                             


Attended 


(P/0)


Therese Longe P P C P A P P P P/P P P P 12 11 92%


John Meehan P P C P P P A P P/P P P P 12 11 92%


Dominick Pulis P P C P


Ryan Ross P P C A P P P P P/P P P P 12 11 92%


Art Stevens P P C P P A P P P/A P A P 12 9 75%


Ross Kaplan A P C P P P A P A/P A P P 12 8 67%


Bill Wiebrecht P P C P P P P P P/P P P P 12 12 100%


Pat Bordman (nominated 5/19/2014) P P P P/P P P P 8 8 100%


Alex Cross, Student Representative A P A P A A/A A A A 10 2 20%


Scott Cusimano, Student Representative P P A P P P/P A P P 10 8 80%


KEY: A=ABSENT


          P= PRESENT


          C= MEETING CANCELLED


*SEPT 15TH JOINT MEETING WITH CITY COMMISSION
________________________________


Department Head Signature
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPOINT TO 
PLANNING BOARD 


At the regular meeting of Monday, March 16, 2015, the Birmingham City Commission intends 
to appoint two regular members to serve three-year terms to expire March 28, 2018 and one 
building owner member to serve a three-year term to expire March 28, 2018. Members must 
consist of an architect duly registered in this state, a building owner in the Central Business 
or Shain Park Districts, and the remaining members, insofar as possible, the legal profession, 
the financial or real estate profession, planning or design professions. Members must be 
electors of the City of Birmingham. 


Interested citizens may submit an application available at the city clerk’s office or online at 
www.bhamgov.org/boardopportunites.  Applications must be submitted to the city clerk's 
office on or before noon on Wednesday, March 11, 2015.  These applications will appear in 
the public agenda for the regular meeting at which time the City Commission will discuss 
recommendations, and may make nominations and vote on the appointments. 


PLANNING BOARD DUTIES 
The planning board consists of nine members who serve three-year terms without 
compensation.  The board meets at 7:30 P.M. on the second and fourth Wednesdays of each 
month to hear design reviews, zoning ordinance text amendments and any other matters 
which bears relation to the physical development or growth of the city. 


Specifically, the duties of the planning board are as follows: 
1. Long range planning
2. Zoning ordinance amendments
3. Recommend action to the city commission regarding special land use permits.
4. Site plan/design review for non-historic properties
5. Joint site plan/design review for non-residential historic properties
6. Rezoning requests.
7. Soil filling permit requests
8. Requests for opening, closing or altering a street or alley


NOTE: All members of boards and commissions are subject to the provisions of City of 
Birmingham City Code Chapter 2, Article IX, Ethics and the filing of the Affidavit and 
Disclosure Statement.   


SUGGESTED ACTION: 


To appoint _______________________ as a regular member to serve a three-year term on 
the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 


To appoint _______________________ as a regular member to serve a three-year term on 
the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 


To appoint _______________________ as the building owner member to serve a three-year 
term on the Planning Board to expire March 28, 2018. 
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PLANNING BOARD
Chapter 82 – Section 82-26 – Nine Members
Job Requirements:  An architect duly registered in this state, a building owner in the Central
Business or Shain Park Districts, and remaining members, insofar as possible, the legal
profession, the financial or real estate profession, planning or design professions. 
Terms: Three Years 
Appointment by City Commission 
Meeting Schedule:  Second and Fourth Wednesday of the month at 7:30 PM. 


Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Boyce Janelle


179 Catalpa


(248) 321-3207


jlwboyce@hotmail.com


3/28/201712/10/2007


Boyle Robin


840 Wimbleton


(248) 258-6456


(313) 577-2702


robinboyle@ameritech.net


Planner/Professor
3/28/20164/19/2004


Caspersen Scott


1688 Northlawn


(248) 540-4474


scottcaspersen@gmail.com


Student Representative
12/31/20152/9/2015


Clein Scott


1556 Yosemite


(248) 203-2068


s.clein@comcast.net


3/28/20163/22/2010


DeWeese Carroll


932 Purdy


(248) 642-4256


carrolldeweese@comcast.net


3/28/20153/23/2009
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Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Jeffares Stuart


1381 Birmingham Blvd


(248) 321-2120


stuartjeffares@gmail.com


Alternate
11/2/201711/24/2014


Koseck Bert


2441 Dorchester


(248) 248-302-4


bkoseck@comcast.net


(Architect) Design Professional
3/28/201710/12/2009


Laverty Andrea


445 South Cranbrook Rd


(248) 310-4418


andie41698@ail.com


Student Representative
12/31/20152/9/2015


Lazar Gillian


420 Harmon


(248) 645-1252


(248) 644-2500


glazar@hallandhunter.com


Building Owner in the Central Business
3/28/20154/10/2006


Share Daniel


1040 Gordon Lane


(248) 642-7340


dshare@bsdd.com


Alternate
11/2/201711/24/2014


Williams J. Bryan


534 Graten Street


(248) 647-1553


(248) 433-7289


jwilliams@dickinsonwright.com


attorney
3/28/20154/16/2007
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1/8/14 1/22/14 2/26/14 3/12/14 4/9/14 4/23/14 5/14/14 5/28/14 6/25/14 7/9/14 7/23/14 8/27/14 9/10/14 9/24/14 10/8/14 10/22/14 11/19/14 12/10/14  
Robin Boyle x x X A X X X X X (8:45) X (8:00) X (8:00) X X  A A  A   
Carroll DeWeese x x X X X X X X A X X X X X X A A X  
Scott Clein A x A X A x X X X X A A X X X X X X  
Bert Koseck A A X X X X X X (7:40) X X X X X X X X X X  
Gillian Lazar x x X A X X A A X X X X X X X X X A  
Janelle Whipple-Boyce x x X X X X X X X X X X X A X X X X  
Bryan Williams x x X X X X X X (left 7:40) X X A X X X X (left 7:35) X A X (left 9:07)  
Arshon Afrakhteh A A                  
Shelby Wilson X X X x A X A X (left 8:45) X X A X A X A X  
Jack Moore X (7:45) X A x A A A A A A X X X (left 9:45) A A X
Daniel Share A


PLANNING BOARD
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPOINT TO THE 
MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD 


At the regular meeting of Monday, March 16, 2015 the Birmingham City Commission intends 
to appoint two members to the Multi-modal Transportation Board to serve three-year terms 
to expire March 24, 2018.  


In so far as possible, the seven member committee shall be composed of the following: 
one pedestrian advocate member; one member with a mobility or vision impairment; one 
member with traffic-focused education and/or experience; one bicycle advocate member; 
one member with urban planning, architecture or design education and/or experience; and 
two members at large from different geographical areas of the city. Applicants must be 
electors or property owners in the City of Birmingham.  


Interested citizens may submit an application available at the city clerk’s office or online at 
www.bhamgov.org/boardopportunities. Applications must be submitted to the city clerk's 
office on or before noon on Wednesday, March 11, 2015.  These documents will appear in 
the public agenda for the regular meeting at which time the City Commission will discuss 
recommendations, and may make nominations and vote on appointments.  


Duties of the Multi-modal Transportation Board 
The purpose of the Multi-Modal Transportation Board shall be to assist in maintaining the 
safe and efficient movement of motorized and non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians on 
the streets and walkways of the city and to advise the city commission on the 
implementation of the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, including reviewing project phasing 
and budgeting. 


NOTE: All members of boards and commissions are subject to the provisions of City of 
Birmingham City Code Chapter 2, Article IX, Ethics and the filing of the Affidavit and 
Disclosure Statement.   


SUGGESTED ACTION: 
To appoint _____________ to the Multi-modal Transportation Board, as the member at 
large from different geographical areas of the city, to serve a three-year term to expire 
March 24, 2018. 


To appoint _____________ to the Multi-modal Transportation Board, as the pedestrian 
advocate member, to serve a three-year term to expire March 24, 2018. 
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        MULTI-MODAL 
TRANSPORTATION BOARD


Resolution No.  02-31-14 


In so far as possible, the seven member committee shall be composed of the following: one pedestrian 
advocate member; one member with a mobility or vision impairment; one member with traffic-focused 
education and/or experience; one bicycle advocate member; one member with urban planning, architecture 
or design education and/or experience; and two members at large from different geographical areas of the 
city. Board members shall be electors or property owners in the city. 


Term: Three years. 


The purpose of the Multi-Modal Transportation Board shall be to assist in maintaining the safe and efficient 
movement of motorized and non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians on the streets and walkways of the city 
and to advise the city commission on the implementation of the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, including 
reviewing project phasing and budgeting.  


Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Adams Vionna


2109 Dorchester


(202) 423-7445


vionnajones@gmail.com


Member at large from different 
geographical areas of the city.


Birmingham 48009


3/24/201512/15/2014


Bordman Stuart


1091 Lake Park


248-642-1091


sbordman@maddinhauser.com


Member at large from different 
geographical areas of the city.


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20177/14/2014


Edwards Lara


1636 Bowers


(734) 717-8914


lmedwards08@gmail.com


Member at large from different 
geographical areas of the city.


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20174/28/2014


Thursday, February 12, 2015 Page 1 of 2







Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Evans Daniel


1028 Suffield Ave


(248) 224-4699


djevans97@hotmail.com


Student Representative


Birmingham 48009


12/31/20152/9/2015


Lawson Andy


1351 E. Maple


(586) 944-6701


andlawson@deloitte.com


Pedestrian Advocate Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20154/28/2014


Mendel Rebecca


440 Madison


(248) 701-5801


beccamendel28@gmail.com


Student Representative


Birmingham 48009


12/31/20152/9/2015


Slanga Johanna


1875 Winthrop Lane


248-761-9567


jopardee@gmail.com


Traffic-Focus Education/Experience 
Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20165/5/2014


Surnow Jeff


320 Martin #100


248-865-3000


jeff@surnow.com


Bicycle Advocate Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20163/24/2014


Warner Amanda


671 E. Lincoln


248-719-0084


awarner@aol.com


Urban Planning/Architecture/Design 
Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20175/5/2014
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7/10/2014 10/2/2014
Johanna Slanga X X
Lara Edwards X X
Andy Lawson X A
Jeff Surnow X A
Amanda Warner X X
Adriana Tatuch A A
Stuart Bordman X
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION MINUTES 
FEBRUARY 23, 2015 


MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 151 MARTIN 
7:30 P.M.


I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Stuart Lee Sherman, Mayor, called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM. 


II. ROLL CALL
ROLL CALL: Present, Mayor Sherman 


Commissioner Dilgard 
Mayor Pro Tem Hoff  
Commissioner McDaniel 
Commissioner Moore  
Commissioner Nickita  
Commissioner Rinschler 


Absent,  None 


Administration:  City Manager Valentine, City Attorney Currier, Clerk Pierce, DPS Director Wood, 
City Planners Ecker and Baka, City Engineer O’Meara, Police Chief Studt, Deputy Police Chief 
Clemence, Finance Director Gerber 


III. PROCLAMATIONS, CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS, AWARDS, APPOINTMENTS,
RESIGNATIONS AND CONFIRMATIONS, ADMINISTRATION OF OATHS, INTRODUCTION
OF GUESTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS.


02-29-15 INTRODUCTION OF GUEST 
SENATOR KNOLLENBERG 


State Senator Marty Knollenberg discussed the state budget and the ballot proposal regarding 
road funding.  He noted that if the proposal passes, the revenue would not be available until 
October 1st.  He confirmed for Mayor Sherman that a Plan B is in the works should the proposal 
not pass. 


IV. CONSENT AGENDA
All items listed on the consent agenda are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one
motion and approved by a roll call vote.  There will be no separate discussion of the items unless a
commissioner or citizen so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the general order
of business and considered under the last item of new business.


02-30-15 APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA 
MOTION: Motion by Hoff, seconded by Rinschler: 
To approve the consent agenda as follows:  
A. Approval of City Commission minutes of February 9, 2015. 
B. Approval of warrant list, including Automated Clearing House payments, of February 11, 


2015 in the amount of $1,376,773.67. 
C. Approval of warrant list, including Automated Clearing House payments, of February 18, 


2015 in the amount of $1,772,024.97. 
D. Resolution accepting the resignation of Darlene Gehringer from the Historic District 


Commission and Design Review Board, thanking Ms. Gehringer for her service, and 
directing the Clerk to begin the process to fill the vacancy. 
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E. Resolution approving a request from the City of Birmingham to hold the In the Park 
Concerts on Wednesday evenings from June, 2015 through August, 2015 and the Band 
Jam on June 12, 2015 in Shain Park, contingent upon compliance with all permit and 
insurance requirements and payment of all fees, and, further, pursuant to any minor 
modifications that may be deemed necessary by administrative staff at the time of the 
event. 


F. Resolution approving the purchase of one (1) new Toro 648 Aerifier from Spartan 
Distributors, through the State of Michigan extendable purchasing contract 
#071B0200329 for a total expenditure of $23,445.77. Funds for this purchase are 
available in the Equipment Fund account #641-441.006-971.0100. 


G. Resolution approving the purchase of four (4) new Toro Workman MD Utility Vehicles 
from Spartan Distributors, through the State of Michigan extendable purchasing contract 
#071B0200329 for a total expenditure of $31,276.88. Spartan Distributors will purchase 
the four (4) used Toro Workman HDX vehicles from the City of Birmingham in the 
amount of $30,000. Funds for this purchase are available in the Equipment Fund, 
account #641.441.006-971.0100. 


H. Resolution approving the purchase of two (2) Toro 3150 riding greens mowers from 
Spartan Distributors, through the State of Michigan extendable purchasing contract 
#071B0200329 for a total expenditure not to exceed $67,977.62. Funds for this 
purchase are available in the equipment fund account #641-441.006-971.0100. 


I. Resolution approving the 2015 annual flower purchase from Gardens & Beyond/Croswell 
Greenhouse in the amount not to exceed $18,088.50. Funds are available from the 
General Fund – Property Maintenance – Operating Supplies account #101-441.003-
729.0000. 


J. Resolution setting a public hearing date for March 30, 2015 to consider the Final Site 
Plan and Special Land Use Permit at 2200 Holland, Mercedes-Benz, to construct a 
warehouse building over 6,000 sq. ft. 


K. Resolution approving the agreement with Kone, Inc. in the amount not to exceed 
$122,800.00 to perform the Baldwin Public Library Freight Elevator Renovation. Further, 
directing the Mayor and City Clerk to sign the agreement on behalf of the city, and 
further approving the appropriation and amendment to the 2014-2015 General Fund 
budget as follows: 
Revenue: 
Draw from Fund Balance   #101-000.000-400.0000  $122,800 


Total Revenue Adjustment $122,800 
Expenditure: 
City Property Maintenance- Library  #101-265.002-977.0000  $122,800 


Total Expenditure Adjustment $122,800 
L. Resolution awarding the 2015 Concrete Sidewalk Repair Program, Contract #7-


15(SW) to RDC Construction Services, LLC, of Southfield, MI, in the amount of 
$311,578.50, to be charged to the various accounts as detailed in the report; and 
further approving the appropriations and budget amendments as follows: 
Major Street Fund  
Revenues: 
Draw from fund balance   #202-000.000-400.0000 $ 15,000 


Total Revenue Adjustments $ 15,000 
Expenditures: 
Public Improvements    #202-449.001-981.0100  $ 15,000 


Total Expenditure Adjustments $ 15,000 
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Water Fund  
Revenues: 
Draw from net assets    #591-000.000-400.0000  $ 66,000 


Total Revenue Adjustments      $ 66,000 
Expenditures: 
Other Contractual Services   #591-537.004-811.0000  $  7,000 
Other Contractual Services   #591-537.005-811.0000  $ 59,000 


Total Expenditure Adjustments     $ 66,000 
M. Resolution awarding the 2015 Local Streets Paving Project, Contract #2-15(P), to 


DiPonio Contracting, Inc., of Shelby Twp., MI, in the amount of $2,859,049.00, to be 
funded as follows: 
Sewer Fund   590-536.001-981.0100 $  771,438.36 
Acacia Drain (Birmingham) 590-536.001-981.0100 $  100,156.00 
Acacia Drain (Beverly Hills) 590-536.001-981.6900 $  236,050.77 
Water Mains Fund  591-537.004-981.0100 $  549,270.00 
Local Streets Fund  203-449.001-981.0100 $  880,547.30 
Cummings St. Assessment 203-449.001-981.7000 $  321,586.57 


TOTAL      $2,859,049.00 
Further, approving the appropriations and budget amendments as follows: 
Local Street Fund 
Revenues: 
Draw from Fund Balance    #203-000.000-400.0000 $321,590  


Total Revenue Adjustments      $321,590 
Expenditures: 
Cummings St. Public Improvements  #203-449.001-981.7000 $321,590  


Total Expenditure Adjustments     $321,590 
N. Resolution setting a public hearing of necessity for the installation of lateral sewers 


within the 2015 Local Streets Paving Program area, with a voluntary option being made 
available for those properties on the long side of Henley Dr. and Putney Dr. on March 
16, 2015 at 7:30 PM.  If necessity is declared, setting a public hearing to confirm the roll 
for the installation of lateral sewers in the 2015 Local Streets Paving Project Program 
area on March 30, 2015. 


O. Resolution authorizing the Chief of Police to sign the Road Commission for Oakland 
County traffic control device cost agreement for the intersection of 14 Mile/Saxon and 
Southfield for signal modernization planned for the 2016-17 fiscal year. 


 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Yeas,  Commissioner Dilgard  


Mayor Pro Tem Hoff 
Commissioner McDaniel 
Commissioner Moore 
Commissioner Nickita 
Commissioner Rinschler 
Mayor Sherman  


Nays,   None 
Absent, None 
Abstentions, None 


 
V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 


 







4 February 23, 2015 


 


VI. NEW BUSINESS 
02-31-15  PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT AMENDMENT 
   ETON ACADEMY, 1755 & 1775 MELTON 
Mayor Sherman opened the Public Hearing at 7:40 PM to consider an amendment to the Special 
Land Use Permit for 1755 & 1775 Melton, Eton Academy. 
 
City Planner Baka explained the proposal to expand the existing school, add a one-story 
addition, and make minor changes to the front of the former church building which would 
include a screenwall to provide a restricted path between the two buildings.  He noted that a 
plan has been created for better circulation during pick up and drop off times. 
 
Mr. Baka confirmed for Mayor Pro Tem Hoff that the walkway between the two buildings is not 
enclosed. 
 
Robert Hewer, architect for the project, discussed the circulation plan and the landscape plan 
for pedestrian access. 
 
The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 7:50 PM. 
 
MOTION:  Motion by McDaniel, seconded by Rinschler: 
To approve the Final Site Plan and Special Land Use Permit Amendment at 1755 & 1775 Melton 
to allow the expansion of the Eton Academy into the former St. Columban Church building: 
WHEREAS, Eton Academy filed an application pursuant to Article 7, section 7.34 of Chapter 126, Zoning, 


of the City Code to expand the Eton Academy by renovating the former St. Columban Church 
for use as additional classrooms and offices and adding an addition to connect the school and 
former Church as well as modify the parking lot to improve student safety in a R-2 (Single 
Family Residential) zoning district in accordance Article 2, Section 2.01 and 2.21 of Chapter 
126, Zoning, of the City Code; 


 
WHEREAS,  The land for which the Special Land Use Permit Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan 


being sought is located on the south side of the existing Eton Academy; 
 
WHEREAS, The land is zoned R-2, which permits the use of a school with a Special Land Use Permit; 
 
WHEREAS, Article 7, section 7.34 of Chapter 126, Zoning requires a Special Land Use Permit Amendment 


to be considered and acted upon by the Birmingham City Commission, after receiving 
recommendations on the site plan and design from the Planning Board for the proposed 
Special Land Use; 


 
WHEREAS, The applicant submitted an application for a Special Land Use Permit Amendment and Revised 


Final Site Plan for Eton Academy; 
 
WHEREAS, The Planning Board on January 14, 2015 reviewed the application for a Special Land Use 


Permit Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan and recommended approval of the application; 
 
WHEREAS, The Birmingham City Commission has reviewed Eton Academy’s Special Land Use Permit 


Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan application and the standards for such review as set 
forth in Article 7, section 7.36 of Chapter 126, Zoning, of the City Code; 


 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED,The Birmingham City Commission finds the standards imposed 


under the City Code have been met, subject to the conditions below, and Eton Academy’s 
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application for a Special Land Use Permit Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan at 1755 and 
1775 Melton is hereby approved; 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Commission determines that to assure continued compliance 


with Code standards and to protect public health, safety, and welfare, this Special Land Use 
Permit Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan is granted subject to the following conditions: 


 
1. Eton Academy shall abide by all provisions of the Birmingham City Code; and 


 
2. The Special Land Use Permit may be canceled by the City Commission upon 


finding that the continued use is not in the public interest. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That failure to comply with any of the above conditions shall result in 


termination of the Special Land Use Permit. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Except as herein specifically provided, Eton Academy and its heirs, 


successors, and assigns shall be bound by all ordinances of the City of Birmingham in effect at 
the time of the issuance of this permit, and as they may be subsequently amended. Failure of 
Eton Academy to comply with all the ordinances of the City may result in the Commission 
revoking this Special Land Use Permit Amendment. 


 
MAY IT BE FURTHER RESOLVED that Eton Academy is recommended for Special Land Use Permit 


Amendment and Revised Final Site Plan to expand the Eton Academy by renovating the 
former St. Columban Church for use as additional classrooms and offices and adding an 
addition to connect the school and former Church as well as modify the parking lot to improve 
student safety at 1755 & 1775 Melton, subject to final inspection. 


 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
02-32-15  PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT AMENDMENT 
   GRIFFIN CLAW, 563 & 575 SOUTH ETON 
Mayor Sherman opened the Public Hearing at 7:51 PM to consider an amendment to the Special 
Land Use Permit for 563 & 575 S. Eton, Griffin Claw.  
 
City Planner Baka presented the proposal to construction an accessory building for additional 
storage space, expand the outdoor seating area, and add a new entrance feature to the back of 
the building.  He noted that the proposal will reduce the number of parking spaces by eighteen, 
however the establishment will still be in compliance with the parking requirement with the 
seventy-eight remaining parking spaces.  Mr. Baka confirmed that the ordinance does not 
require additional parking spaces for outdoor dining. 
 
The Commission discussed the parking situation.  Commissioner Moore suggested the ordinance 
regarding parking requirements be reviewed specific to outdoor dining.   
 
Norm LePage, owner, suggested ideas to mitigate the parking issues in the neighborhood.  He 
explained that emphasis will be placed on using the back door entrance.  He noted that there is 
an agreement with Robot Garage to use each other’s parking at the off-times.  He suggested 
table tents be placed on the tables and a sign at the entrance of the parking lot to inform 
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patrons that parking is available at the Robot Garage.  He noted that he is in discussion with 
Whistle Stop to utilize their parking.   
 
The Commission discussed on-street parking and striping the parking on Palmer Street.  The 
Commission suggested the employees be required to park in the Big Rock parking structure.   
 
Sara Jacobs, Robot Garage, expressed support of the proposal. 
 
Brian Renner, Bowers, noted that the Robot Garage has signage for their parking only.  He 
noted that the parking is worse in the spring and summer.  He commented on the limited 
amount of parking in the Eton Corridor. 
 
Ron Glaser, Webster, expressed concern with the proposal and parking on Eton Street. 
 
Barbara McIntosh, Bowers, noted that the employees were supposed to park in the structure 
eighteen months ago.  She suggested valet parking be used.  She noted that she will be 
requesting permit parking on Bowers as the parking situation is bad. 
 
The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 8:55 PM. 
 
Dan Soretta commented on the noise in the neighborhood from a private party at the 
restaurant last year.  He expressed concern that the outdoor seating would cause additional 
disturbance in the neighborhood. 
 
The Commission agreed that the conditions for shared parking, signage, and location of 
employee parking be incorporated into the Special Land Use Permit. 
 
MOTION: Motion by Hoff, seconded by Rinschler: 
To approve the Final Site Plan and Special Land Use Permit Amendment at 563 & 575 S. Eton, 
Griffin Claw Brewery, to construct an accessory building, expand the outdoor dining area, build 
a canopy over the loading dock and add a new entrance feature to the back of the building; 
subject to the following conditions:  


 that there is signage for shared parking not limited to the Robot garage;  
 develop signage to direct patrons to shared parking;  
 if needed Griffin Claw personnel to direct patrons to shared parking;  
 mandate that employees park in the parking structure at Big Rock;  
 and to stripe Palmer to maximize parking. 


WHEREAS, Griffin Claw Brewing Company filed an application pursuant to Article 7, section 7.34 of 
Chapter 126, Zoning, of the City Code to construct an accessory building to provide additional storage, 
expand the outdoor seating, build a canopy over the loading dock for weather protection and add a new 
entrance feature to the back of the building; 
 
WHEREAS, The land for which the Special Land Use Permit Amendment is sought is located on the east 


side of S. Eton Street, between Palmer and Holland Streets, in Birmingham; 
 
WHEREAS, The land is zoned MX, and is located within the Rail District, which allows an eclectic mix of 


small scale commercial, light industrial and residential uses; 
 
WHEREAS, Article 7, section 7.34 of Chapter 126, Zoning requires a Special Land Use Permit to be 


considered and acted upon by the Birmingham City Commission, after receiving 
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recommendations on the Site Plan and Design from the Planning Board for the proposed 
Special Land Use Permit Amendment; 


 
WHEREAS, The Planning Board on January 14, 2015 voted to recommend approval of the applicant’s 


request for Final Site Plan and a Special Land Use Permit Amendment to the City Commission 
for the Griffin Claw Brewing Company at 563 & 575 S. Eton with the following conditions: 


 
1)  The applicant complies with the comments/suggestions made by the various 


departments and addresses the width of the parking lot access lane in front of the barrel 
house, subject to administrative approval. 


 
WHEREAS, The applicant has agreed to comply with all conditions for approval as recommended by the 


Planning Board on January 14, 2015; 
 
WHEREAS, The Birmingham City Commission has reviewed the Griffin Claw Brewing Company’s Special 


Land Use Permit Amendment application and the standards for such review as set forth in 
Article 7, section 7.36 of Chapter 126, Zoning, of the City Code; 


 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, The Birmingham City Commission finds the standards imposed 


under the City Code have been met, subject to the conditions below, and that the Griffin 
Claw Brewing Company application for a Special Land Use Permit Amendment to construct an 
accessory building to provide additional storage, expand the outdoor seating, build a canopy 
over the loading dock for weather protection and add a new entrance feature to the back of 
the building at 563 & 575 S. Eton Street is hereby approved. 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Commission determines that to assure continued compliance 


with Code standards and to protect public health, safety, and welfare, this Special Land Use 
Permit is granted subject to the following conditions: 


 
1. Griffin Claw Brewing Company shall abide by all provisions of the Birmingham 


City Code; 
 


2. The Special Land Use Permit may be canceled by the City Commission upon 
finding that the continued use is not in the public interest; 


 
3. The hours of operation for outdoor dining shall cease at 11:00 p.m. Sunday 


through Thursday; and 
 


4. Griffin Claw Brewing Company shall provide for  the removal of disposable 
materials resulting from the operation and maintain the area in a clean and 
orderly condition by providing the necessary employees to guarantee this 
condition, and by the placement of a trash receptacle in the outdoor seating 
area. 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That failure to comply with any of the above conditions shall result in 


termination of the Special Land Use Permit. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Except as herein specifically provided, Griffin Claw Brewing Company and its 


heirs, successors, and assigns shall be bound by all ordinances of the City of Birmingham in 
effect at the time of the issuance of this permit, and as they may be subsequently amended. 
Failure of Griffin Claw Brewing Company to comply with all the ordinances of the city may 
result in the Commission revoking this Special Land Use Permit. 
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In response to a question from Mayor Pro Tem Hoff, Norm LePage stated that he agrees to the 
conditions that were verbalized. 
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
The Commission agreed to direct the Multi-Modal Transportation Board to review the parking 
situation in this area. 
 
Alice Cole, Hazel, stated that she has previously contacted the Police Department regarding the 
noise. 
 
The Commission received communications expressing concern with the proposal from the 
following individuals: 


 Jason Folt, 1989 Bowers 
 Brian Renner, 1971 Bowers 
 Jerry Yaldoo 


 
02-33-15  PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT AMENDMENT 
   SHELL GAS STATION, 33588 WOODWARD AVE 
Mayor Sherman opened the Public Hearing at 9:20 PM to consider an amendment to the Special 
Land Use Permit for 33588 Woodward, Shell Gas Station. 
 
City Planner Ecker explained that the applicant submitted a brownfield plan seeking 
reimbursement of funds for the cleanup of the site.  The brownfield plan showed some 
significant contamination on site.  The cleanup proposed still left some contamination issues of 
soil and vapor.  After reviewing the plan, the city attorney suggested language be inserted into 
the Special Land Use Permit (SLUP) that deals with the cleanup of the site.  She stated that the 
concern is the contamination of site and how far it has flowed off site.   
 
Jeff Haynes, City Attorney, explained that MDEQ had flagged this site as a more serious site 
amongst those they have seen and have committed funds to do further investigation.  The 
applicant has agreed to do soil gas testing to determine if there are vapors coming off of the 
contamination that would be a problem inside the building.  He stated that the SLUP conditions 
require contaminated soil be removed from the site and a system to remove the vapors be 
installed if it is found to be necessary.  This would be done concurrent with the construction.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Rinschler, Mr. Haynes explained that the 
proposed excavation in the brownfield plan was not going to be sufficient to remedy the major 
problems of the site.  The current owner, under the current law is not liable for cleanup.  It was 
advantageous to talk with the owner about increasing the scope of the remediation and using 
TIF funds.  He confirmed that the language in the SLUP binds the current owner.  He noted that 
the owner has agreed to this. 
 
Ann Jamison, AKT Peerless, explained that if the MDEQ does not identify a viable liable party 
and additional contamination is identified offsite, the refined petroleum fund can be utilized by 
the MDEQ.  If any contamination is found off-site, the current owner under his due care 
obligations will clean up his portion and the state could step in and address anything that had 
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potentially gone off-site.  She explained for Commissioner McDaniel that the next step is to get 
vertical and horizontal schematics.   
 
The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 9:41 PM. 
 
MOTION:  Motion by Rinschler, seconded by Moore: 
To approve an amendment to the Special Land Use Permit to add environmental cleanup 
provisions to the Special Land Use Permit resolution for 33588 Woodward – Shell Gas Station:  
WHEREAS, a Citgo gasoline station with a convenience store was previously in operation on the site until 


January 2014, operated under a valid Special Land Use Permit, 
 
WHEREAS, B5 Investment LLC has now applied for a Special Land Use Permit, to operate a gasoline 


service station with 24 hour operation, along with a convenience store operating with an 
SDM liquor license and a Dunkin Donuts store on site at 33588 Woodward, 


 
WHEREAS, The land for which the Special Land Use Permit is sought is located at the southeast corner of 


Woodward Ave. and Chapin Ave., 
 
WHEREAS, The land is zoned B-2B General Business, which permits a gasoline service station with a 


convenience store with a Special Land Use Permit, 
 
WHEREAS, Article 7, section 7.34 of Chapter 126, Zoning, requires a Special Land Use Permit to be 


considered and acted upon by the Birmingham City Commission, after receiving 
recommendations on the site plan and design from the Planning Board for the proposed 
Special Land Use, 


 
WHEREAS, The applicant now requests a Special Land Use Permit to allow for the redevelopment of the 


site, including the construction of a new gas pump canopy with LED lighting, expansion and 
repair of the existing building, signage changes, as well as pedestrian improvements on the 
site, such application having been filed pursuant to Article 7, section 7.34 of Chapter 126, 
Zoning of the City Code, 


 
WHEREAS, The Planning Board reviewed the proposed Special Land Use Permit on August 27, 2014 at 


which time the Planning Board voted to recommend approval of the Final Site Plan and SLUP 
to the City Commission with the following conditions: 


 
1. The applicant must reduce the max/min foot candle levels in the parking/drive area to 


20/1 or obtain a variance from the BZA; 
2. The applicant addresses all department concerns as outlined in the report subject to 


administrative approval; 
3. All mechanical equipment must be fully screened; 
4. The Planning Board approves the use of non-cutoff fixtures to up light the facade as 


proposed tonight; 
5. Full brick is allowed and permitted as indicated tonight. 


 
WHEREAS, The applicant has agreed to comply with all conditions for approval as recommended by the 


Planning Board on August 27, 2014, 
 
WHEREAS, The Birmingham City Commission has reviewed the B5 Investments LLC Special Land Use 


Permit application as well as the standards for such review as set forth in Article 7, section 
7.34 of Chapter 126, Zoning of the City Code, 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the previous Special Land Use Permit in effect for the 
operation of the former Citgo gasoline station at 33588 Woodward is hereby terminated. 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Birmingham City Commission finds the standards imposed on B5 


Investments LLC under the City Code have been met, subject to the conditions below and B5 
Investments LLC’s application for a Special Land Use Permit to operate a gasoline service 
station with 24 hour operation, along with a convenience store operating with an SDM liquor 
license and a Dunkin Donuts store on site at 33588 Woodward, is hereby approved, subject 
to the attached site plan, and subject to the following conditions: 


 
1. The applicant must reduce the max/min foot candle levels in the parking/drive area to 


20/1 or obtain a variance from the BZA; 
2. The applicant addresses all department concerns as outlined in the report subject to 


administrative approval; 
3. All mechanical equipment must be fully screened; 
4. The Planning Board approves the use of non-cutoff fixtures to up light the facade as 


proposed tonight; 
5. Full brick is allowed and permitted as indicated tonight. 


 
The City requires (1) removal of all soil containing contaminant constituent concentrations 
exceeding the Part 201/Part 213 Csat criteria “soil saturation concentration screening levels” from 
Table 2. Soil Residential Part 201 General Cleanup Criteria and Screening Levels/Part 213 Risk-
based Screening Levels, dated December 30, 2013, as amended, identified in the Baseline 
Environmental Assessment dated December 23, 2013, prepared by PM Environmental, or in 
subsequent investigations or reports (a) at the site, and (b) at properties adjacent to or near the 
site, verified by an environmental consultant acceptable to the City, and (2) implementation of 
other presumptive remedies, if necessary, including, but not limited to, vapor intrusion remedies, 
as approved by Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), that are protective of 
applicable indoor air inhalation concentrations, both concurrent with proposed construction at the 
site. 


 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That failure to comply with any of the above conditions shall result in 


termination of the Special Land Use Permit. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Except as herein specifically provided, the B5 Investments LLC Company and 


its heirs, successors and assigns shall be bound by all ordinances of the City of Birmingham 
in effect at the time of the issuance of this permit, and as they may be subsequently 
amended. Failure of B5 Investments LLC to comply with all the ordinances of the City, may 
result in the Commission revoking this Special Land Use Permit. 


 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
02-34-15  2014 LIQUOR LICENSE REVIEW AND  


2015 LIQUOR LICENSE RENEWALS 
City Clerk Pierce explained that there are thirty-two establishments operating with a Class C 
liquor license, one establishment operating with a Class B Hotel License and one establishment 
operating with a micro-brewery license.  She explained that City staff and the Oakland County 
Health Department, performs annual inspections on each establishment. 
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She noted that the establishments where violations were found received notification of the 
violation.  Staff will continue to work with these establishments to clear up any outstanding 
violations.  Ms. Pierce explained that the Commission may approve the renewal of all the 
licenses or set a Public Hearing to consider the objection to the renewal of one or more licenses 
based on specific reasons as stated in the City Code. 
 
The Commission discussed the establishments with year round outdoor dining.  Mayor Pro Tem 
Hoff pointed out that those operating only half of the year are at a disadvantage to those 
operating a full year.   
 
The Commission expressed concern with the establishments which are delinquent in their water 
and tax bills and have made no attempt to make a payment.  Mayor Sherman noted that one 
establishment has not fully complied with the terms of the Special Land Use Permit.  Ms. Ecker 
confirmed that the establishment did contact her and they are researching lighting in order to 
be compliant. 
 
MOTION:  Motion by Hoff, seconded by Rinschler: 
To set a public hearing for 7:30 PM on Monday, March 16, 2015 in the City Commission Room 
at the Birmingham Municipal Building, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009, to consider whether 
to file an objection with the Michigan Liquor Control Commission to the renewal of the license 
for consumption of intoxicating liquor on the premises currently held by the owners/operators 
of Bistro Joe’s, 34244 Woodward, for the following reasons: Licensee's failure to timely pay its 
taxes or other monies due the city. (Section 10-40(7)); with the understanding that the Public 
Hearing would be cancelled if the licensee is no longer delinquent.   
Further, to direct the City Manager to notify the owners/operators of Bistro Joe’s, in writing, 
that they may submit any written material for consideration by the City Commission prior to the 
date of the public hearing or at the hearing, that the licensee may appear in person at the 
hearing or be represented by counsel and that the licensee may present witnesses or written 
evidence at the hearing.   
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
MOTION:  Motion by Hoff, seconded by Rinschler: 
To set a public hearing for 7:30 PM on Monday, March 16, 2015 in the City Commission Room 
at the Birmingham Municipal Building, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009, to consider whether 
to file an objection with the Michigan Liquor Control Commission to the renewal of the license 
for consumption of intoxicating liquor on the premises currently held by the owners/operators 
of Cosi, 101 North Old Woodward, for the following reasons: Licensee's failure to timely pay its 
taxes or other monies due the city. (Section 10-40(7)); with the understanding that the Public 
Hearing would be cancelled if the licensee is no longer delinquent.   
Further, to direct the City Manager to notify the owners/operators of Cosi, in writing, that they 
may submit any written material for consideration by the City Commission prior to the date of 
the public hearing or at the hearing, that the licensee may appear in person at the hearing or 
be represented by counsel and that the licensee may present witnesses or written evidence at 
the hearing.   
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 
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Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
MOTION:  Motion by Hoff, seconded by Nickita: 
To set a public hearing for 7:30 PM on Monday, March 16, 2015 in the City Commission Room 
at the Birmingham Municipal Building, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009, to consider whether 
to file an objection with the Michigan Liquor Control Commission to the renewal of the license 
for consumption of intoxicating liquor on the premises currently held by the owners/operators 
of Dick O’Dow’s, 160 West Maple, for the following reasons: Licensee's failure to timely pay its 
taxes or other monies due the city. (Section 10-40(7)); with the understanding that the Public 
Hearing would be cancelled if the licensee is no longer delinquent.   
Further, to direct the City Manager to notify the owners/operators of Dick O’Dow’s, in writing, 
that they may submit any written material for consideration by the City Commission prior to the 
date of the public hearing or at the hearing, that the licensee may appear in person at the 
hearing or be represented by counsel and that the licensee may present witnesses or written 
evidence at the hearing.   
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
MOTION:  Motion by Hoff, seconded by Dilgard: 
To set a public hearing for 7:30 PM on Monday, March 16, 2015 in the City Commission Room 
at the Birmingham Municipal Building, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009, to consider whether 
to file an objection with the Michigan Liquor Control Commission to the renewal of the license 
for consumption of intoxicating liquor on the premises currently held by the owners/operators 
of Social Kitchen & Bar, 225 East Maple, for the following reasons: Licensee's failure to comply 
with the terms of its liquor license or any conditions imposed by the city commission or the 
liquor control commission at the time of issuance or transfer of the license (Section 10-40(5)) 
and   Licensee's failure to comply with all standards and plans established and approved by the 
city commission at the time of original approval or transfer of the license. (Section 10-40(6)) 
Further, to direct the City Manager to notify the owners/operators of Social Kitchen & Bar, in 
writing, that they may submit any written material for consideration by the City Commission 
prior to the date of the public hearing or at the hearing, that the licensee may appear in person 
at the hearing or be represented by counsel and that the licensee may present witnesses or 
written evidence at the hearing.   
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
 
MOTION:   Motion by Rinschler, seconded by Hoff: 
To approve the renewal for the 2015 licensing period, of all Class B and Class C liquor licenses 
for which a current year application was received, except for the license(s) held by Bistro Joe’s, 
Cosi, Dick O’Dow’s, and Social Kitchen & Bar, for which a public hearing has been set. 
 
VOTE:  Yeas, 7 


Nays, None  
  Absent, None 
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02-35-15  CLOSED SESSION REQUEST 
   PENDING LITIGATION 
MOTION: Motion by Nickita, seconded by Rinschler: 
To meet in closed session to review pending litigation regarding Mary Haney v City of 
Birmingham pursuant to Section 8(e) of the Open Meetings Act.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Yeas,  Mayor Pro Tem Hoff 


Commissioner McDaniel 
Commissioner Moore 
Commissioner Nickita 
Commissioner Rinschler 
Commissioner Dilgard  
Mayor Sherman  


Nays,   None 
Absent, None 
Abstentions, None 


 
VII. REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 


 
VIII. COMMUNICATIONS 


 
IX. OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 


 
X. REPORTS 


02-36-15  COMMISSIONER REPORTS 
The Commission intends to appoint members to the Historic District Commission and Design 
Review Board on March 16, 2015. 
 
02-37-15  CITY STAFF REPORTS 
The Commission received the Second Quarter Investment Report submitted by Finance 
Director/Treasurer Gerber. 
 
The Commission received the Second Quarter Financial Report, submitted by Finance 
Director/Treasurer Gerber. 
 
The Commission recessed to closed session at 10:08 PM. 
The Commission reconvened in open session at 10:28 PM. 
 


XI. ADJOURN 
The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 10:28 PM. 
 
 
 
Laura M. Pierce 
City Clerk 








Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


02/25/2015


03/16/2015


250.0023RD DISTRICT COURT004133*233084


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233085


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233086


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233087


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233088


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233089


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233090


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233091


575.006TH CIRCUIT COURT000146*233092


139.00ABEL ELECTRONICS INC002284233093


50.00BOB ADAMS TOWING INC.000157233094


200.00ALLIED SIGNS INCMISC233095


1,580.00ALLTRONICS SYSTEMS LTD006686233096


1,230.00AMERICAN PUBLIC WORKS ASSOCIATIONMISC*233097


637.19APPLIED IMAGING007033233098


200.00ARK ENTERPRISES INCMISC233099


140.00ARTECH PRINTING INC000500233100


900.00BABI CONSTRUCTION INCMISC233101


382,186.25THE BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON005214233102


137.79MATTHEW J. BARTALINO003839*233103


193.42BEVERLY HILLS ACE007345233104


141,749.63VILLAGE OF BEVERLY HILLS002974*233105


123.42BILLINGS LAWN EQUIPMENT002231233106


100.00BIRMINGHAM OIL CHANGE CENTER LLCMISC233107


469.95CITY OF BIRMINGHAM001086*233108


196.62BLOOMFIELD TWP FIRE DEPT002982233109


100.00BOBSON CONSTRUCTION CO.MISC233110


230.88BRIMAR007664233111


300.00BUDDEN, DOUGLAS AMISC233112


88.46KATHRYN BURRICK001137*233113


6.00CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM002067233115


2,320.00CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM002067233116


960.00CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM002067233117


6.00CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM002067233118


30.00CENTRAL PARKING SYSTEM002067233119


58.05CINTAS CORPORATION000605233120


148.38MARK CLEMENCE000912*233122


101.88COMCAST007625*233123


8,215.75CONSUMERS ENERGY000627*233124


40.00CPR SAVERS & FIRST AID LLC007634233125


200.00DESIGNER HOMES INCMISC233126


95.00RONALD L. DIX007498*233128


1,000.00DJL2 LLCMISC233129


4B







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


       AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


02/25/2015


03/16/2015


22,629.32 DTE ENERGY000179*233130


9,492.35 DTE ENERGY000180*233131


68.00 ENGRAVING SPECIALISTS INC001292233132


11,285.00 ETNA SUPPLY001495233133


100.00 EVER-DRY OF SOUTHEASTERN MIMISC233134


5.12 FEDEX OFFICE004514233135


1,900.00 GEORGETOWN BUILDING COMPANY LLCMISC233136


114.00 GREAT AMERICAN BUSINESS PRODUCTS004983233137


1,900.00 GREAT LAKES CUSTOM BUILDER LLCMISC233138


126.21 HALT FIRE INC001447233140


28,233.37 J.H. HART URBAN FORESTRY000261233141


30.50 HAYES GRINDING001672233142


1,089.18 HOME DEPOT CREDIT SERVICES001956*233143


200.00 HURON SIGN COMISC233144


40.00 INTERSTATE BATTERY SYSTEM000342233145


200.00 ITALY AMERICAN CONSTRUCTION COMISC233146


748.71 J & B MEDICAL SUPPLY002407233147


3,872.12 J.T. EXPRESS, LTD.000344233148


149.06 JOE'S AUTO PARTS, INC.003458233149


500.00 KASTLER CONSTRUCTION  INCMISC233150


300.00 KEVIN N. RIZE006982233151


14.98 KROGER COMPANY000362233152


155.00 KROPF MECHANICAL SERVICE COMPANY005876233153


54.50 L-3 GCS005327233154


450.00 LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMENT INC006817233155


900.00 LIVE WELL CUSTOM HOMES LLCMISC233156


94.00 LSL PLANNING, INC.005286*233157


60.00 MAPERS001106*233158


170.60 MICHIGAN MUNICIPAL LEAGUE000377233159


175.00 STATE OF MICHIGAN002809*233160


57.00 NYE UNIFORM COMPANY006359233162


207.00 OAKLAND CO PARKS & REC COMMISSIONMISC233163


465.14 OFFICE DEPOT INC000481233164


100.00 PELLA WINDOWS & DOORS, INC.MISC233165


340.76 PEPSI COLA001753*233166


100.00 PETER E COATSMISC233167


250.89 PRINTING SYSTEMS INC000897233168


200.00 RENEWAL BY ANDERSONMISC233169


289.86 ED RINKE CHEVROLET BUICK GMC000493233170


89.34 MIKE SAVOIE CHEVROLET INC000230233172


2,000.00 SCOTT JACOBSONMISC*233173


200.00 SIGNGRAPHIX INCMISC233174


200.00 SIGNS NOWMISC233175







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


       AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


02/25/2015


03/16/2015


57,917.00 SOCRRA000254*233176


300.00 SOUTHWICK BUILDINGMISC233177


83.59 SPEEDWAY SUPERAMERICA LLC001369*233178


5,000.00 T G HOMES LLCMISC233179


200.00 TRADEMARK SERVICES LLCMISC233180


1,000.00 TROWBRIDGE HOMESMISC233181


419.89 UNIVERSITY PRODUCTS INC000821233182


285.69 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233183


130.76 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233184


61.25 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233185


100.00 WALLSIDE INCMISC233186


710.50 WASHINGTON ELEVATOR CO, INC006285233187


2,113.00 WHITTIER BUILDING COMPANY LLCMISC233188


425.25 LINDSAY WILLEN007355*233189


106.66 WOLVERINE005112233190


4,829.00 WRIGHT TOOL COMPANY000926233191


*-Indicates checks released in advance and prior to commission approval in order to avoid penalty
or to meet contractual agreement/obligation.


Mark Gerber
Finance Director/ Treasurer


$806,886.73Grand Total:


Sub Total ACH:


All bills, invoices and other evidences of claim have been audited and approved for payment.


Sub Total Checks: $708,898.27


$97,988.46
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3/16/2015


Vendor Name
Transfer 


 Date
Transfer
 Amount


Automated Benefit Services, Inc. 2/18/2015 10,540.21
Automated Benefit Services, Inc. 2/20/2015 87,448.25


TOTAL 97,988.46


 


                              City of Birmingham
ACH Warrant List Dated 2/25/2015








Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/04/2015


03/16/2015


518.8121ST CENTURY MEDIA- MICHIGAN005430233192


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233193


100.0048TH DISTRICT COURT000855*233194


436.86A&M SERVICE CENTER007688233195


1,241.12ABDALLA KHOURDAJI &MISC*233196


110.00ABEL ELECTRONICS INC002284233197


900.00ANTHONY PAUL SCIGLIANOMISC233198


296.00ARTECH PRINTING INC000500233199


186.26AT&T006759*233200


55.50AT&T007216*233201


1,611.50BEAR PACKAGING & SUPPLY INC001282233202


180.00BEAUMONT HEALTH SYSTEM007009233203


621.65BEVERLY HILLS ACE007345233204


95.60BILLINGS LAWN EQUIPMENT002231233205


138.85THE BLIND FACTORY INC002588233206


39.36BOUND TREE MEDICAL, LLC003526233207


214.50LISA MARIE BRADLEY003282*233208


200.00BRANDON LAWSONMISC233209


200.00BUILDING IDEALS INCMISC233210


443.25BURCO PROMOTIONAL PRINTING006679233211


50.00CHRISTOPHER CATON000598*233212


100.00CHRISTINE DALTONMISC233213


300.00CICHOSKI, MATTHEW DAVIDMISC233214


94.51CINTAS CORPORATION000605*233215


4,844.39CLIFFORD W LUNNEY &MISC*233216


309.49COFFEE BREAK SERVICE, INC.004188*233217


225.44COMCAST007625*233218


28.98COMPLIANCE ASSISTANCE007691233219


661.00CONTRACTORS CONNECTION001367233220


1,000.00CRANBROOK CONTRACTUAL SERVICESMISC233221


380.00WM. CROOK FIRE PROTECTION CO.002088*233222


4,285.11CUTWATER INVESTOR SERVICES CORP.006343*233223


1,171.55CYNERGY WIRELESS004386233224


900.00DAN LYNCHMISC233225


25.00DENNIS BROWN HVACMISC233226


125.94DETROIT CHEMICAL & PAPER SUPPLY007359233227


5,000.00DJL3 LLCMISC233228


100.00DJL3 LLCMISC233229


1,180.04JACK DOHENY SUPPLIES INC000186*233230


284.76DOWNRIVER REFRIGERATION000190233231


317.81DTE ENERGY000179*233232


45,239.63DTE ENERGY000180*233233


7,177.07DTE ENERGY COMPANY005322*233234


4C







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/04/2015


03/16/2015


4,500.00DUANY PLATER-ZYBERK & CO.002375233235


660.00EGANIX, INC.007538233236


80.00EL CENTRAL HISPANIC NEWS007399233237


1,158.52ELDER FORD004671233238


50.00ELITE TRAUMA CLEAN-UP INC.007684233239


2,150.00FAST SIGNS001223233240


21.98FEDEX OFFICE004514*233241


494.81GAYLORD BROS., INC000592233242


100.00GC CONTRACTING CO LLCMISC233243


53.55GEMPLER'S007158233244


272.94GORDON FOOD004604233245


460.08GRAINGER000243233246


1,000.00GREAT LAKES CUSTOM BUILDERSMISC233247


209.03GUARDIAN ALARM000249233248


1,570.00GUNNERS METER & PARTS INC001531233249


276.45HARWOOD TUXEDOS & UNIFORMS, INC000262233250


1,070.00INDUSTRIAL BROOM & BRUSH000340233252


117.74INNOVATIVE OFFICE TECHNOLOGY GROUP007035233253


1,512.38JOE'S AUTO PARTS, INC.003458233255


95.00SHON JONES007002*233256


306.00K/E ELECTRIC SUPPLY007423233257


990.85KELLY BUILDING & DEVELOPMENT CO LLCMISC233258


7,440.61KNAPHEIDE TRUCK EQUIPMENT000353233259


216.85KONE INC004085233260


532.62KONICA MINOLTA-ALBIN004904233261


270.00OSCAR W. LARSON CO.002767233262


231.00LAURA LEPZINSKI007357*233263


806.26LOWER HURON SUPPLY CO003527233264


247.84MADISON GENERATOR SERVICE INC003934233265


381.25LYDA MCROBERTS007576*233266


3,011.02MICHIGAN.COM007659233267


75.00MID MICHIGAN MILLICARE, LLCMISC233268


2,400.00NATIONAL ELEVATOR CONSULTANTS, INC.006289*233269


89.89NEBOJSA NEDELJKOVIC &MISC*233270


3,902.00NELSON BROTHERS SEWER001194233271


194.00NYE UNIFORM COMPANY006359233272


19,589.68OAKLAND CO FISCAL SVCS.41W004755*233273


1,440.00OAKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE002853233274


212,281.40OAKLAND COUNTY000477*233275


481.50OFFICE DEPOT INC000481233276


3,800.00ORKIN PEST CONTROL003881233277


78.00PACIFIC TELEMANAGEMENT SERVICES006625*233278


100.00PELLA WINDOWS & DOORS, INC.MISC233279







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


       AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/04/2015


03/16/2015


246.38 PEPSI COLA001753*233280


777.00 JAMIE CATHERINE PILLOW003352*233281


50.00 POSTMASTER000801233282


656.03 PRINTING SYSTEMS INC000897233283


6,727.50 RESIDEX LLC000286233284


289.86 ED RINKE CHEVROLET BUICK GMC000493233285


10,071.60 RKA PETROLEUM003554*233286


1,616.68 ROAD COMM FOR OAKLAND CO000478*233287


100.00 ROMA CEMENTMISC233288


154.00 ROSE PEST SOLUTIONS001181*233289


117.00 ROYAL OAK P.D.Q. PRINTING INC000218233290


90.06 SHRED-IT USA-DETROIT004202233291


1,277.08 SOCRRA000254*233292


274.49 SOMERSET BUICK GMC INC000256233293


100.00 SOUTHEAST EQUIPMENT INC.006713233294


150.00 SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN CENSUS COUNCIL004054233295


500.00 SPACE CARE INTERIORSMISC233296


185.41 TEKNICOLORS INC001255233297


528.00 TIRE WHOLESALERS CO INC000275233298


45.40 TITANIA GOLF, INC.007689233299


694.01 TOTAL ARMORED CAR SERVICE, INC.002037*233300


100.00 TOTAL ASPHALT PAVING INCMISC233301


2,434.00 TRADEMASTER, INC006375*233302


215.00 ULI-URBAN LAND INSTITUTE006319233303


180.00 VIGILANTE SECURITY INC000969233304


812.70 VILLAGE CONEY004334*233305


100.00 WALLSIDE INCMISC233306


599.95 WEINGARTZ SUPPLY000299*233307


69.85 XEROX CORPORATION007083*233308


*-Indicates checks released in advance and prior to commission approval in order to avoid penalty
or to meet contractual agreement/obligation.


Mark Gerber
Finance Director/ Treasurer


$3,214,875.06Grand Total:


Sub Total ACH:


All bills, invoices and other evidences of claim have been audited and approved for payment.


Sub Total Checks: $385,370.23


$2,829,504.83
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3/16/2015


Vendor Name
Transfer 


 Date
Transfer
 Amount


Automated Benefit Services, Inc. 3/3/2015 47,857.14
Birmingham Schools 3/2/2015 2,128,566.01
Oakland County Treasurer 3/2/2015 653,081.68


TOTAL 2,829,504.83


 


                              City of Birmingham
ACH Warrant List Dated 3/5/2015








Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/11/2015


03/16/2015


3,604.0021ST CENTURY MEDIA- MICHIGAN005430233309


1,000.002244 NORTHLAWN LLCMISC233310


2,117.20ALLIE BROTHERS, INC005795233311


1,350.00AMERICAN CLEANING LLC.007696233312


1,545.00AMERICAN PRINTING SERVICES INC003243233313


120.00ANGIE SHAWMISC233314


3,245.26APPLIED IMAGING007033233315


160.53ARGUS SUPPLY COMPANY000383233316


685.05AT&T006759*233318


593.50BCI ADMINISTRATORS INC001103233319


1,000.00BECKETT, ROBERT AMISC233320


44,038.24BEIER HOWLETT P.C.000517*233321


241.95BELLE TIRE DISTRIBUTORS000519233322


5,765.00BEST TECHNOLOGY SYS INC003692233323


213.11BEVERLY HILLS ACE007345233324


5,000.00BRAY, TRAVISMISC233326


1,000.00BUILDING DETAIL INCMISC233327


8,207.47BUSINESS CARD005289*233328


258.94C.U.E., INC.006874233330


442.00CHEMCO PRODUCTS INC000603233332


121.10CINTAS CORPORATION000605233333


141.58COMCAST007625*233334


887.50CONTRACTORS FENCE SVC INC002359*233336


40.00CPR SAVERS & FIRST AID LLC007634233337


65.76DETROIT FLEXIBLE METAL005247233338


237.00DETROIT JEWISH NEWS002761233339


44.01JACK DOHENY SUPPLIES INC000186233340


281.10DOUGLASS SAFETY SYSTEMS LLC001035233341


7,326.53DTE ENERGY000179*233342


990.36EASTERN OIL COMPANY002746233343


368.44ELDER FORD004671233344


61.81ENGINEERING REPRODUCTION, INC.MISC233345


92.50FAST SIGNS001223233346


6,494.24FLEIS AND VANDENBRINK ENG. INC007314233348


227.34GARY KNUREK INC007172233349


79.04GAYLORD BROS., INC000592233350


497.28GENERAL CASTER SERVICE INC002814233351


1,000.00GILSDORF, DONA MMISC233352


219.88GISI006384233353


2,500.00GLO WRECKING COMISC233354


2,694.45GOLLING CHRYSLER JEEP DODGE INC002532233355


864.90GRAINGER000243233356


190.40GREAT LAKES POPCORN CO000245233357


4D







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


       AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/11/2015


03/16/2015


14,279.24 J.H. HART URBAN FORESTRY000261233358


51.00 HAYES GRINDING001672233359


440.00 PETER J. HEALY III006869233360


15,241.09 HUBBELL ROTH & CLARK INC000331233362


1,060.00 HYDRO DESIGNS INC000948233363


209.00 IAFC MEMBERSHIP001234233364


978.00 INDUSTRIAL BROOM & BRUSH000340233365


1,192.00 INTEGRATED DATA SOLUTIONS INC.006030233366


66.52 INTERSTATE BATTERY SYSTEM000342233367


424.79 J & B MEDICAL SUPPLY002407233368


306.00 JILL JAEGER007573*233369


178.71 JAX KAR WASH002576233370


417.32 JOE'S AUTO PARTS, INC.003458233371


41.25 KELLER THOMA000891233372


799.33 KEST, JONATHANMISC233373


172.62 KONICA MINOLTA-ALBIN004904233375


310.00 KROPF MECHANICAL SERVICE COMPANY005876233376


1,469.66 LACAL EQUIPMENT INC001362233377


2,700.00 LIFE INSURANCE CO. OF NORTH AMERICA001231*233378


3,904.72 LSL PLANNING, INC.005286233379


70.50 SANDRA LYONS003945*233380


269.95 MADISON GENERATOR SERVICE INC003934233381


1,050.00 MCMI000369233382


1,000.00 MCPARTLIN, JANETMISC233383


200.00 METRO DETROIT SIGNS INCMISC233384


27,870.99 MICH. MUNICIPAL LIABILITY001387233385


77.14 MICHIGAN CAT001660233386


1,000.00 STATE OF MICHIGAN001005233387


91,587.75 NOWAK & FRAUS ENGINEERS001864233390


256.00 NYE UNIFORM COMPANY006359233391


102.25 OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH CENTERS004370233392


994.45 OFFICE DEPOT INC000481*233393


208.03 PAETEC005794233394


981.20 PONTIAC STEEL COMPANY, INC000488233395


164.84 ED RINKE CHEVROLET BUICK GMC000493233396


11,200.62 RKA PETROLEUM003554*233397


13.80 RUSSELL HARDWARE COMPANY000221233398


250.00 SEAVER TITLE AGENCY LLC007425233399


140.00 SMAFC002021233401


57,917.00 SOCRRA000254*233402


104,469.16 SOCWA001097*233403


54.34 SOMERSET BUICK GMC INC000256233404


478.60 SOUTHEASTERN EQUIPMENT CO. INC005787233405







Meeting of


Warrant List Dated
City of Birmingham


       AmountVendorVendor #Early ReleaseCheck Number


03/11/2015


03/16/2015


2,267.00 STAR PETROLEUM007237233406


604.50 SUNTEL SERVICES005238233407


200.00 SWARTZ BUILDERS COMISC233408


149.95 SWIFTPAGE ACT!, LLCMISC233409


357.68 TERMINAL SUPPLY CO.000273233410


491.06 TIRE WHOLESALERS CO INC000275233412


687.51 TRI-COUNTY INTL TRUCKS, INC.005481233413


844.13 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233414


123.46 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233415


50.19 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233418


826.98 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233419


124.70 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233420


76.02 VERIZON WIRELESS000158*233421


354.00 VIGILANTE SECURITY INC000969233422


115.63 VICTORIA VORONOVICH007579*233423


4,674.45 WALKER RESTORATION CONSULTANTS005231233424


100.00 WALLSIDE INCMISC233425


100.00 WATERFORD TWP FIRE DEPT.004497233426


70.00 WRIGHT TOOL COMPANY000926233430


*-Indicates checks released in advance and prior to commission approval in order to avoid penalty
or to meet contractual agreement/obligation.


Mark Gerber
Finance Director/ Treasurer


$574,165.48Grand Total:


Sub Total ACH:


All bills, invoices and other evidences of claim have been audited and approved for payment.


Sub Total Checks: $462,827.60


$111,337.88
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3/16/2015


Vendor Name
Transfer 


 Date
Transfer
 Amount


Automated Benefit Services, Inc. 3/10/2015 111,337.88
TOTAL 111,337.88


 


                              City of Birmingham
ACH Warrant List Dated 3/11/2015








MEMORANDUM 
Community Development Department 


DATE: March 9, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


CC: Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 


FROM: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner 


SUBJECT: To set a Public Hearing for Final Site Plan & Special Land Use 
Permit Amendment at 203 Pierce – Toast Birmingham 


On May 14, 2014, the Planning Board conducted a public hearing to discuss a request by the 
applicant to add an outdoor dining platform in the two on-street parking spaces immediately 
adjacent to their storefront.  The Planning Board voted 6-0 in favor of recommending the 
addition of the outdoor dining platform.   


As required in the Zoning Ordinance, this request for a platform on the street was also reviewed 
by the Advisory Parking Committee on May 28, 2014, and was approved 6-0.   


On July 14, 2014 the City Commission conducted a public hearing to consider the addition of 
the platform to the outdoor dining for the Toast Bistro.  After a lengthy discussion, the City 
Commission took no action citing concerns about the available parking in the immediate area. 
It was suggested that the application be reconsidered after the City has had the opportunity to 
evaluate the current state of parking needs in the downtown.  The Ad Hoc parking study 
committee will be presenting their finding on March 16th, 2015 


Accordingly, at the instruction of the City Manager, the Planning Department is bringing this 
issue back to the City Commission for additional consideration.  Thus, the Planning Division 
requests that the City Commission set a public hearing date for April 13th, 2015 to consider an 
amendment to the existing Special Land Use Permit for Toast Restaurant.  Please find attached 
the staff report presented to the Planning Board, along with the relevant meeting minutes for 
your review.   


SUGGESTED ACTION: 
To set a public hearing date for April 13th,2015 to consider the Final Site Plan & Special Land 
Use Permit Amendment at 203 Pierce – Toast Birmingham to add an outdoor dining platform. 
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MEMORANDUM 
Community Development Department 


DATE: May 2, 2014 


TO: Planning Board 


FROM: Jana Ecker, Planning Director 


SUBJECT: Report for Final Site Plan & Special Land Use Permit Amendment 
203 Pierce – Toast Birmingham 


Executive Summary 


The subject site is located at 203 Pierce, on the east side of Pierce between Maple and Martin 
Street.  The parcel is zoned B-4, Business-Residential and D-4 in the Downtown Overlay District. 
The applicant, Toast Birmingham, obtained approval of a Bistro License under Chapter 10, 
Alcoholic Liquors, of the City Code in 2008.   


At this time, the applicant is proposing to make minor design changes to the exterior of the 
building, and is seeking approval to add an outdoor dining platform in the two on-street parking 
spaces immediately adjacent to their storefront.   


As design changes are also proposed to the exterior of the building, the applicant is required to 
obtain approval from the Historic District Commission (HDC).  In addition, the applicant will be 
required to appear before the Advisory Parking Committee to review the use of the two on-
street parking spaces along.  As Toast operates under an existing SLUP, final approval of the 
City Commission will also be required. 


1.0 Land Use and Zoning 


1.1  Existing Land Use - The existing site is currently occupied by Toast restaurant. 
Land uses surrounding the site are retail, commercial and public property 
(municipal building). 


1.2  Existing Zoning – The property is currently zoned B-4, Business-Residential, and 
D-4 in the Downtown Overlay District.  The existing use and surrounding uses 
appear to conform to the permitted uses of each Zoning District. 


1.3  Summary of Land Use and Zoning - The following chart summarizes existing land 
use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of the subject site. 
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2.0 Bistro Requirements 
 
Article 9, section 9.02, Definitions, of the Zoning Ordinance defines a bistro as a restaurant with 
a full service kitchen with interior seating for no more than 65 people and additional seating for 
outdoor dining.  Toast Birmingham was approved as a bistro in 2008.  No changes are proposed 
at this time for the interior layout or operation of the approved bistro.  The only change 
proposed to the bistro operation is to increase the amount of outdoor dining by adding an 
outdoor dining platform on Pierce Street.   
 
Toast Birmingham bistro is now proposing a total of 52 seats for outdoor dining, with 28 on an 
elevated platform along Pierce, with the remaining 24 on the sidewalk directly adjacent to the 
south side of front elevation of the building.  The 24 seats on the sidewalk are proposed to 
remain in their existing configuration.   
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a temporary 11.16’ by 32’ platform of composite non-
slip decking fastened with clips to provide a level outdoor dining surface on the sidewalk and 
into the street.  The platform is proposed to extend into two parking spaces along Pierce Street.  
The platform will have a 4’ wide access ramp to make it wheelchair accessible.  The platform 
will be installed on a pressure-treated lumber sub-frame.  The existing drainage along the curb 
will be maintained by cutting an opening in the wood sleeper at each member perpendicular to 
the curb.  The applicant is also proposing a 3’ high custom-made metal fencing system to 
enclose the outdoor dining space.  This enclosure will be attached to the temporary platform 
and sub-frame.   
 
3.0  Screening and Landscaping 
 


3.1 Screening – No screening is required, nor proposed. 
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3.2 Landscaping – No landscaping is proposed for the outdoor café.  One existing 


street tree is located in the right-of-way in front of the building, which is 
proposed to be incorporated into the design of the platform. 


 
4.0 Parking, Loading, Access, and Circulation  
 


4.1 Parking – As the subject site is located within the Parking Assessment District, 
the applicant is not required to provide on-site parking.  The proposed outdoor 
dining area will extend into two on-street parking spaces along Pierce. 


 
4.2 Loading - Loading spaces are not required, nor proposed. 
 
4.3 Vehicular Access & Circulation - Vehicular access to the building will not be 


altered.   
 
4.4    Pedestrian Access & Circulation – Pedestrian access to the outdoor café is 


available directly from the City sidewalk. Under the 2016 Plan, outdoor cafes are 
encouraged as they create a more pedestrian friendly environment. All outdoor 
dining areas must maintain a 5 foot minimum width of unobstructed pedestrian 
access along the storefront in the public right-of-way, however as mentioned 
above, the Planning Board has determined that each applicant would be 
reviewed on a case by case basis to determine the existing pedestrian traffic 
flow.  The proposed layout does provide for outdoor seating along the storefront, 
as well as on a platform extending into two parking spaces along Pierce as 
recommended in the 2016 Plan.  The required 5’ pedestrian path has been 
provided along the sidewalk except in the area of the existing tree 
well.  The applicant will be required to provide the required 5’ walk by 
removing tables or adding an ADA compliant tree grate to the tree well. 


 
4.5  Streetscape – The existing sidewalk was built to the Downtown Birmingham 


Streetscape Standards when Pierce Street was reconstructed several years ago.  
At that time, a pedestrian bump out was also added along the east side of Pierce 
just south of the proposed outdoor dining platform.  One street tree and tree 
well is located along Pierce Street in front of the proposed restaurant.  One 
street light and one double head parking meter are located to the east of the 
proposed platform.  The applicant will be required to pay for the use of that 
parking space during the outdoor dining season – April through November.  The 
applicant is not proposing to alter the existing sidewalk, street trees, or light 
poles.   No trash receptacles are proposed in the outdoor dining areas. Both 
outdoor dining areas are required to provide trash receptacles within 
them.  The platform is proposed to be enclosed with a 3’ high powder coated 
aluminum railing to match the existing railings used to enclose the sidewalk 
seating.  The applicant is proposing to bolt the railing around the outdoor dining 
platform into the subframe of the elevated platform. 


 
 
 


4 
 







5.0 Lighting  
 


One street light is located at the north end of the proposed platform, and will be 
maintained.  In addition, existing façade lights are proposed to remain in their locations, 
flanking either side of the recessed entry way in the middle of the building.  No other 
lighting is proposed.     


 
6.0 Departmental Reports 
 


6.1 Engineering Division –In accordance with the Commission resolution passed 
December 10, 2007, since parking spaces are proposed to be taken out of 
service for this proposal, the applicant must also submit plans of the dining deck 
for review by the Advisory Parking Committee.  Ten sets of plans containing just 
the deck can be submitted to Paul O’Meara immediately for discussion at the May 
meeting of the Advisory Parking Committee. 


 
6.2 Department of Public Services – No concerns were reported from DPS. 


 
6.3 Fire Department – No concerns were reported from the Fire Dept. 
 
6.4 Police Department - No concerns were reported from the Police Dept. 


 
6.5 Building Department - The Building Department provided their standard 


comments in addition to the following:  
 


1. Need a detail of the proposed guardrail to review. 
2. Handrails required on the ramp 


 
7.0 Design Review  
 


All exterior design changes and proposed signage must also be approved by the Historic 
District Commission.  No changes are proposed to the front elevation of the building at 
this time.   
 
No work is proposed on the rear (alley) elevation of the building at this time.  The 
Planning Board may wish to improve the rear elevation of the restaurant as it 
fronts on the alley in accordance with the Activating Urban Spaces Plan.  
Vertical landscaping on the rear elevation or paint and awning details could 
be added to enhance the via façade. 
 
Outdoor Dining Area 
 
Outdoor cafes must comply with the site plan criteria as required by Article 04, Section 
4.42 OD-01, Outdoor Dining Standards.  Outdoor cafes are permitted immediately 
adjacent to the principal use and are subject to site plan review and the following 
conditions: 
 


5 
 







 1.  Outdoor dining areas shall provide and service refuse containers within the 
outdoor dining area and maintain the area in good order. 
2. All outdoor activity must cease at the close of business, or as noted in  
Subsection 3 below, whichever is earlier. 
3. When an outdoor dining area is immediately adjacent to any single-family 
 or multiple-family residential district, all outdoor activity must cease at the close 
of business or 12:00 a.m., whichever is earlier. 
4. All tables and chairs provided in the outdoor dining area shall be constructed 
primarily of metal, wood, or material of comparable quality. 
5. Table umbrellas shall be considered under Site Plan Review and shall not 
impede sight lines into a retail establishment, pedestrian flow in the outdoor 
dining area, or pedestrian or vehicular traffic flow outside the outdoor dining 
area. 
6. For outdoor dining located in the public right-of-way:  


(a)  All such uses shall be subject to a license from the city, upon forms 
provided by the Community Development Department, contingent on 
compliance with all city codes, including any conditions required by the 
Planning Board in conjunction with Site Plan approval. 


(b)  In order to safeguard the flow of pedestrians on the public sidewalk, 
such uses shall maintain an unobstructed sidewalk width as required by 
the Planning Board, but in no case less than 5 feet. 


(c)  An elevated, ADA compliant, enclosed platform may be erected on the 
street adjacent to an eating establishment to create an outdoor dining 
area if the Engineering Department determines there is sufficient space 
available for this purpose given parking and traffic conditions. 


(d)   No such facility shall erect or install permanent fixtures in the public 
right-of-way. 


(e)   Commercial General Liability Insurance must be procured and 
maintained on an "occurrence basis" with limits of liability not less than 
$1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit, personal injury, bodily 
injury and property damage.  This coverage shall include an 
endorsement naming the city, including all elected and appointed 
officials, all employees, all boards, commissions and/or authorities and 
board members, as an additional insured.  This coverage must be 
primary and any other insurance maintained by the additional insureds 
shall be considered to be excess and non-contributing with this 
insurance, and shall include an endorsement providing for a thirty (30) 
day advance written notice of cancellation or non-renewal to be sent to 
the city’s Director of Finance. 


 
The applicant is proposing to add a new outdoor dining platform in front of the building, 
along Pierce Street, in addition to the existing sidewalk dining area along the face of the 
building.  Both outdoor dining areas are proposed to be enclosed with 3’ powder coated 
aluminum railings painted black.  A 5’ pedestrian pathway, which is required, has 
been provided along the sidewalk except in the area of the existing tree well.  
The applicant will be required to provide the required 5’ walk by removing 
tables or adding an ADA compliant tree grate to the tree well. 
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The applicant has not provided any trash receptacles within the outdoor 
dining areas as required by Article 04, section 4.42 OD-01 of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  The applicant intends to have business hours of 7 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. for 
the outdoor dining areas Monday through Saturday, and to close the outdoor dining at 
4:00pm on Sundays.  The proposed outdoor cafés are not immediately adjacent to any 
single-family zoned property. 
 
The applicant has provided drawings and photos of the proposed tables and chairs, 
which will match the existing outdoor dining furniture.  The applicant is proposing a total 
of 26 black solid surface tables, 28” square with tubular steel legs.  Twelve tables and 
24 chairs are proposed directly adjacent to the storefront; 14 tables and 28 chairs are 
proposed on the outdoor dining platform.  All of the proposed chairs are aluminum 
bistro indoor/outdoor arm chairs composed of aluminum and wicker.  The color of the 
tabletops and wicker on chairs is proposed to be black.   
 
No umbrellas are proposed at this time. 


 
The applicant will be required to enter into a revised license agreement with 
the City for use of the public right-of-way, and to provide the required 
insurance.  Liquor liability insurance will also be required for the service of 
liquor in the right-of-way. 
Signage  


 
No signage changes are proposed at this time. 


 
8.0 Downtown Birmingham 2016 Overlay District 
 


The site is located within the D-4 zone of the DB 2016 Regulating Plan, within the 
Downtown Birmingham Overlay District. Specifically, the 2016 Plan recommends the 
addition of outdoor dining areas in the public right-of-way as it is in the public’s best 
interest as it enhances street life, thus promoting a pedestrian friendly environment.  
The 2016 Plan also recommends that the 5’ clear pedestrian passage be provided 
against the storefronts to ensure that merchants can display and sell their products and 
so as not to distort the flow of pedestrians.  The applicant’s proposal to provide an 
outdoor dining area adjacent to the storefront is not consistent with the 
recommendations contained in the 2016 Plan, but the Planning Board has 
determined to review each proposal on a case by case basis and to base 
decisions on how current pedestrian traffic flows.  The outdoor dining area as 
proposed which extends into a Pierce Street is designed exactly as recommended in the 
2016 Plan. 
 
The outdoor dining area as proposed does not provide for safe and efficient 
pedestrian flow as a continuous 5’ wide pathway is not proposed between the 
platform and the seating located against the building.  The 2016 Plan 
recommends that this pedestrian way be immediately adjacent to the storefront to allow 
pedestrians to see into the storefront and to have a consistent and unobstructed 
walkway.  However, the Planning Board has discussed where the location of the 
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pathway should be located (next to the building or closer to the street) and have chosen 
to review each proposal individually to determine the most logical location based on the 
current flow of pedestrians.   


 
9.0 Approval Criteria for Final Site Plan 
 


In accordance with Article 7, section 7.27 of the Zoning Ordinance, the proposed plans 
for development must meet the following conditions: 


 
(1) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that 


there is adequate landscaped open space so as to provide light, air and access to 
the persons occupying the structure. 


 
(2) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that 


there will be no interference with adequate light, air and access to adjacent lands 
and buildings. 


 
(3) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that 


they will not hinder the reasonable development of adjoining property not diminish 
the value thereof. 


 
(4) The site plan, and its relation to streets, driveways and sidewalks, shall be such as 


to not interfere with or be hazardous to vehicular and pedestrian traffic. 
 


(5) The proposed development will be compatible with other uses and buildings in the 
neighborhood and will not be contrary to the spirit and purpose of this chapter. 


 
(6) The location, shape and size of required landscaped open space is such as to 


provide adequate open space for the benefit of the inhabitants of the building and 
the surrounding neighborhood. 


 
10.0 Approval Criteria for Special Land Use Permits 
 


Article 07, section 7.34 of the Zoning Ordinance specifies the procedures and approval 
criteria for Special Land Use Permits. Use approval, site plan approval, and design 
review are the responsibilities of the City Commission. This section reads, in part: 
 


Prior to its consideration of a special land use application (SLUP) for an initial 
permit or an amendment to a permit, the City Commission shall refer the 
site plan and the design to the Planning Board for its review and 
recommendation. After receiving the recommendation, the City 
Commission shall review the site plan and design of the buildings and 
uses proposed for the site described in the application of amendment.  


 
The City Commission’s approval of any special land use application or 
amendment pursuant to this section shall constitute approval of the site plan and 
design.  
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11.0 Suggested Action 
 


Based on a review of the site plans submitted, the Planning Division recommends that 
the Planning Board APPROVE the applicant’s request for Final Site Plan and a SLUP to 
permit a Bistro License for Toast Birmingham restaurant at 203 Pierce Street with the 
following conditions: 
 
(1) The applicant provide the required 5’ walk by removing tables or adding an ADA 


compliant tree grate to the tree well; 
(2) The applicant add trash receptacles to both outdoor dining areas; 
(3) The applicant provide appropriate details on the platform guardrail and handrails 


on the ramp to the platform to ensure compliance with the requirements of the 
Building Division; 


(4) The applicant pay for the removal and re-installment of the parking meter where 
the outdoor dining platform is located; 


(5)  The applicant execute a revised contract with the City and obtain an outdoor 
dining permit. 


 
12.0 Sample Motion Language 
 


Based on a review of the site plans submitted, the Planning Division recommends that 
the Planning Board APPROVE the applicant’s request for Final Site Plan and a SLUP to 
permit a Bistro License for Toast Birmingham restaurant at 203 Pierce Street with the 
following conditions: 
 
(1) The applicant provide the required 5’ walk by removing tables or adding an ADA 


compliant tree grate to the tree well; 
(2) The applicant add trash receptacles to both outdoor dining areas; 
(3) The applicant provide appropriate details on the platform guardrail and handrails 


on the ramp to the platform to ensure compliance with the requirements of the 
Building Division; 


(4) The applicant pay for the removal and re-installment of the parking meter where 
the outdoor dining platform is located; 


(5)  The applicant execute a revised contract with the City and obtain an outdoor 
dining permit. 


 
OR 
 
Motion to recommend DENIAL of the Final Site Plan and SLUP to the City Commission 
for 203 Pierce Street, Toast Birmingham for the following reasons: 
 
1. ________________________________________________________ 
2. ________________________________________________________ 
3. ________________________________________________________ 
4. ________________________________________________________ 
5. ________________________________________________________ 
 


 OR 
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 Motion to recommend POSTPONE of the Final Site Plan and SLUP to the City 


Commission for 203 Pierce Street, Toast Birmingham, with the following conditions: 
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION MINUTES 
JULY 14, 2014 MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 151 MARTIN 


 7:30 P.M. 
 
07-166-14               PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT 


TOAST BIRMINGHAM, 203 PIERCE 
 


Mayor Moore opened the Public Hearing to consider a Special Land Use Permit Amendment 
for Toast Birmingham, 203 Pierce at 7:49 PM. 
 
Planner Ecker explained the request from Toast Birmingham to add an outdoor dining 
platform. She noted that the platform would require the use of two on-street parking 
spaces and one parking meter would have to be removed. The platform would add an 
additional twenty-eight seats. 
 
Commissioner Dilgard expressed concern with taking away two parking spaces with the current 
parking situation. 
Commissioner Hoff pointed out that a letter was received from Leslie Rogers, 180 Pierce, 
opposed to the proposed platform. 
 
Ms. Ecker confirmed for Commissioner Hoff that the ordinance does not restrict outdoor 
dining to the sidewalk or a platform. Commissioner Hoff expressed concern with 
eliminating two parking spaces on Pierce due to the parking issue. She expressed concern 
with increasing the size of the bistros as it was not the intent of the bistro ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Rinschler agreed that parking is a serious issue, but noted that other 
platforms have been approved on Pierce. Commissioner Nickita pointed out that Martin 
Street has been rebuilt since the previous request by Toast to add a platform. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Sherman pointed out that taking away parking spaces sends a double 
message with the appearance of a parking issue. Commissioner McDaniel agreed that the 
timing of the request is wrong and noted that he does not have a problem with the 
proposed size of the platform. 
 
Chris Longe, representing Toast Birmingham, acknowledged the parking deficit and noted 
that not allowing the platform on two spaces will not make a significant impact on the deficit. 
 
Dorothy Conrad suggested postponing the decision as a platform removes parking in the 
day and evening. 
 
Cheryl Daskas, Tender, expressed opposition to the platform and commented that there is 
a parking crisis. 
 
The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 8:18 PM. 
The Commission took no action. 
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Planning Board Minutes 


March 26, 2008 
 
SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT (“SLUP”) 
203 Pierce St. 
Toast Birmingham bistro, request for Bistro License, New Establishment 
 
FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW 
203 Pierce St. 
Toast Birmingham bistro, request for Bistro License, New Establishment 
 
Ms. Robinson advised that the subject site is located on the east side of Pierce St. between 
Maple Rd. and Martin St.  The parcel is zoned B-4 Business-Residential and D-4 in the 
Downtown Overlay District.  The applicant, a new restaurant, is seeking approval of a Bistro 
License under Chapter 10, Alcoholic Liquors, of the City Code. Chapter 10 requires that the 
applicant obtain a SLUP and approval from the City Commission to operate an establishment 
with a Bistro License within the City.  Bistro requirements allow two new bistros in the calendar 
year 2008.  Accordingly, the applicant will be required to receive a recommendation from the 
Planning Board on the Final Site Plan and SLUP, and then obtain approval from the City 
Commission for the final site plan, SLUP, and for the operation of a Bistro License. 
 
As the applicant is also proposing signage and changes to the exterior of the 
building, and because the building is located w ithin the CBD Historic District, 
approval from the Historic District Commission (“HDC”) is also required. 
 
In accordance w ith the Commission resolution passed December 10, 2007, since 
parking spaces are being taken out of service for this proposal, the applicant must 
also submit plans of the dining deck for review  by the Advisory Parking Committee 
(“APC”). 
 
Toast Birmingham is proposing to have 9 seats in the 174 sq. ft. bar area.  Toast Birmingham 
bistro does not propose any dancing area, but they wish to have low key musical 
entertainment.  They also propose to have tables located in the storefront space lining Pierce 
St., and to provide the existing 70 percent glazing along the front façade.  They propose to 
install a new canvas black awning over the café, directly against the building. 
 
Toast Birmingham is also proposing 26 seats for outdoor dining, with 18 on an elevated 
platform along Pierce St., and 8 seats on the sidewalk directly adjacent to the south side of the 
front elevation of the building.  A 5 ft. clear passage will be maintained along the public 
sidewalk.  They propose to construct a temporary 12 ft. 5 ½ in. by 20 ft. platform of composite 
non-slip decking fastened with clips to provide a level outdoor dining surface on the sidewalk 
and into the street.  The platform is proposed to extend 7 ft. into one parking space along 
Pierce St.  The applicant is also proposing a 3.5 ft. high custom-made metal fencing system to 
enclose the outdoor dining space.   
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At the recommendation of the Planning Division, the restaurant will maintain hours that extend 
into the evening.  Mr. Thom Bloom said Birmingham Toast hours will be Monday–Wednesday 7 
a.m. – 9 p.m.; Thursday–Saturday 7 a.m. – midnight; Sunday 7 a.m. – 5 p.m.  
 
Mr. Drew Norton was present to represent Toast Birmingham.  With him were Thom and Regan 
Bloom, the business owners; Mr. Jason Kregar, the architect; along with the head chef, Rubin 
Griffin.  Mr. Norton indicated the applicant has satisfied or is prepared to satisfy all of the 
conditions raised by the Planning Division.   
 
Mr. Bloom discussed some of the special events they may want to have in the evening, such as 
wine tastings for charitable events, guest chef cooking classes, and art gallery 
showing/openings with local artists.  On the weekends there could be a Bloody Mary and 
Belini/Mimosa bar.  The front section can be closed off as a private dining area for larger parties 
while they are operating the restaurant.  Lastly, they manage quite a robust catering business 
out of their establishment for upscale corporate events.  They request that on occasion there be 
some light entertainment such as a violin or a harp in the background, but nothing loud. If they 
are given the opportunity to have a bistro license Mr. Bloom feels it will be a benefit to the City, 
the patrons, and the community, as well as something they would very much enjoy. 
 
He distributed a final draft of the dinner menu and a summary on the history of Toast. They 
have been in business in Ferndale for seven years.  Due to the success of their Ferndale, 
location they are very confident that they will provide a very unique and lively establishment in 
Birmingham with some additional offerings.     
 
Mr. Kregar clarified that the bistro tables measure 28 in. x 24 in.  The restaurant seating will be 
adjusted to accommodate 65 people.   
 
Mr. Nickita noted the board has not done this sort of dual outdoor enclosure in the past.  His 
issue was congestion on the sidewalk.  He suggested moving the entrance to the small dining 
area along the building to the north side, and flipping the outer platform 180 degrees in order 
to have the ramp access near the door.   
 
Mr. Blaesing indicated he is extremely pleased after looking at the presentation.  This is the kind 
of establishment that the board was hoping to get, right in the middle of town, and run by 
proprietors who have been successful with another establishment. The more synergy that 
occurs with the restaurants, the art community, shopping, and the office crowd, the better the 
whole downtown will work.  He is concerned about having the dual outdoor dining areas 
because he feels that when a pedestrian walks up and sees tables on both sides of the sidewalk 
the pedestrian may be intimidated and shy away.   Mr. Blaesing is reluctant to approve with 
dining on both sides of the sidewalk, because he thinks it takes up too much of the public space 
and sets a precedent for other applicants to come in with seating on both sides and further 
constrict sidewalk width and functionality.  His view is that the board should approve outside 
dining on one side or the other, see how it goes for a year, and if they think it is going to work, 
the applicant can come back next year and get seating on the other side.  Once the seating is 
in, however, it is not easy to take it out.   
 
Mr. Nickita noted that to the north there is an existing stone planter that protrudes from the 
building frontage almost the exact same distance as this dining area.  So, the planter has 
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already established the pedestrian path away from the building.  Therefore, in this condition he 
is absolutely comfortable with the two dining areas.  Walking between tables makes for a very 
interesting urban experience and he doesn’t think people would be intimidated.  Ms. Lazar 
noted the dining areas are enclosed by a railing. 
 
Chairman Boyle said that if it is determined that outdoor dining on both sides of the sidewalk is 
not working out, it is not beyond the realm of common sense to remove the seating next to the 
building.  There is the opportunity to be flexible. 
 
Mr. Nickita observed the board has set a bit of a precedent as to the construction of platforms.  
Mr. Bloom said they have looked at designs that have been approved and designed their 
platform to those exact specs.  The railings will be painted black. 
 
No members of the public came forward to comment at 8:20 p.m. 
 
Motion by Mr. Nickita 
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce to approve the applicant’s request for Final Site 
Plan and a SLUP to permit a Bistro License for Toast Birmingham restaurant at 203 
Pierce with the following conditions: 


1) The applicant maintain nighttime hours as presented this evening, 
Monday–Wednesday 7 a.m. – 9 p.m.; Thursday–Saturday 7 a.m. – 
midnight; Sunday 7 a.m. – 5 p.m.; 


2) The applicant pay for the removal and re-installment of the parking meter 
where the outdoor dining platform is located; 


3) The applicant appear before the Historic District Commission for all 
building changes and signage; 


4) The applicant execute a contract with the City of Birmingham for use of 
the right-of-way; 


5) The applicant obtain an outdoor dining permit from the City of 
Birmingham for use of the right-of-way; 


6) The applicant comply with all requests of City departments; 
7) The applicant shall provide low-key entertainment as desired; 
8) The color of the railing is black as presented; 
9) The tables measure 24 in. x 28 in. as opposed to 28 in. x 28 in.; 
10) The entry to the east outdoor seating area is at the north side of the 


enclosure and the west patio access is at the north side of the enclosure, 
flipped from what is shown; 


11) The seating be 65 seats, with no more than ten at the bar in accordance to 
the Ordinance. 


 
There was no discussion from the audience at 8:30 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 4-1. 
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City Commission Meeting Minutes 
June 9, 2008 


 
05-165-08 PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT (SLUP) 
TOAST RESTAURANT, 203 PIERCE 
 
(SLUP) - TOAST RESTAURANT 
The mayor opened the continued Public Hearing at 9:45 p.m. 
 
The commission discussed the platform being proposed in addition to the sidewalk seating for 
outdoor dining. 
 
Thomas Bloom, Toast, explained some of the events that would take place at this location 
including wine tasting and cooking classes. Mr. Bloom stated he would prefer to have the 
outdoor dining on the platform instead of the sidewalk if he had to choose. 
 
The mayor closed the public hearing at 10:05 p.m. 
 
MOTION:        Motion by McDaniel, seconded by Rinschler: 
To approve the Final Site Plan and Design and a Special Land Use Permit for 203 Pierce, Toast 
Restaurant, pursuant to Article 7, Section 7.34, Zoning, of the Birmingham City Code in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Planning Board on March 26, 2008; and, allowing 
Toast Restaurant, a new food establishment in Birmingham, to obtain a liquor license with an 
outdoor  dining and entertainment  endorsement  for the operation of a bistro above all others 
pursuant to Chapter 10, Alcoholic Liquors, of the Birmingham City Code, and authorizing the 
City Clerk to complete and execute the license agreement with Toast Restaurant, 
 
VOTE:   
Yeas, 3 
Nays, 4 (Carney, Dilgard, Hoff, Sherman)  
Absent, None 
 
MOTION:       Motion by Rinschler, seconded by McDaniel: 
To approve the Final Site Plan and Design and a Special Land Use Permit for 203 Pierce, Toast 
Restaurant, pursuant to Article 7, Section 7.34, Zoning, of the Birmingham City Code in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Planning Board on March 26, 2008; and, allowing 
Toast Restaurant, a new food establishment in Birmingham, to obtain a liquor license with an 
outdoor  dining and entertainment  endorsement  for the operation of a bistro above all others 
pursuant to Chapter 10, Alcoholic Liquors, of the Birmingham City Code, and authorizing the 
City Clerk to complete and execute the license agreement with Toast Restaurant, with the 
exception that the outdoor dining areas on the sidewalk adjacent to the building be eliminated. 
 
VOTE:   
Yeas, 3 
Nays, 4 (Carney, Dilgard, Hoff, Sherman)  
Absent, None 
 
MOTION:        Motion by Moore, seconded by Rinschler: 


15 
 







To approve the Final Site Plan and Design and a Special Land Use Permit for 203 Pierce, Toast 
Restaurant, pursuant to Article 7, Section 7.34, Zoning, of the Birmingham City Code in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Planning Board on March 26, 2008; 
 
and, allowing Toast Restaurant, a new food establishment in Birmingham, to obtain a liquor 
license with an outdoor dining and entertainment endorsement for the operation of a bistro 
above all others pursuant to Chapter 10, Alcoholic Liquors, of the Birmingham City Code, and 
authorizing the City Clerk to complete and execute the license agreement with Toast 
Restaurant; eliminating the platform for outdoor dining, allowing outdoor dining on the sidewalk 
adjacent to the building, revisiting the site in one year to see if the platform is advisable at that 
time, and allowing administrative approval for the reconfiguration of seating adjacent to the 
building to allow more seating. 
 
VOTE:              
Yeas, 7 
Nays, None  
Absent, None 
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Planning Board Minutes 
May 14, 2014 


 
SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT  
FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW 
203 Pierce St. 
Toast Bistro 
Request for outdoor dining platform 
 
Bistro Requirements 
Ms. Ecker offered background.  The subject site is located at 203 Pierce St., on the east side of 
Pierce between Maple Rd. and Martin St. The parcel is zoned B-4, Business-Residential and D-4 
in the Downtown Overlay District. The applicant, Toast Birmingham, obtained approval of a 
Bistro License under Chapter 10, Alcoholic Liquors, of the City Code in 2008. 
 
At this time, the applicant is proposing to make minor design changes to the exterior of 
the building, and is seeking approval to add an outdoor dining platform in the two on-street 
parking spaces immediately adjacent to their storefront. 
 
As design changes are also proposed to the exterior of the building, the applicant is 
required to obtain approval from the Historic District Commission ("HDC"). In addition, the 
applicant will be required to appear before the Advisory Parking Committee ("APC") to review 
the use of the two on-street parking spaces along Pierce St.  As Toast operates under an 
existing SLUP, final approval of the City Commission will also be required. 
 
Toast Birmingham bistro is now proposing a total of 52 seats for outdoor dining, with 28 
on an elevated platform along Pierce St., and the remaining 24 on the sidewalk directly 
adjacent to the south side of the front elevation of the building. The 24 seats on the sidewalk 
along the storefront are to remain in their existing configuration. 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a temporary 11.16 ft. by 32 ft. platform of composite 
non-slip decking to provide a level outdoor dining surface on the 
sidewalk and into the street. The platform is proposed to extend into two parking spaces 
along Pierce St. The applicant is also proposing a 3 ft. high custom-made metal fencing system 
to enclose the outdoor dining space.  
 
The required 5 ft. pedestrian path has been provided along the sidewalk except in the area of 
the existing tree well. The applicant will be required to provide the required 5 ft. walk by 
removing tables or adding an ADA compliant tree grate to the tree well. 
 
Design Review 
No changes are proposed to the front elevation of the building and no work is proposed on the 
rear (alley) elevation of the building at this time. 
 
The Planning Board may wish to improve the rear elevation of the restaurant 
as it fronts on the alley in accordance with the Activating Urban Spaces 
Plan. Vertical landscaping on the rear elevation or paint and awning 
details could be added to enhance the via façade. 
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Discussion disclosed that the number of outdoor dining patrons does not apply to the 
calculation for restroom facilities.   
 
Mr. Thomas Bloom, the proprietor of Toast, was present with his partner, Mr. Scott Myrick and 
Mr. Chris Enright, the architect.  Mr. Bloom believed they had 5 ft. existing to the tree well.  
However, they are willing to make adjustments if needed.  They plan just one high-top table on 
the right side of the sidewalk in place of the existing.  They have never had complaints about 
their restroom facilities.  They have removed their dumpster from the alley and now use City 
owned trash compactors.  They don't own the building, but they can encourage the landlord to 
paint. 
 
At 8 p.m. the chairman asked for comments from members of the audience. 
 
Mr. Stuart Jeffries, 1381 Birmingham, said that Toast always goes above and beyond for the 
community.  There seem to be enough bathrooms whenever he is there. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought maybe Code Enforcement should take a look at the extent of the 
peeling paint.  Also, she would like to see the tree grate even if they have a continuous 5 ft. of 
clear right-of-way.   
 
Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce 
Seconded by Mr. DeWeese that the Planning Board approve the applicant's request 
for Final Site Plan and a SLUP to permit a Bistro License for Toast Birmingham 
restaurant at 203 Pierce St. with the following conditions: 
 
(1) The applicant provide the required 5 ft. walk by adding an ADA compliant city 
standard tree grate to the tree well; 
(2) The applicant add trash receptacles to both outdoor dining areas subject to 
administrative approval; 
(3) The applicant provide appropriate details on the platform guardrail and 
handrails on the ramp to the platform to ensure compliance with the requirements 
of the Building Division; 
(4) The applicant pay for the removal and re-installment of the parking meter 
where the outdoor dining platform is located; 
(5) The applicant execute a revised contract with the City and obtain an outdoor 
dining permit; and 
(6) The applicant is allowed to change the north table seating arrangement to a one 
table setup with administrative approval.   
 
There were no comments on the motion from the audience at 8:10 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 6-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Whipple-Boyce, DeWeese, Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Williams 
Nays: None 
Absent: Lazar 
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MEMORANDUM 
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara City Engineer 


SUBJECT: Oak Street Paving Project, 
Contract #1-15(P) 
Contract Award 


On March 6, 2015, the Engineering Department opened bids on the above referenced project. 
Attached are the bid results.  Five companies submitted bids for this project.  The low bidder 
was FDM Contracting, Inc., of Shelby Twp., MI, with their bid of $2,162,141.80.  The engineer’s 
estimate for this project was $2,400.000.  


FDM Contracting has successfully completed several projects for the City of Birmingham in the 
past, including St. Andrews Rd. (2011), E. Maple Rd. (2012), and Pierce St. (2013).    Based on 
their past work for the City, and our review of their qualifications and recent project references, 
we are confident that they are qualified to perform satisfactorily on this contract. 


As is required for all of the City’s construction projects, FDM has submitted a 5% bid security 
with their bid which will be forfeited if they do not provide the signed contracts and required 
bonds and insurance required by the contract following the award by the City Commission. 


The contract as bid involves the section of Oak St. between Chesterfield Ave. and Lakepark Dr. 
New sanitary and storm sewers, as well as new water main throughout its length will be 
installed.  The storm sewer has been designed to also accommodate new upstream areas that 
will be added to it in the future to the northwest of the Chesterfield Ave. intersection.  Finally, 
the existing pavement will be removed and replaced with a completely new, narrower concrete 
pavement that will accommodate two travel lanes and two bike lanes.  Parking will be removed 
from this segment.  A new traffic island at the Lakepark Dr. crosswalk will also be featured on 
the project’s east end.   


A special assessment district for sewer laterals apply on this street.  Introduction to this new 
district is detailed in a separate report.  As is traditionally done on streets where the pavement 
is being removed, homeowners will be given the voluntary option to have their water service 
upgraded to a 1” dia. Service, if they desire.  The cost for this improvement will be $35 per 
foot, or about $1,600 per house, depending on the length.  The “as-read” total price of the job 
includes this total cost of $1,575, but is not reflected in the numbers below, since this cost 
would be contracted separately (rather than paid by the City).  The estimated quantity is quite 
low on this project, as the majority of the homes on this job are corner houses and are 
connected to water mains on other streets. 
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The costs for this project will be charged to three different accounts: 


Sewer Fund 590-536.001-981.0100 $ 921,729.00 
Water Mains Fund  591-537.004-981.0100 $ 343,870.00 
Major Streets Fund 202-449.001-981.0100 $ 894,967.80 
TOTAL $2,160,566.80 


It is recommended that the Oak Street Paving Project, Contract #1-15(P), be awarded to FDM 
Contracting, of Shelby Twp., MI, in the amount of $2,160,566.80 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 


To award the Oak Street Paving Project, Contract #1-15(P), to FDM Contracting, Inc., of Shelby 
Twp., MI, in the amount of $2,160,566.80, to be funded as follows: 


Sewer Fund 590-536.001-981.0100 $ 921,729.00 
Water Mains Fund  591-537.004-981.0100 $ 343,870.00 
Major Streets Fund 202-449.001-981.0100 $ 894,967.80 
TOTAL $2,160,566.80 


Further, to approve the appropriations and budget amendments as follows: 


Sewer Fund 
Revenues: 
Draw from Net Assets #590-000.000-400.0000 $740,000 


 Total Revenue Adjustments $740,000 


Expenditures: 
Public Improvements #590-536.001-981.0100  $740,000 


Total Expenditure Adjustments $740,000 
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Company Name Addendums
5% Bid 


Security
Base Bid


 FDM Contracting, Inc. X X $2,162,141.80


 DiPonio Contracing, Inc. X X $2,227,309.10


 V.I.L. Consturction, Inc. X X $2,260,422.56


 Pamar Enterprises, Inc. X X $2,399,875.52


 C.I. Contracting, Inc. X X $2,499,527.02


CITY OF BIRMINGHAM


OAK ST. PAVING PROJECT 
CONTRACT #1-15(P)


BID SUMMARY


March 6, 2015 - 2:00 PM
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MEMORANDUM 
City Clerk’s Office 


DATE: March 3, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Laura M. Pierce, City Clerk 


SUBJECT: Special Event Request 
Day on the Town 


Attached is a special event application submitted by the Principal Shopping District requesting 
permission to hold Day on the Town in downtown Birmingham, July 25, 2015.  


The application has been circulated to the affected departments and approvals and comments 
have been noted. 


The following events have either been approved by the Commission or are planned to be held 
in July and have not yet submitted an application.  These events do not pose a conflict with the 
proposed event. 


Event Name Date Location 
Fireworks Display July 3 Lincoln Hills Golf Course 
Farmers Market July 5 - 26 


(Sundays) 
Lot 6 


In the Park Concerts July 8 – 29 
(Wednesdays) 


Shain Park 


Movie Night July 17 Booth Park 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To approve a request from the Principal Shopping District requesting permission to hold Day on 
the Town in downtown Birmingham, July 25, 2015 contingent upon compliance with all permit 
and insurance requirements and payment of all fees and, further pursuant to any minor 
modifications that may be deemed necessary by administrative staff at the time of the event. 
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NOTE TO STAFF:  Please submit approval by March 2, 2015  DATE OF EVENT July 25, 2015 
  


DEPARTMENT APPROVED COMMENTS 


PERMITS 
REQUIRED 


(Must be obtained directly 
from individual 
departments) 


ESTIMATED 
COSTS 


(Must be paid two 
weeks prior to the 
event. License will 


not be issued if 
unpaid.)


ACTUAL 
COSTS 


(Event will be 
invoiced by the 
Clerk’s office 


after the event) 


BUILDING 
101-000.000.634.0005 


248.530.1850 
Ken Cooper 


1. All exits, exit accesses, and exit 
discharges must be maintained 
2. Tents that require permits need a tent 
layout plan for review 
3. All tents are required to have flame 
certification 
4. Tents and canopies must be stabilized 
with weights 
5. Electrical cords or water lines must be 
taped or matted to prevent trip hazards 


Tents over 200 square 
feet require permits. 
Electrical and plumbing 
permits needed for 
generators and water 
connections. 


6 Hours of 
overtime costs 
$462.03 
 
Fees for 
required tent or 
canopy permits.  


 


FIRE 
101-000.000-634.0004 


248.530.1900 
MPM 


1. Merchant displays, canopy tents, 
vendor vehicles shall be placed at the 
curb providing emergency access in the 
center of the streets. 
2. Canopies and tents must be secured 
with sandbags, water ballast, or weights 
on all sides. 
3. All water lines, electric cords, etc. 
must be matted or taped to prevent a 
trip hazard. 
4. Cooking with an open flame is not 
allowed in any tent or canopy. 
5. When stores remain open to the 
public, merchants must maintain an exit 


Hydrant Permit $225  


DEPARTMENT APPROVALS 
 


                    EVENT NAME Day on the Town 
  
LICENSE NUMBER #15-00010337  COMMISSION HEARING DATE March 16, 2015 







 


 


discharge to the street equal to the 
width of the front doors. 
6. Sidewalks must remain accessible. 
7. All fire lanes, alleys and approaches 
must remain clear of any obstructions. 
10. Packing materials are to be disposed 
of in approved containe4rs as they 
accumulate. 
11. Provide access to emergency 
vehicles at all intersections. 
12. Food vendors preparing cooked 
items will be required to have an 
approved 5 lb. multi-purpose fire 
extinguisher on site. 
13. Propane tanks must be secured. 
14. Protective barriers are required to be 
placed around hot grills or appliances. 
15. Do not obstruct the center of the 
streets with trash receptacles; this area 
is for emergency access. 


POLICE 
101-000.000.634.0003 


248.530.1870 
TK Personnel and Barricades/Road Closures  $2,160.00  


PUBLIC SERVICES 
101-000.000-634.0002 


248.530.1642 
Carrie Laird 


ADDITIONAL COST COULD OCCUR IF 
TRASH IS NEEDED TO BE PICKED UP 
AFTER THE EVENT 


 $3,500  


ENGINEERING 
101-000.000.634.0002 


248.530.1839 
PO 


 
    


INSURANCE 
248.530.1807 


     







 


 


CLERK 
101-000.000-614.0000 


248.530.1803 
LP 


Notification letters mailed by applicant 
2/24/15. Notification addresses on file 
in the Clerk’s Office.  Evidence of 
required insurance must be on file with 
the Clerk’s Office no later than N/A. 


Applications for 
vendors license must 
be submitted no later 
than 7/10/15. 


$165 
 


 
 
 


    


TOTAL 
DEPOSIT 


REQUIRED 
 


$6,512.03 
 


ACTUAL 
COST 


 
 
 


  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Rev. 3/3/15 
h:\shared\special events\- general information\approval page.doc 


FOR CLERK’S OFFICE USE 
 
Deposit paid ___________ 
 
Actual Cost     
 
Due/Refund    
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MEMORANDUM 
City Clerk’s Office 


DATE: March 3, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Laura M. Pierce, City Clerk 


SUBJECT: Special Event Request 
Movie Night


Attached is a special event application submitted by the Principal Shopping District requesting 
permission to hold the Family Movie Night on June 19, July 17, and August 7 in Booth Park.  


The application has been circulated to the affected departments and approvals and comments 
have been noted. 


The following events have either been approved by the Commission or are planned to be held 
June – August and have not yet submitted an application.  These events do not pose a conflict 
with the proposed event. 


Event Name Date Location 
Farmers Market June – August 


(Sundays) 
Lot 6 


In the Park Concerts June – August 
(Wednesdays) 


Shain Park 


Lungevity 5K June 6 Booth Park & surrounding neighborhood 
Battle of the Bands June 12 Shain Park 
Fireworks Display July 3 Lincoln Hills Golf Course 
Day on the Town July 25 Downtown & Shain Park 
Birmingham Cruise Event August 15 South Old Woodward 
Bike Fest August 23 Downtown & Shain Park 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To approve a request from the Principal Shopping District to hold the Family Movie Night on 
June 19, July 17, and August 7 in Booth Park, contingent upon compliance with all permit and 
insurance requirements and payment of all fees and, further pursuant to any minor 
modifications that may be deemed necessary by administrative staff at the time of the event. 
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NOTE TO STAFF:  Please submit approval by March 2, 2015 DATE OF EVENT Multiple 


DEPARTMENT APPROVED COMMENTS 


PERMITS 
REQUIRED 


(Must be obtained directly 
from individual 
departments) 


ESTIMATED 
COSTS 


(Must be paid two 
weeks prior to the 
event. License will 


not be issued if 
unpaid.)


ACTUAL 
COSTS 


(Event will be 
invoiced by the 
Clerk’s office 


after the event)


BUILDING
101-000.000.634.0005 


248.530.1850 
Ken Cooper No building department involvement none none 


FIRE 
101-000.000-634.0004 


248.530.1900
MPM 


1. Maintain emergency vehicle access.
2. Canopies and tents must be
secured with sandbags, water ballast, 
or weights on all sides. 
3. All water lines, electric cords, etc.
must be matted or taped prevent trip 
hazards. 
4. Cooking with an open flame in not
allowed within any tent or canopy. 
5. Food vendors preparing cooked
items are required to have a 5 lb. 
multi-purpose fire extinguisher on 
site. 
6. Propane tanks must be secured.
7. Protective barriers are required to
be placed around hot grills or 
appliances. 


-0- 


POLICE 
101-000.000.634.0003 


248.530.1870
TK 


Barricades/PEA for 3 hours each 
event. 
On duty officers will give events extra 
patrol. 


$356.00 


DEPARTMENT APPROVALS 


        EVENT NAME MOVIE NIGHTS 


LICENSE NUMBER #15-00010338 COMMISSION HEARING DATE March 16, 2015 







PUBLIC SERVICES 
101-000.000-634.0002 


248.530.1642 
Carrie Laird 


NO STAKES DRIVEN IN THE 
GROUND.  ESTIMATED COSTS 
INCLUDE BANNER PLACEMENT AND 
REMOVAL, BARRICADE PLACEMENT 
AND REMOVAL EACH EVENT, SET UP 
AND CLEAN UP EACH EVENT 


$1,350 


ENGINEERING 
101-000.000.634.0002 


248.530.1839


PO 


INSURANCE 
248.530.1807 


AT City event – covered by city insurance 


CLERK 
101-000.000-614.0000 


248.530.1803 
LP 


Notification letters mailed by applicant 
on 2/24/15. Notification addresses 
on file in the Clerk’s Office.  Evidence 
of required insurance must be on file 
with the Clerk’s Office no later than 
6/5/15. 


Applications for 
vendors license must 
be submitted no later 
than 6/5/15. 


$165 


TOTAL 
DEPOSIT 


REQUIRED 


$1,871.00 


ACTUAL 
COST 


FOR CLERK’S OFFICE USE 


Deposit paid ___________ 


Actual Cost   


Due/Refund  












MEMORANDUM 
City Clerk’s Office 


DATE: March 3, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Laura M. Pierce, City Clerk 


SUBJECT: Special Event Request 
ParkArt 


Attached is a special event application submitted by the Community House requesting 
permission to hold ParkArt – an evening of interactive family-oriented art displays in Shain Park 
June 26, 2015.  


The application has been circulated to the affected departments and approvals and comments 
have been noted. 


The following events have either been approved by the Commission or are planned to be held 
in June and have not yet submitted an application.  These events do not pose a conflict with 
the proposed event. 


Event Name Date Location 
Farmers Market June – August 


(Sundays) 
Lot 6 


In the Park Concerts June – August 
(Wednesdays) 


Shain Park 


Lungevity 5K June 6 Booth Park & surrounding neighborhood 
Battle of the Bands June 12 Shain Park 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To approve a request from the Community House to hold ParkArt on June 26, 2015 in Shain 
Park, contingent upon compliance with all permit and insurance requirements and payment of 
all fees and, further pursuant to any minor modifications that may be deemed necessary by 
administrative staff at the time of the event. 
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 February 19, 2015 
 


  
 


The Birmingham City Code requires that we receive approval from the Birmingham City Commission to hold 
the following special event.  The code further requires that we notify any property owners or business owners 
that may be affected by the special event of the date and time that the City commission will consider our request 
so that an opportunity exists for comments prior to this approval. 
 
Name of Event: ParkArt 
 
Location: Shain Park, near the Band Shell. In case of rain, the event will be moved into The Community 
House. 
 
Date of Event:  June 26, 2015     Hours of Event:  5-9:00 p.m. 
Date of Set - Up: June 26, 2015     Hours of Set-Up:  1-3:00 p.m.  
Date of Tear-Down:  June 26, 2015     Hours of Tear-Down:  9-10:00 p.m. 
 
Date of City Commission meeting:  March 16, 2015 
 
The City commission meets in room 205 of the Municipal Building at 151 Martin at 7:30 p.m.  A complete 
copy of the application to hold this special event is available for your review at the City Clerk’s Office 
(248.530.1880).  Log on to www.bhamgov.org/events for a complete list of special events. 
 
Event Organizer: Nevan Schatz - The Community House 
 
Address:  380 S. Bates, Birmingham, MI 48009 
 
Phone:  248.644.5832  
 
Direct: 248.594.6416 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


380 South Bates Street, Birmingham, MI 48009    I    248.644.5832 Tel    I    248.644.2476 Fax    I    www.tchserves.org 


 



http://www.bhamgov.org/events

















  
 
 
 
 
NOTE TO STAFF:  Please submit approval by 2/25/15  DATE OF EVENT JUNE 26, 2015 
  


DEPARTMENT APPROVED COMMENTS 


PERMITS 
REQUIRED 


(Must be obtained directly 
from individual 
departments) 


ESTIMATED 
COSTS 


(Must be paid two 
weeks prior to the 
event. License will 


not be issued if 
unpaid.) 


ACTUAL 
COSTS 


(Event will be 
invoiced by the 
Clerk’s office 


after the event) 


BUILDING 
101-000.000.634.0005 


248.530.1850 
Ken Cooper No building department involvement as 


proposed none none  


FIRE 
101-000.000-634.0004 


248.530.1900 
MPM Maintain emergency vehicle and fire 


hydrant access.  -0-  


POLICE 
101-000.000.634.0003 


248.530.1870 
TK On duty personnel to give event extra 


patrol.  -0-  


PUBLIC SERVICES 
101-000.000-634.0002 


248.530.1642 
Carrie Laird 


Department will deliver  the 5 PSD 
boxes.  Tents being placed in Shain Park 
can’t be staked down.   
The Department does not have nor can 
we provide tables, chairs, risers, sound 
system, microphone stands or speakers.  
These items are the responsibility of the 
event holder. 


 $50  


ENGINEERING 
101-000.000.634.0002 


248.530.1839 
PO     


INSURANCE 
248.530.1807 


AT ok    


DEPARTMENT APPROVALS 
 


                    EVENT NAME PARK ART 
  
LICENSE NUMBER #15-00010335  COMMISSION HEARING DATE MARCH 16, 2015  







CLERK 
101-000.000-614.0000 


248.530.1803 
LP 


Notification letters mailed by applicant 
on 2/19/15. Notification addresses on 
file in the Clerk’s Office.  Evidence of 
required insurance must be on file with 
the Clerk’s Office no later than 
6/12/15. 


Applications for 
vendors license must 
be submitted no later 
than 6/12/15. 


$165 (pd) 
 


 
 
 


    


TOTAL 
DEPOSIT 


REQUIRED 
 


$50.00 
 


ACTUAL 
COST 


 
 
 


  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Rev. 3/3/15 
h:\shared\special events\- general information\approval page.doc 


FOR CLERK’S OFFICE USE 
 
Deposit paid ___________ 
 
Actual Cost     
 
Due/Refund    
 








MEMORANDUM 
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 


SUBJECT: Peabody & Chester Street Parking Structure Restoration 
Contract #4-15(PK) 
Contract Award 


On March 6, 2015, the Engineering Department opened bids on the above referenced project. 
Three companies submitted bids for this project.  A bid summary attached for your reference. 


The low bidder was M One Limited, Inc. of Detroit, MI with their base bid of $963,409.00.  The 
Engineer’s Estimate for this work was approximately $1,310,000.  Since the total cost of the 
work was much less than expected, the Engineering Dept. recommends that the alternate work 
that was bid be included in the job.  (Details of the alternate work can be found below.)  When 
the alternate work is added to the base bid work, the low bidder changes to DRV Contractors, 
LLC.  DRV has successfully completed similar projects for the City of Birmingham for the last 
four projects in a row, all successfully.  We are confident that they are qualified to perform 
satisfactorily on this contract. 


This project includes concrete repairs and waterproofing throughout both buildings.  Significant 
stair repairs, painting of structural steel, and miscellaneous brick and masonry repairs are 
planned as well.   


The alternate work, bid at $34,700 by DRV, will provide aluminum coping covers on all of the 
outside brick walls on each floor of the Peabody St. Structure, on all four faces of the building. 
The existing masonry is suffering with age, as water enters the brick walls from the top of each 
wall on a regular basis, causing cracking and shifting with age.  The aluminum coping would 
keep all water out of the brick, other than the small amount that enters through its face during 
driving rains, thereby greatly reducing future water damage.  Since the total cost of the job was 
less than expected, we recommend that the alternate work be included on the job.  The 
additional cost is reflected in the resolution below. 


The work on this project is expected to commence in the middle of April, 2015, at the Chester 
St. Structure.  All work that requires the closure of parking spaces must be completed at that 
location before similar work proceeds at the Peabody St. Structure.  Closures at the Peabody St. 
Structure are anticipated to start in July, and be finished by September. 


As is required for all of the City’s construction projects, DRV has submitted a 5% bid security 
with their bid which will be forfeited if they do not provide the signed contracts and required 
bonds and insurance required by the contract following the award by the City Commission. 
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The cost of the project will be charged to the Auto Parking System Fund, split as follows: 


Peabody St. Structure  585-538.004-977.0000 $512,496.00 (incl. alternate) 
Chester St. Structure  585-538.006-977.0000 $499,659.00 
TOTAL  $1,012,155.00 


Funds have been budgeted for this project.  It is recommended that the Peabody and Chester 
Street Parking Structure Restoration , Contract #4-15(PK), be awarded to DRV Contractors, 
LLC,  in the amount of $1,012,155.00. 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 


To award Contract #4-15(PK), Peabody and Chester Street Parking Structure Restoration to 
DRV Contractors, LLC, of Shelby Twp., MI in the amount of $1,012,155.00, to be charged as 
follows: 


Peabody St. Structure 585-538.004-977.0000 $512,496.00 
Chester St. Structure 585-538.006-977.0000 $499,659.00 
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Company Name
5% Bid 


Security
Base Bid Alternate Work Grand Total


 M One Limited, Inc. X $963,409.00 $52,830.00 $1,016,239.00


DRV Joint Sealant Contractors, Inc. X $977,455.00 $34,700.00 $1,102,155.00


Pullman SST, Inc. X $1,349,024.00 $61,162.00 $1,410,186.00


CITY OF BIRMINGHAM


PEABODY ST. & CHESTER ST. PARKING STRUCTURE RESTORATION
CONTRACT #4-15(PK)


BID SUMMARY


March 6, 2015 - 2:00 PM








MEMORANDUM 
Engineering Dept. 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 


SUBJECT: Quarton Lake Maintenance Dredging 
Contract #12-12(M) 


In 2012, the Engineering Dept. bid a five year maintenance contract for Quarton Lake. 
Using the recently built staging area on Oak St., the contract asked contractors to commit 
to removing about 500 cu.yd. of dredged material from the north end of the lake each 
summer for the period of 2013-2017.  The low bidder was Restoration Dredging, with a 
price of $55,194.50 per year.   


Restoration Dredging is a small two partner firm.  They contracted out the work for the first 
two years successfully, and to date, the effort is deemed a success in keeping siltation out 
of the lake with minimal disruption to the neighborhood.  The two partners in the company 
have decided that this is the time to retire and shut down their operation.  They are hopeful 
to reassign the remaining three years of the contract to a new contractor that would 
operate under the same terms.   


The reassignment was offered to Inland Lakes Landscaping Corp.  Inland Lakes has 
successfully completed other lake related work for the City, such as the large scope 
dredging project conducted at Quarton Lake in 2011, and the stream bank slope restoration 
of the Rouge River north of Maple Rd. and east of Baldwin Ave. in 2010.  The Engineering 
Dept. has always found Inland Lakes good to work with, and we support the suggestion 
that they will be a good substitute for this work.  Inland Lakes has indicated in writing that 
they are willing to take this work on and honor the bid prices and terms originally submitted 
by Restoration Dredging (attached).  Further, we believe that this reassignment represents 
the best chance for the City to be able to continue in this effort of maintaining the lake bed 
through small dredging efforts each year through the end of 2017, at the costs previously 
anticipated. 


Both contractors have signed the attached amendment to the contract, a document that 
was prepared by the City Attorney’s office to address this unique situation.  It is 
recommended that the City of Birmingham approve the reassignment of the Quarton Lake 
Maintenance Dredging Project, Contract #12-12(M), to Inland Lakes Landscaping Corp., 
with the terms and prices matching those found in the original contract. 
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SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
 
To authorize the Mayor and Clerk to sign the amendment to the Quarton Lake 
Maintenance Dredging Project, Contract #12-12(M), reassigning the contract to Inland 
Lakes Landscaping Corp. at the previously agreed upon terms and prices.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(the original agreement is currently being passed among staff for signatures (as of 1:40 PM 
Friday, March 6) 
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MEMORANDUM 
 


ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 
DATE:   October 8, 2012 
 
TO:   Robert J. Bruner, Jr., City Manager 
 
FROM:  Brendan Cousino, Assistant City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Quarton Lake Annual Maintenance Dredging Project,  2013-2017 


Contract #12-12(M) 
   Contract Award 
 
 
On September 17, 2012, the Engineering Department opened bids on the above referenced 
project. Attached are the bid results. 
 
Two companies submitted a bid for this project.  The low bidder was Restoration Dredging, Inc. 
of Bloomfield Hills, MI, with their bid of $55,194.50.  Restoration Dredging was hired by the City 
on the 2002 Quarton Lake dredging project, as well as a private streambank restoration project 
within the City in 2010.  We are confident that they are qualified to perform satisfactorily on 
this contract.  The engineer’s estimate for this project was $60,000. The second bidder on the 
project was Inland Lakes Landscaping of Pontiac, MI with a bid of $59,768.00. 
 
Contract #12-12(M) represents the second part of a two part process to begin an annual 
dredging routine for Quarton Lake.  In August the City awarded a contract to D & E 
Landscaping and Grading to construct a drying bed area located on the north side of Oak St., 
between Lakepark Dr. and the river. A copy of the staff report on that project is attached, along 
with a drawing of the drying bed area for your reference. Construction work on the drying bed 
has started, and it is expected to be completed by the end of October. The drying bed will be 
accessed by a concrete drive from Oak St.  This area will also be screened by extending an 
existing split rail fence along the Oak St. frontage, and supplementing existing trees with 
several new evergreens.  The drying bed area will be used by the dredging contractor to place 
the dredged sediment from the lake in geotextile tubes, allow them to dry, and then load the 
sediment onto trucks and haul offsite for disposal. 
 
Assuming this contract is awarded, our proposed timetable is as follows: 
 


1. October, 2012 – Finish construction work on the drying bed area, allowing the grass to 
begin to be established prior to winter weather.  Install all fencing and landscaping as 
planned. 


2. Spring, 2013 – The new drying bed area will be maintained as it is today, as public park 
land. 


3. July or August, 2013 – The dredging contractor would arrive on site, install plastic 
sheeting over the reinforced grass pavers, setting up two 30 foot by 60 foot 
sedimentation bags.  A small dredge would be operated on the river and the mouth of 
the lake, removing an estimated 500 cubic yards of material (as needed). 
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4. August and September, 2013 – The sediment bags would dry in the hot, summer 
weather in a relatively short time. 


5. September or October, 2013 – The dredging contractor would begin removing the 
sediment.  An excavator would be set up at the west edge of the reinforced grass area, 
and trucks would be backed up into the loading area, using the new concrete driveway.  
Once all material is hauled away, the contractor would remove any remaining debris, 
and install a newly seeded lawn in the damaged area, allowing it to be at least partially 
stabilized again prior to winter. 


 
The above dredging process will repeat itself each year for the next four years with annual 
approval by the City Commission.  
 
The bid price for this work is for one year only, and the money for the subsequent years’ 
dredging will be requested in the City’s budget on an annual basis.  Each year the amount of 
the contract will need to be approved by the City Commission before the dredging work 
commences. The contract on this project will allow the City to decide to not proceed with the 
dredging work in any of the following years (2014-2017) without additional costs. The contract 
does allow for an adjustment in the unit prices for the following years (2014-2017) based on 
the rate of inflation.  The unit prices for geotextile dewatering bags and hauling the sediment 
away may be adjusted annually based on the actual cost of the bags from suppliers, and by a 
portion of the gasoline price as reported by AAA Michigan, since both of those work items are 
dependent upon potentially volatile oil prices.  
 
The Engineering Dept. recommends the award of the Quarton Lake Annual Maintenance 
Dredging Project, 2013-2017, Contract #12-12(M), to Restoration Dredging, Inc., of Bloomfield 
Hills, MI, at a cost of $55,194.50.  Funds for this work are budgeted under parks maintenance 
for the current fiscal year. 
 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
 
To award Contract #12-12(M), Quarton Lake Annual Maintenance Dredging Project, 2013-2017, 
to Restoration Dredging, Inc., of Bloomfield Hills, MI, in the amount of $55,194.50, charged to 
account number 101-751.0000-935.0000. 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 







Company Name
Addendum 


No. 1
5% Bid 
Security Bid


RESTORATION DREDGING, INC X X $55,194.50 *


INLAND LAKES LANDSCAPING X X $59,768.00


* Note: Math Error Corrected by Engineering Dept.


CITY OF BIRMINGHAM


QUARTON LAKE ANNUAL MAINTENANCE DREDGING PROJECT
CONTRACT #12‐12(M)


BID SUMMARY


September 17, 2012 ‐ 2:00 PM












MEMORANDUM 
Department of Public Services 


DATE: February 24, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Lauren A. Wood, Director of Public Services 


SUBJECT: Roof Replacement at Springdale Clubhouse 


The roof at the Springdale Clubhouse is in need of replacement due to the age and rapidly 
deteriorating condition of the shingles.  This roof was put on when this building was 
constructed in 1992 and the shingles are cracked, weathered and has developed algae on its 
surface over the years.  A request for proposal (RFP) was developed to replace the damaged roof. 


Sealed proposals were opened Tuesday, February 10, 2015 for “Roof Replacement at 
Springdale Clubhouse”. The (RFP) was entered into the Michigan Inter-governmental Trade 
Network (MITN) purchasing system and advertised in the Birmingham Observer Eccentric.  Two 
(2) vendors responded submitting a total of two (2) bids. The base project included in the RFP 
consisted of stripping the existing roof down to sheeting, make necessary wood repairs, and 
provide and install a full manufacture roof system with new laminated shingle product and all 
associated tasks related to the work.  The project requires the contractor to be a Platinum 
Contractor with Owens Corning, Master Elite Contractor with GAF, or Select Shingle Master with 
CertainTeed.  In addition, the project required the installation of a standard laminated shingle that 
is algae and mold resistant. 


Below is a summary of the submitted proposals. 


Bidder Base 
Bid O.S.B. Board If Needed Total 


Cost Warranty 


Great Lakes Roofing, 
Inc. 


$11,700 $1.50 Per Sq/Ft $11,700 20 Years 


Roof One, Inc. $11,875 $1.50 Per Sq/Ft $11,875 20 Years 


In addition to the base bid, the Contractor will be required, if needed, to replace all bad wood 
with O.S.B. roofing board.  This additional bid amount is listed above.  Oriented Strand Board 
(O.S.B.) is not plywood, nor is it a type of particleboard, fiberboard or wafer board, and 
although it is a newcomer to a plywood-dominated market, its use for exterior sheathing is 
becoming routine. It has better structural integrity than plywood, it is less expensive, and 
contemporary products are just as able to repel rain and moisture.  The Springdale Clubhouse is 
3,200 square feet, so if all boards were replaced the total added cost would be $4,800.00. 
There has not been major water intrusion in the clubhouse, so any replacements are expected 
to be minimal or non-existent. 
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The references have been contacted and Great Lakes Roofing, Inc. comes highly recommended. 
This company has extensive experience and references that include other local municipalities, 
medical centers, apartments and condominiums in the area.  The Department of Public Services 
recommends awarding the “Roof Replacement at the Springdale Clubhouse” project to Great 
Lakes Roofing, Incorporated for a total expenditure of $11,700 with possible additional costs of 
new O.S.B. board, as needed.  The bid proposal meets all of the specifications included in the 
RFP and is considered the lowest qualified bidder. 
 
There is $10,000 budgeted for this project in the Public Improvements Fund, account #584-
753.002-981.0100, so a budget amendment will be required with this project approval. 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To award the “Roof Replacement at the Springdale Clubhouse” project to Great Lakes Roofing, 
Incorporated for a total expenditure of $11,700, plus replacement of any damaged O.S.B. board 
at an additional cost of $1.50 per square foot, as needed.  To authorize the Mayor and City 
Clerk to sign the contract on behalf of the City upon the receipt of all required insurances.  
Further, to approve the appropriation and amendment to the 2014-2015 Springdale Golf Course 
Net Assets as follows: 
 


Revenues: 


   Appropriation from Net Assets 584-000.000-400.000       $1,700.00 


   Total Revenues           $1,700.00 


 


Expenditures: 


   Public Improvements 584-753.002-981.0100                  $1,700.00 


   Total Expenditures              $1,700.00 
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MEMORANDUM 
Engineering Dept. 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 


SUBJECT: Nowak & Fraus Engineers 
Contract Renewal 


Attached is an engineering consultant agreement between the City of Birmingham and the 
firm Nowak & Fraus Engineers.  Nowak & Fraus is a multi-disciplinary consulting firm that 
has assisted the Engineering Department with the majority of its street paving related 
projects since 1999.  Their current five year contract with the City will expire at the end of 
March.   


We have had a fine working relationship with the current Nowak & Fraus team on our 
paving projects.  Plans prepared on our behalf have consistently been well thought through, 
and well presented, making them easy to work with.  Their survey department has also 
assisted other City departments for possible land acquisitions and master plan documents, 
for example.  Currently, Nowak & Fraus is acting as the lead consultant on the two street 
paving contracts that were recently bid.  They are also currently in design for two smaller 
downtown street improvement projects being bid soon.   


It is recommended that the City of Birmingham continue to engage Nowak & Fraus 
Engineers, to provide engineering services according to the attached agreement, which has 
been approved by the City Attorney. 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 


To authorize the Mayor and Clerk to sign the agreement between Nowak & Fraus 
Engineers and the City of Birmingham. 
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
NOWAK & FRAUS, PLLC 


ENGINEERING CONSULTANT CONTRACT 


THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this ___ day of ___________, 2015, by and 
between the CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, a Michigan Municipal Corporation located at 151 Martin 
Street, Birmingham, Michigan, hereinafter referred to as the CITY, and NOWAK & FRAUS, 
PLLC, located at 46777 Woodward Avenue, Pontiac, Michigan 48342, hereinafter referred to as 
the CONSULTANT.    


W I T N E S S E T H: 


WHEREAS, the CITY would like to engage the professional services of the 
CONSULTANT to perform engineering services, including inspections and surveying, and, 


WHEREAS, the CONSULTANT is willing to render such services desired by the CITY 
for the considerations hereinafter expressed. 


NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual undertakings of the parties 
hereto, all as hereinafter set forth, it is agreed by and between the parties as follows: 


1. The CONSULTANT shall perform engineering services for the CITY, including,
but not limited to, investigations, studies and preliminary engineering, design engineering, 
construction engineering and field layout, perform inspection services and surveys, update 
CITY'S record keeping as directed, obtain detailed "as built" information in the field and properly 
transfer this information to the CITY'S electronic mapping/GIS system. 


Prior to the final acceptance of a project, the design engineer shall submit as-built 
plans, in both digital and hardcopy format, to the CITY.  As-built plans shall be submitted for all 
projects involving sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main installation or modification.  As-
builts shall adhere to the CITY of Birmingham CAD/GIS submittal standards found under 
separate cover. 


The CONSULTANT will provide said services only when requested to do so by 
the City Engineer. 


2. The CONSULTANT shall perform all work under the direction of the City
Engineer or a designated representative. 


3. The CITY agrees to pay the CONSULTANT for services rendered on the basis of
an hourly fee as set forth in Exhibit A which is attached hereto and made a part hereof.  The 
hourly fee may be reviewed and adjusted annually by mutual consent of both parties in writing. 
The CONSULTANT shall submit billings on a regular basis, but no more than once a month. 


4. This Agreement shall commence on April 1, 2015, and shall terminate on March
31, 2020.  However, notwithstanding the term of the agreement, the City shall have the right to 







terminate this Agreement on ten (10) days written notice.  In the event of termination, the 
CONSULTANT shall receive compensation for services to the date the termination takes effect 
and the City shall be entitled to retain and use the results to the date the termination takes effect 
and the City shall be entitled to retain and use the results of all information, documents and 
recommendations prepared by the CONSULTANT through such date. 
 
 5. If the CONSULTANT fails to perform its obligations hereunder, the CITY may 
take any and all remedial actions permitted by law.  
 
 6. The CONSULTANT shall hire personnel of good character and fitness to perform 
the duties under this Agreement.   
 
 7. The CONSULTANT agrees that neither it nor its subcontractors will discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment with respect to hire, tenure, terms, conditions 
or privileges of employment, or a matter directly or indirectly related to employment because of 
race, color, religion, national origin, age, sex, height, weight or marital status.  The 
CONSULTANT shall inform the CITY of all claims or suits asserted against it by the 
CONSULTANT’S employees who work pursuant to this Agreement.  The CONSULTANT shall 
provide the CITY with periodic status reports concerning all such claims or suits, at intervals 
established by the CITY.   
 


8. Any controversy or claim arising out of or relating to this Agreement, or the 
breach thereof, shall be settled either by commencement of a suit in Oakland County Circuit 
Court, the 48th District Court or by arbitration.  If both parties elect to have the dispute resolved 
by arbitration, it shall be settled pursuant to Chapter 50 of the Revised Judicature Act for the 
State of Michigan and administered by the American Arbitration Association with one arbitrator 
being used, or three arbitrators in the event any party’s claim exceeds $1,000,000. Each party 
shall bear its own costs and expenses and an equal share of the arbitrator’s and administrative 
fees of arbitration. Such arbitration shall qualify as statutory arbitration pursuant to MCL 
§600.5001 et. seq., and the Oakland County Circuit Court or any court having jurisdiction shall 
render judgment upon the award of the arbitrator made pursuant to this Agreement.  The laws of 
the State of Michigan shall govern this Agreement, and the arbitration shall take place in 
Oakland County, Michigan. In the event that the parties elect not to have the matter in dispute 
arbitrated, any dispute between the parties may be resolved by the filing of a suit in the Oakland 
County Circuit Court or the 48th District Court.  
 


9. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the CONSULTANT and any entity or 
person for whom the CONSULTANT is legally liable, agrees to be responsible for any liability, 
defend, pay on behalf of, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Birmingham, its elected and 
appointed officials, employees and volunteers and others working on their behalf against any and 
all claims, demands, suits, or loss, including all costs and reasonable attorney fees connected 
therewith, and for any damages which may be asserted, claimed or recovered against or from the 
CITY, its elected and appointed officials, employees, volunteers or others working on their 
behalf, by reason of personal injury, including bodily injury and death and/or property damage, 
including loss of use thereof, which arise out of the acts, errors or omissions of the 
CONSULTANT including its employees and agents, in the performance of this Agreement.  
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Such responsibility shall not be construed as liability for damage caused by or resulting from the 
sole act or omission of its elected or appointed officials, employees, volunteers or others working 
on behalf of the CITY. 
 


The CITY agrees that the contractors shall be solely responsible for job site safety and all 
contractors shall be required in the CITY’S contract with such contractors to indemnify the 
CONSULTANT for any liability incurred by the CONSULTANT as a result of the contractor’s 
negligent acts or omissions.  However, such indemnification shall not extend to liability resulting 
from the negligence of the CONSULTANT. 
 


10. The CONSULTANT shall not commence work under this Agreement until it has, 
at its sole expense, obtained the insurance required by this paragraph.  All certificates of 
insurance shall be with insurance carriers licensed and admitted to do business in the State of 
Michigan.  All coverages shall be with insurance carriers acceptable to the City of Birmingham.  
The CONSULTANT shall maintain during the life of this Agreement the types of insurance 
coverage and minimum limits as set forth below: 


 
A. Workers' Compensation Insurance: CONSULTANT shall procure and 


maintain during the life of this Agreement, Workers' Compensation 
Insurance, including Employers Liability Coverage, in accordance with all 
applicable statutes of the State of Michigan. 
 


B. Commercial General Liability Insurance: CONSULTANT shall procure 
and maintain during the life of this Agreement, Commercial General 
Liability Insurance on an "Occurrence Basis" with limits of liability not 
less than $1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit, Personal 
Injury, Bodily Injury and Property Damage.  Coverage shall include the 
following extensions: (A) Contractual Liability; (B) Products and 
Completed Operations; (C) Independent Contractors Coverage; (D) Broad 
Form General Liability Extensions or equivalent; (E) Deletion of all 
Explosion, Collapse and Underground (XCU) Exclusions, if applicable. 
 


C. Motor Vehicle Liability Insurance: CONSULTANT shall procure and 
maintain during the life of this Agreement Motor Vehicle Liability 
Insurance, including all applicable no-fault coverages, with limits of 
liability of not less than $ 1,000,000 per occurrence combined single limit 
Bodily Injury and Property Damage.  Coverage shall include all owned 
vehicles, all non-owned vehicles, and all hired vehicles. 
 


D. Additional Insured: The Commercial General Liability and Motor Vehicle 
Liability, as described above, shall include an endorsement stating the 
following shall be Additional Insureds:  The City of Birmingham 
including all elected and appointed officials, all employees, all boards, 
commissions and/or authorities and board members.  This coverage shall 
be primary and any other insurance maintained by the additional insureds 
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shall be considered to be excess and non-contributing with this insurance 
required from CONSULTANT under this Section. 


 
E. Professional Liability Insurance:  If Professional Liability Insurance is 


available, Professional Liability Insurance with limits of not less than 
$2,000,000 per claim if CONSULTANT will provide service that are 
customarily subject to this type of coverage. 


 
F. Cancellation Notice:  Workers' Compensation Insurance, Commercial 


General Liability Insurance, Professional Liability Insurance and Motor 
Vehicle Liability Insurance as described above, shall include an 
endorsement stating the following: "Thirty (30) days Advance Written 
Notice of Cancellation or Non-Renewal shall be sent to: Director of 
Finance, City of Birmingham, P.O. Box 3001, 151 Martin Street, 
Birmingham, Michigan 48012. 


 
G. Proof of Insurance Coverage: CONSULTANT shall provide the CITY at 


the time the Agreement is returned for execution, Certificates of Insurance 
and/or policies, acceptable to the City, as listed below. 


1) Two (2) copies of Certificate of Insurance for Workers' 
Compensation Insurance; 


2) Two (2) copies of Certificate of Insurance for Commercial General 
Liability Insurance; 


3) Two (2) copies of Certificate of Insurance for Vehicle Liability 
Insurance; 


4) Two (2) copies of Certificate of Insurance for Professional 
Liability Insurance; 


H. Coverage Expiration: If any of the above coverages expire during the term 
of this Agreement, CONSULTANT shall deliver renewal certificates 
and/or policies to the City at least (10) days prior to the expiration date. 


 
 11. If, after the effective date of this Agreement, any official of the CITY, or spouse, 
child, parent or in-law of such official or employee shall become directly or indirectly interested 
in this Agreement or the affairs of the CONSULTANT, the CITY shall have the right to 
terminate this Agreement without further liability to the CONSULTANT if the disqualification 
has not been removed within thirty (30) days after the CITY has given the CONSULTANT 
notice of the disqualifying interest.  Ownership of less than one percent (1%) of the stock or other 
equity interest in a corporation or partnership shall not be a disqualifying interest.  Employment 
shall be a disqualifying interest. 
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 12. The CONSULTANT and the CITY agree that the CONSULTANT is acting as an 
independent contractor with respect to the CONSULTANT'S role in providing services to the 
CITY pursuant to this Agreement, and as such, shall be liable for its own actions and neither the 
CONSULTANT nor its employees shall be construed as employees of the CITY.  Nothing 
contained in this Agreement shall be construed to imply a joint venture or partnership and neither 
party, by virtue of this Agreement, shall have any right, power or authority to act or create any 
obligation, express or implied, on behalf of the other party, except as specifically outlined herein.  
Neither the CITY nor the CONSULTANT shall be considered or construed to be the agent of the 
other, nor shall either have the right to bind the other in any manner whatsoever, except as 
specifically provided in this Agreement, and this Agreement shall not be construed as a contract 
of agency.  The CONSULTANT shall not be considered entitled or eligible to participate in any 
benefits or privileges given or extended by the CITY, or be deemed an employee of the CITY for 
purposes of federal or state withholding taxes, FICA taxes, unemployment, workers' 
compensation or any other employer contributions on behalf of the CITY. 
 
 13. The CONSULTANT agrees that it will apply for and secure all permits and 
approvals as may be required from the CITY in accordance with the provisions of applicable 
laws and ordinances of the CITY, State of Michigan or federal agencies.   
 
 14. This Agreement shall be binding upon and apply and inure to the benefit of the 
parties hereto and their respective successors or assigns.  The covenants, conditions, and the 
agreements herein contained are hereby declared binding on the CITY and CONSULTANT.  It is 
further agreed that there shall be no change, modification, or alteration hereof, except in writing, 
signed by both of the parties hereto.  Neither party shall assign any of the rights under this 
Agreement without prior approval, in writing, of the other.  Any attempt at assignment without 
prior written consent shall be void and of no effect. 
 
 15. The CITY shall be the owner of all the drawings, specifications or other 
documents prepared by the CONSULTANT. Any modifications made to the drawings by the 
CITY shall be clearly marked as such on the modified document.  The CITY may not use these 
documents for any purpose other than pursuant to the activities provided for in this Agreement. 
 
 16. Notices shall be given to:   
 
  a. City of Birmingham 
   151 Martin Street 
   P.O. Box 3001 
   Birmingham, MI  48012-3001 
   Attention:  Ms. Laura Pierce 
 
   With copies to: 
 
   Timothy J. Currier, City Attorney 
   Beier Howlett, P.C. 
   200 E. Long Lake Road, Ste. #110 
   Bloomfield Hills, MI  48304 
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  b. Nowak & Fraus, PLLC 
   46777 Woodward Avenue 
   Pontiac, MI 48342-2219 
   Attention:  Mr. Brett Buchholz, Senior Associate 
 


17. The CONSULTANT acknowledges that in performing services pursuant to this 
Agreement, certain confidential and/or proprietary information (including, but not limited to, 
internal organization, methodology, personnel and financial information, etc.) may become 
involved.  The CONSULTANT recognizes that unauthorized exposure of such confidential or 
proprietary information could irreparably damage the CITY.  Therefore, the CONSULTANT 
agrees to use reasonable care to safeguard the confidential and proprietary information and to 
prevent the unauthorized use or disclosure thereof.  The CONSULTANT shall inform its 
employees of the confidential or proprietary nature of such information and shall limit access 
thereto to employees rendering services pursuant to this Agreement.  The CONSULTANT 
further agrees to use such confidential or proprietary information only for the purpose of 
performing services pursuant to this Agreement. 


 
18. This Agreement shall be governed by and performed, interpreted and enforced in 


accordance with the laws of the State of Michigan.  The CONSULTANT agrees to perform all 
services provided for in this Agreement in accordance with and in full compliance with all local, 
state and federal laws and regulations. 


 
19. If any provision of this Agreement is declared invalid, illegal or unenforceable, 


such provision shall be severed from this Agreement and all other provisions shall remain in full 
force and effect. 


 
FAIR PROCUREMENT OPPORTUNITY:  Procurement for the City of Birmingham will be 
handled in a manner providing fair opportunity for all businesses.  This will be accomplished 
without abrogation or sacrifice of quality and as determined to be in the best interest of the City 
of Birmingham. 


 
 


 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the day 
and year first above written. 
 


      CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
 
 


  _________________________________ 
       Stuart Lee Sherman, Mayor 
 
 


  _________________________________ 
       Laura Pierce, Clerk 
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NOWAK & FRAUS, PLLC 
 


 
  By:  _____________________________ 


          Its: 
APPROVAL (Sec 2-289 City Code) 
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer   Joseph Valentine, City Manager as to 
   as to Substance        Substance 
 
________________________________  ________________________________ 
Mark Gerber, Director of     Timothy J. Currier, City Attorney as to  
   Finance as to Financial Obligation      Form 
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MEMORANDUM 
City Clerk’s Office 


DATE: March 10, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Laura M. Pierce, City Clerk 


SUBJECT: Public Hearings Regarding 2015 Liquor License Renewal 


At the City Commission meeting of February 23, 2015 the City Commission adopted a resolution 
setting a public hearing for March 16, 2015 to consider objecting to the renewal of the liquor 
license held by the following establishments: 


 Bistro Joe’s, 34244 Woodward Ave.
o Licensee's failure to timely pay its taxes or other monies due the city.


(Delinquent Water Bill) Section 10-40 (7)


 Dick O’Dow’s, 160 West Maple
o Licensee's failure to timely pay its taxes or other monies due the city.


(Delinquent Water Bill) Section 10-40 (7)


 Cosi, 101 North Old Woodward
o Licensee's failure to timely pay its taxes or other monies due the city.


(Delinquent Taxes Due) Section 10-40 (7)


 Social Kitchen & Bar, 225 East Maple
o Licensee's failure to comply with the terms of its liquor license or any conditions


imposed by the city commission or the liquor control commission at the time of
issuance or transfer of the license (Section 10-40(5))


o Licensee's failure to comply with all standards and plans established and
approved by the city commission at the time of original approval or transfer of
the license. (Section 10-40(6))
(Failure to comply with conditions of Special Land Use Permit (SLUP) approved 
on January 9, 2012, with said permit being the basis for the original approval of 
the liquor license.) 


The Commission set the Public Hearing with the understanding that the Public Hearing would be 
cancelled if the licensee is no longer delinquent.  Since that time, the Treasurer’s Office 
received full payment of the delinquent water bill for Bistro Joe’s and a partial payment from 
Dick O’Dow’s.  Dick O’Dow’s has submitted a letter confirming their intent to pay the remaining 
balance by the end of March.  The Treasurer’s Office has confirmed that Oakland County has 
received full payment for the delinquent taxes from Cosi.  In addition, Social Kitchen & Bar has 
submitted a letter confirming their intent to work toward completion of the up-lighting and 
compliance with the SLUP. 
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In light of these developments, the Public Hearings for the four establishments have been 
cancelled.  Staff recommends that the City Commission approve the renewal, for the 2015 
licensing period, of the liquor license held by the owners/operators of Bistro Joe’s, Dick 
O’Dow’s, Cosi, and Social Kitchen & Bar. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To approve the renewal, for the 2015 licensing period, of the liquor license held by the 
owners/operators of Bistro Joe’s, 34244 Woodward Ave.; Dick O’Dow’s, 160 West Maple; Cosi, 
101 North Old Woodward; Social Kitchen & Bar, 225 East Maple. 







Monday, March 09, 2015


History Detail Report


1/1


Other InfoUsageRead


BalanceAmountItem - or - UserActionCreatedPosted


PAPA JOES'S HOLDING CO LLCCustomer Name:


34244 WOODWARD AVEService Address:


19469-24354Account #:


WOOW-034244-0000-01Location ID:


$0.00$25942.00R15-140266Payment Posted03/02/15 14:5003/02/15


Adj


$25942.00-$239.05ADJBill Adjustment02/25/15 12:0302/25/15


Reversal


$26181.05-$261.81ADJPenalty Reversal02/25/15 11:5902/25/15


$26442.86$261.81Penalty02/20/15 9:1502/20/15


$26181.05$7944.11R15-137652Payment Posted02/02/15 15:2402/02/15


$34125.16$7944.1109/17/14-12/09/14Bill Calculated01/15/15 16:4101/15/15


$26181.05$259.22Penalty12/29/14 8:4212/29/14


Auto60120557


$25921.83WAMeter Read01/07/15 11:4612/09/14


$25921.83$256.66Penalty11/19/14 15:0711/19/14


$25665.17$9109.61R14-130362Payment Posted11/12/14 16:0511/12/14


$34774.78$9109.6106/17/14-09/17/14Bill Calculated10/14/14 15:5910/14/14


$25665.17$254.12Penalty10/01/14 10:1909/24/14


Auto69119956


$25411.05WAMeter Read09/24/14 13:3309/17/14


$25411.05$251.60Penalty08/22/14 11:1308/22/14


$25159.45$7778.04R14-122399Payment Posted08/12/14 15:2808/12/14


$32937.49$7778.0403/15/14-06/17/14Bill Calculated07/16/14 15:3807/16/14


1,292.00Total Usage:











Monday, March 09, 2015


History Detail Report


1/1


Other InfoUsageRead


BalanceAmountItem - or - UserActionCreatedPosted


DICK O'DOWSCustomer Name:


160 W MAPLE RDService Address:


06549-23140Account #:


MAPL-000160-0000-01Location ID:


$12114.28$10000.00R15-140501Payment Posted03/05/15 11:2103/05/15


$22114.28$218.94Penalty02/20/15 9:2002/20/15


Auto3124313


$21895.34WAMeter Read02/20/15 14:2702/15/15


$21895.34$216.77Penalty01/22/15 16:4501/22/15


$21678.57$4149.7608/15/14-11/15/14Bill Calculated12/16/14 15:0412/16/14


Auto3084001


$17528.81WAMeter Read11/18/14 14:0011/15/14


$17528.81$173.54Penalty10/21/14 14:2110/21/14


$17355.27$4162.7105/15/14-08/15/14Bill Calculated09/16/14 10:2709/16/14


Auto3093693


$13192.56WAMeter Read08/19/14 14:0008/15/14


$13192.56$130.62Penalty07/24/14 15:0407/24/14


929.00Total Usage:
















NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS 
BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION 
PUBLIC HEARING OF NECESSITY 


PUBLIC HEARING OF CONFIRMATION 


Meeting Date, Time, Location: HEARING OF NECESSITY FOR SPECIAL 
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 
Monday, March 16, 2015, 7:30 PM 
Municipal Building, 151 Martin,  
Birmingham, MI  


Meeting Date, Time, Location: HEARING OF CONFIRMATION FOR SPECIAL 
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 
Monday, March 30, 2015, 7:30 PM 
Municipal Building, 151 Martin, 
Birmingham, MI  


Location: 2015 Local Streets Paving Program area 
 Maryland Blvd – Southlawn Blvd to 14 Mile Rd
 Henrietta St – Northlawn Blvd to 14 Mile Rd
 Southlawn Blvd – Bates St to Pierce St
 Catalpa Dr – Pierce St to Edgewood Ave
 Henley Dr – Abbey Rd to Putney Dr
 Putney Dr – Henley Dr to Adams Rd


Nature of Improvement: Installation of lateral sewers within the 2015 
Local Streets Paving Program area, with a 
voluntary option being made available for those 
properties on the long side of Henley Drive and 
Putney Drive. 


City Staff Contact: Paul O’Meara 248.530.1836 
pomeara@bhamgov.org 


Notice Requirements: Mail to affected property owners 
Publish March 1 & 8, 2015 


Approved minutes may be reviewed at: City Clerk’s Office 


You or your agent may appear at the hearings to express your views; however, if you fail to protest 
either in person or by letter received on or before the date of the hearing, you cannot appeal the 
amount of the special assessment to the Michigan Tax Tribunal.  Mail any correspondence to:  City 
Clerk, P.O. Box 3001, Birmingham, MI 48012. 


The property owner may file a written appeal of the special assessment with the State Tax Tribunal 
within 30 days after the confirmation of the special assessment roll if that special assessment was 
protested at the hearing held for the purpose of confirming the roll. 


All special assessments, including installment payments, shall, from the date of the confirmation 
thereof, constitute a lien on the respective lots or parcels assessed, and until paid shall be charged 
against the respective owners of the lots or parcels assessed. 


Persons  with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should 
contact the City Clerk's Office at  248.530.1880 (voice) or 248.644.5115 (TDD) at least one day in 


advance to request mobility, visual, hearing or other assistance. 
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MEMORANDUM 
Engineering Dept. 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer 


SUBJECT: 2015 Local Streets Paving Program 
Sewer Lateral Replacement Special Assessment District 
Public Hearing 


At the Commission meeting of February 26, 2015, the City Commission set a date of 
March 16, 2015 to hold a public hearing of necessity for the replacement of sewer 
laterals located within the limits of the 2015 Local Streets Paving Program.  Also at that 
meeting, a confirmation hearing date of March 30, 2015 was set, should the 
assessment district be authorized.  Attached for your information are all previous 
reports that were prepared on this subject, as well as the public hearing notice most 
recently sent out. 


Every owner in the proposed district has been sent one of the two attached letters (a 
special letter was prepared for the residents on Henley Dr. and Putney Dr.).  To date, 
our office has received a small number of questions.  One homeowner has notified us 
that their sewer lateral was lined about ten years ago, but that has not yet been 
confirmed.  If this work is confirmed, they can be removed from the district later with a 
$0 charge.   


As noted in the letter for the residents on Henley Dr. and Putney Dr., these two street 
are only having sewer improvements, and the pavement is not scheduled for 
replacement.  The homeowners on the far side of the street are not officially in the 
district, and they are being offered an option to participate at their cost, including road 
restoration.  One resident in this group has called and asked questions, but it appeared 
that his sewer lateral had already been repaired.   


A suggested resolution has been prepared below should the Commission wish to 
consider authorizing this project.   


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION (SEWER LATERAL REPLACEMENT): 


WHEREAS,  The City Commission has passed Ordinance No. 1906, to establish and 
adopt requirements and procedures for the replacement of sewer lateral 
lines when the City street is open for repairs or reconstruction; and 
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WHEREAS, The City Commission is of the opinion that replacement of sewer laterals 


not meeting current criteria as a part of the planned road paving project is 
declared a necessity; and  


 
WHEREAS, formal bids have been received and the actual cost per foot for 


replacement of the sewer laterals has been determined,  
 
RESOLVED, that all sewer laterals not meeting current criteria located within the limits 


of the following streets shall be replaced as a part of the paving project on 
the following streets: 


 
 Maryland Blvd. – Southlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. 
 Henrietta St. – Northlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. 
 Catalpa Dr. – Pierce St. to Edgewood Ave. 
 
 And on the north side only for all sewer laterals on: 
 
 Putney Dr. – Henley Dr. to Adams Rd. 
   
RESOLVED, that at such time as the Assessor is directed to prepare the assessment 


roll, of which 100% of the contractor’s charge to replace sewer lateral 
(calculated at the rate of $55 per linear foot) shall be charged to the 
adjoining property owners benefiting from the sewer lateral, 


 
RESOLVED, that there be a special assessment district created and special 


assessments levied in accordance with benefits against the properties 
within such assessment district, said special assessment district shall be all 
properties, within the following district: 


 
  “Birmingham Crestview Subdivision” 


Lots 176, 178, 179, 181 to 191 inclusive, 242, 244 to 251 inclusive, 253, 
254, 256. 
 
Assessor’s Plat N. 30” 
Lots 28 to 34 inclusive, 36, 38, 39, 41 to 46 inclusive. 
 
“Bright Lawn Subdivision” 
Lots 54 to 65 inclusive, and the adjacent 20 ft. wide vacated alley to their 
north, (lots 100 to 104 inclusive, the northerly 16.3 ft. of lot 104, the 
southerly 10 ft. of lot 106, 107 to 115 inclusive, the northerly 10 ft. of lot 
116, the northerly 20 ft. of lot 117, lots 118 to 125).  All of the above lots 
within parentheses also include the easterly 9 ft. of the adjacent vacated 
alley.  (Lot 126, 127, the southerly 10 ft. of lot 128, the northerly 20 ft. of 
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lot 129, lots 130 to 132 inclusive, the southerly 20 ft. of lot 133, 136, 138 
and the southerly 10 ft. of lot 139, the northerly 7 ft. of lot 140, lots 141 
to 146 inclusive, the southerly 40 ft. of lot 147).  All of the above lots 
within parentheses also include the westerly 9 ft. of the adjacent vacated 
alley. 
 
“Nelson’s Homes Subdivision”    
Lots 4 & 6. 
 
“Replat of parts of Oakland Villas Annex and Rosemount 
Subdivision” 
Lots 1 to 7 inclusive, plus the adjacent vacated 20 ft. alley, 8, 9, 11, 14, 
plus the easterly 10 ft. of the adjacent vacated alley. 
 
“Oakland Villas Annex” 
Lots 41, 43, 70, 71, 73, 74. 
 
“Birmingham Forest Hills” 
Lot 66. 
 
“Replat of part of Birmingham Forest Hills” 
Lots 17, 18. 


 
RESOLVED, that the Commission shall meet on Monday, March 30, 2015, at 7:30 P.M., 


for the purpose of conducting a public hearing to confirm the roll for the 
replacement of sewer laterals within the 2015 Local Streets Paving 
Program.  
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3/7/2015 City of Birmingham MI Mail  Putneyinstallation of new storm sewer


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4607cf6df1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14befed04cb1ff53&siml=14befed04cb1ff53 1/1


Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>


Putneyinstallation of new storm sewer
1 message


Peggy Cohen <pcohen@arco1952.com> Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 11:30 AM
To: pomeara@bhamgov.org
Cc: Peggy Cohen <pcohen@arco1952.com>


Dear Mr. O'Meara


 


Thank you for speaking with me today and explaining the plans to replace and increase the capacity of storm
sewers on Putney.  I strongly favor this project.  In the 2 years I have owned the townhouses from 1037 to 1093
Putney I have experienced 3 very bad storm water backups


 


I strongly support this project.  Thanks


 


Peggy Cohen


 


Please note new address
North Management LLC / ARCO Construction


25925 Telegraph Road


Suite 202


Southfield, MI 48033


 


(248) 2333912  Direct Voice


(248) 3530325  Facsimile


(248) 3537981  Main Voice


pcohen@arco1952.com


 


 



tel:%28248%29%20353-7981

tel:%28248%29%20233-3912

mailto:kperreman@arco1952.com

tel:%28248%29%20353-0325
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MEMORANDUM 
 


ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 
 
DATE:   February 13, 2015 
 
TO:   Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: 2015 Local Street Paving Project,  
 Sewer Lateral Replacement 
 Special Assessment District 
 
 
As referenced on the attached report, several local streets are scheduled to have their 
pavement removed and replaced.  In consistent with Birmingham policy, the plans have 
proposed to replace all sewer laterals underneath these streets if they are over 50 years old.  
The streets in which this will apply include: 
 
Maryland Blvd. – Southlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. 
Henrietta St. – Northlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. 
Southlawn Blvd. – Bates St. to  Pierce St. 
Catalpa Dr. – Pierce St. to Edgewood Ave. 
Henley Dr. – Abbey Rd. to Putney Dr. 
Putney Dr. – Henley Dr. to Adams Rd. 
 
The seventh street in the contract, Cummings St., does not have any sewer lateral connections 
within its right-of-way, therefore, those homes will not be impacted by this issue. 
 
Attached are charts listing all of the properties impacted by this project, and the work involving 
sewer laterals.  Those properties that have a sewer lateral that appears to be greater than 50 
years old are being recommended for inclusion in the district. 
 
The price for a 6” sewer lateral replacement from the low bidder (DiPonio) is $55 per foot.  The 
price bid for this pay item ranged from $40 to $110 per foot, with the average price being 
$66.25 per foot.  Given that the low bidder’s price is 17% below the average, we believe 
charging the recommended bidder’s price ($55), is appropriate. 
 
Three of the streets listed have unique circumstances that need to be clarified. 
 


A. On Catalpa Dr., the Oakland Co. sewer that each house is connected to extra deep, 
varying between 15 and 20 ft. below the pavement (typically, City sewers in areas with 
little slope should be designed at about ten feet deep).  The sewer is extra deep to help 
service other areas upstream, but it serves as no benefit to the homeowners on Catalpa 
Dr.  As is typically done in these situations, the majority of the sewer lateral is built at 
the normal depth for most of its distance.  When it nears the extra deep County sewer, 
a “riser” pipe is constructed that drops quickly down to the top of the County sewer, 
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where it is connected.  Since the deep County sewer is being reconstructed, and since 
the existing risers would have to be removed and replaced regardless of their age and 
condition, the cost of the riser replacement is being charged to the Acacia Drain account 
(not the special assessment district).  The footages shown on the attached chart for 
Catalpa Dr. reflects the cost of the normal depth sewer lateral replacement that will be 
replaced as needed, based on the age of the pipe, while the cost of the riser has been 
excluded. 
 


B. The Henley Dr. and Putney Dr. portion of this project is different from the others in that 
sewer replacement is proposed on cape sealed streets that are not being removed and 
replaced.  In order to minimize the damage to the street, the new sewer is being 
installed mainly in the grass parkway adjacent to the street, rather than the street itself.  
Replacing the short section of sewer lateral for those homes that are on the same side 
of the street as the new City sewer will only require removal of a few sections of 
sidewalk, since the excavation is already close to it.  Attempting to replace sewer 
laterals on the far side of the street, however, would require removal and replacement 
of sections of pavement that are not already scheduled for removal.  Replacing all of 
these sewer laterals would be counter to our goal of preserving this street surface.  
Therefore, our office suggests that the homes on the far side of the street be offered a 
voluntary opportunity to have their sewer lateral replaced.  The costs, however, would 
include replacement of the pavement, since the City was not planning on encountering 
this cost.  Based on the bid prices received from the contractor, costs for the two sides 
of the street would average as described below: 


 
• “Short Side” (Henley Dr., East Side & Putney Dr., North Side): 


Average cost (mandatory for those whose laterals qualify) = $770 
• “Long Side” (Henley Dr., West Side & Putney Dr., South Side): 


Average cost (voluntary) = $4,580  
 


The plan sheets for this part of the job have been included in this memo to help 
understand the reasons for this concept.  The cost of the long side sewer laterals 
includes $1,980 for the longer than average sewer lateral installation, and $2,600 for the 
asphalt repair that would be needed to restore the road after this work.  Note that while 
this price is higher than normal, it is still about a 30% reduction from the cost a 
homeowner could anticipate if they attempted to do this work themselves.   


 
It is recommended that a public hearing of necessity be scheduled at the Monday, March 23, 
2015 City Commission meeting.  Should the district be declared at that time, it is further 
recommended that the public hearing to confirm the roll be held on Monday, April 13, 2015 at 
the $55/lineal ft. unit price for 6” dia. sewer. 
 
Further, for the Henley Dr. and Putney Dr. portion of the project, it is recommended that the 
long side sewer laterals be excluded from the special assessment district, but be offered to the 
property owners on a voluntary basis, for removal at a cost of $55 per foot, plus a flat fee of 
$2,600 for restoration costs. 
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SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
 
RESOLVED, that the City Commission shall meet on Monday, March 16, 2015 at 7:30 P.M., for 


the purpose of conducting a public hearing of necessity for the installation of 
lateral sewers within the 2015 Local Streets Paving Program area, with a 
voluntary option being made available for those properties on the long side of 
Henley Dr. and Putney Dr.  Should the district be declared at that time, be it 
further  


 
RESOLVED, that the City Commission meet on Monday, March 30, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. for the 


purpose of conducting a public hearing to confirm the roll for the installation of 
lateral sewers in the 2015 Local Streets Paving Project Program area. 


 
 
 







SEWER LATERAL CHART


2015 Local Streets Paving Project - Contract #2-15(P)
Maryland Blvd.


Address Street Pipe Type Date SAD? Estimated Estimated
Installed Length Cost


6"
Maryland Blvd. - Southlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. $55
WEST SIDE


1700 Maryland O.B. 1951 Y 26 $1,430
1720 O.B. 1952 Y 27 $1,485
1744 O.B. 1963 Y 27 $1,485
1776 O.B. 1953 Y 28 $1,540
1798 O.B. 1953 Y 28 $1,540
1810 O.B. 1950 Y 29 $1,595
1826 O.B. 1950 Y 29 $1,595
1842 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650
1860 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650
1878 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650
1892 O.B. 1951 Y 30 $1,650
1902 P.V.C. 2008 N 0 $0
1926 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650
1948 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650
1972 P.V.C. 2003 N 0 $0
1990 O.B. 1950 Y 30 $1,650


EAST SIDE
1701 Maryland O.B. 1951 Y 44 $2,420
1723 PVC Sleeve in OB 2010 N 0 $0
1745 O.B. 1951 Y 43 $2,365
1775 O.B. 1950 Y 42 $2,310
1797 O.B. 1950 Y 41 $2,255
1809 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1825 O.B. 1952 Y 40 $2,200
1841 O.B. 1951 Y 40 $2,200
1859 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1877 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1893 P.V.C. 2001 N 0 $0
1905 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1927 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1949 P.V.C. 2007 N 0 $0
1973 O.B. 1950 Y 40 $2,200
1991 Wedgelock 1977 N 0 $0


TOTAL = 894 $49,170


RATIO = 26/32 81%







SEWER LATERAL CHART


2015 Local Streets Paving Project - Contract #2-15(P)
Henrietta St.


Address Street Pipe Type Date SAD? Estimated Estimated
Installed Length Cost


6"
Henrietta  St. - Northlawn Blvd. to 14 Mile Rd. $55
WEST SIDE


227 Northlawn O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1424 Henrietta O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1430 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1452 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1470 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1488 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1500 P.V.C. 2012 N 0 $0
1520 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1538 O.B. 1948 Y 21 $1,155
1552 P.V.C. 2002 N 0 $0
1564 P.V.C. 1998 N 0 $0
1580 O.B. 1949 Y 21 $1,155
1592 Unknown 1938 Y 21 $1,155
1604 Unknown 1939 Y 21 $1,155
1620 O.B. 1951 Y 21 $1,155
1632 O.B. 1950 Y 21 $1,155
1650 P.V.C. 2005 N 0 $0
1684 O.B. 1950 Y 21 $1,155
1698 O.B. 1950 Y 21 $1,155
1712 O.B. 1950 Y 21 $1,155
1734 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1746 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1762 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1776 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1792 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1800 P.V.C. 2003 N 0 $0
1828 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1844 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1862 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1886 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1898 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1920 Cast Iron 1943 Y 21 $1,155
1948 Cast Iron 1944 Y 21 $1,155
1978 Clay 1944 Y 21 $1,155
1992 Cast Iron 1944 Y 21 $1,155







EAST SIDE
1419 Henrietta P.V.C. 2006 N 0 $0
1421 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1433 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1447 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1465 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1483 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1501 Clay 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1519 O.B. 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1537 O.B. 1947 Y 30 $1,650
1555 P.V.C. 2007 N 0 $0
1571 O.B. 1949 Y 30 $1,650
1585 P.V.C. 2001 N 0 $0
1601 O.B. 1949 Y 30 $1,650
1615 P.V.C. 2002 N 0 $0
1637 Clay 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1659 Clay 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1685 Clay 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1699 Cast Iron 1944 Y 30 $1,650
185 Southlawn O.B. 1955 Y 30 $1,650
1727 Henrietta O.B. 1949 Y 30 $1,650
1735 Wedgelock 1973 N 0 $0
1759 Wedgelock 1965 Y 30 $1,650
1771 Wedgelock 1967 N 0 $0
1787 Wedgelock 1965 Y 30 $1,650
1807 Wedgelock 1966 N 0 $0
1825 P.V.C. 2003 N 0 $0
1841 O.B. 1955 Y 30 $1,650
1859 Cast Iron 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1885 Cast Iron 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1919 P.V.C. 2001 N 0 $0
1943 Cast Iron 1943 Y 30 $1,650
1961 Cast Iron 1944 Y 30 $1,650
1975 Clay 1944 Y 30 $1,650
1997 Cast Iron 1944 Y 30 $1,650


                                          Southlawn Blvd - Bates St. to Pierce St
NORTH SIDE


1695 S. Bates On Bates 2000 N 0 $0
1682 Pierce On Pierce 1964 N 0 $0


SOUTH SIDE
1717 S. Bates On Bates 2003 N 0 $0
1710 Pierce On Pierce 2005 N 0 $0


Ratio =  55/73 75% $75,900







SEWER LATERAL CHART


2015 Local Streets Paving Project - Contract #2-15(P)
Catalpa Dr.


Address Street Pipe Type Date SAD? Estimated Estimated
Installed Length Cost


6"
Catalpa Dr. - Pierce St. to Edgewood Ave. $55
NORTH SIDE


109 Catalpa Cast Iron 1946 Y 28 $1,540
121 Clay 1946 Y 28 $1,540
137 Clay 1946 Y 28 $1,540
155 O.B. 1954 Y 28 $1,540
179 O.B. 1958 Y 28 $1,540
195 P.V.C. 2011 N 0 $0
223 O.B. 1949 Y 28 $1,540
245 P.V.C. 1994 N 0 $0
295 Wedgelock 1965 Y 28 $1,540
347 Wedgelock 1971 N 0 $0
363 Wedgelock/C.I. 1967 N 0 $0
375 P.V.C. 1997 N 0 $0


SOUTH SIDE
1515 Pierce P.V.C. 2005 N 0 $0
160 Catalpa Cast Iron 1941 Y 28 $1,540
174 P.V.C. 2000 N 0 $0
180 P.V.C. 2003 N 0 $0
212 O.B. 1958 Y 28 $1,540
238 Unknown 1941 Y 28 $1,540
264 Unknown -- Y 28 $1,540
286 P.V.C. 2004 N 0 $0
320 Clay 1947 Y 28 $1,540
350 Unknown -- Y 28 $1,540
380 P.V.C. 1995 N 0 $0


TOTAL = 364 $20,020


RATIO = 13/23 81%







SEWER LATERAL CHART


2015 Local Streets Paving Project - Contract #2-15(P)
Puntey Dr.


Address Street Pipe Type Date SAD? Estimated Estimated
Installed Length Cost


6"
Henley Dr. - Abbey Rd. to Putney Dr. $55
SOUTH SIDE


800 Henley On Abbey 2002 N 0 $0
852 P.V.C. 2004 N 0 $0


                                      Putney Dr. - Henley Dr. to Adams Rd.
NORTH SIDE


999 Puntey O.B. 1959 Y 14 $770
1033 Wedgelock 1964 Y 14 $770


1037-1093 O.B. 1953 Y 14 $770


TOTAL = 42 $2,310


RATIO = 3/5 60%




















MEMORANDUM 
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 


DATE: March 6, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara City Engineer 


SUBJECT: Oak Street Paving Project,  
Sewer Lateral Replacement 
Special Assessment District 


As referenced on the attached report, a portion of Oak St. is being removed and replaced. 
Consistent with Birmingham policy, the plans have proposed to replace all sewer laterals 
underneath these streets if they are over 50 years old.  The streets in which this will apply 
include: 


Attached is a chart listing all of the properties impacted by this project, and the work involving 
sewer laterals.  Those properties that have a sewer lateral that appears to be greater than 50 
years old are being recommended for inclusion in the district.  In this case, the majority of the 
homes are serviced by backyard sewers that are planned to remain in service, therefore, only 5 
homes are recommended for inclusion in the district at this time.   


The price for a 6” sewer lateral replacement from the low bidder (FDM) is $54 per foot.  The 
price bid for this pay item ranged from $40 to $90 per foot, with the average price being $65.60 
per foot.  Given that the low bidder’s price is 17% below the average, we believe charging the 
recommended bidder’s price ($54), is appropriate.  Total costs per house is estimated to range 
between $1,400 and $2,160, less than half of the usual price obtained if done as a separate 
project.  


It is recommended that a public hearing of necessity be scheduled at the Monday, April 13, 
2015 City Commission meeting.  Should the district be declared at that time, it is further 
recommended that the public hearing to confirm the roll be held on Monday, April 27, 2015 at 
the $54/lineal ft. unit price for 6” dia. sewer. 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 


RESOLVED, that the City Commission shall meet on Monday, April 13, 2015 at 7:30 P.M., for the 
purpose of conducting a public hearing of necessity for the installation of lateral 
sewers within the Oak Street Paving Project area.  Should the district be declared 
at that time, be it further  


RESOLVED, that the City Commission meet on Monday, April 27, 2015 at 7:30 P.M. for the 
purpose of conducting a public hearing to confirm the roll for the installation of 
lateral sewers in the Oak Street Paving Project area. 
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SEWER LATERAL CHART


Oak St. Paving Project - Contract #1-15(P)


Address Street Pipe Type Date SAD? Estimated Estimated
Installed Length Cost


6"
$54


NORTH SIDE
908 Chesterfield On Chesterfield 1956 N 0 $0
909 Fairfax P.V.C. 2012 N 0 $0
910 Unknown -- Y 26 $1,404
921 Suffield Backyard 2006 N 0 $0
916 Unknown -- Y 26 $1,404
915 Pilgrim Backyard 1945 N 0 $0
932 O.B. 1957 Y 26 $1,404
925 Puritan Backyard 1960 N 0 $0
900 Backyard 1954 N 0 $0
1250 Oak O.B. 1958 Y 26 $1,404
1200 On Lakepark 1958 N 0 $0


SOUTH SIDE
812 Chesterfield On Chesterfield 1998 N 0 $0
869 Fairfax Wedgelock 1963 Y 40 $2,160
878 Backyard -- N 0 $0
889 Suffield Backyard 1950 N 0 $0
854 P.V.C. 2004 N 0 $0
879 Pilgrim Backyard 2003 N 0 $0
898 Backyard 1950 N 0 $0
895 Puritan Backyard 1954 N 0 $0
888 P.V.C. 2002 N 0 $0
895 Lakepark On Lakepark 1996 N 0 $0


TOTAL = 144 $7,776


RATIO = 5/21 24%








NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION 
PROPOSED LOT REARRANGEMENT 


Meeting Date, Time, Location: Monday, March 16, 2015, 7:30 PM 
Municipal Building, 151 Martin 
Birmingham, MI 


Location of Request: 640 Baldwin Ct. 
Parcel ##1925304028, T2N, R10E, SEC 25 ASSESSOR'S PLAT 
NO 2 S 4.5 FT OF W 148.42 FT OF LOT 4, ALSO W 148 FT OF 
LOTS 5 & 6.  
& Parcel #1925304029 (Vacant lot), T2N, R10E, SEC 25 
ASSESSOR'S PLAT NO 2 W PART OF LOT 7 MEAS 137.76 FT 
ON N LOT LINE & 148.18 FT ON S LOT LINE 


Nature of Hearing: To rearrange the property line by adding 
approximately 27.25 feet of 640 Baldwin to 
the vacant parcel that abuts the side property 
line to create two parcels approximately the 
same size. 


City Staff Contact: Jana Ecker 248.530.1841  
jecker@bhamgov.org  


Notice Requirements: Mailed to all property owners within 300 feet 
of subject address.   


Approved minutes may be reviewed at: City Clerk’s Office 


Persons wishing to express their views may do so in person at the hearing or in writing 
addressed to City Clerk, City of Birmingham, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009.   


Persons with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting 
should contact the City Clerk's Office at (248) 530-1880 (voice) or (248) 644-5115 (TDD) at 


least one day in advance to request mobility, visual, hearing or other assistance.


6C







MEMORANDUM 
 


Community Development 
 


DATE:  March 9, 2015 
 
TO:   Joe Valentine, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Matthew Baka, Senior Planner  
 
CC:  Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing for a Lot Rearrangement of 640 Baldwin Ct., Parcel 


#1925304028, T2N, R10E, SEC 25 ASSESSOR'S PLAT NO 2 S 4.5 FT OF W 
148.42 FT OF LOT 4, ALSO W 148 FT OF LOTS 5 & 6. & Parcel #1925304029 
(Vacant lot), T2N, R10E, SEC 25 ASSESSOR'S PLAT NO 2 W PART OF LOT 7 
MEAS 137.76 FT ON N LOT LINE & 148.18 FT ON S LOT LINE 


 
 
The owner of the property known as 640 Baldwin Ct. and the neighboring vacant lot (Parcel 
#1925304029) is seeking approval to rearrange the property line by adding a portion of 640 
Baldwin to the vacant parcel that abuts the side property line. If approved, the applicant 
proposes to add approximately 27.25’ feet of 640 Baldwin Ct. to the abutting vacant parcel in 
order to create two parcels of approximately the same size.  The land survey has been included 
for your review. 
 
The Subdivision Regulation Ordinance (Chapter 102, Section 102-53) requires that the following 
standards be met for approval of a lot division. 
 
(1) All lots formed or changed shall conform to minimum Zoning Ordinance Standards. 
 


Attached are copies of the survey provided by the applicant depicting existing and 
proposed conditions.  The proposed rearrangement has been reviewed by the 
Community Development Department.  The subject parcels are zoned R2 (Single-Family 
Residential).  The minimum lot size for R2 is 6,000 sq. ft.   
 
The resulting lot sizes proposed for the two (2) parcels will be larger than 6,000 sq. ft.  
The combined size of the existing parcels is approximately 20,516.1.  The size of the 
new parcels would be 9,675.47 sq. ft. for parcel 1 (west parcel) and 10,840.60 sq. ft. for 
parcel 2 (east parcel).  Accordingly, the resulting parcels are in compliance with 
this requirement. 
 


(2) All residential lots formed or changed by the division shall have a lot width not less than 
the average lot width of all lots on the same street within 300 feet of the lots formed or 
changed and within the same district. 


 







The resulting lot width of the proposed residential lots would be 77.3 feet for Parcel 1 
(west parcel) and 79.7 for Parcel 2 (east parcel).  The average lot width for parcel within 
300’ is 71.1 feet.  Accordingly, the resulting parcels are in compliance with this 
requirement.   
 


(3) The division will not adversely affect the interest of the public and of the abutting 
property owners. In making this determination, the City Commission shall consider, but 
not be limited to the following: 


 
a. The location of proposed buildings or structures, the location and nature of 


vehicular ingress or egress so that the use of appropriate development of 
adjacent land or buildings will not be hindered, nor the value thereof impaired. 


 
b. The effect of the proposed division upon any flood plain areas, wetlands or other 


natural features and the ability of the applicant to develop buildable sites on 
each resultant parcel without unreasonable disturbance of such natural features. 


 
c. The location, size, density and site layout of any proposed structures or buildings 


as they may impact an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties 
and the capacity of essential public facilities such as police and fire protection, 
drainage structures, municipal sanitary sewer and water, and refuse disposal. 


 
The parcels as proposed would be developed into two (2) single-family residential homes.  The 
size of the parcels and the proximity to adjacent structures would not create any 
Zoning Ordinance non-conformities in relation to the adjacent existing homes. 
 
The subject property is not located within the floodplain or soil erosion limit of a recognized 
stream, river, lake or other water body.  The site does not appear to exhibit evidence of 
regulated wetlands or endangered species of flora and fauna.   
 
The proposed lot division will not negatively affect the supply of light and air to adjacent 
properties.  It will not negatively affect the capacity of essential public facilities.  City 
Departments have no objections to the proposed lot split.   
 
 
SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
1) To APPROVE the proposed lot rearrangement at 640 Baldwin as proposed; 
 
OR 
 
2) Deny the proposed lot rearrangement at 640 Baldwin as proposed, based on the following 


conditions that adversely affect the interest of the public and of the abutting property 
owners: 


 
 




























NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION 


PUBLIC HEARING 


Meeting Date, Time, Location: Monday, March 16, 2015, 7:30 PM 
Municipal Building, 151 Martin, 
Birmingham, MI 48009 


Location: Birmingham Triangle District 


Nature of Hearing: To consider the adoption of the 
Development Plan and Tax Increment 
Financing Plan for the Birmingham Triangle 
District to capture tax revenues from new 
development to a separate fund to be used 
to assist in financing the construction of 
public parking within the Triangle District. 


City Staff Contact: Jana Ecker 248.530.1841 
jecker@bhamgov.org 


Notice Requirements:  Mail to property taxpayers of record in the
Triangle District.


 Posted in at least 20 conspicuous public
places in Triangle District.


 Certified mail to the governing body of
each taxing jurisdiction levying taxes that
would be subject to capture if the Plan is
approved, along with a copy of the Plan.


 Published in newspaper twice.
Publish February 22 and March 1, 2015 


Approved minutes may be reviewed at: City Clerk’s Office 


Persons wishing to express their views may do so in person at the hearing or in writing 
addressed to City Clerk, City of Birmingham, 151 Martin, Birmingham, MI 48009.   
Persons  with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should 
contact the City Clerk's Office at  248.530.1880 (voice) or 248.644.5115 (TDD) at least one day in 
advance to request mobility, visual, hearing or other assistance.
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MEMORANDUM 
 


Community Development 
 
DATE:  March 9, 2015 
 
TO:  Joseph Valentine, City Manager  
 
FROM: Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: Public Hearing - Development Plan & Tax Increment Financing Plan for 


the Birmingham Triangle District  
 
 
 
Based on the stabilization of property values in the Triangle District and a large development 
project currently under construction in the Triangle District, at the Corridor Improvement 
Authority (hereinafter “CIA”) meetings on May 9, 2014 and November 26, 2014, the CIA 
discussed setting 2014 as the year to establish the base property values for all parcels of land 
within the CIA.      
 
Accordingly, on January 22, 2015, the CIA conducted a public hearing on the Development Plan 
and Tax Increment Financing Plan for the Birmingham Triangle District (hereinafter “the Plan”). 
CIA members voted unanimously to recommend approval of the Plan by the City Commission, 
on or before May 11, 2015.  Please see attached minutes. 
 
On February 9, 2015, the City Commission set a public hearing on the Development Plan and 
Tax Increment Financing Plan for the Birmingham Triangle District.  The City Commission is 
required to conduct a formal public hearing and will make the final decision regarding the 
adoption of the Plan.  In order to use the 2014 values as the base year in the TIF district, the 
Plan must be approved by the City Commission no later than its first meeting in May 2015, prior 
to the December 31, 2014 values going into effect on the 4th Monday in May (May 25, 2015).   
 
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
 
To adopt the Resolution Approving Development Plan and Tax Increment Financing Plan for City 
of Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority.   
 







 


 


RESOLUTION APPROVING 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PLAN FOR  


CITY OF BIRMINGHAM CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY 
 


City of Birmingham 
County of Oakland, Michigan 


Minutes of a regular meeting of the City Commission of the City of Birmingham, 
Michigan, held in the City Hall on the 16th day of March, 2015, at 7:30 o’clock p.m., prevailing 
Eastern Time. 


PRESENT: Members _________________________________________________________ 


_______________________________________________________________________ 


ABSENT: Members _________________________________________________________ 


The following preamble and resolution were offered by Member 
____________________ and support by Member ______________________: 


 
WHEREAS, the City of Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority (the “Authority”) has 


prepared and recommended for approval the Development Plan and Tax Increment Financing 
Plan for the Triangle District (the “Plan”) which is on file with the City Clerk; and 


WHEREAS, on March 16, 2015, the City Commission held a public hearing on the Plan 
pursuant to Act 280, Public Acts of Michigan, 2005, as amended (the “Act”); and 


WHEREAS, the City Commission has given the taxing jurisdictions in which the 
Development Area is located an opportunity to express their views and recommendations 
regarding the Plan, as required by the Act; and 


WHEREAS, after consideration of the Plan, the City Commission has determined to 
approve the Plan. 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 


1. Findings.  The City Commission adopts this Resolution based on the following 
considerations: 


(a) The Plan meets the requirements set forth in the Act. 


(b) The proposed method of financing the development is feasible and the Authority 
has the ability to arrange the financing. 


(c) The development is reasonable and necessary to carry out the purposes of the 
Act. 
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(d) The land included within the Development Area to be acquired, if any, is 
reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes of the Plan and the purposes of the Act in an 
efficient and economically satisfactory manner. 


(e) The development Plan is in reasonable accord with the land use plan of the City. 


(f) Public services, such as fire and police protection and utilities, are or will be 
adequate to service the project area. 


(g) Changes in zoning, streets, street levels, intersections, and utilities, to the extent 
required by the Plan, are reasonably necessary for the project and for the City. 


2. Public Purpose.  The City Commission hereby determines that the Plan 
constitutes a public purpose. 


3. Best Interest of the Public.  The City Commission hereby determines that it is in 
the best interests of the public to proceed with the Plan in order to correct and prevent 
deterioration and to promote economic growth in the Development Area. 


4. Approval and Adoption of Plan.  The Plan is hereby approved and adopted.  A 
copy of the Plan and all later amendments thereto shall be maintained on file in the City Clerk’s 
office. 


5. Establishment of Tax Increment Financing Account; Approval of Depositary.  The 
Treasurer of the Authority shall establish a separate fund which shall be kept in a depositary 
bank account or accounts in a bank or banks approved by the Treasurer of the City, to be 
designated Corridor Improvement Authority Tax Increment Financing Account.  All moneys 
received by the Authority pursuant to the Plan shall be deposited in the Tax Increment 
Financing Account.  All moneys in the Tax Increment Financing Account and earnings thereon 
shall be used only in accordance with the Plan. 


6. Payment of Tax Increment Revenues to Authority.  The City Treasurer and the 
County Treasurer shall transmit tax increment revenues to the Treasurer of the Authority for 
deposit in the Tax Increment Financing Account.  The payments shall be made on the date or 
dates on which the City Treasurer and the County Treasurer are required to remit taxes to each 
of the taxing jurisdictions. 


7. Annual Report.  The Authority shall annually submit to the City Commission and 
the State Tax Commission, a report on the status of the Tax Increment Financing Account, as 
required by the Act.  The report shall include the amount and source of revenue in the account, 
the amount in any bond reserve account, the amount and purpose of expenditures from the 
account, the amount of principal and interest on any outstanding indebtedness, the initial 
assessed value of the Development Area, the captured assessed value of the Development Area 
and the amount of captured assessed value retained by the Authority, the tax increment 
revenues received, the increase in the state equalized valuation as a result of the 
implementation of the Plan, the type and cost of capital improvements made in the 
Development Area and any additional information requested by the City Commission or deemed 
appropriate by the Authority.   
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8. Conflict and Severability.  All resolutions and orders or parts thereof in conflict 
with the provisions of the Resolution are to the extent of such conflict hereby repealed, and 
each section of the Resolution and each subdivision of any section thereof is hereby declared to 
be independent, and the finding or holding of any section or subdivision thereof to be invalid or 
void shall not be deemed or held to affect the validity of any other section or subdivision of the 
Resolution. 


 


AYES: Members ______________________________________________________________ 


______________________________________________________________________ 


NAYS: Members ______________________________________________________________ 


RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED. 


___________________________________ 
Laura Pierce, City Clerk 
 
 
 


I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of a resolution adopted 
by the City Commission of the City of Birmingham, County of Oakland, State of Michigan, at a 
Regular meeting held on March 16, 2015, and that said meeting was conducted and public 
notice of said meeting was given pursuant to and in full compliance with the Open Meetings 
Act, being Act 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976, as amended, and that the minutes of said 
meeting were kept and will be or have been made available as required by said Act. 


___________________________________ 
Laura Pierce, City Clerk 
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Birmingham Triangle District 
Corridor Improvement Authority 


Thursday, January 22, 2015 
Birmingham City Hall 


151 Martin 
Commission Room #205 


8:30 a.m. 
 
 


Minutes 
 
1. Mayor Sherman called the meeting to order at 8:34 a.m. 
 
2. Roll Call: 
  
 Present: Mayor Sherman 
   Mr. Cantrick 
   Mr. Cataldo 
   Mr. Fuller 
   Mr. Hays 
   Mr. Saroki 
  
 Absent:  Mr. Ziegelman 
 


Others Present:  City Manager Valentine, Planning Director Ecker, Finance Director 
Gerber, City Engineer O’Meara, City Planner Chapman, LSL Planner Duffy, Bond Counsel 
McGow, Deputy Clerk Arft 
 


3. Approval of minutes from November 26, 2014: 
  


MOTION:  Motion by Saroki, seconded by Cantrick: 
 To approve the minutes of November 26, 2014. 
 


VOTE:   Yeas,   6 
  Nays,   None 
  Absent,  1 (Ziegelman) 
 
Motion carried. 


 
4a. Public Hearing to consider recommending approval of a Development Plan and  Tax 
 Increment Financing Plan for the Birmingham Triangle District to the City  Commission. 
 


Mr. Saroki wished to disclose that he has professional and economic involvement in the 
triangle area property contained in the development area, and therefore  he requests to 
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be recused from voting.  He will participate in the discussion.  There were no objections 
to the request from Mr. Saroki.  


 
Mr. Fuller asked what the obligation is of a member to disclose any interest.  Mr.  Fuller 
described the properties he has interests in, and it was agreed that it would not be 
necessary to recuse himself.  


 
Mayor Sherman opened the Public Hearing at 8:38 a.m. 


 
City Planner Ecker briefly described the changes to the plan made after the last meeting.  
She noted that notices of this meeting were sent out to all who are in the district.   


 
Kathleen Duffy of LSL Planning was introduced and briefly described the purpose of the 
Corridor Improvement Authority.  She reviewed some of the work that has taken place 
relative to parking studies and needs, structure size and potential  locations. She noted 
the purpose is to capture the increase in taxes from redevelopment to fund public 
parking in the district.  The boundaries are  generally from Woodward to Adams to 
Maple, with the residential areas excluded.  The numbers have been updated from the 
prior draft relative to land acquisition costs and potential parking structure costs. 


 
Within the development plan, changes relative to zoning permitting higher intensity 
development have already occurred.  The tables in the Tax Increment  Financing Plan 
have been updated to reflect a conservative assumption  development  rate of  2.5%.  
The bond discussion has been eliminated from the  current plan. 


 
Ms. Ecker reviewed the 2007 plan and the identified need for public parking facilities in 
the district, and explained how the funding occurs relative to the capture of increase in 
taxes.   


 
The Development Plan has been updated with current parking conditions.  The  plan 
envisions constructing two parking structures. The land acquisition and construction 
costs will use 2015 dollars.  The possibility of developing a surface parking lot was also 
discussed.  Dates have been updated using a phased approach.  There was also a 
discussion of other funding mechanisms, such as a special assessment district.  Taxable 
value of all district properties has been updated.   


 
The Estimated Captured Assessed Value chart was updated to begin in 2015 and end in 
2040, and does not include new development.  The chart assumes only inflationary 
growth of 2.5%.  Any new development within the district would  increase the capture.  
Mr. Saroki asked why 820 E. Maple was not included in the chart. Ms. Ecker responded 
that it was decided to use the basic, most  conservative plan in the design of the plan. 


  
Mr. McGow confirmed that under Michigan law, both the Zoo and DIA taxes cannot be 
captured. 


  
The updated total cost of two parking structures is approximately $3.9 million,  which 
is the maximum amount of bonded indebtedness to be incurred by or on  behalf of the 
City of Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority.  The chart breaks down land 
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purchases in 2015 and 2016.  Ms. Ecker also noted that the duration changed from 2015 
to 2040.   


  
At this time, Mayor Sherman invited discussion from the floor.  He reiterated that this 
plan is not a new tax increase, but reallocates tax revenues from the various end entities 
into the TIF district for the single purpose of creating parking in the Triangle District.  It 
has nothing to do with the bottom line number being paid by the taxpayer for property 
taxes.  The City is trying to increase the opportunity to  develop in the district by 
increasing the value of what is there, and create a desire to use this area by adding 
parking availability.  


   
Scott Meldrum, a dentist on Elm and Forest, is concerned about parking  with the All 
Seasons development overtaking the triangle district and asked where the structures are 
going to be built.  Ms. Ecker responded there is no funding yet, so no land has been 
purchased at this time.  The plan indicates that structures are planned for in the 
northwest and the southwest corners, depending upon development in the district.  
Mayor Sherman also noted that the CIA identified some potential parcels that would be 
appropriate.  Ms. Ecker noted the plan provides for public parking or a public-private 
partnership or joint venture with a developer wishing to develop on their property.  No 
one area parcel has been identified clearly as being the one to purchase at this time.   


 
Mr. Meldrum asked if the City was planning to demolish buildings.  Ms. Ecker responded 
that the City is not planning to take buildings, but rather would work with private 
property owners who want to sell and to purchase from  them and try to coordinate 
some public parking in the development process. 


 
Ms. Ecker explained the next step after approval of the plans here today, is for  the 
City Commission to review and approve the Development and Tax Increment Financing 
plans.  If they approve, that results in the 2014 values being locked in terms of future 
tax revenues, and anytime there is an increase in tax revenues, it will be  captured for 
the district.   


 
Mr. Meldrum stated that when All Seasons is completed, there will be an increased 
urgency for parking in the area.  Ms. Ecker noted that the company is currently  looking 
to area property owners to obtain temporary parking for their residents and guests for 
the first 18 months or so.  They have indicated that after a period of time, the demand 
for parking drops off.   


 
Mr. Cataldo asked what effect All Seasons will have on the TIF fund.   Mr. McGow 
estimates that the All Seasons development will capture approximately  $300,000 for 
the TIF fund.  It was agreed that it is very important that the plans are taken to the City 
Commission by the May date.  The City Commission will hold a single public hearing on 
the adoption of the plans.  There is a 60 day time period after that hearing for the 
taxing entities to opt out. 


 
There being no other comments, Mayor Sherman closed the Public Hearing at  9:10 
a.m.  
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Motion by Mr. Fuller, seconded by Mr. Cataldo: 
 To recommend approval of the Development Plan and Tax Increment Financing  Plan 
 for the Birmingham Triangle District by the City Commission on or before  May 11, 2015. 
 
 VOTE:  Ayes   5 
   Nays   None 
   Absent  1 (Ziegelman) 
   Recused 1 (Saroki) 
  
 Motion carried. 
 
4b. City Engineer O’Meara provided an update on the parking study committee.  The 
 counting effort occurred last week, and the numbers will be finalized later this week.  
 There will be an Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee meeting next Tuesday afternoon and 
 hopefully some decisions will be made at that time to take recommendations to the City 
 Commission.   


 
Mayor Sherman asked that Mr. O’Meara provide each member of the CIA a copy of the 
committee’s plan when finalized.   
 
Mr. O’Meara noted the plan includes existing and proposed opportunities for both the 
Central Business District and Triangle District and will show what the future needs will 
be, based on expected development in both areas, and contain some ideas of how to 
address those needs. 
 
Mayor Sherman and Ms. Ecker noted that the City Commission will be discussing parking 
needs in general at the Long Range Planning meeting on Saturday, January 31, 2015, 
beginning at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Mr. Fuller asked if there has been any discussion of the financing for the parking 
structure in the Central Business District.  Mr. O’Meara noted only light discussion has 
taken place.  He noted that the parking fees were raised last year, and an increase is 
planned for this year in an effort to build up funds in the account to assist in the funding 
of the construction.   


  
 Ms. Ecker indicated the CIA would meet again in May or June. 
 
 Mayor Sherman adjourned the meeting at 9:16 a.m. 
 
 
 
Cheryl Arft 
Deputy Clerk 
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Introduction   


The City of Birmingham is one of the premier suburban communities in 


metropolitan Detroit.  Birmingham’s Triangle District is physically located in the 


center of the city, between Adams Road and Woodward Avenue, south of Maple 


Road.  Although the district has great potential for redevelopment, it is currently 


not well connected to the synergy that surrounds it (see Regional Map).  To the 


west lies the city’s vibrant Downtown, filled with shops, restaurants, movie 


theaters, offices and homes – in proximity to, but disconnected from the Triangle 


District by Woodward Avenue.  Maple Road, which bounds the north end of the 


District, is lined with both successful businesses and underutilized properties and 


provides the primary pedestrian and vehicular connection to Downtown 


Birmingham.  East of the Triangle District is a quality single family residential 


neighborhood that is well-established and planned to remain.  The redeveloping 


Eton Road/Railroad District hosts landmark restaurants, new live-work 


condominiums, indoor recreation facilities and a wide variety of unique, clustered 


uses such as home furnishing shops, dance and art studios, and industrial uses. 


Development of the Triangle District Urban Design Plan in 2007 marked the 


beginning of a long-term effort to revitalize the district.  Recognizing the potential 


growth in the district, the city identified the key elements necessary for the 


successful redevelopment of the district.  The primary goal of the Triangle District 


Urban Design Plan project was to create a unified framework for development that 


improves the economic, social and pedestrian environments while protecting the 


central neighborhood that exists within the district.  The resulting strategy included 


a set of development guidelines intended to create an urban, pedestrian-friendly 


environment similar to those that are so successful in other areas of the city.   


The Triangle District is also envisioned as a transit-oriented district that will draw 


on regional transit plans that include Birmingham as a destination.  Doing so 


requires a more compact, urban building form, which is best achieved through a 


form-based code, which the city adopted in 2007. 


Regional Map 
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The Triangle District’s unique needs lay in the demand for improved circulation and 


parking.  Parking is scattered and unorganized and building placements are, in 


many places, not conducive to the pedestrian scale and comfort envisioned.  A 


form-based code was developed to encourage building placement and design in 


the form required to create attractive and inviting public streets and spaces.  Over 


time, buildings developed under the form-based code will line the roadways to 


create a more urban street scale that is comfortable to pedestrians and suitable for 


mixed-use development.  However, a key element to the successful revitalization of 


the Triangle District is the need for better organized and more efficient parking 


facilities.   


As evidenced by the success of the city’s Downtown parking program, public 


parking structures that are designed and located appropriately can significantly 


impact the economic success of local businesses.  Since the need for improved 


parking was identified as a primary concern, the city began to assess the feasibility 


of such a structure in the Triangle District.  New legislation in 2005 enabled the city 


to use a new tool that allows tax increment financing to revitalize road corridors 


through the creation of a Corridor Improvement Authority (CIA).   


Pursuant to Act 280, Public Acts of Michigan, 2005 the Corridor Improvement 


Authority Act, the Birmingham Triangle District’s CIA was incorporated on 


November 10, 2008 with the objective of stimulating and encouraging economic 


development activities within the established District.  It was on this date that the 


Authority District boundaries were established. The CIA is overseen by a board 


comprised of six members appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the City 


Commission.  


The City of Birmingham developed this Development and Tax Increment Finance 


Plan for the Triangle District to outline the improvements necessary to realize the 


vision established in the Triangle District Urban Design Plan.  It describes proposed 


improvements needed to achieve the goals for the district and the method of 


financing proposed to fund them.  


 


District Map 


CIA District Map 


Excluded 
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Triangle District Background  
 


The city developed an Urban Design Plan for the Triangle District in 2007, which 


included the following goals: 


 Improve the visual appearance of the area, its streets, alleys, public spaces, 
and buildings by establishing guidelines for design and implementation of 
public and private projects.  


 Improve the economic and social vitality by encouraging diversity of use and 
opportunities for a variety of experiences.  


 Better utilize property through more compact, mixed-use development.  


 Provide links to Downtown across Woodward’s high traffic barrier.  


 Improve the comfort, convenience, safety, and enjoyment of the pedestrian 
environment by create an inviting, walkable, pedestrian neighborhood and 
setting aside public plazas.  


 Encourage sustainable development.  


 Protect the integrity of established residential neighborhoods.  


 Organize the parking and street system to facilitate efficient access, 
circulation, and parking to balance vehicular and pedestrian needs.  


Since development of the Triangle District Urban Design Plan, the city has 


established a CIA to carry out the parking recommendations.  While the Urban 


Design Plan recommends a number of changes to the Triangle District that are 


being implemented by the City, the CIA’s focus is to implement the parking aspects 


of the Urban Design Plan.  The Birmingham Triangle District CIA held their first 


meeting on January 20, 2009, where they began their work by recommending the 


City Commission begin developing this Development and Tax Increment Financing 


Plan for the district.  Their specific purpose is to facilitate the planning and 


financing of a public parking facility.   
 


Open Space Design Recommendations 


Public Street Recommendations 


Building Design Recommendations 
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The Triangle District Development and TIF Plans 
were created according to the Corridor 
Improvement Authority Act, P.A. 280 of 2005, as 
amended. 
 


Purpose of the Development and TIF Plans 
 
The purpose of a CIA is to plan for, correct and prevent deterioration in business 
districts, to encourage historic preservation and to promote economic growth 
within the district.     
 
The City of Birmingham has determined that the development plan and tax 
increment financing plan constitutes a public purpose, based on the following 
considerations: 


 The proposed method of financing the development is feasible and the 
authority has the ability to arrange the financing. 


 The development is reasonable and necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the CIA Act. 


 The land within the district that is to be acquired is reasonably necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the plan and of the CIA Act in an efficient and 
economically satisfactory manner. 


 The development plan is in reasonable accord with the City of Birmingham’s 
Master Plan, which includes the Triangle District Subarea Plan. 


 Public services, such as fire and police protection and utilities, are adequate 
to service the project area. 


 Changes in zoning, streets, street levels, intersections, and utilities are 
reasonably necessary to facilitate the planned redevelopment of the District. 


 
Chapter Two of this Plan discusses the recommendations for stimulating 
redevelopment within the Triangle District.  A key concern in the Triangle District 
Design Plan was the need for more organized and efficient parking.  The 
Birmingham Triangle District Corridor Improvement Authority was established to 
facilitate the construction of new parking facilities that will serve the district.  
Chapter Three contains the Tax Increment Financing Plan that will be required to 
finance the development of parking facilities.  Both plans have been prepared in 
consideration of the required legal parameters, economic factors, and realistic 
projections. 
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According to the Corridor Improvement Authority Act, P.A. 280 of 2005, as 


amended, Development and Tax Increment Financing Plans must be adopted by 


the City Commission by resolution after holding a public hearing.  The City of 


Birmingham held a public hearing on _____________________ and adopted this 


Development and Tax Increment Finance Plan on ________________. 
 


Existing Land Use 


 
Land uses were inventoried in and adjacent to the Triangle District (see map).  Sites 


along Woodward Avenue, the district’s western boundary, contain more general 


commercial uses which transition to less intense commercial, office and residential 


land uses located farther east.  Sites along Maple Road and Adams Road and land 


to the west, across Woodward Avenue, are also commercial in use.  Land to the 


east and north are generally developed as single-family neighborhoods.  The 


districts wraps around an established single-family neighborhood, which has been 


excluded from the District boundary.  The area within the CIA District does not 


contain any single family residential uses.  There is an apartment building located 


within the district. 
 


 


Excluded 
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Existing Parking Conditions 
 


A detailed parking inventory was completed December, 2006. The inventory of 


parking was updated in 2009 for this plan.  There are 1,711 private parking spaces 


and 303 on-street public parking spaces, for a total of 2,014 spaces in the Triangle 


District.  While parking supply was adequate when considering the overall parking 


supply and demand in the district, the distribution of parking was not ideal relative 


to demand. The following table shows the supply of parking spaces verses the 


demand for parking relative to the square footage of buildings in the district: 


 
 Overall 


District 
Retail 
Center 


Parking supply (spaces/1,000 sq. ft. of buildings) 2.99 4.03 


Parking demand (cars/1,000 sq. ft. of buildings) 1.27 3.31 


% of parking spaces occupied  42% 82% 


% off-street parking spaces occupied 44% 95% 


% on-street parking spaces occupied 30% 49% 


 


As can be seen in the table, in areas of clustered retail use, there was little available 


parking during peak periods with 82% of the parking used near the major retail 


uses.  While at the same time, parking for other uses was significantly underutilized 


with only 42% of the parking being used for the overall district.  This shows a clear 


need for an improved shared parking program or coordinated public parking to 


better manage parking supply and demand. 


 


While the city has established an extensive public parking program for the 


Downtown, it does not extend into the Triangle District.  This leaves private 


property owners to provide for their own parking needs, which has lead to 


inefficiencies in use and wasted land that could otherwise be developed to 


contribute to the desired vibrancy of the district. 
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Projected Parking Demand 
 


In order to estimate the amount of parking demand in the future that could 


support a public parking facility, the district was analyzed for future build-out.  A 


full build-out shows the amount of development that could occur based upon the 


Urban Design Plan and new Overlay Zoning District.  However, because it is unlikely 


that all of the current uses in the district will be removed and redeveloped, 


assumptions were made on which buildings would likely remain and which areas 


would likely redevelop.  This “partial build-out” included development that is 


anticipated or likely to occur in the future and gives a more realistic estimate of 


future parking demands.  


 


Future parking demand was estimated based upon the Institute of Transportation 


Engineer’s Parking Generation Manual and observed parking demands in the city. 


The projections assume that new development will be providing some on-site 


parking, either via private parking structures, underground lots or small surface 


lots.  A summary of the parking analysis is provided below: 


 


Available On-


street Parking 


Spaces 


Private Parking 


Spaces 


Projected Parking 


Demand Based Upon 


Partial Build-out 


Future Parking 


Deficit 


303 1,770 3,616 1,543 


 


The above projected deficit showed the future need for an additional 463 parking 


spaces in the north end of the Triangle District near Maple Road and an additional 


1,080 spaces in the south portion of the District.   


 


The development of a public parking structures, in strategic locations that will best 


serve the maximum number of businesses is recommended.  Because the demand 


for parking will occur incrementally over time as the Triangle District redevelops, it 


is recommended that the City first acquire land for one or more surface parking lots 


to be developed with structures as the area redevelops and parking demand 


increases. 
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Chapter Two:  Development Plan 


 
Introduction  


According to the Corridor Improvement Authority Act, P.A. 280 of 2005, as 
amended, the City of Birmingham’s Corridor Improvement Authority must develop 
a Development Plan for any improvements that are proposed to be funded through 
Tax Increment Financing.  The law prescribes the various elements required in the 
Development Plan, which are discussed in this Chapter.   


 
Development Plan  


According to Section 21 of the Corridor Improvement Authority Act, the 
Development Plan must address the following: 
 
 Section 21(2) (a) Development Area Boundary:  The designation of 


boundaries of the development area in relation to highways, streets, streams, 
or otherwise. 


The Development Area is generally enclosed by Woodward Avenue on the 
west, Maple Road on the north and Adams Road on the east, excluding the 
existing single-family neighborhood along Forest, Chestnut and Hazel Streets 
east of Elm Street.  The Triangle District serves as a transitional growth area 
between Birmingham’s central business district west of Woodward and the 
residential neighborhoods to the east (See District Map, right).   


 


 Section 21(2) (b) Existing Streets and Public Facilities:  The location and 
extent of existing streets and other public facilities within the 
development area, designating the location, character, and extent of 
the categories of public and private land uses then existing and 
proposed for the development area, including residential, recreational, 
commercial, industrial, educational, and other uses, and including a 
legal description of the development area. 


Excluded 
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The boundaries of the Development Area in relation to highways, streets, 
and other rights-of-way are shown on the District Map, as previously 
presented under item 21(2) (a).  The district is also well served by public 
water and sewer services (See Utility Map, left). 


The city maintains a Fire Station at the northwest corner of Adams and 
Bowers.  This is their main station, containing administrative offices and 
training facilities. 


Land uses in the district include a mix of commercial and office uses.  The 
district is adjacent to a single-family neighborhood that is not proposed to be 
included in the TIF Plan.  Most of the higher intensity uses are located along 
Woodward, with other fine stores and offices found throughout the district.  


Woodward Avenue is an eight-lane state trunkline with a center median that 
runs along the western edge of the district.  Maple Road is a four-lane county 
arterial road that runs along the northern edge of the district.  Streets within 
the district are generally two-lane local city streets with sidewalks and on-
street parking.  Street circulation in the south end of the district could be 
improved through road realignments, and some of the parking lots and 
loading areas are unorganized throughout the district, as are several building 
arrangements.  The disjointed arrangement of buildings and parking does not 
create the physical context for a strong synergy between the various uses in 
the area.  It is a goal of this Development Plan to provide more organized 
parking that will help improve business vitality in the district. 


 
 Section 21(2) (c) Existing Improvements:  A description of existing 


improvements in the development area to be demolished, repaired, or 
altered, a description of any repairs and alterations, and an estimate of the 
time required for completion. 


The Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority plans to redevelop one or 
two sites within the district into a public parking facility.  Immediate plans are 
to acquire a site(s) for the future parking facilities and construct a surface 
parking lot until the area redevelops and need for a parking structure 
increases.  Because the site for the parking facilities has yet to be 
determined, the specific details regarding site demolition or repairs are 


Utility Map 


Excluded 


 Chapter Two: Development Plan| Development and TIFA Plan                   10 







 


unknown.  If existing surface lots on the future site can be re-used to provide 
temporary parking, they will be repaired or retained if in good condition.  
Otherwise, purchase and demolition of existing commercial buildings is likely 
needed, as most lots in the district are developed to some extent.   


The timing of construction will depend on the redevelopment of the district 
creating additional parking demand and generating additional tax increment 
rate of capture to fund construction.  The city plans to issue bonds for the 
land acquisition costs as well as the parking facility construction costs; 
therefore, the timing of bond issues will be determined when adequate 
revenues exists to make the expected payments.  


 
  Section 21(2) (d) Estimated Cost of Improvements:  The location, extent, 


character, and estimated cost of the improvements including rehabilitation 
contemplated for the development area and an estimate of the time required 
for completion. 


For each parking structure, preliminary estimates assume a land cost of 
approximately $5,000,000.  When purchased, the land may be redeveloped 
immediately into a 90-space surface parking lot that is estimated to cost 
approximately $180,000.  It is anticipated a 450-space parking structure cost 
will be approximately $9,900,000.  It is anticipated that a portion of the cost 
of each structure will be funded through the CIA, and the remainder will be 
funded through other mechanisms, including a Special Assessment District. 
Demolition costs will be determined once a site is identified.  The actual 
number and configuration of parking facilities will be determined based upon 
development in the District and growth in parking demand.   


 
 Section 21(2) (e) Construction Timeline:  A statement of the construction or 


stages of construction planned, and the estimated time of completion of each 
stage. 


Due to limited resources, the CIA will take a phased approach to developing 
the parking facilities.  If TIF revenues and other available funds exceed those 
projected, the city may proceed with the site acquisition sooner.  Once 
acquired, the site will be prepared for construction of the facilities.  


Preliminary Parking Cost Estimates (1) 


Land Cost $5,000,000 


Interim Surface Parking Lot Cost $180,000 


Parking Structure Cost $9,900,000 
Total $15,080,000 


(1) Amounts are expressed in 2015 dollar values.  Actual costs 
will need to be adjusted, depending on the actual build year. 
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Due to the large construction costs related to a parking structure, the CIA 
may need to wait for additional tax increment revenues to accrue before it 
can finance construction of the structure.  Instead, the site(s) may first be 
developed into a surface parking lot containing approximately 90 parking 
spaces, to help offset immediate parking needs in the district.  The specific 
construction date will be determined as redevelopment in the surrounding 
area demands additional parking. Additional parking facilities may be 
constructed based upon development in the District and growth in parking 
demand. 


 
 Section 21(2) (f) Open Spaces:  A description of any parts of the development 


area to be left as open space and the use contemplated for the space. 


No new open spaces are proposed as part of this Development Plan, except 
for ancillary sidewalks and pedestrian areas associated with development of 
the parking facility.  The Triangle District Master Plan included 
recommendations for public open space; however these will be implemented 
by other means and will not be funded through the CIA development plan. 
 


 Section 21(2) (g) Conveyances Between CIA and City:  A description of any 
portions of the development area that the authority desires to sell, donate, 
exchange, or lease to or from the municipality and the proposed terms. 
The CIA does not currently own or control any land in the Triangle District.  
Once a parking facility is complete, the CIA anticipates it will be conveyed to 
the City of Birmingham in its entirety.   


 
 Section 21(2) (h) Desired Zoning Changes:  A description of desired zoning 


changes and changes in streets, street levels, intersections, traffic flow 
modifications, or utilities. 


No changes in zoning are required to implement the Corridor Improvement 
Authority’s Development Plan.  However, the city previously adopted a new 
Overlay District for the area.  The overlay was adopted to implement the 
development contemplated in the Triangle Plan using form-based code 
requirements (see Triangle District Regulating Plan, left).  The code 
encourages mixed-use development rather than creating use-specific 
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districts.  It encourages additional building height and high density residential 
uses that will complement the city’s goals to become more transit-oriented.  


The Triangle District Urban Design Plan includes other recommendations for 
the district; however, the CIA has committed only to development of parking 
facilities at this time.   
 


 Section 21(2) (i) Financing:  An estimate of the cost of the development, a 
statement of the proposed method of financing the development, and the 
ability of the authority to arrange the financing. 


Incremental taxes on real property included in the CIA district boundary will 
be captured under the Tax Increment Financing Plan to reimburse eligible 
activity expenses. It is anticipated that the TIF will be used to cover a portion 
of the acquisition and construction costs, with the other portion coming from 
a parking special assessment district. 


The total taxable value of all real property was $43,898,300 for the 2014 tax 
year.  The TIFA Plan assumes an annual increase in taxable value of 2.5% for 
the years 2015 and beyond.   


It is anticipated that the term of the TIFA Plan will depend on the actual cost 
estimates received after final plans are prepared.  The estimated captured 
taxable value and tax increment revenues for the eligible property for each 
year of the Plan are presented in Chapter 3. 


The tax increment and capture year data presented in Chapter 3 are 
estimates based on currently available information. It is the intent of this 
plan to provide for capture of all eligible tax increments in whatever amounts 
and in whatever years they become available until all project costs described 
in this plan are paid. Cash flow estimates for eligible activities are also 
presented in Chapter 3.  
 


 Section 21(2) (j) Designated Beneficiaries:  Designation of the person or 
persons, natural or corporate, to whom all or a portion of the development is 
to be leased, sold, or conveyed in any manner and for whose benefit the 
project is being undertaken if that information is available to the authority. 


Excluded 
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The projects undertaken by the CIA are intended to benefit all property 
owners within the district.  They are not intended to benefit any one or set of 
property owners; rather to remedy a district-wide shortage in parking that 
will hopefully help to attract additional commerce and residential 
development to the district.  The parking facilities will be conveyed to the city 
once completed. 
 


 Section 21(2) (k) Conveyance Procedures:  The procedures for bidding for the 
leasing, purchasing, or conveying in any manner of all or a portion of the 
development upon its completion, if there is no express or implied agreement 
between the authority and persons, natural or corporate, that all or a portion 
of the development will be leased, sold, or conveyed in any manner to those 
persons. 


The projects included in this Development Plan are intended to be publicly 
owned in perpetuity; no conveyances are anticipated.  The city may enter 
into a public-private partnership with a developer to partially fund the 
structure.  This can be achieved through a condominium development that 
allows partial ownership of the structure by the city.  Additional construction 
cost savings may be realized if other private structures are proposed that 
could be built simultaneously.  Should the city choose in the future to sell the 
parking facility proposed in this Plan, the procedures in the Birmingham City 
Charter will be followed.  Chapter Two of the Charter requires that sales of 
city property valued over $2 per capita, as established in the most recent U.S. 
Census, be approved by a majority vote of its citizens.  In 2000, Birmingham’s 
population was 19,291; therefore, any sale of land valued at over $38,582 
must be approved by voters.  Current city policy is to request qualifications 
and proposals before agreeing on any sale price and seeking voter approval.   
 


 Section 21(2) (l) Population Estimates and Displacement:  Estimates of the 
number of persons residing in the development area and the number of 
families and individuals to be displaced. If occupied residences are designated 
for acquisition and clearance by the authority, a development plan shall 
include a survey of the families and individuals to be displaced, including their 
income and racial composition, a statistical description of the housing supply 
in the community, including the number of private and public units in 
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existence or under construction, the condition of those units in existence, the 
number of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units, the annual rate of 
turnover of the various types of housing and the range of rents and sale 
prices, an estimate of the total demand for housing in the community, and 
the estimated capacity of private and public housing available to displaced 
families and individuals. 


There is a single apartment building located in the Corridor Improvement 
Authority boundary.  This building is not proposed to be impacted and no 
families or individuals will be displaced as result of development of a parking 
facility.  Therefore, a demographic survey and information regarding housing 
in the community are not applicable and are not needed for this plan. 


 
 Section 21(2) (m) Relocation Priorities:  A plan for establishing priority for the 


relocation of persons displaced by the development in any new housing in the 
development area. 


No residents will be displaced as a result of this development. Therefore, a 
plan for relocation of displaced persons is not applicable and is not needed 
for this plan. 


 
 Section 21(2) (n) Relocation Costs:  Provision for the costs of relocating 


persons displaced by the development and financial assistance and 
reimbursement of expenses, including litigation expenses and expenses 
incident to the transfer of title, in accordance with the standards and 
provisions of the uniform relocation assistance and real property acquisition 
policies act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894. 


No residents will be displaced as result of this development and no relocation 
costs will be incurred. Therefore, provision for relocation costs is not 
applicable and is not needed for this plan. 
 
 


 Section 21(2) (o) Relocation Assistance Act:  A plan for compliance with 1972 
PA 227, MCL 213.321 to 213.332. 


No residents will be displaced as result of this development. Therefore, no 
relocation assistance strategy is needed for this plan. 
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 Section 21(2) (p) Governing Body Approval of Amendments:  The 


requirement that amendments to an approved development plan or tax 
increment plan must be submitted by the authority to the governing body for 
approval or rejection. 
The Tax Increment Finance and Development Plans for the City of 
Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority for the Triangle District was 
approved by the CIA Board on ____________, and approved by the 
Birmingham City Commission on ____________. 
 


 Section 21(2) (q) Development Plan Evaluation:  A schedule to periodically 
evaluate the effectiveness of the development plan. 


The City of Birmingham Corridor Improvement Authority will review the Tax 
Increment and Development Plan as needed.  It is anticipated that they will 
meet approximately 4 times a year, and will review the plan at least once per 
year to update key figures and ensure projects and recommendations are still 
relevant.   
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Introduction 


 
This Tax Increment Finance (TIF) Plan is prepared in connection with the 
Development Plan described in Chapter Two.  It was reviewed and adopted 
alongside the Development Plan; therefore, the city satisfied its notification and 
publication requirements when preparing notices for the Development Plan.   


 
TIF Plan  
 
According to Section 18 to 20 of Act 280, Public Acts of Michigan, 2005, after 
establishing a TIF Plan, the city must report annually to the State Tax Commission 
regarding the status of the financing account.  The report must include: 


 The amount and source of revenue in the account. 


 The amount in any bond reserve account. 


 The amount and purpose of expenditures from the account. 


 The amount of principal and interest on any outstanding bonded 
indebtedness. 


 The initial assessed value of the project area. 


 The captured assessed value retained by the authority. 


 The tax increment revenues received. 


 The increase in the state equalized valuation as a result of the 
implementation of the tax increment financing plan. 


 The type and cost of capital improvements made in the development area. 


 Any additional information the governing body considers necessary. 
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2014 Base Property Values for All CIA Parcels 


Parcel Number 
Property 


Class 2014 Taxable 
08-19-36-226-002 202 $1,423,210 
08-19-36-226-003 201 $500,230 
08-19-36-226-007 201 $326,710 
08-19-36-226-009 201 $323,270 
08-19-36-226-012 201 $335,330 
08-19-36-226-013 201 $299,370 
08-19-36-226-020 201 $689,550 
08-19-36-226-021 201 $55,550 
08-19-36-226-022 201 $947,240 
08-19-36-227-002 201 $818,680 
08-19-36-227-003 201 $653,180 
08-19-36-227-005 201 $203,200 
08-19-36-227-006 201 $278,380 
08-19-36-227-007 201 $164,080 
08-19-36-227-008 201 $237,410 
08-19-36-227-023 201 $407,510 
08-19-36-227-024 201 $2,078,880 
08-19-36-227-027 202 $183,900 
08-19-36-227-028 201 $508,000 
08-19-36-228-001 201 $819,200 
08-19-36-228-002 201 $379,350 
08-19-36-228-003 201 $231,330 
08-19-36-228-004 201 $358,000 
08-19-36-228-005 201 $751,310 
08-19-36-230-003 201 $877,050 
08-19-36-230-004 402 $0 
08-19-36-232-001 201 $1,093,010 
   


Parcel Number 
Property 


Class 2014 Taxable 
08-19-36-232-005 201 $797,020 
08-19-36-233-014 203 $237,310 
08-19-36-233-021 402 $0 
08-19-36-233-022 201 $988,360 
08-19-36-234-002 405  $760,250 
08-19-36-234-004 405  $235,950 
08-19-36-234-007 405  $111,200 
08-19-36-235-003 405  $114,300 
08-19-36-235-004 405  $114,300 
08-19-36-235-005 405  $114,300 
08-19-36-235-006 405  $109,220 
08-19-36-235-007 405  $104,140 
08-19-36-235-008 405  $104,140 
08-19-36-235-009 405  $104,140 
08-19-36-235-010 405  $104,140 
08-19-36-235-011 405  $81,280 
08-19-36-235-012 405  $0 
08-19-36-235-013 405  $220,960 
08-19-36-280-002 201 $258,040 
08-19-36-281-003 202 $341,570 
08-19-36-281-004 201 $219,020 
08-19-36-281-005 201 $267,440 
08-19-36-281-017 201 $494,180 
08-19-36-281-022 201 $175,190 
08-19-36-281-028 201 $294,880 
08-19-36-281-029 201 $1,071,450 
08-19-36-281-030 201 $454,460 
   


Parcel Number 
Property 


Class 2014 Taxable 
08-19-36-281-031 201 $2,127,270 
08-19-36-282-005 201 $2,916,760 
08-19-36-282-006 201 $3,301,410 
08-19-36-282-007 202 $0 
08-19-36-283-009 201 $782,120 
08-19-36-283-014 201 $416,150 
08-19-36-283-016 201 $747,080 
08-19-36-283-019 201 $198,420 
08-19-36-283-020 201 $237,980 
08-19-36-283-021 201 $290,020 
08-19-36-283-022 201 $307,740 
08-19-36-283-024 201 $1,315,660 
08-19-36-283-025 202 $268,480 
08-19-36-284-001 201 $105,370 
08-19-36-284-002 201 $107,350 
08-19-36-284-009 201 $415,130 
08-19-36-284-010 202 $191,400 
08-19-36-285-001 201 $4,874,880 
08-19-36-285-002 201 $160,570 
08-19-36-285-006 201 $289,670 
08-19-36-285-007 201 $0 
08-19-36-285-008 201 $254,000 
08-19-36-285-009 201 $234,760 
08-19-36-285-010 201 $103,290 
08-19-36-285-012 201 $262,060 
08-19-36-285-013 201 $563,160 
08-19-36-427-001 201 $607,400 


 Total 2014 Value $43,898,300 
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When developing the TIF Plan, the city must include the following:  


 A Development Plan:  The Development Plan for this project is 
described in Chapter Two: Development Plan. 


 A detailed explanation of the tax increment procedure:  Tax 
Increment Financing is a method of funding public investments in an 
area slated for (re)development by capturing, for a time, all or a 
portion of the increased tax revenue that may result from increases in 
property values, either as a result of (re)development or general 
market inflation. The concept of tax increment financing is applied only 
to the Development Area for which a development plan has been 
prepared by the Authority and adopted by the community’s legislative 
body.  
“Captured Assessed Value” can be described as the amount in any year 
of the Plan in which the current assessed value exceeds the initial 
assessed value. Current assessed value for this purpose includes the 
amount of local taxes paid in lieu of property taxes. “Initial Assessed 
Value” represents the assessed value as equalized for all properties in 
the Development Area at the time of resolution adoption. It is relevant 
to mention that the value of tax-exempt property is represented as a 
zero value, since no tax increment will be collected for that site, 
regardless of increases in actual property value. The taxable difference 
between the initial assessed value (base year total) and any 
incremental increase in the value can be captured and (re)invested by 
the CIA.  The estimated capture for the Birmingham CIA is shown in the 
Estimated Value Capture Table (right). 


For this plan, very conservative projections have been used to depict a 
conservative scenario for tax increment.  Due to current economic 
conditions, TIF projections assume a future increase in taxable value of 
2.5% for the years 2015 and beyond.  This increase is less than has 
historically occurred in Birmingham and assumes no new development 
in the Development Area. 


In order to make use of tax increment financing the CIA must submit to 
the City governing body a Tax Increment Financing and Development 


Fiscal 
Year Base Value % Value Increase Taxable Value (2) Capture Amount


Base Year: 2014 $43,898,300 $43,898,300 $0
2015 $43,898,300 2.5% $44,995,758 $1,097,457
2016 $43,898,300 2.5% $46,120,651 $2,222,351
2017 $43,898,300 2.5% $47,273,668 $3,375,368
2018 $43,898,300 2.5% $48,455,509 $4,557,209
2019 $43,898,300 2.5% $49,666,897 $5,768,597
2020 $43,898,300 2.5% $50,908,570 $7,010,270
2021 $43,898,300 2.5% $52,181,284 $8,282,984
2022 $43,898,300 2.5% $53,485,816 $9,587,516
2023 $43,898,300 2.5% $54,822,961 $10,924,661
2024 $43,898,300 2.5% $56,193,535 $12,295,235
2025 $43,898,300 2.5% $57,598,374 $13,700,074
2026 $43,898,300 2.5% $59,038,333 $15,140,033
2027 $43,898,300 2.5% $60,514,291 $16,615,991
2028 $43,898,300 2.5% $62,027,149 $18,128,849
2029 $43,898,300 2.5% $63,577,827 $19,679,527
2030 $43,898,300 2.5% $65,167,273 $21,268,973
2031 $43,898,300 2.5% $66,796,455 $22,898,155
2032 $43,898,300 2.5% $68,466,366 $24,568,066
2033 $43,898,300 2.5% $70,178,025 $26,279,725
2034 $43,898,300 2.5% $71,932,476 $28,034,176
2035 $43,898,300 2.5% $73,730,788 $29,832,488
2036 $43,898,300 2.5% $75,574,058 $31,675,758
2037 $43,898,300 2.5% $77,463,409 $33,565,109
2038 $43,898,300 2.5% $79,399,994 $35,501,694
2039 $43,898,300 2.5% $81,384,994 $37,486,694
2040 $43,898,300 2.5% $83,419,619 $39,521,319


(1)


(2)


This table assumes capture based on inflation only - no new development or 
increase in value due to improvements.  New development would increase 
capture.
2015 - 2040 assume 2.5% growth/year.


Estimated Captured Assessed Value (1)


2015 - 2040
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Plan which the city must approve by resolution. Following approval of 
resolution, municipal and county treasurers must transfer to the CIA the 
amount of certain taxes paid to them as a result of increased value. The 
transmitted funds are denominated “tax increment revenues”. Tax increment 
revenues are additionally limited as explained below: 


“Tax increment revenues” means the amount of ad valorem property taxes 
and specific local taxes attributable to the application of the levy of all taxing 
jurisdictions upon the captured assessed value of real and personal property 
in the Development Area.  Tax increment revenues do not include any of the 
following: 
a. Taxes under the state education tax act, 1993 PA 331, MCL 211.901 to 


211.906. 
b. Taxes levied by local or intermediate school districts. 
c. Ad valorem property taxes attributable either to a portion of the captured 


assessed value shared with taxing jurisdictions within the jurisdictional 
area of the authority or to a portion of value of property that may be 
excluded from captured assessed value or specific local taxes attributable 
to the ad valorem property taxes. 


d.  Ad valorem property taxes excluded by the tax increment financing plan 
of the authority from the determination of the amount of tax increment 
revenues to be transmitted to the authority or specific local taxes 
attributable to the ad valorem property taxes.  


e.  Ad valorem property taxes exempted from capture under section 18(5) or 
specific local taxes attributable to the ad valorem property taxes. 


f.  Ad valorem property taxes specifically levied for the payment of principal 
and interest of obligations approved by the electors or obligations 
pledging the unlimited taxing power of the local governmental unit or 
specific taxes attributable to those ad valorem property taxes. 


g.  Ad valorem property taxes levied under 1 or more of the following specific 
local taxes attributable to those ad valorem property taxes: 


i. The zoological authorities act, 2008 PA49, MCL 123.1161 to 123.1183 
ii. The art institute authorities act, 2010 PA 296, MCL 123.1201 to 


120.1229. 
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 The maximum amount of bonded indebtedness to be incurred:  The 
maximum amount of bonded indebtedness to be incurred by, or on behalf 
of, the City of Birmingham CIA is $37.9 million. These amounts were 
established using estimates of the land cost ($5,000,000), surface parking 
development cost ($180,000) and structure cost ($9,900,000) and inflating 
the costs with the assumption that the land acquisition for the first parking 
structure construction will occur in 2016 at an adjusted cost of $5,310,000, 
with the assumption that a structure will be built in 2017 ($10,503,000) and 
the assumption that the second structure’s property may be acquired in 
2025 ($6,631,000) and built in 2030 ($15,424,000). 


The construction of parking structure(s) will likely be timed to coincide with 
major new development.  New development may necessitate construction of 
more than one parking structure.  Parking structure(s) may also be partially 
funded through a public/private partnership with new development.  The 
increased tax increment from major new development will likely accelerate 
repayment of any bonds for a parking structure. 


 The duration of the program:  This Tax Increment Financing Plan is shown to 
be effective until 2040, based upon a “worst-case” scenario.  Depending on 
actual market activity and rate of increment capture, this duration may be 
extended or shortened.  With major new development in the district, 
repayment of bonds for parking facilities could be accelerated.  Major new 
development may also make it feasible to implement land acquisition, 
parking lot construction and construction of parking structure(s) sooner than 
expected.  Principal and interest on all bonded debt will need to be paid, or 
sufficient funds to repay the full balance set aside in order to terminate this 
plan.  


 A statement of the estimated impact of tax increment financing on the 
assessed values of all taxing jurisdictions in which the development area is 
located:  The impact of tax increment financing on the revenues of all taxing 
jurisdictions is shown on the Estimated TIF Increment Capture by Taxing 
Jurisdiction Table (next page).  The CIA is eligible to capture tax increment 
revenues from the city, Oakland County and regional authorities, such as the 
Huron-Clinton Metropark Authority, SMART and Oakland County Community 
College. The CIA will pay the debt service on the bonds for development of 
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Land acquisition and 


surface parking 
2015 Estimated Costs  $  5,180,000  
2016 Estimated Costs  $  5,309,500  


 
Parking structure #1 


2015 Estimated Costs  $  9,900,000  
2017 Estimated Costs $ 10,502,910  
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Land acquisition and 
surface parking 


2015 Estimated Costs  $ 5,180,000  
2025 Estimated Costs  $ 6,630,838  


 
Parking structure #2 


2015 Estimated Costs  $ 9,900,000  
2030 Estimated Costs  $ 15,423,877  


  Total $37,867,125 


 


21 Development & TIF Plan | Chapter Three: TIF Plan                    







parking facilities from the tax increment revenues captured in the 
Development Area.   


 The Authority may provide for the use of part or all of the captured 
assessed value, but the portion intended to be used by the authority shall 
be clearly stated in the tax increment financing plan:  The CIA anticipates 
using all of the captured tax increment revenues to pay the costs of the 
development of parking facilities. 
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MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE: March 5, 2015


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee (AHPSC)
Final Report and Recommendations


INTRODUCTION


During 2013, the City experienced a surprising growth rate in demand for monthly parking 
permits in the five parking structures.  For the first time ever, all five parking structures started 
maintaining waiting lists for permits.  The upward trend continued into 2014.  


A municipal parking structure filled to capacity can translate to a negative experience for those 
wishing to visit Birmingham.  The City has long maintained a maximum number of permits it 
wishes to sell in each parking structure in an attempt to leave sufficient space open for daily 
customers.  However, as monthly permit waiting lists grew longer, the number of people 
needing to come to work each day and find a space to park resulted in more cars sitting in the 
parking structures all day long.  While this trend is good for parking system revenues, it is not 
good for the adjacent business community it is serving. 


About the same time, interest in certain properties in the Triangle District gave rise to the idea 
that additional, current data is needed on the future demand for parking in that part of the City 
as well. 


In March, 2014, the City Commission authorized the creation of an Ad Hoc Parking Study 
Committee to begin meeting and study:


1. The current demand for parking in both the CBD and the Triangle District.
2. Expected future demands for parking in both areas.
3. Recommendations for future projects to address shortfalls, if appropriate.


The AHPSC began meeting in June, 2014.  


The remainder of this memo is separated into three parts:


1. Summary of meeting topics and accomplishments (all meeting packets are attached for
reference).


2. Back up notes and data to help establish the findings portrayed in the final presentation.
3. Suggested resolutions to consider as next steps.
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SUMMARY OF MEETING TOPICS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS


June 25, 2014 - At the first meeting, the Committee discussed its purpose and goals, 
reviewed a similar study conducted in 2000, discussed the various steps that would be 
undertaken in the new study.  Parking counts had already been taken by staff in May, 2014 to 
be used as a starting point in the discussion.


July 9, 2014 – The Committee discussed how to take parking counts at the appropriate time 
of day, how to adjust the numbers for seasonal variation.  A map of the downtown area was 
reviewed, and the criteria used to determine if a property was a good candidate for expansion 
in the future was reviewed.


August 6, 2014 – With the status of each downtown parcel catalogued, the parking counts 
taken in May were applied to start developing a parking generation factor (the number of 
square feet in the downtown compared to parked vehicles counted).  There are certain 
assumptions that need to be made to arrive at a final parking demand ratio.  Staff took the 
opportunity of this meeting to discuss these assumptions and try to achieve a final ratio that 
could then be applied to the list of downtown properties. 


The Committee was also given an overview of the Triangle District work done in 2006/07, and 
how the parking study numbers could be updated at this time.


August 26, 2014 - With the parking demand ratio established, future parking generation 
figures were calculated.  The outcoming numbers did not seem reliable, however, largely due to 
the displacement of vehicles caused by the partial closure of the Park St. Structure at the time 
the counts were taken.  It was decided that reliable predictions could not be achieved based on 
data when a large number of vehicles were not able to park where they would normally.  
Further study in the CBD was postponed pending the completion of the Park St. Structure 
restoration work in September.


With respect to the Triangle District, it was decided to ask the City Commission to authorize LSL 
Planning (the consultant that wrote the original district report) to conduct a new parking study 
and update the future parking needs figures last calculated in 2007.


September 16, 2014 – During the ongoing restoration work at the Park St. Structure, the lack 
of capacity in that area appeared to be negatively impacting the operation of the Peabody St. 
Structure as well. (During the warm summer months, it was filling to capacity several times per 
week.)  Recent usage data of both the Pierce St. and Peabody St. Structures indicated very 
strong demand in the southeast section of downtown.  Although the parking study was still 
incomplete at the time, the AHPSC considered the idea of moving ahead with a 
recommendation to expand the Pierce St. Parking Structure (based on current demonstrated 
need).  However, since the recommendation would not have been backed by a complete and 
thorough study of the downtown, a majority of the Committee declined to support it at this 
time.


In the Triangle District, it was observed that the Kroger grocery store was completely closed for 
remodeling, which meant that normal parking patterns in this area were not going to be 
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observed.  Staff and the Committee agreed that the parking counts needed for this area must 
be postponed until Kroger was again open for business.  The re-opening was scheduled for 
mid-November.


November 20, 2014 – The restoration work at the Park St. Structure was finished in mid-
September.  However, it took several weeks to sell about 130 parking permits in the facility, 
and allow time for people to begin using it in a more normal fashion.  In late October and early 
November, two weeks of parking counts were again conducted in the entire downtown.  Using 
the assumptions discussed with the Committee previously, the new counts determined a 
parking demand ratio of 1 parking space needed for every 514 sq.ft. of gross building space for 
the design peak hour.  With all numbers in place, final surplus/deficit parking figures were 
presented for the existing situations, for the future short term (when existing building projects 
are finished), and the future long term (if and when every parcel deemed viable for 
redevelopment is in fact redeveloped to its maximum potential).  


At this meeting, the Committee expressed concern that it did not have enough information 
about the possible expansion projects at either Pierce St. or N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking 
Structures.  Staff agreed to hire an outside architect to provide renderings of the Pierce St. 
Structure, and a planning firm/parking consultant to provide basic layouts depicting how the N. 
Old Woodward Ave. Parking Structure could be expanded.  


The Committee was also notified that the Kroger renovation was taking longer than planned, 
and the opening was now scheduled for approximately December 15.  Due to the unique traffic 
patterns present at the end of December, it was decided that the parking counts in the Triangle 
District would now have to wait until January.


January 26, 2015 – LSL Planning team members attended the meeting to present their 
findings for the Triangle District, after conducting parking counts for the area earlier in January.  
The numbers were based on projections of expected redevelopment in the future.  Based on 
the configuration of the district, it is appropriate to think in terms of a facility being built to 
serve the north part of the district (with approximately 400 public spaces) and a second facility 
being built to serve the south part of the district (with approximately 600 to 700 public spaces).  
The parking demand predictions by block also indicated that it would be wise to bring the 
commercial properties on the north side of E. Maple Rd. into a future parking district, even if 
they are not a part of the Corridor Improvement Authority.  The AHPSC passed 
recommendations to this effect.


For the CBD, architectural photos of the Pierce St. Structure and conceptual plans of the N. Old 
Woodward Ave. Structure were presented to the Committee.  After discussion, 
recommendations were passed supporting the expansion of both facilities, with the N. Old 
Woodward Ave. facility taking priority.  


February 24, 2015 - Staff put together a draft presentation for the City Commission.  The 
Committee convened to review the draft, and to provide constructive criticism.  To avoid 
confusion, the draft presentation is not a part of the attachments.
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FINAL PRESENTATION NOTES


The following is considered important background information that will be convenient to have 
as a reference with respect to certain slides found in the final AHPSC presentation:


Slides 6 & 7 - Parking counts taken for this study were collected at the end of October and 
the beginning of November. Like most businesses, the parking system has seasonal 
fluctuations in its demand. There is no practical way to measure seasonal fluctuations of 
parking demand throughout the whole system, as this would involve large amounts of time. A
simpler approach is to gather data readily available, such as the total transactions in the five 
parking structures. Slide 6 depicts the number of transactions by month for the three years 
2012 through 2014. The heavy blue line represents the monthly average, while the dashed red 
line represents the average of all three years.


As an aside, a glance at the data depicts what may appear to be a disturbing trend in that there 
is a decline in almost every monthly period from 2012 through 2014. The majority of the 
decline can be attributed to the decline in night time activity in Birmingham during this period. 
During 2014, most of the Palladium building has been unoccupied. Other night time businesses 
that were attracting large numbers in 2012 have also closed.


On Slide 7, just the monthly average line has been left on the graph and the annualized red 
dash, which calculates to one parking space needed for every 564 square feet of gross building 
space. Since we are referring to a peak hour that is happening three times per week, building 
to this number of parking spaces indicates that there would be several peak months (May, June 
and December) when the system would not be able to keep up. If the parking stock was 
increased by 10 percent, the solid green line is achieved. If parking stock was built to this level 
the system would only fail during the peak hour in May. Since it is impractical to meet system 
needs every day of the year, the Committee agreed that this level was a logical goal. The 
average plus 10 percent figure calculates to one parking space for every 514 square feet, which 
is what all the subsequent figures are based on.


It is also important to note that the monthly average line is crossing the red dashed line at the 
end of October and beginning of November. That means, by coincidence, that the time that 
counts were taken is a period where seasonally the system is picking up from a slightly below 
average demand to an above average demand. Since the two lines crossed here, no seasonal 
adjustment was necessary.


Slide 8 - This map depicts the parking assessment district split into six zones. The divisions are 
based on which parking structure occupants of each building would like to use if they were able 
to park at their first preference. 


The three blue marked properties denote the three downtown projects currently underway:
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1. Palladium Building renovation (200-250 N. Old Woodward Ave.)
2. Balmoral Building construction (33901 Woodward Ave.)
3. Forefront Building construction (400 S. Old Woodward Ave.)


The proposed square footages and increased parking capacity planned for these three projects 
has been added into existing numbers to determine the short term capacity needs in 
subsequent slides. The yellow marked properties are those that have a high probability of being 
developed into their full potential if economic and parking conditions are right. Adding in the 
potential square footage of these properties redeveloped has been used to arrive at the long 
term capacity needs shown on subsequent slides. Since multi-use buildings tend to have some 
on site parking often made available to residents only, no additional public parking spaces have 
been figured into the long term capacity numbers. Likewise, no residential square footages 
have been considered for any of the time periods studied.


Slide 9 - Just as 1:514 represents the parking demand ratio for the entire district, each parking 
structure zone can have its own ratio, if each zone functioned as its own independent business 
district. Those with a “high” ratio (such as 1:645) indicates that there is a lot of square footage 
in the zone creating a lot of demand, but not that many cars are actually parking in the zone.
In other words, many people that want to park in this zone cannot due to a lack of capacity and 
they must park somewhere else instead. Those with a “low” ratio (such as 1:235) indicates that 
there are a lot of parking spaces, compared to the amount of square footage nearby. In this 
case, the Chester Street zone is supplying needed parking capacity to its busier neighboring 
zones.


Slides 10-12 - Using the 1:514 ratio, the surplus or deficit parking spaces is depicted for the 
peak hour. The model shows a 15 percent surplus currently, (with a deficit already showing in 
the Peabody Street zone), which will drop to an 11 percent surplus once the current short term 
building is done, with the Park Street zone going into deficit. Someday, well into the future if 
all highlighted properties are redeveloped to their full potential, the model predicts an 11 
percent deficit would be realized. Likely, private development would slow or cease long before 
this situation would occur.


Slides 13-15 - As discussed with the Committee, when deciding where best to prioritize future 
construction, it can be helpful to consider current parking behaviors. Because of their proximity 
to each other the CBD tends to have north and south halves. Many people can and do park in 
either the North Old Woodward Ave. or Park Street facilities if their destination is north of Maple 
Road. Likewise many people can park in either the Pierce Street or Peabody Street facilities, if 
their destination is south of Maple Road. Due to the ongoing shortage of parking spaces south 
of Maple, relative to demand, we currently find that about 80 percent of the excess parking 
capacity in the Chester Street zone is used by those south of Maple Road, while the remainder 
by those north of Maple Rd. These slides attempt to demonstrate the surplus-deficit situations 
for existing, short-term and long-term scenarios, where two of the north zones and two of the 
south zones are combined respectively. Slide 13 notes that both the north and south halves are 
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operating but the south half will fall into deficit mode once the current planned building is 
completed. Both the north and south halves will fall into deficit over the long term. 


Slides 16-22 - Saroki Architects prepared modified photos of the Pierce Street Parking 
Structure with two floors added on top. No effort was made to be creative with the design. The 
images help the public understand how the building would fit into its surroundings if expanded 
as discussed. 


Slides 23 & 24 - The pictures shown represent the N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking Structure 
and lot (Parking Lot #5), and the suggested improvements for the property from the Downtown 
2016 Master Plan.  This property represents the main opportunity for potential growth of 
parking spaces in the north half of the Central Business District.


Slide 28 - Since the Triangle District does not currently function as a downtown dependent on 
a municipal public parking system, the parking generation factor method had to be modified. 
Nationally recognized parking demand factors as listed were used. The ratios are lower, 
meaning that more parking spaces would be generated per square foot, similar to a suburban 
model where all businesses own and operate their own parking. Downtown environments do 
not need as much parking, as the same parking space can be used through the course of a day 
by several people visiting various buildings. To counteract the conservative number that these 
suburban ratios result in, only those properties that were most likely to be redeveloped were 
assumed for expansion. 


Slide 29 - The map of the Triangle area as produced by LSL Planning contains additional 
blocks studied to the north and east of the official district. All of these blocks are outside of the 
Corridor Improvement Authority district, and there was no consideration to go to the trouble to 
expand this district at this time. However, for the three blocks north of Maple Road there is 
already a demonstrated shortage of parking capacity based on the use of the existing buildings. 
Even with some expansion being assumed in the middle block (22), adding the lower number of 
all three blocks results in a net positive; meaning that adding these three blocks to the future 
Triangle District parking system assessment district would both help fund future construction as 
well help the individual properties with their parking needs. As a result, the Committee is 
recommending that these three blocks be added to any future Triangle District assessment 
district. 


The four blocks east of Adams Road were counted just to gauge current demand and to help 
verify if there were many people parking in the lots east of Adams, but having destinations in 
the Triangle District. The observations were that there is not a reliance currently on these lots, 
and in fact there is a large surplus of spaces east of Adams Road. There is no intent to alter 
the current parking status of these blocks.
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Slide 32 - The resolution for the Triangle District provides a range of suggested spaces for the 
south part of the district. The range is a function of not having any inclination of what site the 
future public parking would be located. Depending on the site, the scope of the municipal 
parking need will be impacted and any private building installed on the same site would also be 
impacted based on how much space is available in total. A range of suggested parking spaces 
appears wise given the premature nature of this decision. 


RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESOLUTIONS:


A. CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT
 
Following are the two recommendations passed by the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee 
pertaining to the Central Business District:


Motion by JC Cataldo, Seconded by Susan Peabody, 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 Downtown 
Birmingham 2016 Plan.


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.


The Committee appeared to favor the focus on the N. Old Woodward Ave. site in part because 
of its available land and its wide array of possible development schemes.  This site represents 
the best opportunity the City has to correct deficiencies in the parking system’s capacity.  It is 
our recommendation that a new Committee be formed to study future parking expansion in the 
CBD at both sites where expansion is possible.  A suggested roster for the Committee could be 
as follows:


3 representatives from the City Commission
1 representative from the Advisory Parking Committee
1 representative from the Parks & Recreation Board
1 representative from the Planning Board
1 representative from the Principal Shopping District


Together, this new committee could meet and further explore the parameters of what a project 
could be at the N. Old Woodward Ave. site.  Parameters may include, but not be limited to:
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Number of parking spaces required
Scope of Bates St. extension
Additional development opportunities
Method of interaction with the park land to the north


Once the parameters are decided, developer/architect teams could then present their own 
conceptual drawings (with financial backing) to have the opportunity to redevelop this property.  
Staff is looking for initial input on the idea of this new committee, and it can be finalized and 
discussed further at a future meeting.


While staff agrees that this site offers the most exciting potential to create a positive 
development for the CBD, a counterpoint should be considered.  The goal of this study was to 
create a plan to address the future needs of the parking system.  This study, similar to the one 
conducted in 2000, indicates that the current shortage, as well as potential for additional 
private growth, is primarily on the south side of the district.  The new study has calculated a 
deficit of 427 parking spaces in the long term.  However, the only clear opportunity for new 
parking spaces at this time (the Pierce St. Parking Structure) will only result in a maximum net 
gain of 280 parking spaces.  Even if the City moves forward with a full expansion of the Pierce 
St. Structure, the model predicts that there will be a shortage in the long term. To that end, it 
may be difficult for this new Committee to define the goal of needed parking spaces on the N. 
Old Woodward site until a decision has been made about moving forward at the Pierce St. 
Structure.  A suggested resolution has been structured below considering these several factors.


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION A (CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT):


To accept the findings of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee estimating that a deficit of 278 
parking spaces is expected in the long term for the north portion of the Central Business 
District, and a deficit of 427 parking spaces is expected in the long term for the south portion of 
the Central Business District, and to direct staff to have a full topographic and boundary survey 
of the existing conditions of the N. Old Woodward Ave. property prepared to assist with all 
future plan preparation, and further, to further, to direct staff to provide for the creation of an 
ad hoc steering committee to:


Consider the parking system’s overall parking demands and prioritize the projects to 
finalize the Parking System’s expansion plan for the Central Business District.
Determine the parameters of an expansion at the N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking 
Structure site that will provide an appropriate number of parking spaces, an extension of 
Bates St., provide additional development opportunities and provide interaction with the 
adjacent City park land to the north in accordance with the Downtown Birmingham 2016 
report and the Rouge River Trail Corridor Master Plans.
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A. TRIANGLE DISTRICT


Following are the two recommendations passed by the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee 
pertaining to the Triangle District:


Motion by JC Cataldo, Seconded by Gillian Lazar, to
Recommend that the City Commission endorse the concept of constructing a public 
parking facility to serve the north portion of the Triangle District.  Further, as 
opportunities arise, if space is available to construct approximately 400 public parking 
spaces, the Committee recommends that the parking district boundaries be expanded 
to include the commercial properties north of Maple Road from Woodward Avenue to 
Adams Road.


Recommend that the City Commission endorse the concept of constructing a public 
parking facility providing 600 to 700 spaces to serve the south portion of the Triangle 
District, and to work with property owners to move in that direction, as development 
opportunities arise. 
Motion passed 4-0.


Based on the findings of the study, and the above resolution, a suggested resolution follows:


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION B (TRIANGLE DISTRICT):


To accept the findings of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee that a parking facility of 
approximately 400 parking spaces in the long term is recommended to serve the north portion 
of the Triangle District, and a parking facility of approximately 600 to 700 parking spaces in the 
long term is recommended to serve the south portion of the Triangle District, and to direct staff 
to pursue opportunities in the district for consideration, and further to endorse the 
recommendation that the parking assessment district for the Triangle District, once created, be 
extended north of Maple Rd. to include all commercial properties from Woodward Ave. to 
Adams Rd.
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Development of Public Parking


March 16, 2015


Planning for 
Future Public 


Parking Needs 
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 
 
MEMBERS: 
RICHARD ASTREIN – PRINCIPAL SHOPPING DISTRICT 
JC CATALDO – CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY 
GILIAN LAZAR – PLANNING BOARD 
SUSAN PEABODY – ADVISORY PARKING COMMITTEE 
JOHANNA SLANGA – MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
 
STAFF LIASIONS: 
JANA ECKER, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
PAUL O’MEARA, CITY ENGINEER 
 
 


SUMMER, 2013   Parking demand exceeded capacity. 
 
SUMMER, 2014  City Commission authorizes Parking Study 
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MISSION:  


STUDY THE CURRENT AND FUTURE PARKING 
ENVIRONMENTS FOR THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT 
AND THE TRIANGLE DISTRICT, AND MAKE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PARKING 
IMPROVEMENTS, IF NEEDED.


  


AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 
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METHOD:


1.A. GATHER DATA
   B. DETERMINE PARKING GENERATION FACTOR
   C. CALCULATE SHORT AND LONG TERM NEEDS


2. REVIEW OPPORTUNITIES FOR PARKING EXPANSION 
AND PRIORITIZE 


AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT


Counts taken in late May, early June.
Park St. Parking Structure under construction closed up to 200 
parking spaces – results were skewed.
New counts taken in late October, early November to observe 
more “normal” operation.
Counts focused on peak hours of the week – T, W, Th between
noon and 2 PM.
Based on usage data, seasonal adjustment not needed.
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE


PARKING GENERATION FACTOR


Average demand (red dashed line) = 1: 564 sq.ft. 
Design demand (green line) = 1:514 sq.ft. 


PARKING GENERATION FACTOR


Average Demand (red dashed line) = 1: 564 sq.ft. 
Design demand (green line) = 1:514 sq.ft.
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SHORT TERM &  
LONG TERM
DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTIONS
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OBSERVED PARKING GENERATION FACTORS BY ZONE
AVERAGE FOR ENTIRE DISTRICT = 1 VEHICLE PER 564 GROSS SQ.FT. 
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EXISTING PARKING SPACES SURPLUS/DEFICIT BY ZONE
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FUTURE PARKING SPACES (SHORT TERM)
SURPLUS/DEFICIT
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FUTURE PARKING SPACES (LONG TERM)
SURPLUS/DEFICIT


12







EXISTING PARKING SPACE SURPLUS 
USING CURRENT BEHAVIORS
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FUTURE PARKING SPACES SURPLUS/DEFICIT (SHORT TERM)
USING CURRENT BEHAVIORS
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FUTURE PARKING SPACES SURPLUS/DEFICIT (LONG TERM)
USING CURRENT BEHAVIORS
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Option: Expand Pierce Street Structure 


DPZ 2014
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View at Pierce and Brown 


Existing View Proposed 2 Story Addition 
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View from Townsend Street 


Existing View Proposed 2 Story Addition 
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View at Pierce and Merrill 


Existing View Proposed 2 Story Addition 
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View from Merrill Street 


Existing View Proposed 2 Story Addition 
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View from Brown Street  


Existing View Proposed 2 Story Addition 
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Aerial View 
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Option: Parking Lot #5 
N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure 


DPZ 2014 23







Option: Parking Lot #5 
N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure 


New Parking Structure 


New Mixed Use Building 


New Residential Units 
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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 DOWNTOWN BIRMINGHAM 2016 PLAN.    
  
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
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Triangle: Future Development 


Triangle District Plan 
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KROGER CLOSURE AND RENOVATIONS DISRUPTED NORMAL 
PARKING PATTERNS 
 
COUNTS DELAYED UNTIL JANUARY, 2015 
 
COUNTS TAKEN FOR ONE FULL EIGHT HOUR WEEKDAY, AND TWO 
ADDITIONAL PEAK HOUR WEEKDAYS (NOON TO 2 PM). 
 
NO SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT WAS INCLUDED –  
-  OFFICE USES TEND TO BE STATIC YEAR ROUND 
-  MAIN RETAIL GENERATORS (GROCERY) TEND TO BE                
RELATIVELY STATIC YEAR ROUND


AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 


TRIANGLE DISTRICT 
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TRIANGLE DISTRICT –  
PARKING GENERATION FACTORS  
BASED ON ZONING ORDINANCE 
1:75 SQ.FT. FOR RESTAURANTS 
1:150 SQ.FT. FOR MEDICAL OFFICES 
1:300 SQ.FT. FOR GENERAL OFFICES & RETAIL 
1:660 SQ.FT. FOR RESIDENTIAL 
1:1400 SQ.FT. FOR HOTEL 
 
NUMBERS ARE CONSERVATIVE (COMPARED TO CBD), BUT ACTUAL 
DEMAND IS DIFFICULT TO PREDICT GIVEN LARGE AREAS THAT 
COULD BE REDEVELOPED.


AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE 
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Triangle District 


Long Term 


Parking Projections 
2015 Study 
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Option:  North Parking Structure 
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                           Option:   
                           South Parking Structure 
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 
TRIANGLE DISTRICT 


To recommend that the City Commission endorse the 
concept of constructing a public parking facility to serve 
the north portion of the Triangle District.  Further, as 
opportunities arise, if space is available to construct 
approximately 400 public parking spaces, the Committee 
recommends that the parking district boundaries be 
expanded to include the commercial properties north of 
Maple Road from Woodward Avenue to Adams Road.


To recommend that the City Commission endorse the 
concept of constructing a public parking facility providing 
600 to 700 spaces to serve the south portion of the Triangle 
District, and to work with property owners to move in that 
direction, as development opportunities arise. 
Motion passed 4-0.
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Questions? 
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 2014 


6:00 P.M. 
ROOMS 202 – 203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
D. Review of Agenda


E. Establish Date and Time for Regular Meeting Schedule


F. Overview of Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee Purpose and Goals 


G. Review of Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee Findings from 2000 


1. Update of Maps, Data, Counts 
2. Review Modifications to Procedure 
3. Determination of Next Steps (Central Business District)


H. Review of Future Meetings 


I. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


J. Adjounment 


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.


People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact 
the City Clerk’s office at 248-530-1880 (voice) or 248-644-5115 (TDD) at least one day in advance to 
request mobility, visual, hearing, or other assistance. 


Las personas que requieren alojamiento, tales como servicios de interpretacion, la participacion efectiva 
en esta reunion deben ponerse en contacto con la Oficina del Secretario Muncipal al 248-530-1880 por lo 
menos el dia antes de la reunion publica.  (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964) 







 
 


MEMORANDUM


DATE:   June 20, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee (AHPSC)


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: First Meeting Overview







 
 







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   January 21, 2014


TO:   Robert J. Bruner, Jr., City Manager


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Auto Parking System Update















































































 
January, 2014 


 
 


City of Birmingham 
Engineering Dept.  







The Auto Parking System was started in the 1950’s 
to satisfy the growing demand of the Central 
Business District.  
 
Currently, there are 4,820 public parking spaces. 
Parking Structures (5) = 3,579 (74%) 
Metered Spaces on Streets = 1,052 (22%) 
Metered Parking Lots = 189 (4%) 







Total Revenues  
(parking structures & meters) = $4.36 million 
Operating Expenses = $2.34 million 
Capital Improvements = $1.46 million 
 
Savings for the year = $457,000 
Savings account (June 30, 2013) = $4.5 million 







Parking Meters = 50¢ to $1 per hour 
Monthly Permits = $35 to $55 per month 
Daily Rates: 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 
   6 hours or More   = $5 







In order to avoid parking structures filling, a 
cap is placed on the number of monthly 
permits that can be sold at each structure.  
As is often done, permit sales were suspended 
at the Park St. Structure during construction 
starting in May, 2013.  Even so, the structure 
was often filled each weekday by 10 AM. 
By the time the project was finished in 
September, the district-wide demand was 
much more than the Park St. Structure could 
supply.  


 







As of November, there are over 1,000 parkers 
waiting for a permit. 
Customers have to wait almost 2 years to 
obtain a permit at the Pierce St. Structure. 
Phase 2 of planned work at the Park St. 
Structure (April, 2014) will require another ban 
on the sale of all permits.  Frequent closures are 
again expected this summer. 















46% of Respondents want to park at Pierce St. or Peabody St. Structures 







45% of Respondents rated the system poorly (2 or less).  







36% of Respondents rated the system poorly (2 or less). 







47% of Businesses will Consider Moving Elsewhere (Due to Parking). 







Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee 
Geoffrey Hockman, Principal Shopping District Board 


Tom McDaniel, Historic District & Design Review 
Commission 


Jeff Salz, Advisory Parking Committee 
Chuck Tholen, Planning Board 


Jill Bahm, City Planner 
John Heiney, Director, Principal Shopping District 


Paul O’Meara, Assistant Director of Engineering 
 
              (dated winter, 2000) 







Long-Term 
developments 
based on future 
development 
assumptions 
(includes short-
term 
developments) 
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Long-Term Projection 
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Remaining (2014) 
properties with 
high  
re-development  
potential. 















Existing footings and columns can support two 
more floors. 
Existing 720 spaces would increase to 1008 
spaces. 
Total cost, including engineering and 
contingencies, is $9.5 million  


    ($32,000 per space) 
Estimated service life is 35 years. 







$5 million from Parking Fund savings 
$4.5 million from some combination of 
increased rates and assessments.  (Long term 
interest expenses would increase this number 
over repayment period.) 







Advisory Parking Committee (APC) will 
review survey results. 
APC will determine if building more spaces is 
the prudent next step. 
APC will review expansion opportunities and 
costs. 
If appropriate, APC will make 
recommendation to the City Commission. 







Memorandum 


DATE:  November 14, 2013 


TO:  Advisory Parking Committee 


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer
  
RE:  Pierce St. Parking Structure Expansion 


Beginning early this summer, the Auto Parking System experienced a new phenomenon: 
demand for monthly permits exceeded supply in all five parking structures.   


At first, it appeared that this problem was at least in part precipitated by the artificial cap 
in sales at the Park St. Structure, while construction was underway.  Referring to the 
attached monthly permit report for last May, most of the parking structures were at or 
near capacity, except for Park St.  When the restoration project started, 132 permits were 
available for sale.  Since the lot was filling up every day with approximately one whole 
floor (20%) of its normal capacity closed, staff made the decision to temporarily halt 
permit sales.  However, as the summer progressed, demand continued to rise, including in 
the area of the Park St. Structure.  By the time permit sales could again be started (during 
the last week of September), the unsatisfied demand for permits system-wide was way 
past the 132 permits being temporarily held at Park St.  (The attached report at the end of 
September shows the situation in flux, as permit holders were moving from other 
structures, such as N. Old Woodward Ave., to Park St. (their preferred location)).  


Birmingham has become a popular location for high-tech companies that employ large 
numbers of people working at computer stations.  The work model being employed now 
at several offices in the downtown area results in a lot of workers in a smaller area, all 
wishing to park during the work day, and most hoping to purchase a parking permit.  
While this demand is great for downtown and the parking system, it has caught the 
system unable to meet the demand anytime soon.  If tenants find the parking situation a 
negative that is not being resolved, they can elect to move elsewhere as leases expire. 


The Auto Parking System constructed the five current parking structures during the 
period of 1966 to 1989.  Once the Chester St. Parking Structure opened in 1989, there 
was a period of relatively little growth downtown, and for many years, it appeared as 
though the system’s newest facility would be chronically under-utilized. 


During this same time, demand was consistently strong at the Pierce St. Structure, and to 
a lesser extent, the Peabody St. Structure.   With the passage of the Downtown 2016 
Master Plan, and its new liberal zoning rules that would encourage more building, the 
Advisory Parking Committee became concerned that the system was not going to be able 
to handle the upcoming increase in demand.  These concerns led to several actions, such 
as:







1. An effort to increase the supply of parking spaces on the street wherever possible. 
2. A study of the Pierce St. Structure, to consider the idea of expanding it up by two 


levels.
3. A system-wide parking study, which was conducted and finalized in 2000.  The 


study concluded that the City should increase its parking capacity first in the 
southeast corner of the City, as not only was demand the strongest there, it also 
had several under-developed properties that were poised to be expanded upon.  
(However, since the growth in demand was not imminent, the City decided to take 
no action.) 


While several buildings were built as a result of the new zoning regulations, the type of 
demand increase mostly resulted in evening uses, which the system could handle with its 
present facilities.  A lot of residential space was also constructed, which had no impact on 
the parking system.  Then, the economy declined starting in 2007, and the system 
continued to operate with the ability to meet the needs of most of the surrounding 
businesses.  It was in this climate that the talks regarding the expansion of Shain Park 
began in 2005.  Largely due to the concerns of the Community House, and the ongoing 
lack of monthly permit parking space in the Pierce St. Parking Structure, the City made 
the decision in 2007 to build a new 2 level underground facility under the proposed
expanded Shain Park.  A 200 space parking structure was fully designed and bids were 
accepted in September, 2008, a month before the stock market crash that completely 
changed the demand for construction.  Bids were much higher than expected ($13.8 
million).  With the demand for new parking spaces declining, the City decided to cancel 
the project.  It then proceeded to build a new Parking Lot #7, and lost about 100 parking 
spaces in the process.  About 40 of these lost spaces were later recouped in the widened 
Martin St. project, but the system did see a net loss of about 60 spaces. 


Moving back to the present, given the chronic shortage of parking spaces in the southeast 
part of downtown, I met with the City Commission and discussed the feasibility of either 
implementing a joint use project with a private developer, or actually purchasing a 
property.   


We first discussed joint use options with the owner of the Balmoral Building (at the NW 
corner of Woodward Ave. and Brown St.).  A four story mixed use building has been 
designed for this property, and it is now scheduled to start construction in the near future.  
Due to the relatively small size of the property, only about 50 parking spaces could be 
constructed on each level.  Even if regular zoning height restrictions were waived, the 
numbers quickly confirmed that this would not be a wise venture.  A brief study was also 
done on the property at the SW corner of Woodward Ave. and Brown St.  The size and 
configuration of this property also did not lend itself to a parking facility, so it is not 
going to be pursued.   


Without any new properties under consideration, the system must then look closer at its 
existing holdings.  The two properties where expansion is feasible are: 







1. The Pierce St. Parking Structure – The original building (built in 1968) was 
designed such that two additional floors could be constructed on the existing 
footings and column system.  We asked Walker Parking Consultants, who had 
done an extensive feasibility study on this in 1998, to review and update that 
study.  The results are now attached.


2. N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking Structure and Lot – The Birmingham 2016 
Plan proposed expansion of this facility into the adjacent parking lot, an extension 
of Bates St. through the property to N. Old Woodward Ave., and the creation of at 
least two new parcels of private property, one commercial (on Willits St.) and one 
residential (backing on to the Rouge River).   


The above ideas will be discussed in reverse order. 


N. OLD WOODWARD AVE. PARKING FACILITY EXPANSION


At the encouragement of some local residents, the proposal in the Downtown 
Birmingham 2016 Plan for this property was discussed by the City Commission in 2007.  
The idea was to survey the property, and begin some high level conceptual discussions 
about how the land could be used.  The hope was that the sale or lease of the areas that 
could be devoted to private uses could generate enough income to finance the expansion 
and renovation of the parking structure.  The Commission had not yet resolved the 
renovation plans for Shain Park at the time, and it was felt that the City should focus its 
downtown development efforts there, and the idea was not pursued.  It has not been 
seriously pursued since. 


Given the new demand for parking system-wide, the idea of expanding this structure has 
been brought up for consideration again.  However, the demand for new spaces at this 
location is not as great.  Nor is the potential for growth in demand from the neighboring 
properties nearly as great (no nearby private properties appear ready to be expanded 
upon.)  Since new parking spaces here would not be very attractive to those wishing to 
visit or work at buildings in the southeast part of downtown, parking spaces built in this 
area would likely not be utilized to a level that would make this the best option.  
Particularly if there are other options available.  That requires a closer look at Pierce St.


PIERCE ST. PARKING STRUCTURE EXPANSION


Walker’s in depth study of this expansion idea (adding two floors and 280 parking spaces 
to the facility) was done in 1998.  It was estimated to cost $4.5 million, and have an 
expected service life of 25 years.  The idea was not seriously considered for two reasons:


1. Investing a large sum of money in an older building would result in a shortened 
time span for the new parking spaces (estimated at 25 years at the time).  Since 
demand for parking was not extreme, it did not seem like a wise decision. 


2. The expansion of Shain Park had been proposed, but was far from resolved.  
Since the Parking System owned a whole block of land just to the west of here, 







and the opportunity to build more parking spaces existed there, expanding at the 
Pierce St. Structure could not be taken as the best approach at the time.


Since then, several things have changed:


1. Shain Park has been completely redeveloped, and overall parking stock has 
deceased by about 60 spaces, rather than increased, as originally hoped.  Now that 
this decision has been made, there are no other opportunities to expand parking 
capacity in this area unless other properties are bought or leased. 


2. In the 1998 report, the Brown St. entrance/exit was identified as an existing 
shortcoming to the idea of expansion.  It was felt that increasing the capacity of 
the structure by almost 39% would require looking at the poorly designed 
entrance and exit lanes.  The Brown St. area was highlighted in that it could be 
improved upon in this area.  In 2003, the Brown St. entrance/exit was completely 
renovated and expanded to handle more exiting traffic, and to make it more 
aesthetically pleasing, so this problem has been addressed.


3. The building continues to be well maintained – new LED lights were installed in 
2010, new elevators were installed in 2011, and all of the levels have been 
structurally repaired and waterproofed within the last two years, at a cost of
almost $2 million.  


4. The knowledge base of buildings of this sort continues to improve.  In 2011, 
Walker conducted an in-depth service life analysis of the Park St. Structure, at our
request.  The analysis was done due to concerns that the continued decay of the 
building may force the City to start considering disinvesting in it as it nears a 
potential demolition.  Instead, we were surprised to find that maintaining it 
regularly will result in another 40 years of service life, and that doing so is 
definitely more cost effective than any other option, particularly demolition and 
replacement.  


With the above in mind, this summer we asked Walker to update their study from 1998, 
based on 2013 dollars.  A new code analysis was also done, as structural code 
requirements have changed since 1998.  Walker’s cost estimate to undertake this project 
is now set at $9 million (including “soft” costs such as design and inspection), but the 
service life expectancy has now been extended to 35 years (even though 15 years has 
passed).   


What the above reveals is that given the cost of land in this area, and the lack of 
opportunities in general, it may well be reasonable to have the parking system undertake 
a project of this scope in order to provide an additional 280 parking spaces in a prime 
location with high demand.   


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS


If the new 280 parking spaces were able to be built and opened to the public immediately, 
it is important to consider what their impact would be.  Assuming that the authorized 
permit cap is based on the daily traffic demand in the area, and that that would not 







change, the entire new area should be available and open for permit sales.  Since we 
oversell permits on a regular basis, and only 60% of permits tend to be present at any one 
time, applying the 60% factor to the new spaces would result in the ability to sell an 
additional 467 permits.  The waiting list at the end of September was 315, so it appears 
that the waiting list would go away.  There are 346 waiting at the Peabody St. Structure.  
If permits were open and available at Pierce St., we expect that many would take 
advantage of them, while continuing to wait for an opening at Peabody St.  In other 
words, we expect, given current conditions, that the spaces would be well occupied, but 
perhaps not to the point where the garage would again have a waiting list.  The potential 
revenues, if we assume anticipated revenue of slightly below the maximum for periods 
when sales are down or receipts are not all collected, we can estimate the revenues at:


(450 permits x $55 each x 12 months) = $297,000 annual income 


Walker’s construction cost, with contingencies, is set at $32,000 per space.  (The industry 
generally is using $25,000 per space to build a new, relatively low budget parking 
structure, not including land costs.)    If the permit rate is left at $55 per month, 9.3
parking spaces will be earned back per year.  (The analysis also does not consider that the 
new spaces would be used by people that are already paying into the system somewhere 
else, and it is not truly new income.  It is difficult to quantify this element.  In the bigger 
picture, though, the benefitting commercial properties would have better parking, become 
more valuable and easier to lease, thereby hopefully generating more usage and more 
customers as a result.)


Historically, the City has charged the property owners in the Parking Assessment District 
at a rate of 40% of the construction cost.  If the project costs $9 million, $3.6 million 
could be raised as an assessment over a 10 year payback period.  This lowers the actual 
dollars that the parking system ultimately pays to $5.4 million.  However, these funds 
would not be available at the beginning of the project, so the cash balance in the system, 
coupled with a bond, would be needed to raise the capital at the time of construction.   


A rough cash flow analysis is attached (it will be refined in the coming months as the 
next year budget is put together).  It projects a cash balance after expenses at $5.5 
million, rising quickly to over $7 million in two years.  The City has used the policy that 
at least $2 million should be left in the account at all times to cover unexpected problems 
or emergencies. However, if a project of this magnitude is proposed to be started in one 
or two years, the City could clearly make a case that parking rates need to go up in 
general to reduce borrowing costs, and to better reflect the value of what is being sold.  
An assumption that $5 million cash would be available for this project seems reasonable.  
That would leave $4 million to be bonded.  Using a 5% annual interest charge for 20 
years, the cost of interest results in borrowing costs of $2.3 million.  The total cost of the 
project after 20 years is then $11.3 million.   


Using the total cost of the project at $11.3 million, (construction plus interest), minus the 
special assessment revenue of $3.6 million (a final cost of $7.7 million) earning a flat 
$297,000 per year, it would take 26 years to pay back the expense.  On the cost side, this 







analysis does not consider the cost to maintain the additional parking spaces.  That cost 
would be relatively small, particularly for the first 20 years when the spaces are still quite 
new.  On the revenue side, it is highly unlikely that the $55 per month permit rate would 
be locked during that time period.  As conditions change, and the value of the dollar 
continues to decline, the monthly rate could be increased to reduce the payback time, and 
to cover the cost of maintenance.   


SUMMARY


Using the quick, simplified analysis above, it appears that the cost to provide an 
additional 280 parking spaces in the Pierce St. Structure can be paid back approximately 
10 years before the service life would end (conservatively).  They also would help relieve 
the current ongoing shortage in spaces that exists, clearly benefitting the property owners 
in the entire south half of the Central Business District.  The Advisory Parking 
Committee is encouraged to discuss and review this analysis, raise questions and 
concerns, and start to develop a position for the City Commission to consider.   


No suggested resolution has been provided at this time, assuming the Committee will 
need time to consider all the ramifications of this decision.  Staff stands ready to provide 
answers as needed. 







MONTHLY PARKING PERMIT REPORT
For the month of:May 2013
Date Compiled: June 14, 2013


Pierce Park Peabody N. Wood Lot #6/$150 Lot #6/$90 Chester Total


1. Total Spaces 706 811 437 745 174 79 880 3832


2. Daily Spaces 370 348 224 359 N/A N/A 425 1726


3. Monthly Spaces 336 463 213 386 174 79 560 2211


4. Monthly Permits 550 813 431 900 150 40 940 3824
    Authorized


5. Permits - end of 550 681 431 826 144 40 852 3524
    previous month


6. Permits - end of month 550 681 431 888 144 40 940 3674


7. Permits - available
    at end of month 0 132 0 12 6 0 0 150


8. Permits issued in
    month includes permits
    effective 1st of month 4 0 0 70 0 0 98 172


9. Permits given up in month 4 0 0 8 0 0 10 22


10. Net Change 0 0 0 62 0 0 88 150


11. On List - end of month* 269 159 295 0 0 0 8 731


12. Added to list in month 6 17 11 0 0 0 7 41


13. Withdrawn from list 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
      in month (w/o permit)


14. Average # of weeks on 70 0 67 0 0 0 0 N/A
     list for permits issued
     in month


15. Transient parker occupied 262 216 182 228 N/A N/A 99 987


16. Monthly parker occupied 338 306 255 517 N/A N/A 422 1838


17. Total parker occupied 600 522 437 745 N/A N/A 521 2825


18. Total spaces available at
      1pm on Wednesday 5/22/13 106 289 0 0 0 0 359 1007


19. "All Day" parkers
      paying 5 hrs. or more
   A:Weekday average. 112 63 62 61 N/A N/A 39 337
   B:Maximum day 196 90 82 101 N/A N/A 86 555


20. Utilization by long 57% 70% 76% 60% N/A N/A 45% 61%
      term parkers


(1) Lot #6 does not have gate control, therefore no transient count available
(2) (Permits/Oversell Factor + Weekday Avg.) / Total Spaces







MONTHLY PARKING PERMIT REPORT
For the month of: September 2013
Date Compiled: October 16, 2013


Pierce Park Peabody N. Wood Lot #6/$150 Lot #6/$90 Chester Total


1. Total Spaces 706 811 437 745 174 79 880 3832


2. Daily Spaces 370 348 224 359 N/A N/A 425 1726


3. Monthly Spaces 336 463 213 386 174 79 560 2211


4. Monthly Permits 550 813 431 900 150 40 940 3824
    Authorized


5. Permits - end of 550 636 429 900 141 40 940 3636
    previous month


6. Permits - end of month 551 749 431 855 141 40 933 3700


7. Permits - available
    at end of month -1 64 0 0 9 0 7 79


8. Permits issued in
    month includes permits
    effective 1st of month 3 120 12 25 6 2 57 225


9. Permits given up in month 2 7 10 70 0 0 64 153


10. Net Change 1 113 2 -45 6 2 -7 72


11. On List - end of month* 315 184 341 149 0 0 244 1233


12. Added to list in month 31 83 40 107 0 0 132 393


13. Withdrawn from list 15 0 0 13 0 0 17 45
      in month (w/o permit)


14. Average # of weeks on 92 25 84 8 0 0 16 N/A
     list for permits issued
     in month


15. Transient parker occupied 310 124 183 169 N/A N/A 131 917


16. Monthly parker occupied 267 358 254 572 N/A N/A 442 1893


17. Total parker occupied 577 482 437 741 N/A N/A 573 2810


18. Total spaces available at
      1pm on Wednesday 9/18/13 129 329 0 4 0 0 307 1022


19. "All Day" parkers
      paying 5 hrs. or more
   A:Weekday average. 118 65 69 53 N/A N/A 41 346
   B:Maximum day 143 86 95 75 N/A N/A 54 453


20. Utilization by long 83% 76% 73% 71% N/A N/A 76% 76%
      term parkers


(1) Lot #6 does not have gate control, therefore no transient count available
(2) (Permits/Oversell Factor + Weekday Avg.) / Total Spaces
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BIRMINGHAM, MICHIGAN 
 
Prepared for: 
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 


 
 







 
 
 
 
February 1, 1999 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Dennis Dembiec, P.E. 
Director of Public Works 
City of Birmingham 
151 Martin St. 
Birmingham, MI 48009 
 
Re: Pierce Street Parking Facility Expansion. 
 Project No: 4412.00 
 
Dear Dennis: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with the review and evaluation of a possible expansion of the 
Park Street Parking Facility.  We have included our structural evaluation as well as the cost and financial 
comparisons you requested.  We would be pleased to discuss any of the issues raised in this report 
further if you require.  Please call if you have any questions. 
 
We are pleased to be of service to the City of Birmingham and look forward to assisting you in the 
future. 
 
Sincerely, 
Walker Parking Consultants/Engineers Inc.  
 
 
 
 
Michael E. Johnson, P.E. 
Manager        
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SUMMARY 
 
The City of Birmingham has requested that Walker Parking Consultants evaluate the structural design and cost 
issues related to the addition of two levels of additional parking to the Pierce Street Parking Facility. We have 
completed this review and present our findings in this report.  The discussion and financial estimates address 
three basic issues: 
 


The structural feasibility of expanding the parking facility with similar construction.  This would increase the 
parking capacity from 720 spaces to approximately 1000 spaces. 


 
The expected construction costs of the expansion and the expected maintenance costs for the entire facility. 


 
A financial comparison of the alternatives including maintaining the structure at it’s current capacity, 
expanding as noted above and, as a point of reference, a comparison to replacement costs for a new 
structure. 


 
Any decision regarding the future of this facility will depend on the cost information provided as well as many 
planning issues that are not addressed in this review.  This report is provided to assess the financial aspects of 
the expansion.  The City of Birmingham will need to address the parking demand, traffic and target service 
areas for this expansion independently. 
 
An increase of this size will affect the required entry/exit capacity for the facility.  As it will be difficult to add 
capacity at the Pierce St. entry/exit, we have suggested a conceptual plan for an increase in the number of 
entry and exit lanes for the Brown St. side of the facility.  Actual needs for this location may vary, but the 
suggested layout demonstrates the feasibility of adding two (2) equipment lanes to the three (3) that are present 
now. This will be sufficient for the proposed project.  
 
In general, we find that the facility is in good condition for it’s age and that the Pierce Street Parking Structure 
will continue to provide cost effective parking for a 25 to 30 year period. We have assumed a 25 year 
planning period for this analysis. The financial analysis indicates that the expansion option will require a 
considerably higher annual expected expense due the need to amortize the construction costs over a fairly 
short time frame, but this is still favorable when compared to the replacement costs of the same amount of 
parking.  The City may explore other alternatives but, if the parking demand in this location should increase or 
otherwise justify the project, we suggest that the expansion option does provide a realistic development 
alternative. 
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STRUCTURAL SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this analysis was to assess the feasibility of a vertical expansion of the structure based on the 
structural capacity of the original design.  In order to assess the overall feasibility without the need for an 
exhaustive analysis of every component, we performed a computerized structural analysis of selected 
representative frames and column lines.  In our judgement and experience, these will be the controlling factors 
in design. Due to the amount of repetition and similarity in the original design, we have a high level of 
confidence that this approach provides a good review of the overall feasibility.  While there may be some 
issues that become apparent if the project proceeds, we find that the expansion is feasible from a structural 
point of view.  There do not appear to be any major non-compliant items that will significantly increase the 
cost of the proposed project. We do find selected items where some structural reinforcing may be required 
and have allowed for those modifications in the cost estimate. 
 
The facility is a five level cast in place concrete structure with a 12.5 inch thick “two way flat slab” concrete 
floor slab. The floor design supports gravity loads, and concentrated “strips” of reinforcing along the column 
lines also act as part of the lateral loads (wind) resisting frames.  The original design code required that wind 
be considered in design but recent versions of the BOCA code also require that basic seismic loads also be 
addressed.  Our analysis considered the current seismic loads required by BOCA 1996. 
 
For efficiency, Walker analyzed a typical east/west frame of the parking structure consisting of two columns 
and the affected portion of the floor.  As there are six columns in each north/south frame line and the loads 
are similar, we did not conduct an analysis of this frame direction for the parking structure. We also performed 
analysis of the stair/elevator tower in both the east/west and north/south direction.  Since the framing in the 
two other stair towers is similar, we have used our analysis of the stair/elevator as representative. 
 
Some specific observations follow: 
 
For the parking structure, the currently required seismic loadings are 2 to 2.5 times greater than the original 
wind loads.  Despite this increase, we find that the typical columns and floor strips are only loaded to 
approximately 60% to 70% of their theoretical capacity. 
  
We suspect that the additional capacity is due to the use of conservative design methods that were in practice 
at the time the structure was built. This result does not consider the effects of corrosion or deterioration of the 
reinforcing for the last 30 years. Since the structure has been maintained fairly well and there is adequate 
margin in the results, we do not see the need for the expense of a physical inspection of the reinforcing for a 
more exact evaluation at this time. Some inspections may be prudent if and when the design of the expansion 
takes place.  
 
The results for the stair/elevator tower are similar.  The columns have considerable additional capacity and the 
beams that participate in the lateral load system have 10% to 20% more strength than required for current load 
requirements.  Because of the lighter floor system in the stair, the seismic loads are proportionately smaller and 
the wind condition still controls the design. 
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We have identified certain portions of the foundations where calculated loads exceed the design capacity by 
some amount.  For the typical footing under gravity loads only (self weight plus live loads), the soil pressure is 
approximately 95% of the capacity stated on the original drawings.  This is adequate and complies with the 
code requirements.  
 
For the wind load condition, we find that the typical footing soil pressure is 3% over allowable and consider 
this negligible. 
 
For the seismic loads, we find that the soil pressure is approximately 12% over allowable based on a linear 
analysis of the soil pressure at the extreme edge of the footing.  We consider this an acceptable situation for 
the extreme, short-term earthquake loading.  Factors of safety for actual soil capacity are typically in the range 
of 2 to 2.5.  As a result, the 12% excess is a small portion of the actual capacity of the soil.  In addition, the 
original design specifications required test drilling every foundation location before construction, and there are 
no signs of settlement or movement of the structure after 30 years.  This gives added credibility to the soil 
capacity listed in the specifications and reduces any concern about the slight overstress for this extreme 
condition. 
 
We did identify one area of concern where calculated loads are above acceptable levels by approximately 
25%.  There are several footings near the stairs that support both parking deck columns and stair columns. This 
condition produces loads that are offset from the center of the footing and produces pressures at one edge of 
the footing that are much higher than desired.  In this case, we recommend that the situation be corrected as 
part of the expansion project. This can be done by excavating and extending the footing, or tying it to an 
adjacent footing to distribute the load.  We have not identified a specific repair, but have allowed for this 
effort in the cost estimate. 
 
For reference, our review of code requirements included a check for strength as well as selected detailing 
requirements for main members per the standards in effect for new constriction. BOCA 1996 (p. 1614.2) 
requires that an existing structure comply with the current design code if an addition will increase the loads on 
the structure by more than 5%.  We conducted our review according to loads specified in the BOCA 1996 
standard and evaluated structural capacity in accordance with the American Concrete Institute ACI 318/95, 
the structural design code in effect at this time.  As this structure is in an area of low seismic risk, the special 
seismic detailing requirements of ACI 318/95 (Chapter 21) do not apply. With minor exceptions, the column 
and slab details meet the standard provisions of ACI.  These issues relate to detailing and construction practice 
and are not expected to affect the strength of the structure. 
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COST ESTIMATES 
 
Construction Cost 
 
Walker’s opinion of probable construction cost is included with the attachments.  Our approach has been to 
use typical industry expenses for major items and adjust the expected prices for factors that will affect the 
project.  Some of these include the level of difficulty working near existing facilities and the relatively small size 
of the project compared to the fixed contractor costs for mobilization and management of the project.  Our 
assumptions are as follows: 
 
Costs are in 1998 dollars.  The City may apply escalation factors depending on the year the work is 
proposed. 
 
We do not have design specifications or details for the three elevators, nor have we conducted an inspection 
of their condition.  These are the sheave type with hoists located in a penthouse at the top of the towers.  They 
will need to be removed, stored and reinstalled at the new top level.  We have included an allowance for 
equipment relocation but we suggest the City of Birmingham independently check this allowance with the 
elevator service contractor you currently employ.  We have provided an estimate for the costs of the physical 
extension of the shaft and stairs. 
 
Costs are based on expansion of the facility with architectural details and type of construction similar to the 
existing. 
 
We have not allowed for any other improvements to the structure, graphics, lighting or other features that the 
City may consider in the future. The proposed expansion will probably require that the City increase the 
capacity of the Brown St. entry/exit area and we have attached a plan of one possible approach. 
 
Maintenance Costs 
 
We have provided maintenance cost estimates based on industry norms and our experience with this structure.  
The existing structure is 30 years old and will have higher maintenance costs that a new facility.  We have 
attempted to provide a comparison that will allow the City to evaluate the investment for the proposed vertical 
expansion. 
 
The City of Birmingham typically maintains it’s parking system in better condition than industry average but we 
suggest that, even with an aggressive maintenance program, the economic life span of the existing structure 
cannot be expected to be more that an additional 25 to 30 years. We have used 25 years in this analysis 
and have assumed than the structure will be abandoned at the end of that period. 
 
The average repair cycle (time between significant restoration projects) for the industry is approximately 7 
years depending on the type of client and age and use of the facility. Since the City maintains a high standard 
for the condition of it’s facilities, maintenance cycles are more on the order of 4 to 5 years.  Our cost estimates 
are based more on the industry average period and are meant only to provide a general indicator over time.  
Actual work at the structure may occur more or less frequently, as conditions require. 
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
 
The attached table summarizes several alternatives according to both net present value of the investment and 
an equivalent annual expense over the expected life of the structure. To help review this information, we have 
provided these estimates both in terms of total costs and on a “per parking space” basis. The options included 
are: 
 
Status Quo: Maintain the structure at its current capacity. This provides approximately 720 parking spaces for 
an assumed service life of 25 years. 
 
Expansion:  Add two levels to the existing facility.  This will increase the capacity to approximately 1000 
spaces.  The expected service life of this option is also approximately 25 years based on the condition of the 
existing portion of the structure. 
 
Replacement:  For comparison, we have also listed the expected costs to replace the existing structure with a 
new facility. We do not suggest that this is a realistic possibility in the short term, but the annual costs for this 
option may be an interesting benchmark for the proposed expansion. With current practices, the expected life 
of a new facility will be on the order of 50 years, and the annual maintenance costs will be significantly lower 
than for the proposed expansion.  For this option to be meaningful, the City of Birmingham must either 
demolish the existing structure or replace it in a different location.  Since we have little information regarding 
land costs in Birmingham, we have presented the option as if the existing structure were to be demolished. We 
have allowed for $350,000 for this item and shown it as part of the initial cost. If the City prefers to consider 
replacement at a different location, this cost item can be factored based on the expected cost of the land 
required. 
 
Assumptions 
 
Most significantly, we have assumed the economic life span of the structure can be extended for an additional 
25 years. This time period is somewhat longer than industry averages for a facility of this period and would 
result in a 55 year total life span.  We have taken this approach for several reasons.  The structure is in 
generally good condition, having been maintained well for the last 10 to 12 years.  In addition, the City of 
Birmingham has adopted a regular and thorough maintenance program for all of the existing parking facilities. 
 
We feel that this policy will allow repair of the inevitable problems before maintenance costs become extreme.  
We have also assumed that, if the City pursues this option, the level of regular maintenance will be increased 
to protect the investment in the new portion of the structure. This would entail traffic coating for the entire 
structure and an increased level of repair and maintenance.  We have allowed for the probable costs of this 
effort in our analysis.  
 
We have also considered a difference in the escalation rate of construction costs and the rate of return used to 
evaluate the present value of different options. The rate of escalation of construction costs for restoration and 
maintenance has been significantly lower than the general rate of inflation for the last 5 to 10 years.  This is 
due to increased competition and changes in the technology of producing and installing the materials used for 
this industry. In addition, the discount rate for alternative investments or use of City funds may be significantly 
higher than the change in the Consumer Price Index.  We have attempted to allow for this difference in the 
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attached table.  Any estimate will be subject to discussion on these issues, and we have provided the specific 
factors for your information.  The City’s experience may indicate that slight adjustments are reasonable. For the 
purposes of this analysis, we have assumed the escalation rate for construction repairs to be 3.0% annually.  
We have assumed the discount rate, or cost of financing, to be on the order of 7%. For your reference, we 
have also provided a similar analysis assuming a discount rate of 5%. 
 
Our review is intended to provide cost information related to construction and repair options for the facility and 
an overall financial comparison of these options as they appear at this time.  While we cannot anticipate 
every eventuality, change in usage, or level of maintenance in the future, these estimates do provide 
reasonable comparisons for your use in the decision process at this time. 
 
We have included initial construction costs and maintenance/repair costs in this analysis.  Operating costs 
and expected revenue will also differ slightly and should be considered in the evaluation. 
 







City of Birmingham
Pierce Street Parking Facility Vertical Expansion


Probable Construction Cost 30-Jan-99


     TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 102,000
TYPICAL


ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT COST/UNIT QUANTITY COST REMARKS
1 DEMOLITION & PREP EA $40,000.00 1 $40,000.00 Stair & wall
1 COLUMN CONNECTIONS AT ROOF EA $300.00 56 $16,800.00
2 COULMNS - FORM & PLACE EA $1,200.00 56 $67,200.00 $400/cy
3 FLOOR SLAB SF $20.00 102,000 $2,040,000.00
4 SPANDREL / BUMPER WALL LF $80.00 2,100 $168,000.00
5 EXPANSION JOINTS LF $100.00 450 $45,000.00
6 SEALANTS AND CAULK SF $0.50 102,000 $51,000.00
7 STRIPING SF $0.04 102,000 $4,080.00
8 SIGNAGE SF $0.20 306,000 $61,200.00 Note 1
9 ELECTRICAL SF $1.75 102,000 $178,500.00


10 PLUMBING SF $0.50 102,000 $51,000.00


11 REINFORCE STAIR FOOTINGS EA $10,000.00 3 $30,000.00
12 INTERIOR METAL GUARDRAILS LF $60.00 600 $36,000.00
13 STAIR/ELEVATOR TOWERS SF $150.00 1,575 $236,250.00 Note 2
14 ELEV. EQUIP. RELOCATION EA $20,000.00 3 $60,000.00 Note 3
15 PARKING & REVENUE CONTROL LS $200,000.00 1 $200,000.00 Note 4


GENERAL CONDITIONS LS 10% 1 $328,503.00


SQ. FT. Costs
Construction Cost / Space $12,905.48 SUBTOTAL $3,613,533.00 $35.43


CONTINGENCY 10% $361,353.30
ENG & TESTING 15% $542,029.95
TOTAL $4,516,916.25 $44.28


CARS = 280 $16,132 $/CAR


NOTES
1.  Allownce for industry typical graphics for entire structure.  Owner may elect more elaborate signage.
2.  Includes 2 floors plus penthouse at each of 3 stairs for total of 1575 sf.
3.   Estimated cost for removal, temporary storage and reinstallation of elevator hoist equipment.  Does not allow for upgrades.
      Elevator allowance assumes equipment is originally designed for vertical expansion similar to the parking structure.
4.   See report. We have included an allowance for additional exit lanes
5.   Unless specifically noted, costs represent the cost related to the additional floors.  It is assumed that capacity of electrical, and plumbing 
      is adequate for the expansion







City of Birmingham 30-Jan-99


Pierce Street Parking Facility Maintenance Projections
CURRENT CAPACITY 720 SPACES


Year 96/97 2003 2010 2017
Base Unit Quantity/ Quantity/ Quantity/ Quantity/


Description Units Quantity Price Cost Cost Cost Cost
Concrete Overlay Repair SF 85000 7700 15000 30000 30000


$10.00 $77,000 $150,000 $300,000 $300,000
Structural Floor SF 204000 500 1500 3000 6000


$25.00 $12,500 $37,500 $75,000 $150,000
Ceiling & Overhead SF 204000 1350 2000 2500 3000


$60.00 $81,000 $120,000 $150,000 $180,000
Columns, walls, other structural concrete N/A N/A N/A


$13,600 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000
Masonry and  Stairs N/A N/A N/A


25,950 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Expansion Joints LF 900 N/A


$47,100 $50,000 $60,000 $70,000
Cracks & Sealant LF N/A 8,434 5000 5000 5000


$3.00 $25,302 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000
New Deck Coating SF N/A 26200 52000 0 0


$3.00 $78,600 $156,000 $0 $0
Repair Deck Coating SF N/A 4975 6000 7500 9000


$4.00 $19,900 $24,000 $30,000 $36,000
Recoat Deck Coating SF N/A 117,200 117,200 204,000 204,000


$1.50 $175,800 $175,800 $306,000 $306,000
Penetrating Sealer SF N/A 52000 0 0 0


$0.40 $20,800 $0 $0 $0
Miscellaneous N/A N/A


$13,397 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000


Totals Per Repair Cycle $577,552 $753,300 $966,000 $1,092,000
Annual Total $82,507 $107,614 $138,000 $156,000
Annual Total per Parking Space $115 $149 $192 $217
Annual Total per Suqare Foot 0.40 0.53 0.68 0.76


Proposed Addition Maintenace Costs
Number of Spaces 280 Total Area 102000
Annual Total per Square Foot $0.10 $0.15 $0.25
Annual Total per Parking Space $36 $55 $91
Annual Total $10,200 $15,300 $25,500


Grand Average Maintenance Costs
Number of Spaces 1000 Total Area 306000
Annual Total per Square Foot $0.39 $0.50 $0.59
Annual Total per Parking Space $118 $153 $182
Annual Total $117,814 $153,300 $181,500


Notes
1.  Equipment costs (elevator maintenance, revenue control obsolescence) not included
2.  All costs in 1998 dollars
3.  96/97 year prices are industry averages and do not match actual bids for the work.  Included for reference only
4.  Maintenance costs for slab on grade level assumed to be negligeable.  Floor areas only include supported floors.
     Resulting total represents entire parking facility within the limits of the accuracy of the estimate.







City of Birmingham
Pierce Street Parking Facility - Financial Analysis


DISCOUNT RATE 7% 30-Jan-99


EXPANSION OPTION 1-Jan-99 1-Jan-03 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-17 1-Jan-25


    Initial Costs (2 levels) $4,517,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
    Expected Maintenance $0 $929,990 $1,480,740 $2,162,400 $0
    Subtotal $4,517,000 $929,990 $1,480,740 $2,162,400 $0


Financial Summary      TOTAL COST   COST PER SPACE


Net Present Value SPACES 1,000 $6,568,635 $6,569


Annulaized Costs YEARS 25 $563,658 $564


STATUS QUO 1-Jan-99 1-Jan-03 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-17 1-Jan-25


    Initial Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
    Expected Maintenance $0 $929,990 $1,480,740 $2,162,400 $0
    Subtotal $0 $929,990 $1,480,740 $2,162,400 $0


Financial Summary      TOTAL COST   COST PER SPACE


Net Present Value SPACES 720 $2,051,635 $2,849


Annulaized Costs YEARS 25 $176,052 $245


REPLACEMENT FACILITY 1-Jan-99 1-Jan-03 1-Jan-10 1-Jan-17 1-Jan-25


    Initial Costs $7,350,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
    Expected Maintenance $0 $27,685 $50,715 $83,300 $0
    Subtotal $7,350,000 $27,685 $50,715 $83,300 $0


Financial Summary      TOTAL COST   COST PER SPACE


Net Present Value SPACES 700 $7,419,820 $10,600
COST/CAR * $10,500


Annulaized Costs YEARS 50 $537,639 $768


* Includes $350,000 allowance for demolition of existing structure
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MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   March 3, 2014


TO:   Joe Valentine, Interim City Manager


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Central Business District & Triangle District
Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


To recommend that the City Commission authorize the formation of an Ad Hoc Parking 
Study Committee that will be formed for a limited time to update the parking demand 
study done in 2000 for the Parking Assessment District, with the goal of determining the 







 
 


long term demand levels for parking throughout the Central Business District, and 
recommendations of how to best use the Auto Parking System’s properties at this time.  
The Ad Hoc Committee shall include the following members, with each of the suggested 
boards nominating their representative accordingly:


• Advisory Parking Committee
• Multi-Modal Transportation Board
• Planning Board
• Principal Shopping District


The Ad Hoc Committee shall be formed as soon as practical, with the goal of finalizing a 
report of findings and recommendations by July 2014.


Before the recommendation was voted on, an amendment was made as follows:


To include the Triangle District with the goal of determining long-term demand 
throughout the Central Business District and the Triangle District.


The recommendation, as amended, was approved on a vote of 6-0.  


Parking Study for the Central Business District


As was referenced at the Long Range Planning meeting, the above suggested format 
was used in 2000 for a comprehensive parking demand study.  The study was primarily 
conducted using staff from the Engineering Dept., Planning Dept., and Central Parking.  
Detailed, thorough analysis done at that time helped answer the following questions:


Which downtown properties are likely to be redeveloped, thereby causing parking 
demand to go up?
What is the actual ratio of commercial square footage to needed parking spaces 
that the current downtown business district functions under?
What is the appropriate time of day and time of year in which to base the future 
demand projections on?


The following is a quick synopsis of the methodology that was used to answer these 
questions, and to create the final projections that were found:


1. A list of all the commercially zoned parcels in the parking assessment district was 
created.  The list included the current commercial square footage on each site, 
as well as the number of private parking spaces on the site, if any.


2. The ad hoc committee discussed and reasoned which parcels were the best 
candidates for future redevelopment under the zoning overlay ordinance that had 
been recently passed.


3. The list was amended to reflect how much additional commercial square footage 
could be added to the site using the new zoning overlay ordinance.







 
 


4. The ad hoc committee discussed and reasoned when the best time of day and 
year would be to develop a parking demand ratio.  Using historical usage data, a 
conversion factor was developed to hypothesize how an actual use count could 
be modified to reflect a design demand day.  Central Parking staff helped gather 
data on actual usage at street meters, as well as in private and public parking 
lots.  


5. A final ratio of 424 square feet per parking space was established, and then 
applied to a future growth model to estimate where parking shortages would be.  


The results of the study done at that time have proven quite accurate in terms of where 
the future need for parking would be.  The recommendations were not acted upon, for 
the most part, due to:


The largest buildings built in the CBD soon after the study was done were not 
large daytime traffic generators (Willits Building, Palladium Building).
Most of the growth in demand was in the evenings, for which the parking system 
was prepared.
The economic downturn (starting 2007) reduced daytime demand for several 
years thereafter.


The new phenomenon that the 2000 parking study could not predict is the desirability of 
downtown Birmingham to be a daytime computer-based employer.  Several newer 
companies are now located in the downtown or Triangle district, driving up demand in 
ways that were not expected or predicted.  


It is recommended that a new Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee be formed, using the 
above methodology as described below:


1. Planning Dept. staff can update the list of properties prepared at that time, to 
reflect the current status of all the buildings in the downtown area.


2. The Committee can review what the components of a new study should consider 
for the time of day and year to design for.


3. Central Parking can again be used to help measure the actual demand on the 
design day/hour, to allow a new parking demand ratio to be established.


4. New parking demand projections can then be established.


Parking Study for the Triangle District


As you know, the City hired LSL Planning to complete a master plan for the Triangle 
District (the area roughly surrounded by Maple Rd., Adams Rd., and Woodward Ave.), 
in 2007.  A component of the master plan was a parking demand study that predicted 
future parking demand (if properties were redeveloped more densely) compared to what 
is presently available.  A few components of this study are attached for your reference.


Even though the Triangle District is outside the jurisdiction of the Advisory Parking 
Committee, the members thought it was appropriate to update and study parking 







 
 


demand for this area as well at this time.  Such a decision appears prudent for the 
following reasons:


1. The Corridor Improvement Authority determined at their last meeting that 
property values in the district have most likely bottomed out, and that Tax 
Increment Financing (TIF) authority should be started within the next 12 months.  


2. Parking shortages in the Triangle district appear to be driving up demand at both 
the Park St. and Peabody St. Structures, as daytime employees from the 
Triangle area search for places to park.  


3. The owner of one vacant parcel in the district has asked the City for assistance in 
establishing what volume of parking (as a City-operated, shared parking facility) it 
should be planning for.


Attached are two spreadsheets and a map that was prepared as a part of the Master 
Plan, using counts generated in December, 2006.  The partial buildout data assumes 
that between 35% and 50% of the parcels in the district are redeveloped to their full 
potential.  The spreadsheet for the partial buildout projections estimate a shortage of 
982 parking spaces.  The attached map helps depict how the shortages (or in some 
cases, minor overages) are distributed.  


As shown on the spreadsheet, the demand ratio (top rows, center section) are based on 
general categories of the type of use (e.g.: retail spaces are figured to generate 3.35 
vehicles per 1,000 sq.ft.).  Since the Triangle District does not currently have a shared, 
community-based parking system, using these industry usage rates is still appropriate, 
and will not have to be updated.  We recommend that the updated study will need to 
consist of the following:


1. A review of any building changes that have occurred since 2006, and updating 
the attached chart accordingly.


2. A review and update of the parking supply from 2006 (for example, since that 
time, parking spaces on the street have been striped).


3. A review of the limits of who should be in the district (certain properties that are 
adjacent, but not currently in the Triangle District could potentially benefit from 
being in the district).


Updating these figures, with a review by the proposed Ad Hoc Committee will help 
provide direction for the Corridor Improvement Authority, as well as future developers in 
this area.


Given the above, if the Triangle District parking study is to be updated as part of this 
effort, staff recommends that representation from the Corridor Improvement Authority be
added to the Ad Hoc Committee.  For this reason, it is now suggested that the 
membership of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee include the following members:







 
 


• Advisory Parking Committee
• Corridor Improvement Authority 
•  Multi-Modal Transportation Board
•  Planning Board
•  Principal Shopping District


It is suggested that each of the above boards nominate their own representative to the 
board, to serve until the parking study is complete.  As before, staff assistance would 
come from the Engineering Dept., Planning Dept., and the Principal Shopping District.


With the above as background, the following resolution is offered at this time:


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION:


To accept the recommendation of the Advisory Parking Committee, authorizing the 
formation of an Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee that will be formed for a limited time to 
update the parking demand study done in 2000 for the Parking Assessment District, as 
well as the 2007 parking study completed as a part of the Triangle District Master Plan.  
The goal of the Committee will be to determine the long term demand levels for parking 
throughout the Central Business District and Triangle District, and to provide 
recommendations of how to best use the Auto Parking System’s properties at this time, 
as well as to establish targeted needs for the Triangle District.  The Ad Hoc Parking 
Study Committee shall include the following members, with each of the suggested 
boards nominating their representative accordingly:


•  Advisory Parking Committee
• Corridor Improvement Authority
•  Multi-Modal Transportation Board
•  Planning Board
•  Principal Shopping District


The Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee shall be formed as soon as practical, with the 
goal of finalizing a report of findings and recommendations by July, 2014.







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   February 14, 2014


TO:   Advisory Parking Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Auto Parking System
Monthly Permit Demand Increase


1. It appears that the Parking System needs to do something to address the 
increased demand.  Is the addition of 280 parking spaces at Pierce St. 
enough?


2. Funding for this project should come from increased monthly permit fees as 
the priority.  Daily rates for customers should not be changed. The
assessment formula will need to be looked at again before being 
implemented for such a project.







 
 


THEME #1 – WHAT IS THE TRUE DEMAND?







 
 


THEME #2 – RATES







 
 


PARKING FACILITY CURRENT RATE RECOMMENDED 
RATE (JULY, 2014)


RECOMMENDED 
RATE (JULY, 2015)







 
 


SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATION A:


To recommend that the City Commission authorize the formation of an Ad Hoc 
Parking Study Committee that will be formed for a limited time to update the 
parking demand study done in 2000 for the Parking Assessment District, with the 
goal of determining the long term demand levels for parking throughout the Central 
Business District, and recommendations of how to best use the Auto Parking 
System’s properties at this time.  Suggested recommendation of the Ad Hoc 
Committee shall include the following members, with each of the suggested boards 
nominating their representative accordingly:


Advisory Parking Committee
Multi-Modal Transportation Board
Planning Board
Principal Shopping District
Engineering Dept. Representative
Planning Dept. Representative
Principal Shopping District Staff Representative


The Ad Hoc Committee shall be formed as soon as practical, with the goal of 
finalizing a report of findings and recommendations by July, 2014.







 
 


SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATION B:


With the understanding that the Auto Parking System needs to start making plans 
to build additional parking spaces, monthly permit rate increases at the following 
levels are recommended in an effort to increase the system account balance 
available for future construction:


Effective July 1, 2014:


Pierce St. Structure    $60
Park St. Structure    $50
Peabody St. Structure   $55
N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure $50
Chester St. Structure   $40
Lot 6 Regular Permit   $55
Lot 6 Economy Permit   $35
South Side Permit    $40


Effective July 1, 2015:


Pierce St. Structure    $65
Peabody St. Structure   $65
Lot 6 Regular Permit   $60
Lot 6 Economy Permit   $40
South Side Permit    $45 







Findings and Recommendations
Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


Geoffrey Hockman, Principal Shopping District Board
Tom McDaniel, Historic District & Design Review Commission


Jeff Salz, Advisory Parking Committee
Chuck Tholen, Planning Board


Jill Bahm, City Planner
John Heiney, Director, Principal Shopping District


Paul O’Meara, Assistant Director of Engineering
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Endorsements of Report
• After presentations by the Ad Hoc Parking 


Study Committee, the following City boards and 
commissions gave their endorsements of the Ad 
Hoc Parking Study Committee’s Report of 
Findings and Recommendations :
– Advisory Parking Committee
– Birmingham/ Bloomfield Chamber of Commerce 
– Historic District & Design Review Commission
– Planning Board
– Principal Shopping District
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Ad Hoc Parking Study Creation
• The APC and Planning Board saw need for a parking 


system analysis considering significant developments 
proposed and currently under construction. They seek 
to build upon the parking study included in the 
Downtown Birmingham 2016 (DB2016) Report


• The City Commission authorized creation of multi-
disciplinary Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee, 
comprised of one member from the APC, Planning 
Board, Historic District & Design Review 
Commission and Principal Shopping District
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• The City of Birmingham’s Parking System includes all 
public parking spaces on the street, in public lots and 
public decks within a geographical area known as the 
Parking Assessment District (PAD)


• The parking facilities within the PAD are self-
supporting: 
– Funding for construction comes from assessments to 


property owners in the district, as well as by user fees
– Funding for maintenance comes from user fees


Background - Advisory Parking Committee
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• The PAD contains 6,165 parking spaces, allocated 
as follows:
– 705 on-street spaces
– 3 public lots (479 spaces)
– 5 public parking decks (3,475 spaces)
– 1,506 private off-street spaces


Background - Advisory Parking Committee 
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Background - Advisory Parking Committee 


Parking Assessment 
District Map
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Mission Statement


• The Study Committee shall gather data 
regarding current parking demand in the 
Parking Assessment District, create a reliable 
model, forecast future parking demands, and 
prepare recommendations that respond to that 
forecast. 
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Downtown Birmingham 2016
• The Downtown Birmingham 2016 (DB2016) 


Report was received and approved in principle by 
the City Commission in 1996


• The study committee used the DB2016 as a basis 
for projecting future developments in the 
downtown area
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Future Land Development Assumptions 
1. Properties with site plans approved, under City 


review,  or under construction as of 12/31/99 were 
included as future development


2. Locally-designated historic properties and 
properties of a small size were not considered


3. No land assemblage can be predicted
4.  Identified properties will be developed to the 


maximum allowed under the Zoning Overlay 
Option provided in the Downtown Birmingham 
2016 Report, unless otherwise noted
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Future Land Development Assumptions 
5. Only those properties in zoning districts that 


would permit the addition of more than one floor 
to the current building were considered feasible 
for redevelopment


6. Building area for residential uses was not 
included in potential building area totals as 
parking is required to be provided


7.  Square footage of the first floor in mixed-use 
developments were reduced to accommodate 
access to subgrade parking
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Current Situation


Parking Areas Map
– Each area is 
named for the
parking structure 
located within it
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Current Situation
Total Parking Spaces by Area


Chester
Area


Lot 6
Area


N. Old
Woodward


Area


Park
St.


Area


Peabody
Area


Pierce
Area


Total


Structure 895 0 570 823 467 720 3,475


Street 105 134 114 83 73 196 705


Public Lot 0 130 200 7 0 142 479


Private
Lot


123 11 216 174 295 687 1,506


Total 1,123 275 1,100 1,087 835 1,745 6,165
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Current Situation


• Total Parking Spaces:  6,165
• Gross Floor Area (GFA) in PAD:  2,613,776 


sq. ft.
• Current Ratio of spaces to GFA: 1:424 sq. ft.  


PAD=Parking Assessment District
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Creation of Parking Model


• The study committee considered possible 
models:


Parking ratio based on current Zoning Standard
Parking ratio based on current capacity
Parking ratio based on parking generated by 
uses
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Creation of Parking Model
• Current Zoning Standard used in City


Parking ratio = 1 space/ 300 sq. ft. of GFA
Standard comes from ULI, ITE
Created for stand-alone, single-use buildings
Based upon 20th busiest shopping hour
50% of the spaces unused 40% of the year
Suggests that 8,500 total spaces are currently needed 
--38% more than the City currently has
Not an applicable standard, given shared parking and 
mixed uses in the downtown area
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Creation of Parking Model
• Current Capacity


Based on the number of available spaces, the 
standard would be 1 space per 424 sq. ft. -- could 
be reasonable model if all spaces are effectively 
full (90-95% full)
Available data from a field survey conducted in 
November 1998 shows number of spaces occupied
Since utilization was not in the 90-95% range for 
most areas, a parking standard based on current 
capacity may overestimate parking requirements 
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Creation of Parking Model
• Parking Generation Model


Since each downtown has its own unique 
features that affect demand for parking, a 
unique standard is needed for Birmingham
Occupied spaces show demand generated for 
parking
Parking Generation Rate is calculated by: 


Existing GFA
Number of Occupied Spaces
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Creation of Parking Model
• Parking Generation Model


Historically, December--the busiest month of the 
year--has been used as a benchmark for determining 
parking needs in the City 
For this study, however, the committee selected the 
second busiest month of the year as a benchmark, as 
it satisfies parking need for most months, it is 
fiscally responsible, and allows for the best use of 
public land
Available data from the parking structures indicates 
that May is second busiest month
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Creation of Parking Model


The red line reflects the parking needs projected for the second 
busiest month of the year (May) + a 4% safety factor
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Creation of Parking Model
• Parking Generation Model


Standard created using this model is 1 space per 
482 sq. ft. GFA
Data from the previous chart is extrapolated to 
project needs for public lots and on-street parking
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Future Demand Forecast


• Short-Term 
developments
approved, 
under review, 
or under 
construction 
as of 12/31/99
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Future Demand Forecast
• Short-Term Projection


Additional building area approved, under review, or 
under construction as of 12/31/99:  338,338 sq. ft.
Projected Demand:  6,387 spaces (4% increase)
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Future Demand Forecast
• Short-Term Projection
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Future Demand Forecast
• Long-Term 


developments 
based on future 
development 
assumptions 
(includes short-
term 
developments)
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Future Demand Forecast
• Long-Term Projection


Additional potential building area based on future 
development assumptions: 1,017,867 sq. ft. (includes 
short-term developments)
Projected Demand:  8070 spaces (31% increase)
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Future Demand Forecast
• Long-Term Projection
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Summary
• Occupancy rates prior to 12/31/99 indicate that the 


existing parking (1:424) satisfies demand for all months, 
but there is an imbalance in parking demand in the PAD 


• A projection based on the parking demand for the second 
busiest month (1:482) indicates a present surplus of 700 
spaces system-wide
– 69% of the surplus exists in the Chester Area


• At the proposed ratio of 1:482, all parking areas will be 
utilized to their maximum potential--90-95% full
– This suggests that the level of convenience for parking will 


decrease
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Summary
• Building area approved, under review, or under 


construction as of 12/31/99 will use current excess 
capacity as well as lead to a shortfall of 222 parking 
spaces, primarily in the Pierce, N. Old Woodward and 
Park Areas


• Given future development assumptions, potential 
building area in the long-term will lead to a total 
shortfall of 1,905 parking spaces--in all areas except the 
Chester Area
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Conclusions
• Chester area: This area is under-utilized, and 


even in the long-term will provide a surplus of 242 
spaces to relieve pressure on the other areas


• N. Old Woodward and Park areas: Considering
short-term development (approved or under 
review as of 12/31/99) a shortfall of 400 parking 
spaces is anticipated


• Pierce Area:  Short-term needs are actually 
current needs, considering the Townsend Hotel 
addition is now open for business; a 358 parking 
space shortfall is projected
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Conclusions


• Peabody Area: There is no short-term 
development proposed for this area; considering 
long-term development, a shortfall of 600 parking 
spaces is anticipated
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Recommendations 
• Parking Information System


– Create a system to monitor parking operations 
and facility/service quality--within 12 months


• track permit and hourly users of public lot and deck 
facilities


• evaluate occupancy rates
• verify and adjust parking model as necessary
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Recommendations 
• All Areas  


– maximize on-street parking spaces in all areas of the 
PAD--immediate action  


• Chester Area
– maximize use of this area--immediate action


• Evaluate Chester Parking Deck fee structure for permits, 
daily entry
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Recommendations 
• Pierce Area


– Evaluate options for additional parking spaces--study 
make recommendations in 18 months:


• Add levels to the Pierce St. deck
• Add underground parking to Lot 7 & Shain Park
• Investigate new parking system methods and technologies


• N. Old Woodward Area
– Maximize the number of parking spaces in the N. Old 


Woodward surface lot through the construction of a 
deck--to be completed within 24-30 months  
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Recommendations 
• Peabody Area


– Explore land acquisition to meet long-term parking 
needs in this area--ongoing


• Park Area
– Explore land acquisition to meet long-term parking 


needs in this area--ongoing
– It is anticipated that improvements to the N. O. 


Woodward area will help alleviate parking demand 
in this area--within 24-30 months


• Lot 6 Area - No current recommendations to this area 
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 9
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 19
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 14
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 19
19-25-328-021 Exempt (parking lot) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 3
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 7
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 3
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Exempt (city property) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 28
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 27
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 21
Total Current 124,966 114,349 237
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 23
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 25
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 23
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 7 14,124 29
19-25-376-075 325 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 167
19-25-376-076 300 Willits(1) NA 6,748 14
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 84
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 39
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 43
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 112


1 space generated for each 482 square feet of gross floor area
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 22
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 28
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 15
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 16
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 23
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 35
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 156 107,274 149
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 58
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 19
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 62
Total Current 274,869 467,322 963 467,322 963
N. Old Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -170


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 202
Total Potential 517,994 995


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 29
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 105
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 22
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 19
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 33
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 98
19-25-453-011 250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 133,916 278
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 202
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 20 37,173 77
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 9
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 9
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 11
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 17
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 79
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 162
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 130
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 33
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 36 35,170 73
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 18
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 30
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton 2,580 2,850 6 7,403 15
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 4
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 5
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 6
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 10
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 38
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 48
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,403 15
Total Current 301,371 664,219 1,378 664,219 1,378
Park St. less demo bldgs. -30,886 -64


Add Potential bldgs. 93,636 194
Total Potential 726,969 1,508


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 36
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend (Bav. Village) 11,663 11,663 24 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 166
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (Greens) 25,367 9,240 19 50,734 105
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,000 3,635 8
19-36-204-006 300 S. O. W.  (M. Broock) 13,247 5,004 10 26,494 55
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy 5,000 2,516 5
19-36-204-008 567 Purdy 4,400 0 0
19-36-204-016 E. Brown Substation 10,735 1,506 3
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 33,000 20,084 42 66,000 137
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,990 94,193 195
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 23
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 23
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 11
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 1,111 2
19-36-130-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 52
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 170
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 11
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 11
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 17
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 37
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 32
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 27
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 12
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 287
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 43
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 23
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 25
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 133
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown (6) 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward Ave. (6) 23,311 5,252 11 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 40
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 154
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 59 55,011 114
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 11
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 18
19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 9
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 18
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 9 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (7) 4,983 1,728 4
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (7) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 28 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 111
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ End of Ann) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 6
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 42
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (8) 24,393 8,767 18 12,536 26
Total Current 904,896 1,877 904,896 1,877
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -79,478 -220


Add Potential bldgs. 402,055 867
Total Potential 1,227,473 2,525


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 19 16,500 34
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 23
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 166
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 86
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 43
19-36-206-005 151 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 85
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (9) 20,375 27,733 100
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 31
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 31
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 23
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 38
19-36-206-021 255-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 145
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 94
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 4
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 64
19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 0 0 37,176 77
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward 22,237 7,082 15 65,961 137
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 142
Total Current 405,337 883 405,337 883
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. -63,174 -46


Add Potential bldgs. 234,126 486
Total Potential 576,289 1,323
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 60
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester 17,175 NA
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 253
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 36
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 79
19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 13
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 24
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 14
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 13
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 15
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 58
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0 64,140 133
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 13
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 3
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 10
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 10
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 15
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 100
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 59
Total Current 372,801 773 372,801 773
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -58


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 133
Total Potential 409,037 849


NOTE!  THIS IS A DRAFT WORK IN PROGRESS - SUBJECT TO CHANGE (Dated June 20, 2014)







MONTHLY PARKING PERMIT REPORT
For the month of: May 2014
Date Compiled: June 20, 2014


Pierce Park Peabody N. Wood Lot #6/$150 Lot #6/$90 Chester Total


1. Total Spaces 706 811 437 745 174 79 880 3832


2. Daily Spaces 370 348 224 359 N/A N/A 425 1726


3. Monthly Spaces 336 463 213 386 174 79 560 2211


4. Monthly Permits 550 813 400 900 150 40 1140 3993
    Authorized


5. Permits - end of 550 711 414 897 150 40 1140 3902
    previous month


6. Permits - end of month 550 694 413 900 150 40 1140 3887


7. Permits - available
    at end of month 0 119 -13 0 0 0 0 106


8. Permits issued in
    month includes permits
    effective 1st of month 6 0 0 6 2 6 10 30


9. Permits given up in month 6 17 1 3 0 0 10 37


10. Net Change 0 -17 -1 3 2 6 0 -7


11. On List - end of month* 424 327 485 315 0 0 175 1726


12. Added to list in month 9 14 11 15 0 0 16 65


13. Withdrawn from list 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9
      in month (w/o permit)


14. Average # of weeks on 95 44 120 37 0 0 29 N/A
     list for permits issued
     in month


15. Transient parker occupied 424 60 197 273 N/A N/A 130 1084


16. Monthly parker occupied 230 333 240 466 N/A N/A 422 1691


17. Total parker occupied 654 393 437 739 N/A N/A 552 2775


18. Total spaces available at
      1pm on Wednesday 5/14 52 418 0 6 0 0 328 1057


19. "All Day" parkers
      paying 5 hrs. or more
   A:Weekday average. 115 66 71 73 N/A N/A 46 371
   B:Maximum day 165 87 96 107 N/A N/A 79 534


20. Utilization by long 70% 76% 74% 68% N/A N/A 58% 69%
      term parkers


(1) Lot #6 does not have gate control, therefore no transient count available
(2) (Permits/Oversell Factor + Weekday Avg.) / Total Spaces











AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, JULY 9, 2014 


5:30 P.M.
ROOMS 202 – 203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of June 25, 2014 


E. Determination of Peak Hour Month 


F. Review of Central Business District Parcels


G. Communications 
Article: Crain’s Detroit
Article: Birmingham Eccentric
Birmingham Parking Public Relations (2 pieces)


H. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


I. Schedule for Next Meeting Date


J. 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 reunión 
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 STUDY COMMITTEE  
6:00 PM., WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 2014 


Conference Rooms 202 & 203  
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study 
Committee held June 25, 2014.   


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members  
Richard Astrein (PSD)  
Susan Peabody (APC)
Johanna Slanga (MMTB)  
Gillian Lazar (PB)
JC Cataldo (CIA)


Absent:  None   
   


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer 
Brendan Cousino, Asst. City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
John Heiney, PSD Director


Guests: Jay O’Dell, Karen Daskas, Peter Sobleton, Joe Bauman,
Bob Benkert


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members introduced themselves.
           


C. ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR


Richard Astrein was nominated as chair.
Gillian Lazar was nominated as vice-chair.


All were in favor of the nominations and none were opposed.


D. REVIEW AGENDA


There were no proposed modifications to the meeting agenda as presented.
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E. ESTABLISH DATE AND TIME FOR REGULAR MEETING SCHEDULE


Members determined that regular meetings will generally be held the 
Wednesdays as necessary at 5:30 p.m., with the intention that they will not 
conflict with the Planning Board meetings for Gillian Lazar. The next meeting will 
be held on July 9, 2014 at 5:30.


F. OVERVIEW OF AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE PURPOSE & 
GOALS


Mr. O’Meara reviewed the reasons that this ad hoc committee was created by the 
City Commission, and proposed that the issues that need to be addressed are as 
follows:


1. Create a demand model for the downtown parking capacity needs, as was 
previously done in 2000 by a previous ad hoc committee.


2. Create a similar demand model for the Triangle District, reviewing the 
original planning studies done for that area.


3. Review the boundaries for the Triangle District parking district to 
determine if there are parcels that were not in the original Triangle District 
study that should be included within the parking study demand model and 
district.


The study of downtown parking demand models is of the highest importance due 
to the current demand for parking in the downtown area and the fact that the 
City’s structures are not able to meet that demand. The Triangle District study 
should follow as a second phase.


G. REVIEW OF AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE FINDINGS FROM 
2000


Mr. O’Meara presented the final presentation of findings that was prepared in 
2000 for the City Commission.  The purpose of the study was to predict where 
future demand for parking would be within the downtown parking assessment 
district.


Mr. O’Meara noted that the current ad-hoc parking study committee has a slightly 
different configuration than the previous committee appointed in 2000, with the 
HDC & DRB not represented on the current committee.  Rather, the MMTB is 
included since it was recently created and will be impacted by some of the 
recommendations made by this committee.


In 2000, the study committee divided a map of the downtown parking 
assessment district into different sub-districts depending on the proximity to each 
of the five parking structures, and parking lot #6 to the north.  The parking 
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demand within each of those sub-districts was expected to prefer to park at the 
closest structure using typical walking paths.


The City had Central Parking staff perform counts of all parked cars within each 
district, including the private lots, to determine the total parking demand. City 
staff analyzed the square footage of the existing commercial spaces within each 
of the districts, and compared that to the demand to determine a number of 
spaces required per square footage of building area using the gross floor area 
(GFA). At the time of the study, the ratio of parking spaces to actual GFA was 
1:424 sq. ft.  Based on actual counts that were obtained at that time, the 
committee created a design demand model that used a ratio of 1 parking space 
needed for each 482 square feet.


The study then projected the future development of parcels within the parking 
assessment district based on the existing lot sizes, the new overlay zoning 
ordinance, and the parking ratio based on parking generated by difference using 
in mixed-use developments. 


The City has had Central Parking perform similar counts during late May and 
early June to project the current parking demand within the downtown parking 
assessment district, and is preparing a table with the updated square footage of 
each of the buildings to update the current ratio of parking spaces required per 
building floor area. May was chosen as the right time for doing the counts since it 
is historically a busy month for retail, and schools are still in session, so the traffic 
patterns are considered high, but normal.


The study in 2000 noted that in order to meet the long term demand within the 
downtown parking assessment district, 1,905 more spaces would need to be 
constructed.  Mr. Astrein asked about the potential capacity that could be added 
by building a parking lot over parking lot #5 adjacent to the N. Old Woodward 
parking structure, and by adding two floors to the Pierce Street parking structure, 
as has been suggested by City staff.  Mr. O’Meara noted that the expected 
additional capacity at parking lot #5 would be approximately 200 spaces, and the 
two floors of additional parking at Pierce would add approximately 280 spaces.  
The reason that the structure on parking lot #5 would only add a net of 
approximately 200 spaces is that the existing 200 space lot would be removed to 
accommodate the new structure, and that the structure could not be built to 
efficiently use the entire parcel and there would be odd shaped pieces of land 
surrounding the structure.  There have also been discussions about using some 
of the land for a multi-use development in that area as well.


Mr. O’Meara noted that in his opinion a number of the recommendations of the 
committee were good, but most were not acted on at the time. The main actions 
that were taken were to maximize the number of on-street parking spaces within 
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the parking assessment district, and to increase the use of the Chester parking 
structure using the lower fee structure for the monthly permits in that structure. 


Mr. Astrein expressed that retailers are feeling the effects of the City’s parking 
system not meeting the demand, and he believes that the City needs to act soon 
to provide as much capacity as possible.


H. REVIEW OF FUTURE MEETINGS


(no one spoke)


I. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA  


(no one spoke)


J. ADJOURNMENT


It was noted the next meeting will be on Thursday, July 9 at 5:30 p.m.


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn.


___________________________
Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   July 3, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Determination of Design Model Month
For Parking Demand Model
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MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   July 3, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Parking Assessment District
Itemized List of Properties
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 9
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 19
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 14
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 19
19-25-328-021 Parking Lot #6 (part) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 3
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 7
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 3
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Parking Lot #6 (part) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 28
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 27
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 21
Total Current 124,966 114,349 237
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 23
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 25
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 23
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 7 14,124 29
19-25-376-075 305 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 167
19-25-376-076 300 Willits (1) NA 6,748 14
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 84
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 39
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 43
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 112


1 space generated for each 482 square feet of gross floor area
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 22
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 28
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 15
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 16
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 23
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 35
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 156 107,274 149
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 58
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 19
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 62
Total Current 274,869 467,322 963 467,322 963
N. O. Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -232


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 202
Total Potential 517,994 933


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 29
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 105
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 22
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 19
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 33
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 98
19-25-453-011 200 -  250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 120,902 251
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 202
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 20 37,173 77
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 9
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 9
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 11
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 17
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 79
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 162
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 130
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 33
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 36 35,170 73
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 18
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 30
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton (Illusions by Sheri) 2,580 2,850 6 7,403 15
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 4
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 5
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 6
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 10
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 38
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 48
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,430 15
Total Current 301,371 651,232 1,351 651,232 1,351
Park St. less demo bldgs. -30,886 -64


Add Potential bldgs. 93,636 194
Total Potential 713,982 1,481


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 36
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend 11,663 11,663 24 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 166
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (Greens) 25,367 9,240 19 50,734 105
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,000 3,635 8
19-36-204-006 300 S. O. W.  (M. Broock) 13,247 5,004 10 26,494 55
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy 5,000 2,516 5
19-36-204-008 567 Purdy 4,400 0 0
19-36-204-016 E. Brown Substation 10,735 1,506 3
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown (Century 21) 33,000 20,084 42 66,000 137
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,990 94,193 195
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 23
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 23
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 11
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 NA 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 700 1
19-36-134-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 52
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 170
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 11
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 11
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 17
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 37
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 32
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 27
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 12
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 287
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 43
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 23
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 25
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 133
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward 23,311 5,252 11 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 40
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 154
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 59 55,011 114
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 11
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 18
19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 9
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 18
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 9 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (6) 4,983 1,728 4
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (6) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 28 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 111
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ N. end of Ann St.) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 6
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 42
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (7) 24,393 8,767 18 12,536 26
Total Current 904,485 1,877 904,485 1,877
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -79,478 -220


Add Potential bldgs. 417,834 867
Total Potential 1,242,841 2,524


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 19 16,500 34
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 23
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 166
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 86
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 43
19-36-206-005 177 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 85
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (8) 20,375 57,840 120
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 31
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 31
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 23
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 38
19-36-206-021 225-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 145
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 94
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 4
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 64
19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 0 0 37,176 77
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward (Peabody's) 22,237 7,082 15 65,961 137
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 142
Total Current 435,444 903 435,444 903
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. -63,174 -46


Add Potential bldgs. 234,126 486
Total Potential 606,396 1,343







Parking Requirements/Projections - 
Based on Parking Generation Rate and Potential Development


Page 5


Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 60
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester (9) 17,175 NA
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 253
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 36
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 79
19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 13
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 24
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 14
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 13
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 15
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 58 64,140 133
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 13
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 3
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 10
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 10
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 15
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 100
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 59
Total Current 372,801 773 372,801 773
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -58


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 133
Total Potential 409,037 849
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 6, 2014 


5:30 P.M.
ROOMS 202 – 203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of July 9, 2014 


E. Review of Actual Parking Counts 


F. Consideration of Outdoor Dining in Calculations 


G. First Discussion of Triangle District


H. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


I. Schedule for Next Meeting Date


J. 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 reunión 
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 STUDY COMMITTEE  
5:30 PM., WEDNESDAY, JULY 9, 2014 


Conference Rooms 202 & 203  
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study 
Committee held July 9, 2014.


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members  
Richard Astrein (PSD)  
Susan Peabody (APC)
Johanna Slanga (MMTB)  
Gillian Lazar (PB)
JC Cataldo (CIA)


Absent:  None   
   


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer 
Brendan Cousino, Asst. City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
John Heiney, PSD Director


Guests: Jay O’Dell, Brian Blaesing, John F. Kelly, David Hohendorf


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members & guests introduced themselves.
           


C. REVIEW AGENDA


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


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF JUNE 25, 2014


There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the June 25, 2014
meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.


All were in favor of approval of the minutes for the June 25, 2014 meeting 
of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented and none were 
opposed.
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E. DETERMINATION OF PEAK HOUR MONTH


Paul O’Meara explained that the purposed of this meeting is to review the City’s 
data collection methods, and allow for critique and modification by the committee 
members where they feel is appropriate. The City has collected data on the total 
number of cars that use the structures each month over the past two years, and 
the average number of cars per month were shown in the graph in the agenda 
packet. 


The data shows that May is one of the peak months, along with November and 
December. February was the lowest month, but that may have been effected by 
the extremely cold winter in 2014 to have a lower average than normal for that 
month.


Richard Astrein noted that there is less difference between the peak months of 
May and December than in the past, when May was chosen as the design month 
plus a 4% safety factor.  


Jay O’Dell noted that even though December has a higher total number of cars in 
the parking structures on average, they have fewer complaints about filling the 
parking structures during that time for the following reasons:


1. The traffic patterns are different, and there are more evening and 
weekend shoppers than during may.


2. There is no renovation going on in any of the City’s parking structures that 
takes a large number of spaces out of service.


Central Parking performed counts of parked cars during the peak hours during 
the last week for May before the Memorial Day holiday weekend, and during the 
first week of June before schools let out.  That data will be presented at a future 
meeting for the committee to review.  


All were in favor of using May as the design month for projecting the 
parking structure capacity, and using the counts performed by Central 
Parking to determine the existing demand, and none were opposed.


F. REVIEW OF CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT PARCELS


Mr. O’Meara reviewed the table of parcels in the downtown parking district that
was included in the agenda packet.


In the Parking Lot #6 area, there are very few parcels that are good candidates 
for re-development, so the current demand in this area is probably very close to 
the ultimate demand. No developments are assumed for the future parking needs 
in this area.
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In the N. Old Woodward Parking Structure area, there are a few parcels that may 
be good candidates for re-development, as noted in the table.  The parking 
demands First Baptist Church were estimated by talking to the church 
administration about the number of staff that were on site throughout the work 
day, and using the old ratio of square footage per parking space to create an 
estimate of the equivalent square footage for an office use. The primary peak 
uses by the church are during off peak hours (evenings/weekends), although Mr. 
Blaesing noted that they have experienced some troubles during funerals or 
weddings held during the week. The Wabeek building is the largest site with the 
most potential to be re-developed within the N. Old Woodward Parking Structure 
area, since a 5 story building could be constructed on this site.


In the Park St. Parking Structure area, the Palladium Building is currently 
proposed to changes uses significantly, with approximately 60,000 SF of office 
space being developed on two floors of the building, and the theater capacity 
being reduced to approximately 550 seats.  The table shows this as a current 
demand since this building is in the approval process with the City. The side 
located at 360 Hamilton was included in the study in 2000 as a site that was 
expected to re-develop, based on preliminary conversations with a potential 
developer.  It is still shown on the table as a  site that is expected to develop, 
even though there are no plans currently to do so.  This is a small site that may 
not be economically viable to re-develop to a 5 story building, so it was agreed 
that it should not be included in this study as a future development site. The 
building square footage on the site at 355 E. Maple (Christian Science Reading 
Room) was estimated from the aerial photography, and was assumed to be a 
first floor retail space.


In the Pierce Street Parking Structure Area, there are several sites that could be 
re-developed.  The existing building at 101-107 Townsend (southwest corner of 
Townsend & Pierce) is only one story retail space,  but could be re-developed 
with two more floors of office space. The parking demand from the Townsend 
Hotel is also difficult to project.  They have several uses – Rugby Grille, Corner 
Bar, meeting rooms, banquet facilities – in addition to their hotel rooms. Based 
on a discussion with the hotel director, Mr. O’Meara said that they have 
approximately 200 staff, and around 75% of them drive to work. During special 
events such as banquets and weddings, they typically have a valet service, 
which uses private lots to park guest’s cars.  Their overnight guests typically use 
their underground parking during their stay at the hotel.  Based on all these 
variables, the entire building area was multiplied by two, considering that there 
are potentially well over 100 people typically on the first floor, and a much
smaller number on the upper four floors.


The existing two-story building at 177-207 S. Old Woodward (Hyde Park 
Restaurant) was assumed to be a candidate for re-development with a 5-story 
building.  Based on the historic nature of the existing building, and the low 
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likelihood that it is re-developed, the consensus of the committee members is to 
not consider this building for re-development for the purposes of this study.


There are several parcels on the table in the Pierce Street Parking Structure area 
that have been double entered. Mr. O’Meara noted that he will revise the table 
accordingly, and re-send it to the committee.  


It was noted that the current Varsity Shoppe site could be a potential for re-
development in the future, with one floor of retail, and two floors of office.  It could 
have two floors of residential as well, although there would be no impact on this 
parking study since they would be required to provide on-site parking for the 
residences, or have a shared parking agreement for parking on another site 
within 300 feet.


In the Peabody Parking Structure area, there are several sites that could be 
prime for re-development.  In the table, the sites where the Balmoral property is 
currently under construction are shown as future development.  This will be 
updated to show as an existing use, since the demand for parking will be in place 
in the very near future.  The developer is already on the wait list for parking 
permits in the Peabody, Pierce & Park parking structures.


The Birmingham Theater is another difficult property to estimate the parking 
demand needed, due to its underutilization during the peak hour. A 10% factor 
has been applied to the number of seats (1200), to arrive at an estimated 120 
vehicles generated for the building, which is consistent with what was done for 
the future Palladium theater capacity. 


The Peabody parking structure is the structure that currently is under the most 
stress, with the structure filling nearly every day.  The only other structure that is 
filling nearly that regularly is Park Street, and that is due to the construction in the 
structure taking approximately 200 spaces out of service.


In the Chester Parking Structure area, the First Church of Christ Scientist is 
currently empty and up for sale.  This site is currently zoned for residential use, 
which would be required to have all parking on-site if it is developed as an 
entirely residential site.  The consensus of the committee was that we should 
assume that this building could be developed with the first floor as a retail space, 
which would require re-zoning.  It is not likely that it would be approved for a 
more intense use with the side frontage on Willits directly across from single 
family homes.


The peak hour usage at St. James Church was estimated using the same 
method as for the First Baptist Church.  The church administration estimates that 
they have 13 staff in the building during the day.
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The Kresge building and the adjacent parking lot are also a large site that has the 
potential for re-development.  A new long term lease for this building was 
recently signed, which should postpone redevelopment for many years.  
However, it will still be listed as a prime redevelopment in the long term.


G. COMMUNICATIONS


(no one spoke)


H. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA


Mr. Astrein noted that he believes that this committee needs to explore and make 
recommendations for the parking system in a 3 pronged approach – short term, 
medium term, and long term.  


Short term actions should focus on trying to gain additional capacity within our 
existing infrastructure, and may include the following:


1. Encouraging people to purchase the South Old Woodward parking permits 
which allows people to purchase monthly to park in metered spaces.


2. Trying to find if there are additional on-street spaces that can be safely 
added to the parking system.


3. Reviewing whether re-striping some areas in the structures for parking for 
compact cars only will allow for additional spaces to be added.


4. Using certain floors in the parking structures for valet only parking so that 
more cars can be fit onto the floor areas by using part of the aisles to park 
additional cars.


Mr. O’Meara noted that the Advisory Parking Committee will be considering 
adding some on-street spaces in two areas at their meeting next week.


Ms. Lazar noted that with the press reports on the parking situation in 
Birmingham, future downtown business tenants or developers may change their 
plans to locate here due to parking concerns.


Long term, based on the number of parking spaces projected in the 2000 parking 
study, Mr. Astrein noted that the City will need to add additional structures, 
and/or floors to the Pierce Street parking structure to meet the future demand.
None of the other parking structures have been designed for adding floors to the 
structure. All of the other parking structures are generally in good condition and 
are expected to be able to remain in service for a long time, including the Park St. 
parking structure, which has a steel frame and thinner concrete decks.  


The total number of parking spaces that can be added by expanding the N. Old 
Woodward parking structure into Lot 5 will need to be determined in the future 
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based on the other potential land uses that are proposed in that area.  The 
results of this study will be necessary to project how many spaces the City will 
ultimately need in that facility, and are intended to be used as a part of the 
decision making process when reviewing the future development of that parcel.
The development of that parking lot will likely be a long process with a lot of 
public input to determine the balance of land available for retail/offices, open 
spaces, and more parking.  


Mr. Astrein requested that the City study the proximity of the open triangle of land 
south of the 555 Old Woodward building to the employment centers for people 
with parking permits in the Pierce & Peabody Structures.  


Mr. Hohendorf suggested that the City put a charter amendment on the 
November ballot to allow for the sale of City properties so that the development 
of that parking lot can proceed.  He suggested that the ideas presented by 
Andres Duany regarding ensuring that park land and open space cannot be sold 
may help to get public support for the proposal.


I. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE


It was noted the next meeting will be on Wednesday, August 6 at 5:30 p.m.


J. ADJOURNMENT


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 7:20 
p.m.


Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   August 3, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Development of Parking Generation Factor
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 9
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 19
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 14
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 19
19-25-328-021 Parking Lot #6 (part) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 3
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 7
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 3
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Parking Lot #6 (part) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 28
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 27
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 21
Total Current 124,966 114,349 237
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 23
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 25
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 23
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 7 14,124 29
19-25-376-075 305 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 167
19-25-376-076 300 Willits (1) NA 6,748 14
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 84
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 39
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 43
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 112


1 space generated for each 482 square feet of gross floor area
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 22
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 28
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 15
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 16
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 23
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 35
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 156 107,274 149
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 58
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 19
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 62
Total Current 274,869 467,322 963 467,322 963
N. O. Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -232


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 202
Total Potential 517,994 933


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 29
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 105
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 22
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 19
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 33
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 98
19-25-453-011 200 -  250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 120,902 251
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 202
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 20 37,173 77
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 9
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 9
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 11
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 17
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 79
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 162
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 130
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 33
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 36 35,170 73
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 18
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 30
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton 2,580 2,850 6
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 4
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 5
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 6
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 10
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 38
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 48
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,430 15
Total Current 301,371 651,232 1,351 651,232 1,351
Park St. less demo bldgs. -30,886 -64


Add Potential bldgs. 136,966 179
Total Potential 757,312 1,466


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 36
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend 11,663 11,663 24 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 166
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 23
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 23
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 11
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 NA 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 700 1
19-36-134-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 52
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 170
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 11
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 11
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 17
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 37
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 32
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 27
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 12
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 287
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 43
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 23
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 25
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 133
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward 23,311 5,252 11 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 40
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 154
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 59
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 11
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 18
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 9
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 18
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 9 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (6) 4,983 1,728 4
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (6) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 28 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 111
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ N. end of Ann St.) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 6
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 42
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (7) 24,393 8,767 18 12,536 26
Total Current 768,307 1,594 768,307 1,594
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -43,272 -90


Add Potential bldgs. 219,595 456
Total Potential 944,630 1,960


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 19 16,500 34
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 23
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 166
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 86
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 43
19-36-206-005 177 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 85
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (8) 20,375 57,840 120
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 31
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 31
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 23
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 38
19-36-206-021 225-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 145
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 94
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 4
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 64
19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 50,366 104 0
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward (Peabody's) 22,237 7,082 15 65,961 137
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 142
Total Current 485,810 1,008 485,810 1,008
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. -63,174 -46


Add Potential bldgs. 196,950 409
Total Potential 619,586 1,371


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 60
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester (9) 17,175 17,175 36
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 253
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 36
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 79
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 13
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 24
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 14
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 13
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 15
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 58 64,140 133
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 13
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 3
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 10
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 10
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 15
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 100
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 59
Total Current 389,976 809 389,976 809
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -58


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 133
Total Potential 426,212 884











Memorandum


DATE:  March 10, 2000 


TO:  Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, Assistant Director of Engineering
   
SUBJECT: Development of Parking Generation Factor for Birmingham 


At the last meeting, the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee (AHPSC) reviewed the list of 
potential development properties in Birmingham.  Based on comment from that meeting, 
some modifications were made, and the revised list is now attached.  Changes made since 
the last meeting are shown in gray.  


It was noted that using the industry standard of one parking space per 300 sq.ft. of gross 
floor space (independent of use) was creating parking demand way in excess of what is 
actually being experienced.  Staff was charged with analyzing existing conditions, and 
determining what generation factor would reflect existing conditions from Birmingham.  
Once this factor was agreed upon, any new development could then be applied to it. 


Using the 1998 parking study as a starting point, it was determined that the historical 
method of dividing the City into 4 quadrants was not giving a true reading of parking 
patterns.  With the current environment of the City, it was felt that it would be more 
useful to split the City into zones (see attached map).  Each parcel was looked at to see
which parking facility it was most convenient to from a pedestrian’s perspective.  Six 
zones were then created, using the five parking structures, and Parking Lot #6.  Parking 
Lot #6 was created as a separate group, due to its location, and the fact that few patrons 
of these buildings are known to use anything other than the adjacent surface parking 
spaces.  Splitting the City into the six zones created the following data base:


EXISTING SPACES
PARKING


ZONE
PIERCE


ST.
PARK 


ST.
PEABODY


ST.
N. OLD


WOODWARD 
AVE.


PARKING
LOT #6


CHESTER
ST.


Structure Spaces 720 823 467 570 0 895
Street Meters 196 83 73 114 134 105


Public Lot Spaces 142 7 0 200 130 0
Private Spaces 687 174 295 216 11 123
Total Spaces 1745 1087 835 1100 275 1123


Using the above numbers, we next determined a usage rate during the peak hour.  The 
City had conducted a count of parking spaces in use during the week of Monday, 
November 9, 1998, for the last City-wide parking study.  These numbers were heavily 
relied upon for the following reason: 


Mid-November is actually an excellent time to gauge usage.  It reflects the traditionally 
stable increase that comes in the fall of the year as the public begins to prepare for the 
holiday season.  Usage is generally up compared to slower times of year such as 







January/February when the weather is too cold, or July/August, when people are out of 
town.  It also is lower than the extreme shopping peak of December, when demand can 
increase to heights that would be economically illogical to construct enough parking 
spaces for.   


We acknowledge that almost 1½ years have elapsed since November, 1998.  Fortunately, 
no significant changes to the downtown landscape have occurred during that time 
(assuming that the Townsend Hotel addition is not reflected in the existing numbers).  To 
see if there are any unexpected changes since then, the easiest part of the counting was 
conducted for two weeks starting Monday, February 21, 2000 (results attached).  The 
results were predictable at three of the structures.  Usage was slightly down, reflecting the 
lower demand that February typically brings.  The N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure was 
12.3% higher than November, 1998.  The increase is attributed to the higher occupancy at 
the Wabeek building than existed at that time.  The Peabody St. Structure was 31.7% 
lower than November, 1998.  The significant decrease is attributed to a decrease in 
patronage at the Birmingham Theatre, compared to that time, plus the typical slow down 
for February.


The most recent figures were used in the southwest quadrant, where necessary, to split up 
the data between the Chester St. and Pierce St. Structures.  Otherwise, it was assumed 
that the new Parking Structure Zones usage rates were the same as the old split under the 
quadrant system.  The usage rates are as shown below:


USAGE RATES (%)
PARKING


ZONE
PIERCE


ST.
PARK 


ST.
PEABODY


ST.
N. OLD


WOODWARD 
AVE.


PARKING
LOT #6


CHESTER
ST.


Structure Spaces 71 89 90 49 - 55
Street Meters 76 92 93 87 92 76


Public Lot Spaces 61 86 - 76 86 -
Private Spaces 92 84 95 84 84 92


Applying the above number of parking spaces to the usage rate, a total average number of 
vehicles parked during the peak hour in November, 1998 is generated.  This number is 
applied to the gross square footage in each parking zone, to obtain an actual parking 
generation factor (one vehicle per X square feet):


PARKING
ZONE


PIERCE
ST.


PARK 
ST.


PEABODY
ST.


N. OLD
WOODWARD 


AVE.


PARKING
LOT #6


CHESTER
ST.


Gross Square Feet 939,381 547,534 353,725 340,148 121,573 308,850
Parking Generation


Factor
1:690 1:582 1:460 1:482 1:482 1:453


The results are actually as expected, given our experiences with the parking system.  The 
Pierce St. zone is very large, and already intensely developed.  The low number of 
vehicles per square foot reflects the fact that the zone has an inadequate number of 
parking spaces, and the adjacent zones (Peabody St. and Chester St.) are taking the 
overflow.  To a lesser degree, the same is true with the Park St. zone.  Demand for spaces 
is very high, and the adjacent N. Old Woodward Ave. zone is taking the overflow.   







It is obvious that the parking zones do not work independently of one another, but are 
influenced depending on what is happening adjacent.  It is important to arrive at a number 
that is reflective of the entire city.  If one counts the entire number of parking spaces 
filled during the peak hour of that week in mid-November (3,863) compared to the total 
number of square feet, (2,611,211), the generation factor is 1:676.  This factor seems 
overly low, and needs further analysis.  After reviewing the above numbers, it is 
suggested that the Committee determines what other factors should be considered, and 
then a final generation factor for Birmingham can be agreed upon. 







Memorandum 


DATE:  April 6, 2000 


TO:  Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM: Paul T. O’Meara, Assistant Director of Engineering (text)
  Jill Bahm, City Planner (charts)
   
SUBJECT: Transient Parkers –  
  Monthly Figures


As we have discussed, the parking system does not have precise historical numbers of the 
vehicle demand experienced each day.  The car counting system dates to 1989, and the 
computer system accumulates data in such an amount that it can only save one week’s 
data at a time.  If someone does not take the effort to store the data on disk, it is dumped 
by the computer and lost.   


When it was evident that this study was going to be created, I reviewed the feasibility of 
beginning to store data so that some historical basis would be available.  Unfortunately, 
the counting system was down at two of the five structures at that time, both for different 
reasons.  We worked with our service technician on this, but the issues were not resolved 
until recently.  Data started being stored on disk at that time.  In other words, there is 
little data of a precise nature currently available.  


I discussed with National Garages the Committee’s interest in measuring the traffic 
demand during the peak month of December.  The times that the parking structures fill is 
not recorded, but it was the impression of the local manager that the following was 
observed: 


Pierce St.: Filled occasionally during the peak hour, but less 
frequently than previous years. 


Park St.: Did not fill, although it came close on several occasions.  
Actually, this structure operates at this level virtually all 
year around, and there is no significant increase in demand 
in December.


Peabody St.: This structure came close to filling several times during the 
peak hour, but typically it did not. This is in contrast to 
previous years, when the structure was known to fill several 
times during the holiday season. 


N. Old Woodward Ave.: No record of filling.
Chester St.   No record of filling.


The above results are not surprising.  Essentially, the system is currently able to meet the 
demand, even in December. 







One record we do have is a total monthly count of transient parkers by month, starting 
January, 1997.  Note that it was in August of 1996 when the parking structures made the 
big rate change, and started offering two hours free parking.  The following tabulates 
these numbers, so that a comparison as to whether November is the best month to design 
a parking demand model can be achieved.


TOTAL TRANSIENT VEHICLES IN BIRMINGHAM PARKING STRUCTURES
(ALL FIVE PARKING STRUCTURES)


Rounded off to 4 significant figures 


MONTH 1997 1998 1999 2000 AVERAGE
January 99,070 114,800 93,040 93,510 100,110
February 96,230 96,940 91,320 88,090 93,140
March 105,500 107,800 101,600 97,000 103,000
April 101,200 103,200 101,300 101,900
May 111,200 114,700 100,500 108,800
June 99,680 100,800 108,900 103,100
July 106,700 106,100 94,920 102,600
August 108,000 110,300 102,600 107,000
September 101,200 100,900 96,820 99,640
October 105,300 104,600 106,570 105,500
November 100,500 98,010 95,110 97,870
December 122,700 122,600 113,700 119,700
AVG. 104,800 106,700 100,500 92,8701 103,500


The above appears to have been a worthwhile exercise.  The perception that November 
would be a busy month, second only to December, is flawed.  In fact, November, 
averaged over three years, is the second to the lowest demand month, after February.    
Here is one possible way to interpret the numbers, open to suggestion by the Committee: 


1. December is by far the busiest month for transient traffic.  It is impractical to 
think that the City should provide enough parking to accommodate the peak hour 
demand during the busiest month of the year.   


2. If the demand during December could be addressed through other means (e.g.: 
off-site shuttle service), the system can then be designed to meet the demand of 
the rest of the year, which appears to generally be the spring/early fall times of 
year.  The high numbers in the summer tend to be skewed toward special event 
crowds, rather than daily, peak hour loads2.


3. Noting that May is the next busiest month, quickly followed by several other 
months, a liberal interpretation would be to design for 2% above the second 
busiest month, or 113,100 vehicles.  Given that the economy is strong during the 


1 The average for the year 2000 is obviously not reflective of the entire year.
2 The special events that draw a large number of vehicles are listed in Appendix A.







years surveyed, the general trend recently is downward, and that outside 
competition for the retail sector is not going to go away, 2% appears to be 
conservative enough.  It provides a “margin of safety” that allows for some 
additional room should conditions change in the future, such as building use, 
transportation modes, etc.  Had the economy been poor during the study years, a 
higher percent safety factor would be appropriate.


4. If the design month is 113,100 transient vehicles, and the month we have 
significant data for is 98,010 transient vehicles (November, 1998), there is a 15% 
increase in demand from the studied month to the design month.   


5. Based on this usage rate, the parking generation rate has been brought up to 1:482 
(vehicles parked per gross square foot).  As shown on the attached reports, this 
number compares well with national averages. 


In summary, we have determined that the design peak hour is on a weekday afternoon in 
May, plus 2%.  May averages as the second busiest month of the year over the past three 
years, for transient traffic.  A 2% safety factor allows some accommodation for the 
busiest month (December) without resulting in a significant overage of parking spaces 
that are only used on few occasions throughout the year.   


Using the above as a basis, the attached five page chart was revised from previous 
discussions, using the parking generation factor of 482.  Please see Appendix B to review 
other information that has been obtained that helps conclude that we are now within a 
reasonable range compared to other cities. 


Using this number, the potential new building sites were figured on the second to last 
column in the chart.  Total number of new parking spaces needed is shown on the last 
column. 


To summarize, the final one page chart (“Projected Parking Demand based on Parking 
Generation Rates”) contains the following data, clarified by column: 


Existing Spaces – The total number of existing parking spaces as counted in November of 
1998.
Proposed Spaces – The total number of spaces that would exist if all properties were 
developed as proposed. 
Occupied Spaces in November, 1998 – The actual number of spaces found occupied (on 
average) for the four weekdays counts were taken in November of 1998, during the peak 
hour. 
Occupied Spaces on the Design Day – The actual number of spaces that would be 
occupied (under existing conditions) during the peak hour in May, plus a 2% safety 
factor.
Current Building Area – The total gross square footage for each parking zone. 
Proposed Building Area – The total gross square footage in the future, after all potential 
sites have been developed under the assumptions made by this committee. 
Projected Demand – The total number of vehicles generating from this zone, at the rate of 
482 square feet per parking space, after the potential development occurs, on the design 







day.  (Note that this will differ slightly from the “Occupied Spaces on the Design Day” 
because that number is based on the individual zone’s generation factor, rather than the 
City-wide generation factor.  For purposes of the study, we felt it is more accurate to use 
the City-wide factor, which is less affected by individual differing conditions in each 
zone.) 
Projected Shortfall/Surplus – After subtracting parking spaces lost due to construction,
the number shown is the parking spaces shortage (or overage) that each zone will have 
during the design day peak hour, once all potential buildings are built. 


We invite the board to review the data.  If you feel it is adequate, please come ready to 
discuss your initial impressions so that we can begin to discuss recommendations for the 
future. 







APPENDIX A


SUMMARY OF SPECIAL EVENTS


(Only those special events that generate a lot of paying transient customers into the 
parking assessment district have been listed, for your information.) 


January – April


None 


May


Birmingham Fine Art Festival


June


Village Fair
“In the Park” Concerts


July 


Jazzfest
“In the Park” Concerts


August


Woodward Dream Cruise 
“In the Park” Concerts


September


Art in the Park
Fall Spectacular Fashion Show


October – November


None 


December


Moonlight Shopping Spree 







APPENDIX B


INFORMATION GATHERED FROM OTHER CITIES


We contacted several other cities in the southeastern Michigan area to determine if others 
have done a similar study, so that we could compare the accuracy of Birmingham’s 
parking generation factor.  I determined that the following cities have not done something 
of this nature: 


Royal Oak, Pontiac, Grosse Pointe, Ann Arbor. 


I did determine that Dearborn had done something of this nature, but after several times 
of playing telephone tag, I was not able to reach the director of the Economic 
Development Dept. in Dearborn to get any data. 


Through my contacts at Walker Parking Consultants, I learned that they had done a study 
for Janesville, WI, in 1998.  I spoke with Brad Cantrell, who was very helpful.  Janesville 
is a City in south central Wisconsin that stands on its own (it is not a part of a larger 
metropolis).  It has 60,000 people, 1,300,000 square feet of downtown buildings, and 
4,000 total parking spaces.  Compared to Birmingham, it would appear that they have a 
shortage of parking. 


Mr. Cantrell was able to give me some excellent statistics to help understand that our 
number, which covers the entire City, may be very accurate.  Mr. Cantrell’s study broke 
down factors by building use, and compared them to nationally used standards developed 
by ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers).  Both are listed for your information: 


BUILDING USE FACTOR 
FOR 


JANESV’LL


FACTOR 
FROM 


ITE
Retail 420 310
Furniture - 840
Restaurant 199 111
Liquor/Drugs 80 310
Office 500 358
Bank 500 236
Insurance 500 358
Real Estate 500 358
Investments/Business Services 500 358
Jewelry 85 310
Health Care 318 243
Legal 500 358
Education/Social Services 500 358
Accounting 500 358
Government 400 260
Personal Services 420 234
Auto Repair 397 -







As can be seen, Birmingham’s average of 482 compares well with Janesville.  We are not 
certain what conditions the ITE standard factors were generated from, but it may reflect a 
more suburban condition, where more spaces are generally needed. 







CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE


Tuesday, April 11, 2000 


MINUTES


These are the minutes for the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee meeting held on 
Tuesday, April 11, 2000, at 2:00 P.M. 


Present: Thomas McDaniel, HDDRC
  Jeff Salz, APC
  Chuck Tholen, Planning Board 
  Jill Bahm, Staff
  John Heiney, Staff 


Paul O’Meara, Staff


Absent: Geoff Hockman, PSD 


Guests: Patti McCullough, Staff
Stuart Laidlaw


The meeting was called to order at 2:08 P.M.


Approval of Minutes for March 14, 2000 


Mr. McDaniel noted that the minutes reference a list of assumptions that were not 
attached.  Otherwise, the minutes are fine.  


Mr. O’Meara noted this discrepancy, and agreed to include the list in the next packet.   


Mr. Salz moved to approve the minutes as noted. 
Mr. Tholen seconded the motion. 


Motion passed, 6-0. 


Development of Parking Generation Factor for Birmingham 


Mr. Heiney passed out comments prepared by Mr. Hockman, who could not attend the 
meeting.


The Committee discussed the background information that led to the conclusions 
prepared by staff.  Discussion was held on the level of parking permits that are used each 
month.  Mr. O’Meara indicated that it was assumed that permit usage stayed constant 
during the year, since permits tend to be employees.  There are no regular seasonal shifts 
in terms of permits sold. 







The Committee discussed the reasoning behind using May as the design month, plus a 
2% safety factor.  The Committee expressed surprise that December is not significantly 
higher than usage in the other months of the year. 


Mr. Tholen raised the suggestion of Mr. Hockman (from the month before) that the 
parking generation factor be a range, rather than a specific number.  He felt it was 
important that the Committee not appear too confident in its conclusions.  Unfortunately, 
the Committee did not seem to have a solid basis on which to create the other end of the 
range.  A range is also problematic in that it would double the amount of data generated if 
applied to the entire City.  In the end, the Committee seemed comfortable with using the 
one figure of 482 square feet of gross area per parking place, provided that it is strongly 
clarified that the number is based on several assumptions, and is not meant to be an exact 
figure.


Mr. Salz raised the issue of what the projected timeline of the data represents.  There 
were misunderstandings about how far into the future the data reflects.  In the end, the 
Committee agreed that there would be two sets of data:


1. Short Term Projections 


The list of actual properties will be modified by staff to include only those properties that 
have actually submitted a plan to the City to begin the approval process.  Projects that are 
just concepts will not be included.  From this, the model will generate how many parking
spaces are needed in each zone in the short term.  Although the Committee envisions 
short term to be about two to three years, this number will not be included in the 
presentation. 


2. Long Term Projections 


The list as currently prepared, that includes all of the properties that are potential 
redevelopment sites, will be included to project the long term parking needs of the City.  
The long term list is envisioned more towards the ultimate fruition of the 2016 plan (in 
2016).  A long term projection, of course, is subject to much error, since no one can 
predict if the economy will continue to support such redevelopment between now and 
2016.


Mr. Tholen noted that the assumptions need to include the issue that residential parking is 
not being included in our numbers, as current market conditions indicate that residential 
buyers in this price range demand private parking spaces.   


Mr. McDaniel noted that staff has now developed several different parking generation 
factors, and he wanted to better differentiate between them.  The following was 
established:
1:300 – The original number is based on nationally accepted principles when a building 
operates on its own, and provides its own parking.  It was noted early on that shared 







parking arrangements, such as found in Birmingham, mean less parking is needed per 
square foot. 


1:437 – Under current conditions, this number reflects the actual number of gross square 
feet in the district, divided by the actual number of parking spaces.  Since the City tends 
to function well the majority of the time with this number of parking spaces, it is clear 
that the downtown functions with much less parking spaces per square feet than a 
suburban model. 


1:676 – Using the November, 1998 data as a basis, staff prepared the conclusion for the 
March meeting that City-wide, the number of vehicles parked during an average weekday 
peak hour resulted in only one parked car per 676 square feet.  Mr. O’Meara noted at the 
meeting that Ms. Bahm had checked the math on this number, and under closer review, 
the number was actually 1:532.   


1:482 - Since the Committee raised the question as to how to verify that November is the 
best time of year to use as a model, additional fact finding by staff revealed that 
November is not as busy as thought.  With additional information, staff concluded that 
the model should be patterned after the peak hour in May, plus a 2% safety factor.  The 
safety factor will allow for some surplus in the system for extremely busy days, or days 
when some of the parking spaces are closed for repairs.


Looking at the numbers in this way, it was noted that since the 437 (existing conditions) 
is a higher ratio than the 482 (existing demand during the design peak hour), the City is 
currently meeting its parking needs.   


Staff agreed to begin roughing out a presentation for the next AHPSC meeting.  The 
presentation will include the group’s original mission statement, so that the conclusions 
make more sense.  


Adjournment 


The Committee agreed to meet again on Tuesday, May 16, at 2:00 P.M.   


There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 4:00 P.M. 


These minutes are meant to be a summary of the discussion that was held.  Attendees are 
encouraged to contact the writer if there are any inaccuracies or clarifications needed. If 
changes are made, amended minutes will be distributed with the next agenda.


Respectfully Submitted,


Paul T. O’Meara,
Assistant Director of Engineering







AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 26, 2014 


2:00 P.M.
ROOM 205 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of August 6, 2014 


E. Central Business District
Creation of Parking Generation Model 


F. Triangle District


G. Other Information:
Article, Oakland Press


H. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


I. Schedule for Next Meeting Date


J. 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 reunión 
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 STUDY COMMITTEE
5:30 PM., WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 6, 2014


Conference Rooms 202 & 203
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking
Study Committee held August 6, 2014.


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members
Richard Astrein (PSD)
Susan Peabody (APC)
Gillian Lazar (PB)
JC Cataldo (CIA)


Absent:  Johanna Slanga (MMTB)


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Chris Elliott, Planning Intern


Guests: Jay O’Dell, John F. Kelly, David Hohendorf, Joe Bauman, 
Nancy Peabody


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members & guests introduced themselves.


C. REVIEW AGENDA


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


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF July 9, 2014


There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the July 9, 2014
meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.


All were in favor of approval of the minutes for the July 9, 2014 meeting
of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented and none were
opposed.







Paul O’Meara reviewed the numbers of the parking analysis. Paul noted that when 
comparing the difference from spaces available between May and June that there 
were not many changes. Upon further review of the data Paul noted that some 
numbers could be skewed in the data due to the construction on Park Street. The 
Park Street Zone had a car to sq.ft. ratio of 1:920 which is especially high. The 
construction at Park St. is likely forcing cars to park in other places


Susan Peabody noted that she was worried about the overall validity of the 
numbers presented in the data ad how the data was collected and if it was reliable. 
She stated that the numbers are lower than she thought. 


Jana Ecker asked if the data is inaccurate or is it that the numbers obtained just 
aren’t matching up with expecations. 


Richard Astrein noted that the Surnow building now has a lot more employees than 
it used to and he questioned if the construction can’t be messing up the data as 
much as reflected. He also stated that offices are holding more employees now.


JC Cataldo noted that we have added more spaces on street parking spaces. 


Gill noted that employees that work in the city are parking in the street in prime 
spaces because the closest parking structures to their workplace are getting filled 
up.


JC Cataldo noted that folks may be spilling into the Triangle District because of the 
lack of parking.  He also wondered if 175 spaces taken out of the data even 
affected the numbers much as it doesn’t seem like that would skew the data very
much. 


Jay O’Dell noted that the counts included all public and private spaces.  Since 
private parking is being used less than 60%, this may be skewing the data.


It was noted that private spaces are irrelevant since they are all reserved and 
should not be counted when looking at the parking situation in Birmingham.


Paul O’Meara and Jana Ecker noted that private parking can be pulled out from 
the data and the numbers rerun.  Going in this direction would help measure the 
extent of the public parking problem for the consumer. 


Jay O’Dell noted that around 10:00 A.M. is when the decks start to fill up.  This is 
the time when more employees working all day in Birmingham have already 
arrived.  After this time the main group of people arriving to Birminghamare 
shoppers.


JC Cataldo noted that the parking study may be helpful for planning purposes and 
maybe that our parking standards are too stringent. 


Jana Ecker noted that there are other ways to address parking, such as limiting
reserved or exclusive parking in private lots







Gill suggested that maybe valet parking should be in the Planning Department 
instead of the Police because the police don’t have as much data. 


Richard Astrein noted that there are serious issues with handicap parking. 


Jana Ecker asked what we can do to clarify the parking data.  We need to think of 
ways the data can be refined to get a model that can be relied upon.


David Hohendorf asked if we could get the percent change for the second floor 
uses compared to the first in regards to employees and parking. Consensus was 
that this information would be very difficult to obtain.


JC Cataldo noted that we should pull the numbers from the parking analysis done 
in 2000 and take out the private parking numbers from the data and compare it to 
the recent data, after the private parking numbers have been taken out.


David Hohendorf noted that we should hire part time people to go around and 
survey the number of employees and mode choice of transportation. 


Jana Ecker noted that we need to figure out where to go from here.  She continued 
to say that we should get national trends to consider increases in office capacity 
assumptions and compare them with Birmingham. She also stated that we need to 
pull data regarding the number of times the parking decks closed, and within which
time periods. 


JC Cataldo commented that we should also pull the number of times that the 
parking decks closed as far back as 2010 to determine if there is an increasing 
pattern of a public parking shortage. 


Richard Astrein noted to find information on what other cities use to benchmark 
number of public parking spaces needed ex. Royal Oak or Ann Arbor


TRIANGLE DISTRICT BOUNDARIES


Paul O’Meara passed out the map of the current Triangle District boundary.  He 
noted that parking demand is already exceeding supply for some of the buildings
on the north side of Maple Rd.  He asked the Committee if they would like to 
consider the properties north of Maple Rd. in the study.  After discussing the 
ramifications, the Committee agreed to this suggestion.


E. COMMUNICATIONS


(no one spoke)







F. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA


(No comments)


G. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE


It was noted the next meeting will be on Tuesday, August 26 at 2:00 p.m.


H. ADJOURNMENT


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 7:20
p.m.


Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   August 22, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Development of Parking Generation Factor – Part 2







 
 







 
 







Parking Requirements/Projections - 
Based on Parking Generation Rate and Potential Development
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 9
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 19
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 14
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 19
19-25-328-021 Parking Lot #6 (part) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 3
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 7
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 3
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Parking Lot #6 (part) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 28
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 27
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 21
Total Current 124,966 114,349 237
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 23
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 25
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 23
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 7 14,124 29
19-25-376-075 305 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 167
19-25-376-076 300 Willits (1) NA 6,748 14
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 84
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 39
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 43
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 112


1 space generated for each 482 square feet of gross floor area







Parking Requirements/Projections - 
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 22
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 28
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 15
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 16
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 23
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 35
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 156 107,274 149
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 58
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 19
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 62
Total Current 274,869 467,322 963 467,322 963
N. O. Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -232


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 202
Total Potential 517,994 933


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 29
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 105
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 22
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 19
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 33
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 98
19-25-453-011 200 -  250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 120,902 251
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 202
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 20 37,173 77
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 9
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 9
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 11
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 17
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 79
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 162
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 130
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 33
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 36 35,170 73
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 18
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 30
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton 2,580 2,850 6
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 4
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 5
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 6
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 10
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 38
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 48
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,430 15
Total Current 301,371 651,232 1,351 651,232 1,351
Park St. less demo bldgs. -30,886 -64


Add Potential bldgs. 136,966 179
Total Potential 757,312 1,466


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 36
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend 11,663 11,663 24 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 166
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 23
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 23
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 11
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 NA 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 700 1
19-36-134-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 52
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 170
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 11
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 11
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 17
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 37
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 32
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 27
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 12
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 287
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 43
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 23
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 25
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 133
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward 23,311 5,252 11 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 40
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 154
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 59
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 11
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 18
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 9
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 18
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 9 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (6) 4,983 1,728 4
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (6) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 28 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 111
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ N. end of Ann St.) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 6
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 42
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (7) 24,393 8,767 18 12,536 26
Total Current 768,307 1,594 768,307 1,594
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -43,272 -90


Add Potential bldgs. 219,595 456
Total Potential 944,630 1,960


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 19 16,500 34
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 23
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 166
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 86
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 43
19-36-206-005 177 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 85
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (8) 20,375 57,840 120
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 31
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 31
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 23
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 38
19-36-206-021 225-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 145
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 94
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 4
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 64
19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 0 0 50,366 104
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward (Peabody's) 22,237 7,082 15 65,961 137
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 142
Total Current 435,444 903 435,444 903
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. -63,174 -46


Add Potential bldgs. 247,316 513
Total Potential 619,586 1,371


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 60
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester (9) 17,175 17,175 36
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 253
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 36
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 79
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area


Potential Prkg. 
Demand


19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 13
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 24
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 14
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 13
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 15
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 58 64,140 133
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 13
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 3
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 10
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 10
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 15
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 100
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 59
Total Current 389,976 809 389,976 809
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -58


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 133
Total Potential 426,212 884















 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   August 22, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Triangle District Parking Study
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Site Requirements 
 
For a reasonably efficient parking layout, double-loaded 
parking “bays” range in width from about 54 to 61 feet, 
depending upon the angle of parking and the width of the 
parking space.  The overall width of a parking structure should 
be determined based upon multiples of the chosen parking bay 
width. 
 
Ramped parking bays should be limited to a 6% slope or less.  
An 11 feet floor-to-floor height is needed to meet the minimum 
building code required headroom.  Using the maximum slope of 
6% the ramp length is about 184 feet.  Adding two 28 foot 
turning aisles yields a minimum parking structure length of 240 
feet. 
 
For conceptual location planning, assuming: 


Single threaded helix design 
Two Way Traffic 
No end bay parking 
9’-0” wide spaces 


 
o A two-bay structure 120’ wide x 240’ long would 


provide about 90 spaces per level.  Approximately 5 
levels would be needed to provide 460 spaces. 


 
o A three-bay structure 180’ wide by 240’ long would 


provide about 135 spaces per level.  Approximately 
3.5 levels would be required to provide 460 spaces.  


 


End Bay 


Parking 
Bays 


Single Threaded Helix  
One Level Bay


Double Threaded Helix 
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300’ x 187’ – footprint 
• 3 Total Levels – Grade plus two supported 
• 11’-4” Floor to Floor 
• 460 Spaces @ 9’-0”– with adjustments for ADA 
 
240’ x 120’ footprint 
• 90 spaces per level 


• 5 levels to provide 450 spaces


It is very important to note that the there are other parking 
structure configurations may be more appropriate for a specific 
site and a specific user mix.   In many instances a one-way 
traffic flow is more appropriate.  In addition, reducing the space 
width for long-term parkers can result in more spaces and 
produce a more cost-effective parking structure.  
 
Longer sites provide an opportunity to park along the end bays, 
which provides more parking spaces, improves efficiency, and 
lowers the cost per space.  A longer site also allows for more 
gradual ramp slope, which provides improved user comfort. 
Generally, parking bays should be oriented parallel to the 
longer dimension of the site and preferably in the predominate 
direction of pedestrian travel. 
 
The example conceptual design shown to the right depicts a 
300 foot long three-bay structure.   However, a structure with 
these dimensions may not fit within some of the blocks in the 
Triangle District.  
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Site Considerations 
 
Other site issues to be considered when evaluating a potential 
site in the Triangle District for a suitable parking facility include 
the following:  
 
o The Triangle District restricts heights to 42 feet in MU3, 66 feet 


in MU5 and 90 feet in MU7.  A 5 level parking structure and 
the stair/elevator towers will fit within the 66 foot height area. 


 
o Codes in the Triangle District will allow the development of a 


parking structure with zero lot line setbacks. 
 
o Parking structures abutting the adjacent single-family 


neighborhood should be limited to 2 to 3 levels.  However, it 
is preferable to locate a public parking structure in the MU5 
or MU7 areas to better serve higher intensity development. 


 
o The number of viable businesses that would be relocated to 


accommodate the parking structure and the relative cost of 
acquiring the land need to be considered. 


 
o The current condition and aesthetic of buildings to be 


removed to accommodate the parking structure should be 
considered.  Consistency with the design guidelines of the 
Triangle District Plan should be used for this evaluation.   


 
o The area served by a parking structure is limited to an 


acceptable walking distance – 2 to 3 blocks.  The number of 
blocks served within the walking distance of the parking 
structure should be considered.  
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For the Triangle District: 
The MU7 district will likely have the greatest 
intensity of development and trip attraction.  
To provide the greatest benefit the proposed 
parking structures should be located within 
300 feet of the MU7 districts.  The MU7 districts 
are along Woodward Avenue and at the 
corner of Woodward and Maple. 


Pedestrian Concerns 
Walking Distances 
Walking distance tolerances from parking to a primary 
destination are typically 200 to 300 feet for shoppers, 500 to 800 
feet for downtown employees, and 1,500 to 2,000 feet for special 
event patrons and students.   


Consideration should also be given to proximity to pedestrian 
crossings of Woodward Avenue. 


Pedestrian Experience 
There are numerous examples of parking structures in urban 
areas that directly front the sidewalk for the entire length of the 
structure.  In these instances, the pedestrian experience is less 
than ideal.  To promote a pedestrian orientation along the most 
commercial streets in the Triangle District, parking structures 
should incorporate ground level retail space and/or be 
wrapped with liner buildings.  The streets in the Triangle District 
with the highest potential for commercial activity include: 


Woodward Avenue 
Maple Road 


Bowers Street 
Haynes Street  
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Access Design 
 
Vehicle entrances should be visible and easily identifiable.  The 
minimum distance of entry/exits from corner intersections is at 
least 75 to 100 feet (preferably 150 feet).  Entrances and exits 
should have clear lines of sight.  It is preferable to enter a facility 
from a one-way street or by turning right from a two-way street 
and to exit a facility by turning right on a low-volume street.  
High traffic volumes and left turns can slow exiting and cause 
internal traffic backups.  Consideration should be given to 
acceleration/deceleration lanes on busy streets.  Gates should 
be located far enough away from the street to allow at least 
one vehicle behind the vehicle in the service position (at a 
ticket dispenser, card reader or cashier booth) without blocking 
the sidewalk.  Entry/exit areas that have parking control 
equipment should have a maximum 3% slope. 
 
It is very important to provide the appropriate number of 
entry/exit lanes to meet projected peak traffic volumes.  The 
number of lanes is a function of user groups served, peak-hour 
traffic volumes, and service rates of the parking control 
equipment.  Reversible lanes can be employed to 
accommodate peak hour flows.  
 
Cross-traffic at entry/exits should be minimized and preferably 
eliminated. When placing vehicle entries and exits together on 
one-way streets it is preferable to avoid “English” traffic 
conditions where traffic keeps to the left instead of to the right.  
Pedestrian/vehicular conflicts should be minimized by providing 
a pedestrian walkway adjacent to entry/exit lanes.  
Stair/elevator towers should be located so pedestrians do not 
have to cross drive aisles on their way to primary destinations. 


For the Triangle District: 
 


Assuming 400 – 500 spaces 
 


Pay On Foot Operation 
 


Typical CBD volume of 60% in and 
out during peak hours 


 
Two entry lanes and two exit lanes 
are required 
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Roadway and Traffic Considerations 
 
The connection of the parking structure to the surrounding 
streets must be carefully planned on a site by site basis.  Parking 
structures can be successfully sited along one-way and two-
way streets.  The primary considerations include:  
 
o Entry and exit driveways must be setback from roadway 


intersection to avoid dangerous maneuvers. 
 
o Consideration of the primary arrival and departure direction.  


Entry and exit point should be configured to avoid/minimize 
left-hand turns across traffic. 


 
o The sight distance for exiting traffic is important to ensure 


safety and help exiting parkers blend into traffic.  An 
adequate sight distance is also important to protect the 
safety of pedestrians on the sidewalks crossing the entry and 
exit lanes. 


 
o Adequate queuing areas that do not obstruct parking 


spaced for vehicles are required for both inbound and 
outbound traffic.  


For the Triangle District: 
 


Best Access from the CBD across 
Woodward is at signalized 
intersections – Maple & Bowers 


 
Convenient access to or from 
Woodward Ave. crossovers 
should also be considered 
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Alternative Location Evaluation 
 
Several alternative sites were identified based upon a minimum 
footprint of 240’ x 120’.  These were provided at a range of 
alternative location and evaluated based upon the criteria 
described above.  The criteria included: 
 


Site requirements – site dimensions and allowable height. 
 


Site considerations- blocks served by structure, projected 
parking demand, businesses relocated, assessed value of 
property, number of parcels/owners involved and 
proximity to single family residential. 


 
Pedestrian concerns - distance to MU7 zone, proximity to 
pedestrian crossovers on Woodward and frontage on a 
planned primary retail street. 


 
Access design - adequate access area, distance from 
intersection and turning conflicts at access. 


 
Roadway & traffic - access from Woodward, access from 
Maple and access from CBD across Woodward. 


 
The results of the evaluation are provided in the following tables 
with the highest scoring locations highlighted in green on the 
map on the following page.  
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Triangle District Parking Structure Site Comparison Matrix
Birmingham, MI 


Site 1A Site 1B Site 2A Site 2B Site 3 Site 4 Site 5A Site 5B Site 6 Site 7 Site 8


Site Requirements


Site Considerations


Pedestrian Concerns


Access Design


Roadway & Traffic


Total 42 38 33 36 37 35 42 44 41 38 30
Rank 2 4 8 6 5 7 2 1 3 4 9







Triangle District Parking Structure Site Comparison Matrix
Birmingham, MI 


Site 1A Site 1B Site 2A Site 2B Site 3 Site 4 Site 5A Site 5B Site 6 Site 7 Site 8


Site Requirements


Site Considerations


Pedestrian Concerns


Access Design


Roadway & Traffic







Preliminary Tax Increment 
Financing Projections 


Birmingham Triangle District 
Corridor Improvement Authority 
Birmingham, MI  











Preliminary Tax Increment Financing Projections 
Triangle District 


’


District Map 







TIF Plan 


“Tax increment revenues” means the amount of ad valorem property 
taxes and specific local taxes attributable to the application of the 
levy of all taxing jurisdictions upon the captured assessed value of 







real and personal property in the DA.  Tax increment revenues do not 
include any of the following: 


a. Taxes under the state education tax act, 1993 PA 331, MCL 
211.901 to 211.906. 


b. Taxes levied by local or intermediate school districts. 


c. Ad valorem property taxes attributable either to a portion of the 
captured assessed value shared with taxing jurisdictions within 
the jurisdictional area of the authority or to a portion of value of 
property that may be excluded from captured assessed value or 
specific local taxes attributable to the ad valorem property taxes. 


d.  Ad valorem property taxes excluded by the tax increment 
financing plan of the authority from the determination of the 
amount of tax increment revenues to be transmitted to the 
authority or specific local taxes attributable to the ad valorem 
property taxes. 


e.  Ad valorem property taxes exempted from capture under section 
18(5) or specific local taxes attributable to the ad valorem 
property taxes. 


f.  Ad valorem property taxes specifically levied for the payment of 
principal and interest of obligations approved by the electors or 
obligations pledging the unlimited taxing power of the local 
governmental unit or specific taxes attributable to those ad 
valorem property taxes. 
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AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2014 


2:00 P.M.
ROOM 205 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of August 26, 2014 


E. Central Business District
Review of Data regarding Peabody St. Structure 


F. Triangle District
LSL Planning Proposal Update 


G. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


H. Schedule for Next Meeting Date


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 reunión 
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 STUDY COMMITTEE
2:00 PM., TUESDAY, AUGUST 26, 2014


City Commission Room 205
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study
Committee held August 26, 2014.


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members
Richard Astrein (PSD) 
Susan Peabody (APC) 
JC Cataldo (CIA)
Gillian Lazar (PB) (Arrived 3:24 PM)


Absent:  Johanna Slanga (MMTB)


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Brendan Cousino, Assistant City Engineer
John Heiney, PSD Director


Guests:  Jay O’Dell, Central Parking
David Hohendorf, Downtown Publications


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members & guests introduced themselves.


C. REVIEW AGENDA


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


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2014


There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the August 6, 2014
meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.


All were in favor of approval of the minutes for the July 9, 2014 meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented and none were opposed.
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E. CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT – CREATION OF PARKING GENERATION 
MODEL


Paul O’Meara reviewed the five action items were identified to be completed prior to the
meeting, which were:


1. Review the chart listing all square footages, and make certain that each site’s
listed square footage is the number of what actually was present during the 
counts.


2. Review data from other cities to verify what they are witnessing with respect to 
this topic.


3. Find data relative to national trends that indicate that office occupancies are 
getting higher.


4. Remove the private parking spaces and the cars counted within them from the 
figures to see if the occupancy rate and the parking generation rate more closely 
resemble what is being observed.


5. Record the number of times each parking structure is filling to capacity.


Staff verified the square footage chart and the only change made to the chart was to 
remove the square footage of the Balmoral Building (the project currently under 
construction at the corner of Woodward Ave. and Brown St.) from the current building 
square footage in the Peabody Zone.


Paul O’Meara stated Planning Dept. staff assembled some relevant data for several 
other cites, which was included in the agenda packet. 


Paul O’Meara stated Planning Dept. staff also found data that projected that the area of 
office space per worker is declining, and is projected to decrease by 14% between 2012 
and 2017, from 176 SF per worker to 151 SF per worker. This confirms that what is 
happening in Birmingham with more workers in the same office space is a part of a 
larger trend.


Paul O’Meara noted that even with the removal of the private parking spaces and the 
adjustment for the Balmoral Building, he is not sure of what the new calculated numbers 
mean, and that a true, reliable demand model may not be available until the current
construction project is finished, and the system is operating under “normal” conditions 
again. The construction project should be finished by the third week of September. 
Several weeks will be needed to sell currently held permits at the Park St. Structure. 
Paul O’Meara recommended that new count be taken by the end of October, hopefully
resulting in numbers that are more reliable and reflective of the “normal” mode of 
operation without a large number of parking spaces in the Park St. structure out of 
operation for the renovation work.


Paul O’Meara reviewed the data on the parking structures filling which was included in 
his memorandum dated August 25, 2014. The data shows that the Park and Chester 
structures are operating well during the periods when there is no construction in Park. 







Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee Proceedings
August 26, 2014
Page 3


The data shows that last year, the Peabody parking structure was filling at some point 
on 52% of the days, even when the Park Street parking structure was not under 
construction.  The Pierce Street parking structure has not been experiencing the same 
problem of filling regularly.  In 2013, the structure filled to capacity 7 days total, and 21 
days so far in 2014. The N. Old Woodward structure is filling more frequently than in 
the past, even during normal operating times.  N. Old Woodward and Pierce are the 
only structures where there is a possibility of adding on to the structure to increase 
capacity.


Paul O’Meara noted that there are new patterns emerging with the Peabody structure,
relative to people parking on either side of Woodward.  The current survey done in May 
does not take into account how many people could be parking in that structure that work 
in the Triangle District. Jay O’Dell stated that there are long wait lists for monthly 
parking permits in the Peabody parking structure. The City is currently trying to reduce 
the number of monthly permit holders in that structure to reduce the number of times 
that structure fills, based on the level of transient parking customers that regularly use 
that structure.  


JC Cataldo stated that since the easternmost parking structure has the most activity, 
that possibly the remedy would be to add a structure to the Triangle District which would 
relieve the pressure from people currently working across Woodward.


The reasons for the Pierce St. parking structure not filling regularly were discussed by 
the committee.  Jay O’Dell noted that the filling of the parking structure has primarily 
been driven by events at the Townsend Hotel, and that they may be using more offsite 
valet parking than in the past.  Paul O’Meara emphasized that the fact that it is not filling 
can mean that it is operating correctly – the City does not want the parking structures to 
fill too often.  It can demonstrate that there is the proper balance between monthly 
permit parkers and transient parkers in that structure.


The committee then discussed the 80% occupancy rate among public parking places.  
The main vacancies in the parking structures were on the top floors, and the areas in 
the Park Street parking structure that were closed off for construction.  John Heiney 
asked whether monthly permit parkers could be forced to park higher up in the 
structures. Jay O’Dell stated that they have been enforcing the requirements that permit 
parkers park in the yellow spaces, but that during the construction time when the 
structures have been filling more often that it is more difficult to enforce.  Permit holders 
may not be able to find spaces in the proper area when the structures are operating with 
higher traffic due to the construction in the Park St. Structure. 


Richard Astrein noted that one of the purposes of this committee was to try to project 
the future, and build capacity for future development.  Part of the reason that this 
committee was formed was because there was a perception that there is a shortage of 
parking available in downtown Birmingham.
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Paul O’Meara said that:


1.  Due to the number of times the Peabody structure is filling, even during times 
when there is no construction going on in the structures, and 


2. The length of the waiting lists for monthly permits at both Peabody and at Pierce, 


he felt that recommending the addition of two floors to the Pierce parking structure could 
be justified.  Such a project would add capacity for the future developments at the south 
end of the downtown parking assessment district.


JC Cataldo asked about the percentage of permit parkers, the percentage of all day or 
long term parkers, and the percentage of transient parkers in the Peabody Structure.  
Jay O’Dell noted that the increased traffic and the filling of the parking structure
generally started once the Greenleaf Trust building opened, and the Powerhouse Gym 
opened across Brown St. from the Peabody structure. Susan Peabody stated that this 
was also approximately the time that the old funeral home parking lot located at 820 E. 
Maple was closed to parking, and that all of the workers that used to park at that 
location were pushed to other parking lots or the structures.


The committee considered making a motion relative to recommending the expansion of 
the Pierce St. Parking Structure.  However, with only three of the five committee 
members in attendance, no one was prepared to do so based on the data currently 
available. The committee requested that staff prepare a suggested resolution to 
recommend adding two floors to the Pierce St. parking structure to relieve the pressure 
on the south end of the parking assessment district, particularly in the Peabody zone.  
They also requested the data to show the percentage of permit parkers, the percentage 
of all day or long term parkers, and the percentage of transient parkers in the Peabody 
Structure, as well as a map showing the addresses of the monthly permit holders in the 
Peabody Structure.


F. TRIANGLE DISTRICT


Paul O’Meara stated that a study was done in 2007 for the Corridor Improvement
Authority to project the future parking demand in the Triangle District as it develops. A 
copy of the study was included in the agenda packet for the committee members to 
review. He recommended that the original study be updated to take into account the 
properties that have since been developed, and should be expanded to include all of the 
commercial properties on the north side of E. Maple Road between Woodward and 
Adams based on the current uses of those properties.


Paul O’Meara noted that staff fells that likely there will be two parking structure 
locations in the Triangle District – one at the north end of the district, and one at the 
south end.  When the Triangle District parking study is updated, the location study 
should be refined to reflect two locations.
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Richard Astrein wondered where the parking complaints in the Triangle District are 
being generated.  Jana Ecker responded that she is not aware of any particular 
problems, but that they are starting to have developers identify the lack of parking as an 
obstacle to new developments in the district.


Motion by J.C. Catalto, Seconded by Susan Peabody


The Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee recommends to the City Commission that 
the team of LSL Planning and Carl Walker Parking Consultants be engaged to 
update the parking study component of the Triangle District plan (completed in 
2007).  Further, to endorse the concept that the study should consider moving the 
north boundary of the Triangle Parking District to include all commercial 
properties north of Maple Rd.


Motion passed, 4-0 (1 Absent)


G. OTHER INFORMATION


(No comments)


H. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA


(No comments)


I. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE


It was noted the next meeting will be on Tuesday, September 16, at 2:00 p.m.


J. ADJOURNMENT


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn. 


Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   September 12, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Analysis of the Peabody St. Parking Structure







 
 







 
 







Type Demand Type Demand Type Demand
 Existing Monthly 217  Existing Monthly 228  Existing Monthly 239


$3 Transient 8 $3 Transient 14 $3 Transient 7
$4 Transient 10 $4 Transient 9 $4 Transient 9
$5 Transient 49 $5 Transient 52 $5 Transient 39


Validation 25 Validation 26 Validation 19
Short term Transient 128 Short term Transient 108 Short term Transient 124


437 437 437


Type Demand Type Demand Type Demand
 Existing Monthly 219  Existing Monthly 224  Existing Monthly 234


$3 Transient 8 $3 Transient 14 $3 Transient 7
$4 Transient 10 $4 Transient 9 $4 Transient 9
$5 Transient 49 $5 Transient 52 $5 Transient 39


Validation 25 Validation 26 Validation 19
Short term Transient 126 Short term Transient 112 Short term Transient 129


437 437 437


Type Demand Type Demand Type Demand
 Existing Monthly 227  Existing Monthly 218  Existing Monthly 237


$3 Transient 8 $3 Transient 14 $3 Transient 7
$4 Transient 10 $4 Transient 9 $4 Transient 9
$5 Transient 49 $5 Transient 52 $5 Transient 39


Validation 25 Validation 26 Validation 19
Short term Transient 118 Short term Transient 118 Short term Transient 126


437 437 437


Type Demand Type Demand Type Demand
 Existing Monthly 221  Existing Monthly 223  Existing Monthly 237


$3 Transient 8 $3 Transient 14 $3 Transient 7
$4 Transient 10 $4 Transient 9 $4 Transient 9
$5 Transient 49 $5 Transient 52 $5 Transient 39


Validation 25 Validation 26 Validation 19
Short term Transient 124 Short term Transient 113 Short term Transient 126


Total 437 Total 437 Total 437


Existing Monthly:
Transient:


Validation:


9/9/14  Peak Average 9/10/14  Peak Average 9/11/14  Peak Average


9/9/14  12:00PM 9/10/14  12:00PM 9/11/14  12:00PM


9/9/14  1:00PM 9/10/14  1:00PM 9/11/14  1:00PM


9/9/14  2:00PM 9/10/14  2:00PM 9/11/14  2:00PM


9/9/14  Peak Average Demand 


9/10/14  Peak Average Demand 


9/11/14  Peak Average Demand 







Address # of Permit Holders







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   August 25, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Parking Structures – 
Filling to Capacity


Parking Structures Filling to Capacity
January, 2013 to Present







 
 


Parking Structures Filling to Capacity Not Including Park St. Construction Periods
January 1 – April 1, 2013
September 15, 2013 – April 1, 2014


Pierce St.  Structure Zone – 







 
 


Park St. Structure Zone – 


Peabody St. Structure Zone


N. Old Woodward Ave. Structure Zone – 


Chester St. Structure Zone – 







AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 2014 


2:00 P.M.
ROOMS 202-203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of September 16, 2014 


E. Central Business District
Creation of Parking Generation Model
Preparation for Final Report 


F. Triangle District
LSL Planning Proposal Update 


G. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


H. Schedule for Next Meeting Date


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 reunión 
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 STUDY COMMITTEE  


2:00 P.M., TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2014
City Commission Room 205


151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study Committee
held September 16, 2014.


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members
Johanna Slanga (MMTB)  
Susan Peabody (APC) 
JC Cataldo (CIA)
Richard Astrein (PSD) (Arrived 2:20 PM)


Absent:  Gillian Lazar (PB)


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Brendan Cousino, Assistant City Engineer
John Heiney, PSD Director


Guests:  Joe Bauman, 
Steve Quintal, Central Park Properties


Motion by JC Cataldo to nominate Johanna Slanga as temporary Vice Chairperson to 
chair the meeting until the Chairperson arrives. Seconded by Susan Peabody. 


All present were in favor of the appointment of Johanna Slanga as Temporary 
Chairperson.


Meeting called to order at 2:06 PM. 


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members & guests introduced themselves.


C. REVIEW AGENDA


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







Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee Proceedings
September 16, 2014
Page 2


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2014


There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the August 26, 2014 meeting
of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.


All were in favor of approval of the minutes for the August 26, 2014 meeting of the 
Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented and none were opposed.


E. CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT – REVIEW OF DATA AT PEABODY 
PARKING STRUCTURE


JC Cataldo requested that Paul O’Meara clarify or re-state the purpose of the Ad Hoc 
Parking Study Committee before they take any of the suggested actions. Paul O’Meara 
stated that the goal of this committee is to determine if the City needs to create more 
public parking to satisfy current or future demand, and if so, how many spaces are 
required, and where will they be needed in both the Central Business District, and the 
Triangle District. The Committee may make other recommendations to the City 
Commission to help solve parking capacity problems, which could be to add more 
parking, or use shuttles, or other ideas.


Paul O’Meara noted that his memorandum that was included in the packet has a 
suggested recommendation to the City Commission to add two floors to the Pierce 
Street parking structure that was written with the thought that the City Commission and 
the public wants this committee to have an answer now, with the thought that this 
committee would continue to review other ideas for expansion at the N. Old Woodward 
parking structure and surface lot, and in the Triangle District. Following a meeting with 
the City Manager and Richard Astrein, the direction from the City Manager was to have 
this committee come up with a single set of recommendations at one time, once the 
study is completed for the entire Central Business District and the Triangle District. That 
way the City Commission and the public will be able to consider all of the issues and 
recommendations when considering project financing and bonding.  


Paul O’Meara stated that the next steps in the process are to complete the parking 
surveys, and finish the parking demand models for both the Central Business District, 
and the Triangle District.  Once the committee has a number for the current and future 
demands, then they will be able to start doing more study, including hiring a 
planning/engineering team to review how many spaces can be built at the North Old 
Woodward parking structure and surface lot as a part of a multi-use development. 


Johanna Slanga inquired if there was anything that can be done short term, since there 
will be a delay before any new parking spaces can be constructed, even at the Pierce 
Street parking structure.  JC Cataldo noted that adding two floors to that structure 
seems like a difficult way to gain 200 new spaces, since it will be disruptive to the 
current structure and the surrounding area.  Paul O’Meara noted that the City is 
currently exploring other short term alternatives, including shuttles, and temporary 
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parking on private lots.  In addition, the City will start making additional permits available 
in the Park St. parking structure now that the construction is nearly completed, and the 
City will be reviewing whether additional permits can be sold in Chester and Pierce. 
Those will all help to alleviate some of the short term demand.


Richard Astrein noted that once school started again, he has noticed that there are 
more office workers parking long term in the parking structures. His observation is that 
they are filling much earlier in the day following Labor Day.
Johanna Slanga noted that the parking survey needs to be completed to determine if
there is a short term problem with the parking capacity.  Paul O’Meara noted that there 
are approximately 1500 unique names on the waiting list for monthly parking permits in 
the City’s parking structures, which shows that there is an existing problem.  


Steve Quintal also noted that the office occupancy rates have been changing 
drastically.  In the properties that they have rented recently, there are far more office 
workers per square foot than there have been historically. When the remaining 
downtown office space turns over, it will probably also change significantly with more 
workers in the same space. He also noted that the bistros and restaurants have higher 
parking demand than a lot of the retail stores that used to occupy the same spaces.


With the direction from the City Manager to bring one set of recommendations to the 
City Commission, the topic of the Central Business District parking study will be put on 
hold until the new parking survey is completed, which is expected to be in mid-
November.  


F. TRIANGLE DISTRICT


Paul O’Meara noted that the City Commission is going to consider the recommendation 
of this committee to hire LSL Planning to update their study of the parking demands in 
the Triangle District.  If the City Commission approves the LSL proposal, then City staff 
will sit down with LSL to kick off their study. The will need a little time to perform their 
own surveys, and have a chance to study the district further before addressing the 
committee with their findings and recommendations.


Jana Ecker noted that the Kroger store at the NE corner of Maple and Woodward is 
currently undergoing some building renovations, and a lot of people are using their 
parking lot now that the store is not enforcing the lot.  Any surveys and studies of the 
parking demand in that area will need to either wait until that store re-opens and the 
demand pattern is normal, or adjust for the fact that those parking in the lot now will 
need to find other spaces. This may also affect the Central Business District survey as
well, since some of the people parking in that lot are likely crossing Woodward into 
downtown.
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G. OTHER INFORMATION


JC Cataldo questioned whether the issue of the sale of City property is one of the 
issues that needs to be considered by this committee as a part of their 
recommendations to the City Commission.  Jana Ecker noted that this issue has been 
considered by the City Commission and the public in the past, and that it is up to the 
City Commission and the City Manager to re-visit this issue and determine when to put 
it on the ballot.


H. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA


(No comments)


I. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE


The next meeting date will be determined in the future when the parking survey is 
updated, and/or when LSL is ready to discuss their findings in the Triangle District. 


J. ADJOURNMENT


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 2:48 PM. 


Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   November 17, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee (AHPSC)


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Development of Parking Generation Factor
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 Transient    Transient   Transient    Monthly 
  Counts,       Counts,       Counts,       Averages 
  2012            2013            2014 
January 101259 103320 73249   92609   
February 103344 86473 61769 83862   
March 114090 99986 72425 95500   
April 98996 85978 81440 88805   
May 116256 101863 101899 106673   
June 121180 98195 79721 99699   
July 102557 86135 77821 88838   
August 98696 94100 74946 89247   
September 97429 78979 76249 84219   
October 102013 82357 82634 89001   
November 118064 85100 NA  101582   
December 116113 88668  NA 102391   
AVERAGES 107500 90930 78215 93536   
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 8
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 18
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 13
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 18
19-25-328-021 Parking Lot #6 (part) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 2
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 6
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 2
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Parking Lot #6 (part) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 26
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 26
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 20
Total Current 124,966 114,349 222 222 222
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 21
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 24
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 22
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 6 14,124 27
19-25-376-075 305 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 157
19-25-376-076 300 Willits (1) NA 6,748 13
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 79
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 37
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 40
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 105
19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 20
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 26
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 14
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 15
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 22
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 33
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 146 107,274 209
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 54
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 18
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 65


1 space generated for each 514 square feet of gross floor area
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


Total Current 274,869 467,322 909 909 467,322 909
N. O. Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -159


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 258
Total Potential 517,994 1,008


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 27
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 99
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 21
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 18
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 31
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 92
19-25-453-011 200 -  250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 0 0 120,902 235
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 189
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 19 37,173 72
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 8
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 8
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 10
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 16
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 74
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 152
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 122
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 31
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 34 35,170 68
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 17
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 28
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton 2,580 2,850 6
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 3
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 4
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 5
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 9
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 36
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 45
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,430 14
Total Current 301,371 530,330 1,032 301,371 1,032 530,330 1,032
Park St. less demo bldgs. 0 0 -28,036 -55


Add Potential bldgs. 120,902 235 257,868 501
Total Potential 422,273 1,267 760,162 1,714


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 33
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend 11,663 11,663 23 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 156
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 22
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 21
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 10
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 NA 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 700 1
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


19-36-134-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 49
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 159
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 10
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 10
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 16
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 34
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 30
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 25
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 11
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 269
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 41
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 22
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 23
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 125
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward 23,311 5,252 10 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 38
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 145
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 55
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 10
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 17
19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 8
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 17
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 8 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (6) 4,983 1,728 3
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (6) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 26 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 104
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ N. end of Ann St.) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 5
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 39
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (7) 24,393 8,767 17 10,130 20
Total Current 768,307 1,495 768,307 1,495 768,307 1,495
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -8,767 -17 -34,505 -87


Add Potential bldgs. 10,130 20 217,189 449
Total Potential 769,670 1,498 950,991 1,857


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 18 16,500 32
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 22
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 155
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 81
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 40
19-36-206-005 177 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 80
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (8) 20,375 57,840 113
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 29
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 29
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 21
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 36
19-36-206-021 225-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 136
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 88
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 3
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 60
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 0 0 50,366 98 0 0
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward (Peabody's) 22,237 7,082 14 65,961 128
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 134
Total Current 435,444 847 435,444 847 435,444 847
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. 0 0 -63,174 -43


Add Potential bldgs. 50,366 98 247,316 481
Total Potential 485,810 945 619,586 1,285


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 57
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester (9) 17,175 17,175 33
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 237
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 34
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 74
19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 12
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 23
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 13
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 12
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 14
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 54 64,140 125
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 12
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 2
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 9
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 9
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 14
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 94
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 55
Total Current 389,976 759 389,976 759
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -54


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 125
Total Potential 426,212 829



















AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2015


2:00 P.M.
ROOMS 202-203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of November 20, 2014 


E. Triangle District
LSL Planning – Summary of Updated Parking Model 


F. Central Business District
Review of Parking Needs 
Pierce St. Parking Structure Expansion Option 
N. Old Woodward Ave. Parking Structure Expansion Option 


G. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


H. Schedule for Next Meeting Date
City Commission Long Range Planning Meeting (January 31, 2015) 
Preparation for Final Presentation to City Commission


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 STUDY COMMITTEE
2:00 PM., TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 2014


Rooms 202-203
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study
Committee held November 20, 2014.


A. ROLL CALL


Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members
Richard Astrein (PSD) 
Susan Peabody (APC) 
JC Cataldo (CIA)
Gillian Lazar (PB) (Arrived 3:24 PM)


  Johanna Slanga (MMTB)
Absent: None


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Brendan Cousino, Assistant City Engineer
Lauren Chapman, Assistant City Planner


Guests:  Jay O’Dell, Central Parking
Josh Gunn, Central Parking
Jeff Surnow


B. INTRODUCTIONS


Members & guests introduced themselves.


C. REVIEW AGENDA


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


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 16, 2014


There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the September, 2014
meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.


Motion by Susan Peabody, Seconded by Johanna Slanga, to approve the 
minutes for the September 16, 2014 meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study 
Committee as presented. Motion passed unanimously. 
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E. CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT – CREATION OF PARKING GENERATION 
MODEL


Paul O’Meara noted that the purpose of this Ad Hoc Committee was to develop a 
parking demand generation model, and that it will be important for all members of the 
committee to understand and stand behind the numbers that are generated. The study 
that was done in 1998 used actual measurements of parking in the spaces of 676 
square feet of building space per parking space in November, but adjusted that ratio for 
seasonal trends to create a demand model ratio of 482 square feet of building space 
per parking space. The downtown area was separated into 6 zones based on the 
proximity to the structures.  


The 2014 survey of parking spaces and current building configuration shows a ratio of 
564 square feet of building space per parking space, with an occupancy rate of 77% 
overall, and 60% on the private parking spaces. The Pierce and Peabody zones are 
operating similarly, with the Chester zone having many more parking spaces than are 
needed in that zone, so it is helping to relieve the parking shortages in the other zones.


After extensive discussion, the Committee agreed that the ratio of 1 parking space per 
564 gross square feet is a reliable parking generation model at this time.


Paul O’Meara noted that the City Commission is looking to this Committee to finalize a 
prediction of the future demand in the Central Business District, and provide holistic 
summary of recommendations to address the expected shortfall.  Once it is time to go to 
the public to request approval of a bond issue, all upcoming parking construction issues
should be thought through and included in a total proposal.


The Committee then turned to the issue of the Pierce St. Parking Structure expansion 
proposal.  JC Cataldo expressed concern that this idea would make this building too 
large, and too dominant. He is not ready to support this idea.


Gilian Lazar expressed that there is a need to be more clear to future developers that 
there is a parking problem.  She also cannot support an expansion at the Pierce St. 
Structure.


Johanna Slanga expressed concern that the data does not show a shortage currently.  
She wonders if it is something that the public would feel is reliable.  She supports the 
Pierce St. Structure expansion.  She also feels that discussion is needed about N. Old 
Woodward Ave. and the Lot #6 area.


Susan Peabody said that she does not know how she feels about it.  She would like to 
look further into solutions in the Triangle District as possible solutions for the Peabody 
St. area.


Richard Astrein agrees with expansion in both the Pierce St. and the N. Old Woodward 
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Ave. areas.


The Committee was not ready to make a motion at this time.  It was requested that 
more information be provided relative to the Pierce St. Structure proposal.  Further, the 
Committee needs more firm data about just how many parking spaces can be built in 
the N. Old Woodward Ave. parking lot.  


F. TRIANGLE DISTRICT


Paul O’Meara reviewed the current status of the study for the Triangle area.  The re-
opening of Kroger has been delayed to about December 15.  Counting vehicles in this 
area will now be delayed into January.  LSL will put together updated numbers that will 
hopefully be ready for review in late January. 


G. OTHER INFORMATION


(No comments)


H. MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA


(No comments) 


I. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE


The next meeting will be scheduled after LSL Planning has had a chance to perform 
their field parking counts in the Triangle District. 


J. ADJOURNMENT


No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 3:42 P.M. 


Paul O'Meara, City Engineer







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   January 23, 2015


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Triangle District
Updated Parking Study







 
 







January 23, 2015 


 


Memorandum 


To: City of Birmingham 


Attn: Mr. Paul O’Meara, City Engineer  


151 Martin Street 


Birmingham, MI 48012 


From: Caitlin Malloy-Marcon, LSL Planning 


Re: Triangle District Plan- Parking Update 


 


Background 


In 2007 The City of Birmingham, with the help of the LSL Planning Team, completed the 
Triangle District Plan. One of the key topics identified in that process was parking; that 
redevelopment potential in the district was limited if each site had to provide its own 
parking. Therefore the plan has a section dedicated to the area parking availability, 
usage and parking options for the future including municipal parking structures. The 
plan forecasted potential future development and an associated increased need for 
parking in various parts of the District. One of the outcomes of that plan was restriping 
to add many more on-street parking spaces in the Triangle District. During the recession 
Birmingham, as well as the region, experienced a sharp decline in development. With 
the economic rebound, there is renewed interest by the development community.  The 
City requested updated parking data so it can continue to plan for future parking 
needs in the District. 


Analysis 


In previous studies of the Triangle District, a true mixed-use area of the City of 
Birmingham, parking has been viewed as one barrier to future development due to a 
lack of shared or centralized parking with capacity enough for future offices, residents, 
restaurants, services and retailers of the area.  In January 2015 a parking study was 
completed to take a closer look at today’s Triangle District parking demand; 
completing two peak hour parking inventory counts, and one all-day count. Peak 
parking periods to be counted were identified by the City as Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday with peak times from noon to 2 PM. Peak day parking usage is represented in 
the chart below: 







 


 


The ratio of parking spaces to cars is high. In fact, average parking usage during peak 
hours in the District was only 57%. But most of this parking supply is made up of many 
small, difficult to navigate, private lots. It is hard to decipher which lots are reserved for 
which businesses and the plethora of “Private Parking” and “tow zone” signs is 
intimidating for visitors. The area is not multi-trip friendly, meaning that if someone’s 
intended trip is for a visit to an office, they are not likely to also shop or eat in the area 
because it would require getting back in the car and trying to find parking for the next 
business. It is not user friendly and causes patrons to circle the block trying to 
understand where they can and cannot park. The gaps in the street grid pattern also 
can make way-finding difficult. These issues also effect land use as the many small lots 
sit on prime real-estate that could be better suited for development if there was a more 
concise and convenient parking scheme. The map below depicts parking usage by 
block: 







 
*In order to provide the most accurate parking depiction, certain lots have been removed from the data 
sets. These lots belong to uses that are unlikely to change and/ or uses that are unlikely to benefit from the 
construction of centralized parking facilities (i.e. Car Dealerships and the Fire Station) 


The long range Triangle District Plan completed in 2007 marks the area for much heftier 
build-out aspirations than exist today. With the effects of the recession wearing and 
interest in development on the upward climb, the District is better primed to see the 
plan’s goals come to fruition. Simply reducing the parking required for particular uses is 
not the answer because that still requires each development to provide its parking. It 
would also make change in use complicated. Development of the desired mixture of 
uses will be limited until there is a strategy to provide efficient parking. 


Based on the counts there are a total of 3,126 parking spaces in the District. An average 
of 1,782 vehicles were parked during the surveyed peak hours. Parking lot usage is not 
generally at capacity except for a few lots, mainly around high traffic retail uses (Papa 
Joes and Kroger) and larger employers (Wells Fargo). Convenient on-street parking is 







generally utilized when it is located in near proximity to an active daily use, but on-street 
use throughout the district only averages 47% during the peak hours. As planned 
development occurs and the smaller private lots are built upon, parking in the district 
will become more stressed we forecast there could be a parking deficit throughout the 
district as indicated in the map below: 


 


Customers will have to drive around in search of the oddly placed lots wasting time and 
money. With frustration levels on the rise the district may see a decline in patronage. 
The most sensible solution is to look to developing centralized, easy to locate and use, 
parking facilities that are able to service a radius of buildings allowing employees and 
visitors to park once and walk to their intended destinations. Centralized municipal lots 
or parking structures will make the area easy to navigate and more attractive to visit. 


Conclusion 


Though the District experiences parking difficulties in certain places at some time 
periods the demand is not high enough to support the development of a parking 
structure today. On top of the issues of funding a parking structure also lies the question 
of appropriate structure location. With an area the size of the Triangle District it is 
premature to assume where development may occur first. Placing a parking structure 







before such patterns are known could prove to be futile, as patrons are not likely to 
walk long distances from the structure to the development. A structure may be essential 
in the future as build-out occurs, but should be constructed concurrently with new 
development. As recommended in the plan, a structure integrated with development 
lining the periphery would be preferable. The City of Birmingham should seek creative 
parking solutions to bridge the time between the present and when a centralized 
structure can be properly located and funded as development opportunities present 
themselves. At present the District would benefit from using its existing surface lots more 
efficiently. Converting private lots for shared use through shared parking agreements 
through an association, the Corridor Improvement Authority or the City, in combination 
with way-finding and additional signage would alleviate some of the stresses on patrons 
when choosing where to park.  


Should you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me at 
248.586.0505. 


 


 Sincerely, 


 


Caitlin Malloy-Marcon 


Transportation Planner 


LSL Planning 


 















 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   January 23, 2015


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Central Business District
Parking Study







 
 


A. NORTH PORTION OF THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT







 
 







 
 


B. SOUTH PORTION OF THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT







 
 







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   November 17, 2014


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee (AHPSC)


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Development of Parking Generation Factor
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 Transient    Transient   Transient    Monthly 
  Counts,       Counts,       Counts,       Averages 
  2012            2013            2014 
January 101259 103320 73249   92609   
February 103344 86473 61769 83862   
March 114090 99986 72425 95500   
April 98996 85978 81440 88805   
May 116256 101863 101899 106673   
June 121180 98195 79721 99699   
July 102557 86135 77821 88838   
August 98696 94100 74946 89247   
September 97429 78979 76249 84219   
October 102013 82357 82634 89001   
November 118064 85100 NA  101582   
December 116113 88668  NA 102391   
AVERAGES 107500 90930 78215 93536   


   
   







Parking Requirements/Projections - 
Based on Parking Generation Rate and Potential Development
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


Lot 6


19-25-327-031 523-525 N. Old Woodward 3,475 4,351 8
19-25-327-032 511 N. Old Woodward 2,852 2,486 5
19-25-328-005 798 N. Old Woodward 2,352 1,583 3
19-25-328-006 794 N. Old Woodward 2,362 2,018 4
19-25-328-007 790 N. Old Woodward 2,366 1,799 4
19-25-328-008 768 N. Old Woodward 2,240 1,323 3
19-25-328-009 742 N. Old Woodward 2,040 2,628 5
19-25-328-010 730 N. Old Woodward 1,901 2,628 5
19-25-328-014 704-708 N. Old Woodward 3,495 9,268 18
19-25-328-017 640 N. Old Woodward 2,797 6,570 13
19-25-328-018 630 N. Old Woodward 2,801 6,448 13
19-25-328-019 620 N. Old Woodward 2,110 4,502 9
19-25-328-020 600 N. Old Woodward 4,898 9,020 18
19-25-328-021 Parking Lot #6 (part) 8,092 0 0
19-25-328-022 588 N. Old Woodward 1,607 1,600 3
19-25-328-023 580 N. Old Woodward 2,370 1,937 4
19-25-328-024 576 N. Old Woodward 2,372 2,880 6
19-25-328-025 574 N. Old Woodward 2,374 2,416 5
19-25-328-026 570 N. Old Woodward 2,376 1,208 2
19-25-328-027 568 N. Old Woodward 2,377 1,200 2
19-25-328-028 560 N. Old Woodward 2,412 1,198 2
19-25-328-029 Exempt (parking lot) 3,256 0 0
19-25-328-030 544-554 N. Old Woodward 6,720 3,194 6
19-25-328-031 536-538 N. Old Woodward 4,006 2,394 5
19-25-328-032 534 N. Old Woodward 1,928 1,200 2
19-25-328-033 532 N. Old Woodward 1,901 918 2
19-25-328-034 528 N. Old Woodward 2,932 1,240 2
19-25-328-035 526 N. Old Woodward 1,319 1,400 3
19-25-328-037 Parking Lot #6 (part) 26,749 0 0
19-25-328-058 720 N. Old Woodward 5,587 13,615 26
19-25-328-060 700 N. Old Woodward 4,671 13,248 26
19-25-328-061 800 N. Old Woodward 6,228 10,077 20
Total Current 124,966 114,349 222 222 222
Lot 6 no changes proposed


N. Old Woodward


19-25-330-001 470-474 N. Old Woodward 8,338 10,850 21
19-25-330-004 430 N. Old Woodward 5,947 12,082 24
19-25-330-008 460 N. Old Woodward 5,538 3,378 7 11,076 22
19-25-330-009 450 N. Old Woodward 7,062 3,328 6 14,124 27
19-25-376-075 305 N. Old Woodward 40,594 80,596 157
19-25-376-076 300 Willits (1) NA 6,748 13
19-25-379-007 322 N. Old Woodward 18,000 40,603 79
19-25-379-021 344 N. Old Woodward 12,000 19,021 37
19-25-379-022 350 N. Old Woodward 12,000 20,496 40
19-25-379-024 380 N. Old Woodward 24,000 53,804 105
19-25-378-008 168 W. Maple 6,540 10,472 20
19-25-378-009 166 W. Maple 6,426 13,377 26
19-25-378-010 150-160 W. Maple 9,015 7,175 14
19-25-378-011 142 W. Maple 3,665 7,714 15
19-25-378-012 138 W. Maple 1,444 1,157 2
19-25-378-014 237-243 N. Old Woodward 4,149 11,299 22
19-25-378-015 205-219 N. Old Woodward 9,138 17,018 33
19-25-378-023 180-296 W. Maple (Wabeek) 36,008 75,096 146 107,274 209
19-25-378-024 255-275 N. Old Woodward 12,000 28,005 54
19-25-378-026 275 N. Old Woodward 8,850 9,023 18
19-25-378-027 265 N. Old Woodward 3,365 2,850 6
19-25-378-028 111 Willits 40,790 33,230 65


1 space generated for each 514 square feet of gross floor area
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


Total Current 274,869 467,322 909 909 467,322 909
N. O. Woodward less demo bldgs. -81,802 -159


Add Potential bldgs. 132,474 258
Total Potential 517,994 1,008


Park


19-25-456-014 35075 Woodward 4,630 949 2 13,890 27
19-25-456-037 35001 Woodward 16,911 0 0 50,733 99
19-25-456-043 Exempt (parking lot) 3,372 0 0
19-25-378-016 191 N. Old Woodward 4,253 10,695 21
19-25-378-017 163-167 N. Old Woodward 3,540 9,369 18
19-25-378-020 101 N. Old Woodward 5,272 15,837 31
19-25-379-023 185 Oakland 18,000 47,033 92
19-25-453-011 200 -  250 N. Old Woodward (2) 32,928 0 0 120,902 235
19-25-453-010 280 N. Old Woodward 25,041 97,124 189
19-25-454-005 221-327 Hamilton 12,641 9,779 19 37,173 72
19-25-454-006 375 Hamilton 2,452 4,200 8
19-25-454-007 377 Hamilton 2,468 4,200 8
19-25-454-008 381-383 Hamilton 2,483 2,147 4
19-25-454-009 391-395 Hamilton 3,357 5,061 10
19-25-455-002 346 Park 6,259 8,095 16
19-25-455-015 390 Park 11,630 38,126 74
19-25-455-016 300 Park 29,055 78,142 152
19-25-455-017 220 Park 19,978 62,834 122
19-25-456-001 188 N. Old Woodward (3) 6,331 15,870 31
19-25-456-007 220 Hamilton (3) 11,629 17,308 34 35,170 68
19-25-456-002 152-162 N. Old Woodward 6,738 8,586 17
19-25-456-009 330 Hamilton 5,185 14,273 28
19-25-456-010 344 Hamilton 2,520 4,005 8
19-25-456-011 360 Hamilton 2,580 2,850 6
19-25-456-017 135-141 E. Maple 2,974 1,704 3
19-25-456-018 203-213 E. Maple 4,161 2,169 4
19-25-456-019 225 E. Maple 2,986 3,013 6
19-25-456-020 Exempt (city property) 2,158 0 0
19-25-456-023 323 E. Maple 6,684 0 0
19-25-456-024 335 E. Maple 3,334 2,684 5
19-25-456-027 361 E. Maple 2,207 1,976 4
19-25-456-028 369 E. Maple 2,213 1,872 4
19-25-456-029 395 E. Maple 5,646 4,671 9
19-25-456-034 355 E. Maple (4) NA 2,400 5
19-25-456-035 261-297 E. Maple 6,347 18,444 36
19-25-456-039 100-112 N. Old Woodward 9,058 22,969 45
19-25-456-041 300-304 Hamilton 4,541 4,515 9
19-25-456-042 City Parking Lot #9 4,469 0 0
19-25-456-044 400 Hamilton 5,340 7,430 14
Total Current 301,371 530,330 1,032 301,371 1,032 530,330 1,032
Park St. less demo bldgs. 0 0 -28,036 -55


Add Potential bldgs. 120,902 235 257,868 501
Total Potential 422,273 1,267 760,162 1,714


Pierce


19-36-138-001 189 Townsend 4,619 17,121 33
19-36-138-002 161-167 Townsend 5,453 5,414 11
19-36-138-003 101-107 Townsend 11,663 11,663 23 23,326 48
19-36-138-007 480 Pierce 23,075 79,998 156
19-25-378-021 122 W. Maple 3,039 6,448 13
19-36-129-004 137-147 W. Maple 4,810 11,168 22
19-36-129-005 102 Pierce, 115-123 W. Maple 5,410 10,900 21
19-36-129-006 148 Pierce 1,780 5,326 10
19-36-129-010 Exempt (Ameritech) 13,706 NA 0
19-36-129-012 180 Pierce 6,800 700 1







Parking Requirements/Projections - 
Based on Parking Generation Rate and Potential Development


Page 3


Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


19-36-134-001 City Hall 49,440 25,278 49
19-36-134-001 189 W. Merrill 4,960 3,605 7
19-36-134-004 100 Townsend (5) 40,876 81,752 159
19-36-201-001 135-159 Pierce 3,152 7,461 15
19-36-201-005 235 Pierce 2,180 5,106 10
19-36-201-006 237-241 Pierce 5,555 6,476 13
19-36-201-009 263 Pierce 3,865 5,061 10
19-36-201-010 277 Pierce 4,829 8,333 16
19-36-201-011 100 S. Old Woodward 6,372 17,652 34
19-36-201-012 106 S. Old Woodward 1,659 3,954 8
19-36-201-013 114 S. Old Woodward 5,772 15,636 30
19-36-201-014 124-128 S. Old Woodward 4,591 12,916 25
19-36-201-015 138-142 S. Old Woodward 5,913 4,528 9
19-36-201-018 158-168 S. Old Woodward 6,339 5,576 11
19-36-201-019 251 E. Merrill 33,232 138,207 269
19-36-201-020 165-217 Pierce 7,717 20,876 41
19-36-201-021 154 S. Old Woodward 4,152 11,315 22
19-36-201-022 245 Pierce 5,305 11,915 23
19-36-202-008 319-321 E. Brown 10,748 0 0
19-36-202-015 210 S. Old Woodward 31,753 64,156 125
19-36-202-009 325 E. Brown 3,018 5,931 12
19-36-202-016 298 S. Old Woodward 23,311 5,252 10 78,237 162
19-36-202-017 220 Merrill 13,851 19,426 38
19-36-202-018 255 E. Brown 26,183 74,354 145
19-36-206-006 177-207 S. Old Woodward 18,587 28,235 55
19-36-139-004 115 W. Brown 10,233 5,307 10
19-36-139-025 195-199 W. Brown 11,536 8,783 17
19-36-203-011 180 E. Brown 8,067 4,146 8
19-36-203-024 122 E. Brown 21,238 8,775 17
19-36-204-001 200 E. Brown 5,045 3,529 7
19-36-204-006 300 S. Old Woodward 13,225 4,300 8 22,410 46
19-36-204-007 567 Purdy (6) 4,983 1,728 3
19-36-204-008 Exempt (parking lot) (6) 4,299 0 0 15,779 33
19-36-204-016 Exempt (DTE) 0
19-36-204-021 294 E. Brown 32,591 13,290 26 61,282 127
19-36-204-025 260 E. Brown 24,961 53,589 104
19-36-205-021 Parking lot (@ N. end of Ann St.) 6,025 0 0 6,025 13
19-36-205-039 240 Daines 6,055 2,778 5
19-36-205-040 280 Daines 17,007 20,244 39
19-36-205-042 400 S. Old Woodward (7) 24,393 8,767 17 10,130 20
Total Current 768,307 1,495 768,307 1,495 768,307 1,495
Pierce St. less demo bldgs. -8,767 -17 -34,505 -87


Add Potential bldgs. 10,130 20 217,189 449
Total Potential 769,670 1,498 950,991 1,857


Peabody


19-36-204-014 394 S. Old Woodward 8,250 9,000 18 16,500 32
19-36-208-015 325 S. Old Woodward 10,713 11,256 22
19-36-208-016 355 S. Old Woodward 44,422 79,815 155
19-36-206-001 178 E. Maple 18,520 41,586 81
19-36-206-002 300-336 E. Maple 8,437 20,643 40
19-36-206-005 177 S. Old Woodward 15,149 41,076 80
19-36-206-007 211 S. Old Woodward (8) 20,375 57,840 113
19-36-206-008 217 S. Old Woodward 7,902 15,114 29
19-36-206-015 Exempt (Parking) 13,647 0 0
19-36-206-016 Exempt (Parking) 5,250 0 0 15,000 29
19-36-206-018 378 E. Maple 6,343 11,027 21
19-36-206-020 370 E. Maple 9,995 18,461 36
19-36-206-021 225-275 S. Old Woodward 22,103 69,674 136
19-36-207-001 34977 Woodward 14,858 45,094 88
19-36-207-004 215 Peabody 1,750 1,760 3
19-36-207-006 34953 Woodward (vacant) 10,529 0 0 30,837 60
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Sidwell # Address
Parcel Area 
(sq ft)


Current 
Bldg. (sq ft)


Prkg. 
Demand 
(spaces)


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Short Term


Prkg. 
Demand 
Short Term


Potential 
Bldg. Area 
Long Term


Potential Prkg. 
Demand Long 
Term


19-36-207-007 34901-34935 Woodward 12,642 0 0 50,366 98 0 0
19-36-207-008 34965 Woodward (Peabody's) 22,237 7,082 14 65,961 128
19-36-208-004 34745 Woodward (Car wash) 23,134 6,016 12 68,652 134
Total Current 435,444 847 435,444 847 435,444 847
Peabody St. less demo bldgs. 0 0 -63,174 -43


Add Potential bldgs. 50,366 98 247,316 481
Total Potential 485,810 945 619,586 1,285


Chester


19-25-356-013 400 W. Maple 14,203 29,148 57
19-25-356-023 191 N. Chester (9) 17,175 17,175 33
19-25-377-006 336 W. Maple 51,235 121,767 237
19-36-126-017 101 Southfield 10,907 17,395 34
19-36-126-018 550 W Merrill 39,270 38,200 74
19-36-127-001 355 W. Maple (10) 24,720 6,360 12
19-36-127-004 320 Martin St 24,599 11,690 23
19-36-128-001 299 W. Maple 3,600 6,586 13
19-36-128-002 271 W. Maple 3,600 6,353 12
19-36-128-003 243-247 W. Maple 6,300 7,019 14
19-36-128-004 211-223 W. Maple (11) 14,190 27,904 54 64,140 125
19-36-128-008 Exempt (parking) (11) 7,440 0 0
19-36-128-006 151-155 S. Bates 2,600 6,190 12
19-36-128-009 250 Martin (office) 8,200 1,250 2
19-36-129-001 193-195 W. Maple 3,760 4,772 9
19-36-129-002 175-185 W. Maple 3,760 4,636 9
19-36-129-003 157-163 W. Maple 3,760 7,011 14
19-36-130-001 Library 49,440 48,305 94
19-36-132-007 Community House 37,080 28,215 55
Total Current 389,976 759 389,976 759
Chester St. less demo bldgs. -27,904 -54


Add Potential bldgs. 64,140 125
Total Potential 426,212 829
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Existing View: East at Pierce & Brown
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Proposed View: East at Pierce & Brown
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Existing View: East at Townsend Street
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Existing View: South at Pierce Street
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pproxim
ately 325 ad


d
itional d


eck spaces, 
totaling 881 in the garage, plus 99 surface lot. 


Residential Developm
ent: Lim


ited
. In the m


ixed
 use 


d
evelopm


ent only. 


C
om


m
ercial Developm


ent: in the m
ixed


 use d
evelopm


ent. 


Estim
ated C


ost*: $9,600,000 (includ
ing full façade renovation 


for existing structure) 


Through Road A
ccess: N


o 


  A
lternative 3- N


ew
 d


eck, retail and
 m


ax resid
ential. 


A
dditional Parking: A


pproxim
ately 58 ad


d
itional d


eck spaces, 
totaling 608 in the garage. N


o Surface parking. 


Residential Developm
ent: Tow


nhom
es and


 a m
ixed


 use 
d


evelopm
ent are show


n.  


C
om


m
ercial Developm


ent: First level retail in the d
eck along 


O
ld


 W
ood


w
ard


 and
 w


ithin the m
ixed


 use build
ing. 


Estim
ated C


ost*: $13,475,000 (incl. d
em


olition of existing 
structure) 


Through Road A
ccess: Yes 


  A
lternative 4- N


ew
 d


eck, first floor retail, lim
ited


 housing 


A
dditional Parking: A


pproxim
ately 361 ad


d
itional spaces, 


totaling 911 in the garage. N
o Surface parking. 


Residential Developm
ent: Lim


ited
. Tow


nhom
es and


 a m
ixed


 
use d


evelopm
ent are show


n.  


C
om


m
ercial Developm


ent: First level retail in the d
eck along 


O
ld


 W
ood


w
ard


 and
 w


ithin the m
ixed


 use build
ing 


Estim
ated C


ost*:$19,625,000 (incl. d
em


olition of existing 
structure) 


Through Road A
ccess: Yes 



























AD HOC PARKING STUDY COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2015 


2:00 P.M.
ROOMS 202-203 


151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI 


A. Roll Call
B. Introductions 
C. Review of Agenda
D. Approval of Minutes, Meeting of January 27, 2015 


E. Committee Presentation to the City Commission
Review and Critique 


F. Meeting Open for Matters not on the Agenda 


G. Miscellaneous Information


H. 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 STUDY COMMITTEE
2:00 P.M., TUESDAY, JANUARY 27, 2015


ROOMS 202-203
151 MARTIN ST., BIRMINGHAM, MI


Minutes of the meeting of the City of Birmingham Ad-Hoc Parking Study
Committee held January 27, 2015. 


A. ROLL CALL
Present: Ad-Hoc Committee Members


Richard Astrein (PSD)
Susan Peabody (APC)
JC Cataldo (CIA)
Gillian Lazar (PB) 


Absent: Johanna Slanga (MMTB)


Administration: Paul O'Meara, City Engineer
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
John Heiney, Principal Shopping District
Lauren Chapman, Assistant City Planner


B. INTRODUCTIONS
Guests: Jay O’Dell, Central Parking


Brad Strader- LSL Planning
Caitlin Malloy-Marcon, LSL Planning
Joe Bauman – Birmingham-Bloomfield Chamber of Commerce
Dave Hohendorf – Downtown Publications


C. REVIEW OF AGENDA
There were no proposed modifications to the meeting agenda as presented.


D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES, MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2014
There were no proposed modifications to the minutes for the November 20, 2014
meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as presented.
Motion by JC Cataldo, Seconded by Susan Peabody, to approve the minutes for 
the November 20, 2014 meeting of the Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee as 
presented. Motion passed 4-0. 







E. TRIANGLE DISTRICT
LSL PLANNING – SUMMARY OF UPDATED PARKING MODEL


Mr. Strader heard from many that there is a parking issue.  Developers wanted 
municipal parking assistance to consolidate. Currently there is inefficient/ confusing on-
street and private parking.  The Corridor Improvement Authority (CIA) was formed to 
use Tax Increment Financing (TIF) for a parking structure.  The only question was when 
and where.  He believes that the development of a parking structure needs to occur 
alongside other developments.


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon informed the committee that there were one-day counts and peak 
hour counts conducted.  The one-day counts were on Tuesdays and Thursdays; the 
peak hour counts were conducted from noon until 4 p.m.  LSL waited for the Kroger 
project to be completed before counting.  LSL removed the car dealerships and the fire 
stations from the parking count under the assumption of no changes or benefits from 
possible change. The parking study was also expanded to include north of Maple and 
east of Adams.  Some of the issues that were found during the 2007 study still exist,
including: intimidating signed single business lots that create confusion.  These lots 
were not found to be at capacity.  Overall, the study found that there were plenty of 
parking spaces, but it is difficult for individuals to find where they are and to understand 
if they can park in those spots. To solve the parking problem the city needs to use a 
creative solution.  Possible options include: creating new signage and/or discouraging
some types of signage.  Regarding the anticipated needs, projections were made for 
future partial build-out. 


Mrs. Lazar asked what the criterion for determining need was.  She referenced the 
different uses in the Triangle District versus Downtown.  She asked if anyone had 
questioned building owners on the tenant parking.  She noted that All Seasons is asking 
for more parking as is.  She also inquired as to why, if there is no immediate need, 
developers are hesitant to locate in the district? 


Mr. Cataldo noted that Forest Grill struggles with satisfying guest parking needs and 
that 700 Forest lost tenants due to unmet parking needs.  He wondered if the district is 
being broad brushed by saying there is no immediate need.


Mrs. Ecker replied that there are spaces; however, many are not public. 


Mrs. Lazar stated that the city cannot mandate parking sharing.  She also inquired as to 
why private parking was included and stated that she doesn’t think they should be 
counted.


Mrs. Ecker replied that private lots were counted because they are relevant to the 
understanding of the parking needs and that for technical purposes those lots need to 
be counted.  She informed the committee that All Seasons wants more parking for the 







opening year based on their experiences at their other facilities.  One of their proposals 
is to rent some spaces.  
She reminded the committee that it is up to the City Commission to make the final 
decision as to when and where to add public parking in the Triangle District. 


Mr. Cataldo stated that as a developer he is reluctant to build in the district because of 
the parking needs and the current situation is keeping the district from reaching its 
development potential.


Mr. Strader noted the nature of the businesses in the district influence the count times.  
Parking counts do not take into consideration the percentage of the building that is 
leased nor do they consider tenant parking habits.  There is scattered demand in the 
district, but not enough for a structure. Maybe collaboration with businesses or a city lot 
would be a viable solution. 


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon explained that each lot was analyzed; some lots are often at 
capacity, but many others are not.


Mr. Strader noted that the neighborhood in the middle of the district creates accessibility 
challenges; it separates the district into a north side and a south side.  This situation 
makes a parking structure less warranted and it is difficult to locate a centralized 
structure.


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon noted that the Adams Square development is an excellent example 
of why simply having a centrally located structure does not mean that it will be used. 
The lot is hardly ever at capacity even though it is in close proximity to many areas in 
the district. She then noted that lot sharing is common in dense districts.


Mr. Heiney stated that the Principal Shopping District (PSD) tracks vacancy and that the 
downtown range for the past twelve years has been between 14% and 8%.  He noted 
that there will always be vacant tenant spaces.  


Mr. Cataldo noted that 700 Forest once had a use agreement with the Village Players.  
Some business and property owners create an antagonistic atmosphere for lot sharing.
He noted that he is fearful that the statement of there being no immediate need will 
invalidate the TIF work that has been done by the CIA.


Mrs. Ecker said that even though a stand-alone deck is not recommended, it will be kept 
as an available option as additional development occurs. 


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon informed the committee that LSL is not anti-parking structure.
There simply isn’t data based support for one now.


Mr. Strader suggested that the city buy a private lot and make it municipal and use it to 
gauge demand in the district.







Mrs. Ecker said that the TIF plan includes $180,000 for a surface interim lot. 


Mr. O’Meara suggested that the district be split into two halves: The northern half would 
include blocks 1-5 and three blocks north of Maple. The southern half would include 
blocks 6-15.  Currently, it is envisioned that a garage would be built around block 11 
estimated at 600 – 700 spaces. Mr. Strader suggested tying the garage into the open 
space goal of the district. 


Mr. O’Meara said that the projections for the three blocks north of Maple Rd. do not 
indicate a large need for parking in the future.  The future parking assessment district 
should be expanded to include these properties.  That would allow for additional funding 
to become available for a parking structure on the north side of the District.  


Mr. Astrein asked if the Triangle District became a parking assessment district would it 
be combined with the existing one Downtown. Mrs. Ecker reminded the committee that 
that would be a City Commission decision. She noted that there are some people who
park Downtown and walk to the Triangle District and vice versa. 


The Committee reviewed staff’s two suggested recommendations for the Triangle 
District.


Motion by JC Cataldo, Seconded by Gillian Lazar, to
Recommend that the City Commission endorse the concept of constructing a 
public parking facility to serve the north portion of the Triangle District.  Further, 
as opportunities arise, if space is available to construct approximately 400 public 
parking spaces, the Committee recommends that the parking district boundaries 
be expanded to include the commercial properties north of Maple Road from 
Woodward Avenue to Adams Road.


Recommend that the City Commission endorse the concept of constructing a 
public parking facility providing 600 to 700 spaces to serve the south portion of 
the Triangle District, and to work with property owners to move in that direction, 
as development opportunities arise. 
Motion passed 4-0.


F. CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT- REVIEW OF PARKING NEEDS
PIERCE ST. PARKING STRUCTURE EXPANSION OPTION
N. OLD WOODWARD AVE. PARKING STRUCTURE EXPANSION OPTION


Referring to the tables that calculated parking demands, Mr. O’Meara noted that it could 
be helpful to consider the downtown as it currently operates.  Today, the N. Old 
Woodward Ave. and Park St. Structures tend to serve a lot of the same properties, while 
the Pierce St. and Peabody St. Structures do the same.  The Chester St. Structure, off 
by itself, tends to work as an overflow for mainly the south side of downtown, but the 
north side as well (to a smaller extent).  He discussed the possible two floor expansion 







of the Pierce deck. He informed the committee that it will be discussed at the upcoming 
City Commission Long Range Planning meeting.


Mr. O’Meara noted that the expansion of the structure could be beneficial because 
many properties in the area are under-developed.  The expansion would result in a gain 
of 280 spaces; currently the garage has 720 spaces.  The project is estimated to take 
approximately a year. Funding for such a project could come from the System’s 
savings account, parking fees, and a special assessment. The public would only need 
to be consulted if the city defaults on bonds. The parking system would be responsible 
to pay back bonds and the City’s good faith and credit would be used only if the parking 
system defaults. Adding two floors will cause the Pierce structure to be slightly taller 
than the Townsend Hotel.  Mr. O’Meara then showed possible visuals of what the 
expansion would look like.  


Mr. O’Meara noted that when considering demand, the committee needs to consider the 
fact that there is currently a two-three year wait for permits in both the Pierce St. and 
Peabody St. Structures.


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon suggested that permit parkers and valets could also be made to 
park on the upper levels.  


Mr. Cataldo believes that the structure would be aesthetically too imposing.  He noted 
that there is congestion now and worries that adding more spaces will make it worse.  
He then asked if there were any examples of comparable cities. 


Mr. Strader said that Ann Arbor has a parking deficit, but he is not sure how comparable 
it is to Birmingham.  Ann Arbor is attempting to spread parking demand by price 
differentiation.  He also noted that Grand Rapids had similar problems to Birmingham.  
Both Grand Rapids and Ann Arbor used creative landscaping and retail / commercial 
spaces to minimize the visual impact of large parking structures.


Mrs. Malloy-Marcon noted that encouraging better distribution can also be done on a 
level basis.  She also said that electronics offer creative solutions to possible policing 
problems.


.Mr. Astrein stated that City Commission wants one recommendation. 


Mr. Cataldo believes that the two floor addition should not be included in the 
recommendation because it creates far too much intensity. 


Mr. O’Dell stated that the traffic plan currently is structured like two structures into one 
and that leads to confusion on the ground floor which leads to backups.  The current 
use leads to high turnover.  







Mr. Strader said that better distribution could be created by encouraging use of the 
Brown Street entrance. He explained that this could be accomplished by adding a third 
lane at Brown or having personnel.


Mr. Cataldo stated that he could not support the recommendation as one because of his 
concerns regarding the Pierce Street structure.


Mr. Hohendorf wondered why the structure would cost so much given that the City of 
Rochester is building a new garage for twelve million dollars that will have more spaces 
than the Pierce Street structure is adding for nine million.


Mr. O’Meara replied that the Pierce Street structure would be more expensive because 
it requires retrofitting, which has more challenges than a new structure.  He informed 
the committee that if the addition does not happen, another site may need to be 
acquired to meet the demand.


Mr. Astrein told the committee that the total deficit for south side of Downtown is four 
hundred sixty-seven in the long term, but there is none today.  He then reminded the 
committee that it was their job to recommend an option, not to make a final decision.
That’s the City Commission’s job.


Mr. O’Meara stated that the N Old Woodward structure is in better shape than the Park 
Street structure. 


Mrs. Ecker stated that the City Commission will be reminded to plan for the future and 
for continued vibrancy. She said that they will be reminded of the possible effect of new 
development and that it is important for the committee to correctly package their 
recommendation and identify their concerns. She then summarized that everyone 
agrees there are concerns and something needs to be done and constructed.


Mr. Heiney said that the city envisions selling the N. Old Woodward surface parking lot 
property that’s already used for parking. 


Mrs. Ecker said the city cannot currently sell the N. Old Woodward lot and that it will be 
proposed to change the charter language with a future ballot question to enable them to 
do so. 


Mr. Cataldo suggested that this committee’s recommendation should make N. Old 
Woodward the focus, not Pierce, because the distribution of parking there is not as 
great as it will be for the Palladium. Mr. Cataldo suggested that the demand for the N. 
Old Woodward structure will be greater when the Palladium opens than it is now. He 
also stated that streetscape and design can make N Old Woodward more desirable. 


When asked, Mr. O’Meara stated that the life expectancy of N. Old Woodward is forty
years. He also reminded   the committee to consider why they want to make N. Old 







Woodward when the study has just determined that the greatest parking need now and 
in the future will be on the south side of the downtown.


Several members asked if adding the term secondary would be contradictory, result in 
less consideration or subjugate it.  It was decided that such language would not do 
such. 


Motion by JC Cataldo, Seconded by Susan Peabody, 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.


G. MEETING OPEN FOR MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA
(No comments)


H. SCHEDULE FOR NEXT MEETING DATE  
The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, February 24 at 2:00 p.m. in preparation for 
a final presentation to the City Commission.


I. ADJOURNMENT
No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 3:46 P.M.







 
 


MEMORANDUM
Engineering Dept.


DATE:   February 20, 2015


TO:   Ad Hoc Parking Study Committee


FROM:  Paul T. O’Meara, City Engineer


SUBJECT: Final Presentation to City Commission
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OFFICE MARKET 
Metropolitan Detroit - 4th Quarter 2014


Signature Associates


SubMarkets Buildings:                          
20,000 Sq.Ft. & up


Total Market 
Sq. Ft.


Available     
Sq. Ft. 


w/Sublease


Vacancy % 
w/Sublease


Direct 
Available     


Sq. Ft.


Direct 
Vacancy %


Direct 
Vacancy % 


Change       
3rd-4th Qtr.


 Direct 
Absorption    
3rd-4th Qtr. 


CLASS A


Ann Arbor 3,728,415 281,746 7.56% 276,846 7.43% 0.88% -32,587


Birmingham/Bloomfield 2,481,298 268,818 10.83% 235,318 9.48% -0.34% 341,760


Dearborn 2,423,250 808,815 33.38% 808,815 33.38% -0.46% 12,240


Detroit 7,771,717 1,398,108 17.99% 1,342,694 17.28% 0.04% -3,201


Farmington Hills/W. Bloomfield 2,596,276 572,522 22.05% 569,579 21.94% -4.45% 115,537


I-275 Corridor* 3,357,606 535,102 15.94% 464,544 13.84% -3.05% 102,651


Macomb County** 1,518,078 418,254 27.55% 393,962 25.95% 1.46% -22,228


Rochester Hills/Auburn Hills 1,445,343 333,773 23.09% 285,607 19.76% -2.63% 38,053


Southfield/Bingham Farms 6,686,897 1,909,170 28.55% 1,719,221 25.71% -0.05% 3,471


Troy 4,341,814 1,079,400 24.86% 1,030,389 23.73% -1.36% 58,885


Class A Total 36,350,694 7,605,708 20.92% 7,126,975 19.61% -0.80% 379,263


CLASS B


Ann Arbor 3,071,464 268,299 8.74% 267,208 8.70% -5.31% 163,045


Birmingham/Bloomfield 2,252,069 335,538 14.90% 323,844 14.38% -0.77% 75,033


Dearborn 1,922,770 573,233 29.81% 573,233 29.81% -5.19% 99,659


Detroit 15,354,015 2,621,552 17.07% 2,613,890 17.02% -1.28% 195,433


Farmington Hills/W. Bloomfield 4,474,608 830,465 18.56% 830,465 18.56% -1.30% 57,801


I-275 Corridor* 3,903,020 714,582 18.31% 706,831 18.11% 0.68% -26,608


Macomb County** 2,766,299 380,622 13.76% 372,517 13.47% -0.20% 5,705


Rochester Hills/Auburn Hills 809,125 80,942 10.00% 80,832 9.99% -0.68% 5,469


Southfield/Bingham Farms 8,708,525 2,804,351 32.20% 2,755,231 31.64% -1.87% 160,002


Troy 9,385,774 2,671,570 28.46% 2,546,929 27.14% -0.36% 34,248


Class B Total 52,647,669 11,281,154 21.43% 11,070,980 21.03% -1.34% 619,721


CLASS C


Ann Arbor 642,344 99,939 15.56% 99,939 15.56% 1.05% -6,750


Birmingham/Bloomfield 406,464 22,972 5.65% 22,972 5.65% -2.83% 11,493


Dearborn 128,006 6,600 5.16% 6,600 5.16% 0.0% 0


Detroit 3,442,357 666,274 19.36% 666,274 19.36% -1.32% 45,757


Farmington Hills/W. Bloomfield 657,412 95,320 14.50% 95,320 14.50% 2.09% -13,756


I-275 Corridor* 393,013 37,138 9.45% 37,138 9.45% -1.15% 4,533


Macomb County** 830,806 134,526 16.19% 134,526 16.19% 1.31% -10,885


Rochester Hills/Auburn Hills 392,859 62,985 16.03% 61,205 15.58% 4.71% -18,512


Southfield/Bingham Farms 3,203,026 744,964 23.26% 734,004 22.92% -2.23% 71,653


Troy 529,252 48,905 9.24% 48,905 9.24% 0.20% -1,056


Class C Total 10,625,539 1,919,623 18.07% 1,906,883 17.95% -0.79% 84,589


COMBINED CLASS A, B & C


Ann Arbor 7,442,223 649,984 8.73% 643,993 8.65% -1.67% 123,708


Birmingham/Bloomfield 5,139,831 627,328 12.21% 582,134 11.33% -0.83% 42,902


Dearborn 4,474,026 1,388,648 31.04% 1,388,648 31.04% -2.48% 111,899


Detroit 26,568,089 4,685,934 17.64% 4,622,858 17.40% -0.90% 237,989


Farmington Hills/W. Bloomfield 7,728,296 1,498,307 19.39% 1,495,364 19.35% -2.07% 159,582


I-275 Corridor* 7,653,639 1,286,822 16.81% 1,208,513 15.79% -1.05% 80,576


Macomb County** 5,115,183 933,402 18.25% 901,005 17.61% 0.53% -27,408


Rochester Hills/Auburn Hills 2,647,327 477,700 18.04% 427,644 16.15% -0.95% 25,010


Southfield/Bingham Farms 18,598,448 5,458,485 29.35% 5,208,456 28.00% -1.29% 235,126


Troy 14,256,840 3,799,875 26.65% 3,626,223 25.43% -0.67% 94,189


Metro Detroit Office Market Total 99,623,902 20,806,485 20.89% 20,104,838 20.18% -1.09% 1,083,573


*I-275 Corridor includes: Livonia, Northville, Novi, Plymouth/Plymouth Twp.   | **Macomb County includes: Clinton Twp., Macomb Twp., Mt. Clemens, Shelby Twp., Sterling Heights, Utica and Warren.
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DIRECT VACANCY RATES Q4 2014 


OFFICE  
MARKET REVIEW: 


METROPOLITAN DETROIT 


ROCHESTER HILLS/ 
AUBURN HILLS 
Inventory:  2,647,327 
Vacant SF:  427,644 
Vacancy:     16.15%     


BIRMINGHAM/ 
BLOOMFIELD HILLS 
Inventory:  5,139,831 
Vacant SF:  582,134 
Vacancy:    11.33% 


ANN ARBOR 
Inventory:  7,442,223 
Vacant SF:  643,993 
Vacancy:    8.65% 


I-275 CORRIDOR 
Inventory:  7,653,639 
Vacant SF:  1,208,513 
Vacancy:    15.79% 


DEARBORN 
Inventory:  4,474,026   
Vacant SF:  1,388,648 
Vacancy:    31.04% 


DETROIT 
Inventory:  26,568,089 
Vacant SF:  4,622,858 
Vacancy:    17.40% 


FARMINGTON HILLS/ 
WEST BLOOMFIELD 
Inventory:  7,728,296 
Vacant SF:  1,495,364 
Vacancy:    19.35% 


TROY 
Inventory:  14,256,840    
Vacant SF:  3,626,223 
Vacancy:    25.43% 


SOUTHFIELD/ 
BINGHAM FARMS 
Inventory:  18,598,448 
Vacant SF:  5,208,456 
Vacancy:    28.00% 


MACOMB COUNTY 
Inventory:  5,115,183 
Vacant SF:  901,005 
Vacancy:     17.61%  







 
  


Signature Associates 
One Towne Square, Suite 1200 
Southfield, MI 48076 
www.cushmanwakefield.com/knowledge 


For more information, contact: 
Christina Davis, Market Research 
248 948 9000 
cdavis@signatureassociates.com 


The market terms and definitions in this report are based on NAIOP standards.  No warranty or 
representation, express or implied, is made to the accuracy or completeness of the information contained 
herein, and same is submitted subject to errors, omissions, change of price, rental or other conditions, 
withdrawal without notice, and to any special listing conditions imposed by our principals.    
 
© 2015 Cushman & Wakefield, Inc. All rights reserved. 


 


ECONOMIC OVERVIEW 
Fourth quarter 2014 closed with an overall 
vacancy rate of 20.8%, a notable decrease of 1.9 
percentage point compared to Q4 2013.  
Currently, the average asking rental rate 
reported is $16.99 per square foot (psf), 


compared to $16.19 psf one year ago.  In November, the Michigan 
unemployment rate recorded 6.7%, a significant decrease compared 
to 8.5% recorded at this time last year.  This decrease marks the 
eighth straight month that the State of Michigan has experienced a 
decline in the jobless rate.  


OFFICE MARKET DISCUSSION 
Leasing activity closed on a positive note.  The largest lease took 
place in the CBD as Fifth Third Bank inked a deal totaling 62,000 
square feet (sf) located at One Woodward Avenue.  Fifth Third Bank 
will begin relocating more than 150 employees from their current 
Southfield office in March 2015 and will complete the process by 
summer 2016.  Troy experienced two large deals as Magna 
Powertrain of America, LLC signed a deal totaling 47,897  sf located 
at 1235 E. Big Beaver and Urban Fulfillment Services, LLC inked a deal 
totaling 30,761 sf located at the Troy Officentre.   


The largest sale this quarter took place in the CBD as the 15-story, 
1.1-million-sf Compuware Building located at 1 Campus Martius sold.  
The building is now co-owned by Meridian Health and Bedrock Real 
Estate Services.  It is expected that Compuware will occupy around 
130,000 sf, and Meridian will occupy five floors totaling 330,000 sf.   


OUTLOOK 
The CBD experienced a great amount of activity and growth 
throughout 2014.  Little Caesar’s, owned and operated by Illitch 
Holdings, announced plans to expand their current world 
headquarters with a new 205,000-sf global resource center located 
next to the Fox Theatre complex.  This expansion will allow for an 
additional 600 employees and will be one of 14 new buildings in the 
Illitches’ $650-million arena district development.   


Looking ahead to 2015, investors predict higher stocks and fast 
economic growth. In addition, the University of Michigan economists 
predict that Michigan will add 132,600 jobs in 2015-16.  While the 
state is currently recovering around half the jobs lost between 2000 
and 2006, we are now just returning to levels of employment last 
seen at the end of 2006.  Five factors contributing to Michigan’s 


strengthening economy in 2015: gas prices fueling additional spending 
and jobs, tourism will increase job growth, manufacturers will slow 
down on hiring as there are enough jobs filled to meet demand, 
investors will seek out downtown Detroit, and the temporary staffing 
sector will continue to grow.   


Governor Snyder also announced a new Michigan agency that will 
oversee the MEDC and develop talent for tens of thousands of jobs in 
our state that need to be filled.  The Department of Talent and 
Economic Development will place emphasis on developing a 
workforce and talent pool that will fit the needs of various employers.   


STATS ON THE GO 
 Q4 2013 Q4 2014  


 
Y-O-Y  


CHANGE 
12 MONTH 
FORECAST 


Overall Vacancy 22.7% 20.8% -1.9pp  


Direct Asking Rents (psf/yr) $16.19 $16.99 4.9%  


YTD Leasing Activity (sf) 3,271,181 3,262,009 -2.8%  


RENTAL VS. VACANCY RATES 
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MEMORANDUM 
Department of Public Services 


DATE: February 11, 2015 


TO: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


FROM: Jacquelyn Brito, Golf Manager 


SUBJECT: Golf Report – 2014 Review – 2015 Prospectus 


Attached is the Golf Report – 2014 Review – 2015 Prospectus.  This annual report is a 
compilation of the results of the 2014 golf season including a forecast for the 2015 season.  It 
also includes an update on the upcoming 2015 marketing strategies.  There is no change from 
the 2014 golf course fees and rates or with the rates for the passes and packages.  The Parks 
and Recreation Board reviewed the report at their February 3, 2015 meeting. 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To accept the Golf Report – 2014 Review – 2015 Prospectus. 


6F
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GOLF REPORT 
2014 REVIEW / 2015 PROSPECTUS 


2014 REVIEW: 


We are pleased to report that we made a net operating income of $212,367, this is 
an increase of $144,118, or 211% compared to 2013.  Lincoln Hills generated a net 
surplus of $183,560 and we are excited to report that Springdale generated a net 
surplus of $28,807.  Another contribution to this successful year was the management 
of expenses with an overall decrease of 17%. 


From record snow amounts to never-before-seen flooding, 2014 was a year of historic 
weather events for the State of Michigan.  In fact, it was the snowiest season on record 
with a total of 94.8” just beating the old record made back in 1880-1881 with 93.6”. 
Not only did this put a damper on opening the courses, but we also had suffered turf 
damage on a few fairways and a couple of greens.  However, we were very lucky 
compared to other local courses where they lost all of their greens and their members 
had to play on temporaries. Lincoln Hills’ opening day was April 5th and Springdale 
followed on April 21st.   


Precipitation was another factor this year that hindered play, especially leagues, twilight 
and club events.  We had several days where the rains moved in late in the day and 
cancelled league play.  Tuesday became the “Tuesday Curse” where some leagues 
played only nine times out of a schedule of sixteen events.  We experienced 
approximately 9 days at Lincoln Hills and 11 days at Springdale of little or no play due 
to the rains in the months of May, June and August. 


ROUNDS % 


MONTH 2013 2014 DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 


January 0 0 0 0.00% 


February 0 0 0 0.00% 


March 292 0 (292) -100.00% 


April 3,833 4,357 524 13.67% 


May 8,111 7,886 (225) -2.77% 


June 10,180 9,546 (634) -6.23% 


July 9,384 9,775 391 4.17% 


August 9,890 8,460 (1,430) -14.46% 


September 6,173 5,820 (353) -5.72% 


October 4,574 3,408 (1,166) -25.49% 


November 576 708 132 22.92% 


December 53 124 71 133.96% 


TOTALS 53,066 50,084 (2,982) -5.62% 
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Our Business and Non-Resident Memberships have remained steady the past three 
years as shown in the chart below.  The Resident Membership was down by 274, or 
14% compared to 2013.  We did have the opportunity in the fall to see some of these 
members and did inquire why they did not join in 2014.  The prominent responses were 
their schedules were too busy and they only played once or twice last year.  To attack 
this in 2015, we will do an aggressive direct mailing to those who have not joined the 
club in the past two years to raise our resident memberships to the 2,000 mark. 


2014 Membership Analysis 
2014  2013 2012 2011 


MEMBERSHIPS # % # % # % # % 


Business 102 13.42% 99 13.20% 101 13.56% 84 14.81% 


Non-Resident - Individual 406 53.42% 401 53.47% 398 53.42% 343 60.49% 


Non-Resident - Dual 175 23.03% 185 24.67% 186 24.97% 111 19.58% 


Non-Resident - Family 77 10.13% 65 8.67% 60 8.05% 29 5.11% 


Total 760 100.00% 750 100.00% 745 100.00% 567 100.00% 


2014 2013 2012 2011 


RESIDENT MEMBERSHIPS # # # # 


Resident 1,733 2,007 1,843 1,244 


However, the famous quote “Quality not Quantity” is imperative when analyzing the 
number of Resident Memberships. Below is a chart that shows the number of rounds 
played and is very interesting to see that 1,273 Residents played only 1-5 rounds this 
year.    
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The Unlimited Membership has still not taken off as expected for it is geared towards 
the “core golfer.”  It is appreciated by a select few and they have continued 
participating since the inception of this membership in 2011.  The two 7-Day members 
did not join this year due to illness and one moved out of the area.  We will continue to 
market this membership in 2015. 


2014 2013 2012 


UNLIMITED 
MEMBERSHIPS # % # % # % 


4-Day Pass 6 54.55% 7 58.33% 5 71.43% 


5-Day Pass 1 9.09% 1 8.33% 0 0.00% 


7-Day Pass 0 0.00% 2 16.67% 1 14.29% 


Junior Pass 4 36.36% 2 16.67% 1 14.29% 


Total 11 100.00% 12 100.00% 7 100.00% 


We introduced the “Trial Membership” this year and we had sold 31 memberships with 
added revenues of $775.  Of the 31, we created 3 full time Non-Resident members, or 
10%.  It is a great opportunity to introduce our facilities for a short period of time and 
to create full time Non-Resident members.  We plan on keeping this in our membership 
portfolio and to market it aggressively at our annual Novi Golf show that is held in 
March along with the upcoming season. 


Our combined merchandise sales were $20,947 which was down by $2,362, or 10% 
from 2013.  However, these sales still are above the last 10-year performances with 
average sales of $13,480, or 36% increase.  Each season we re-evaluate the product 
assortment for our merchandise at both courses.  We introduced UnderArmour, Nike 
and a variety of Junior golf apparel with our popular collegiate and Detroit Tiger’s 
merchandise in 2014. We will have the opportunity to attend the annual PGA 
Merchandise Show where we can focus on the latest trends and hottest items for our 
2015 season. 


Merchandise Sales - 2006 -2014 


2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 


Sales $14,858 $15,449 $13,511 $12,380 $11,835 $8,842 $14,761 $23,309 $20,947 
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We were excited to introduce FootGolf to our community in the fall when Lincoln Hills 
was closed.  FootGolf is a very “addictive” sport that combines the best of the popular 
sport of soccer with an elite sport like golf.  Similar to golf, the players’ intent is to kick 
a ball into the hole with the least amount of strokes possible.  We held it on Saturdays 
with our first day of play on October 25th. Unfortunately, the weather was a tad bit 
colder in November, but we did have 41 FootGolfers that enjoyed this new concept of a 
game.  Our objective is to run this program during the fall in 2015 and to expand to the 
entire weekend at the course that is designated to close early.   


FOOD AND BEVERAGE 


Since the new menus were implemented back in 2012, we have increased sales by 
$24,138, or 37%.  We did experience a decrease in sales compared to 2013 with a 
deficit of $3,979, or 8%. One major contributor to the decrease was our outing food 
sales only brought in $6,120 for 2014 compared to $7,610 in 2013, a deficit of $1,490, 
or 37%.  Another factor was the decrease in rounds for it is a direct correlation to the 
sales of this department.  


It is a continuous process combined with the right personnel to create a consistent 
product with emphasis on quality and presentation.   Just as with merchandise, each 
season we re-evaluate the menu to determine what moved and what did not and we 
listen to the requests of our members to create our 2015 menus. 


Food and Beverage Comparison 2012-2014 


2012 2013 2014 


REVENUES SALES % SALES % SALES % 


Food & Beverage $37,890 73.72% $46,861 60.21% $42,882 56.77% 


Beer $12,728 24.76% $29,494 37.90% $31,050 41.11% 


Wine $779 1.51% $1,469 1.89% $1,602 2.12% 


TOTAL F&B $51,396 100.00% $77,823 100.00% $75,534 100.00% 
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JUNIOR GOLF PROGRAM 


We are pleased to announce that we enjoyed another successful program with a total 
of 438 participants that generated $82,400.  Eliminating the second day of play at 
Springdale worked out perfectly and our members were able to begin play on 
Wednesdays at noon compared to 1pm last season.  In addition, we had 124 online 
registrations which were 28% above last year’s registrations of 97.  We do plan to 
implement a few more stations and contests for the Birdies Division after analyzing our 
2014 Jr Golf Survey. 


BIRDIES EAGLES ACES


2009 - 324 Total 11 239 74


2010 - 310 Total 5 235 70


2011 - 457 Total 135 253 69


2012 - 479 Total 162 248 69


2013 - 442 Total 152 228 62


2014 - 438 Total 159 234 45
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ROUNDS AT LINCOLN HILLS 
 
Lincoln Hills had a total of 26,965 rounds which was 1,432 short from 2013’s 
performance, or a 5% deficit.  Our weekday rounds were down by 808, weekend 
rounds by 264, league play by 110 and outings/other by 250.  We had a sluggish start 
to the season and we had hoped to recoup those rounds during the season but we did 
not hit the mark.  Lincoln Hills was the course that closed early this year with a closing 
date of October 12th. 
 
We were not alone according to the PGA Performance Trak reports for our region, East 
North Central.  These reports compare rounds played in 2014 at other courses to last 
season.  The charts below show the region percentages for rounds played and 
precipitation along with monthly breakdown of rounds at Lincoln. 
 
 
 


NATIONAL GOLF ROUNDS PLAYED REPORT - 2014 
Provided by PGA Performance Trak in Cooperation with NGCOA 


 
April May June July Aug Sept 


Rounds Played + 2.8% - 2.5% - 5.1% + 1.0% - 8.0% - 5.1% 


Precipitation - 25% - 20% + 21% - 13% + 107% + 67% 


 
   


Lincoln 
Hills 


          ROUNDS % 


MONTH 2013 2014 DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 


          


January 0  0  0  0.00% 


February 0  0  0  0.00% 


March 0  0  0  0.00% 


April 1,573  3,705  2,132  135.54% 


May 4,314  4,393  79  1.83% 


June 5,774  5,330  (444) -7.69% 


July 5,098  5,139  41  0.80% 


August 5,195  4,376  (819) -15.77% 


September 3,019  3,074  55  1.82% 


October 2,795  915  (1,880) -67.26% 


November 576  33  (543) 0.00% 


December 53  0  (53) 0.00% 


          


TOTALS 28,397  26,965  (1,432) -5.04% 
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ROUNDS AT SPRINGDALE 
 
Springdale had a total of 23,119 rounds which was 1,550 short from 2013’s 
performance, or a 6% deficit.  Our weekday rounds were down by 1,115, weekend 
rounds by 216, league play by 306.  We did experience an increase of 87 rounds in our 
outings/other compared to 2013. We are showing a decline of rounds since my first 
year being on board in 2012 where we had 28,996 rounds and was the highest 
recorded since 2003. This trend concerns me and one of my main objectives in 2015 is 
to get Springdale back on track for I know it has much potential.  Springdale’s closing 
date was December 22. 
 
 
 
 
 


Springdale 
          ROUNDS % 


MONTH 2013 2014 DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 


          


January 0  0  0  0.00% 


February 0  0  0  0.00% 


March 292  0  (292) -100.00% 


April 2,260  652  (1,608) -71.15% 


May 3,797  3,493  (304) -8.01% 


June 4,406  4,216  (190) -4.31% 


July 4,286  4,636  350  8.17% 


August 4,695  4,084  (611) -13.01% 


September 3,154  2,746  (408) -12.94% 


October 1,779  2,493  714  40.13% 


November 0  675  675  0.00% 


December 0  124  124  0.00% 


          


TOTALS 24,669  23,119  (1,550) -6.28% 
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History of Rounds - Calendar Years 2011 - 2014 
  


             


             


               2011 2012 2013 2014 


MONTH Lincoln Springdale Total Lincoln Springdale Total Lincoln Springdale Total Lincoln Springdale Total 


                          


January 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


February 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


March 181 0 181 405 1,572 1,977 0 292 292 0 0 0 


April 1,527 720 2,247 2,420 2,591 5,011 1,573 2,260 3,833 3,705 652 4,357 


May 2,725 2,512 5,237 4,433 4,129 8,562 4,314 3,797 8,111 4,393 3,493 7,886 


June 4,148 3,994 8,142 5,206 4,522 9,728 5,774 4,406 10,180 5,330 4,216 9,546 


July 4,177 4,258 8,435 4,707 4,651 9,358 5,098 4,286 9,384 5,139 4,636 9,775 


August 4,289 4,491 8,780 4,128 4,449 8,577 5,195 4,695 9,890 4,376 4,084 8,460 


September 1,925 2,366 4,291 3,145 3,071 6,216 3,019 3,154 6,173 3,074 2,746 5,820 


October 1,932 1,327 3,259 796 2,495 3,291 2,795 1,779 4,574 915 2,493 3,408 


November 1,021 0 1,021 0 1,104 1,104 576 0 576 33 675 708 


December 0 0 0 0 412 412 53 0 53 0 124 124 


                          


TOTALS 21,925 19,668 41,593 25,240 28,996 54,236 28,397 24,669 53,066 26,965 23,119 50,084 
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2014 ROUNDS STATISTICS 
 


         L.H.G.C.   S.D.G.C.   TOTAL   


CATEGORY ROUNDS % ROUNDS % ROUNDS % 


              


Weekdays 12,989  48.17% 11,276  48.77% 24,265  48.45% 


Weekends 8,762  32.49% 7,535  32.59% 16,297  32.54% 


Leagues 4,778  17.72% 3,960  17.13% 8,738  17.45% 


Other 436  1.62% 348  1.51% 784  1.57% 


Total 26,965  100.00% 23,119  100.00% 50,084  100.00% 


              


  L.H.G.C.   S.D.G.C.   TOTAL   


CATEGORY ROUNDS % ROUNDS % ROUNDS % 


              


Resident 6,236  23.13% 6,591  28.51% 12,827  25.61% 


Non-Resident 4,578  16.98% 4,909  21.23% 9,487  18.94% 


Business 338  1.25% 458  1.98% 796  1.59% 


Leagues 4,778  17.72% 3,960  17.13% 8,738  17.45% 


Guest 5,834  21.64% 4,417  19.11% 10,251  20.47% 


City Employee 49  0.18% 82  0.35% 131  0.26% 


Outings 352  1.31% 269  1.16% 621  1.24% 


Twilight 1,569  5.82% 1,580  6.83% 3,149  6.29% 


High School 639  2.37% 444  1.92% 1,083  2.16% 


Jr Golf Program 2,249  8.34% 0  0.00% 2,249  4.49% 


Unlimited Pass 255  0.95% 292  1.26% 547  1.09% 


Other 88  0.33% 117  0.51% 205  0.41% 


Total 26,965  100.00% 23,119  100.00% 50,084  100.00% 


         L.H.G.C.   S.D.G.C.   TOTAL   


CATEGORY ROUNDS % ROUNDS % ROUNDS % 


              


Senior 13,790  51.14% 13,923  60.22% 27,713  55.33% 


Adult 7,775  28.83% 6,824  29.52% 14,599  29.15% 


Junior 4,926  18.27% 2,025  8.76% 6,951  13.88% 


Other 474  1.76% 347  1.50% 821  1.64% 


Total 26,965  100.00% 23,119  100.00% 50,084  100.00% 
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REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES – COMBINED COURSES 
 
It was a very exciting year even with rounds being down.  With the 2012 strategy being 
implemented, we are generating revenues with other amenities; memberships, food 
and beverage, instruction, outings and club events.  Most importantly, we have 
managed our expenses to bring our operations in balance.   


 
 


CALENDAR YEAR   5-YEAR ANALYSIS 
   


      COMBINED COURSES 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 


            


REVENUES 1,075,284 1,372,934 1,284,479 1,735,742 935,133 


            


IMPRELIS FUNDS   192,046       


            


G.F. CONTRIBUTION (G.F. CONT.)   91,600 210,000 848,446 
             


REVENUES NET OF G.F. CONT. 1,075,284 1,089,288 1,074,479 887,296 935,133 


            


EXPENDITURES           


ADMINISTRATIVE 37,250 35,097 32,860 33,194 31,614 


MAINTENANCE 295,154 433,379 535,625 556,524 541,033 


CLUBHOUSE 429,995 445,159 474,536 423,697 431,470 


            


TOTAL EXPENDITURES 762,399 913,635 1,043,021 1,013,415 1,004,117 


            


OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) Before Dep. 312,885  175,653  31,458  (126,119) (68,984) 


            


DEPRECIATION (DEP.) 100,518 107,404 115,112 107,693 55,198 


G.F. CONTRIBUTION (G.F. CONT.)     10,000 20,003 20,000 


            


NET SURPLUS/(LOSS) 212,367 68,249 (93,655) (253,815) (144,182) 
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2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014


Revenues 1,060,849 1,126,372 1,016,468 1,114,726 1,034,927 935,133 887,296 1,074,479 1,089,288 1,075,284


Expenditures 1,094,761 1,106,867 1,091,659 1,139,750 1,211,280 1,079,315 1,141,111 1,168,133 1,021,039 862,917
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REVENUES & EXPENDITURES – LINCOLN HILLS 
 


 
 


                 
 


LINCOLN HILLS G.C. 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010


REVENUES 645,208 829,695 773,645 1,370,629 486,004


IMPRELIS FUNDS 122,986


G.F. CONTRIBUTION 65,670 210,000 848,446


REVENUES NET OF G.F. CONT. 645,208 641,039 563,645 522,183 486,004


EXPENDITURES 408,831 476,810 573,685 586,736 551,231


OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) Before Dep 236,377 164,229 (10,040) (64,554) (65,227)


DEPRECIATION 52,817 57,893 53,756 62,017 36,616


CONTRIBUTION TO G.F. 10,000 20,003 20,000


NET SURPLUS/(LOSS) 183,560 106,336 (73,796) (146,574) (121,843)


2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014


Revenues 580,408 695,824 596,255 653,217 567,733 486,004 522,183 563,645 641,039 645,208


Expenditures 589,872 583,177 611,461 607,998 625,516 720,899 607,847 637,441 534,703 461,648
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REVENUES & EXPENDITURES – SPRINGDALE 
 


 
 


               


SPRINGDALE G.C. 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010


REVENUES 430,076 543,239 510,833 365,113 449,129


IMPRELIS FUNDS 69,060


G.F. CONTRIBUTION 25,930


REVENUES NET OF CONTRIBUTIONS 430,076 448,249 510,833 365,113 449,129


EXPENDITURES 353,568 436,825 469,336 426,679 452,885


OPERATING INCOME/(LOSS) Before Dep 76,508 11,424 41,498 (61,565) (3,757)


DEPRECIATION 47,701 49,511 61,357 45,676 18,583


NET SURPLUS/(LOSS) 28,807 (38,087) (19,859) (107,241) (22,339)


2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014


Revenues 480,441 430,548 420,213 461,509 467,194 449,129 365,113 510,833 448,249 430,076


Expenditures 511,584 495,406 483,661 514,234 490,381 471,468 472,355 530,692 486,336 401,269
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2012 2013 2014


REVENUES: SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL


WEEKDAY GREENS FEES 217,027 168,098 385,125 181,583 197,074 378,657 162,552 180,890 343,442


WEEKEND GREENS FEES 101,281 107,019 208,299 89,905 105,302 195,208 94,702 110,808 205,510


FOOD & BEVERAGE 26,246 25,150 51,396 29,458 48,439 77,897 31,507 44,027 75,534


MERCHANDISE 6,316 8,445 14,761 6,908 16,401 23,309 7,413 13,534 20,947


PULL CART RENTAL 5,512 4,423 9,935 4,163 4,015 8,178 4,643 4,274 8,917


GOLF CART RENTAL 79,377 72,104 151,481 73,021 82,906 155,927 71,323 77,780 149,103


GAM HANDICAP 505 1,150 1,655 650 1,322 1,972 596 1,142 1,738


CLASSES 0 86,798 86,798 11 89,882 89,893 0 90,142 90,142


BUSINESS MEMBERSHIPS 5,885 4,535 10,420 5,200 4,600 9,800 4,440 5,800 10,240


NON-RESIDENT MEMBERSHIPS 53,585 63,035 116,620 41,760 66,881 108,641 38,855 77,765 116,620


UNLIMITED GOLF PASS 3,100 2,800 5,900 3,475 3,945 7,420 0 4,600 4,600


PACKAGE CLUB PASSES 0 1,015 1,015 435 1,705 2,140 435 145 580


TOURNAMENT ENTRY FEES 2,970 2,232 5,202 1,319 7,990 9,309 3,909 6,447 10,356


INTEREST INCOME 0 8,311 8,311 0 (2,272) (2,272) 0 15,036 15,036


LEASE INCOME 9,000 11,705 20,705 9,495 12,056 21,551 9,600 12,418 22,018


CELL TOWER ACCESS FEE 0 0 0 645 645 1,289 0 0 0


MISCELLANEOUS INCOME 5 (3,187) (3,182) 69,281 123,130 192,410 91 375 467


CASH OVERAGE/(SHORTAGE 24 13 37 0 5 5 11 25 36


GENERAL FUND CONTRIBUTION 210,000 210,000 25,930 65,670 91,600 0 0 0


TOTAL REVENUES 510,833 773,645 1,284,479 543,239 829,695 1,372,934 430,076 645,208 1,075,284


EXPENSES: 2012 2013 2014


ADMINISTRATIVE SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL


ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGE 16,430 16,430 32,860 16,875 16,875 33,750 18,525 18,525 37,050


AUDIT 0 0 0 674 674 1,347 100 100 200


SUB-TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE 16,430 16,430 32,860 17,549 17,549 35,097 18,625 18,625 37,250


3 Calendar Year Comparison     2012-2014
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2012 2013 2014


MAINTENANCE SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL


SALARIES AND WAGES 103,069 122,038 225,107 92,044 93,255 185,299 57,322 63,643 120,965


OVERTIME PAY 323 720 1,043 12,443 12,141 24,584 232 227 459


LONGEVITY 990 990 1,980 682 682 1,364 648 648 1,296


FICA 7,969 9,423 17,392 8,111 8,181 16,292 4,142 5,090 9,232


HOSPITALIZATION 11,158 13,214 24,372 10,447 10,397 20,844 4,162 4,072 8,234


LIFE 216 245 461 202 201 403 171 169 340


RETIREE HEALTH CARE 15,314 17,348 32,662 17,036 16,964 34,000 5,866 5,758 11,624


DENTAL/OPTICAL 1,059 1,223 2,282 1,015 1,010 2,025 727 722 1,449


DISABILITY INSURANCE 433 499 932 421 418 839 301 299 600


WORKER'S COMPENSATION 1,317 1,545 2,862 1,251 1,263 2,514 665 804 1,469


SICK TIME PAY OUT 0 0 0 153 153 306 (226) (226) (452)


RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION 11,138 12,602 23,740 12,094 12,039 24,133 929 858 1,787


HRA BENEFIT 522 522 1,044 529 529 1,058 510 510 1,020


HEALTH SAVINGS BENEFIT 343 553 896 214 210 424 1,451 1,446 2,897


OPERATING SUPPLIES 48,438 49,238 97,676 40,261 40,245 80,506 37,352 41,563 78,915


OTHER CONTRACTUAL SERVICE 858 3,015 3,873 0 1,512 1,512 2,004 3,872 5,876


TELEPHONE 0 0 0 0 52 52 0 0 0


ELECTRICITY 4,580 11,770 16,350 3,578 11,598 15,176 2,079 9,389 11,468


GAS 1,411 1,120 2,531 1,572 1,165 2,737 1,141 887 2,028


WATER 3,534 516 4,050 0 332 332 0 194 194


TRAINING 228 228 456 270 270 540 50 50 100


PRINTING & PUBLISHING 25 25 50 180 440 620 54 54 108


EQUIPMENT RENTAL 32,829 43,038 75,867 7,551 9,658 17,209 15,597 19,948 35,545


BUILDINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 7,880 4,589 12,469 0 3,995 3,995


PUBLIC IIMPROVEMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 18,590 18,590


CONTRIBUTED EXP - CAP OUTLAY 0 0 0 (7,270) (4,589) (11,859) 0 (22,585) (22,585)


SUB-TOTAL MAINTENANCE 245,753 289,872 535,625 210,664 222,715 433,379 135,177 159,977 295,154


2012 2013 2014


CLUBHOUSE: SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL


SALARIES AND WAGES 94,606 102,232 196,838 99,916 111,801 211,717 98,279 112,320 210,599


OVERTIME 2,582 1,284 3,866 3,552 6,070 9,622 940 1,180 2,120


LONGEVITY 890 890 1,780 478 478 956 291 291 582


FICA 7,537 8,021 15,558 7,937 9,036 16,973 8,426 9,053 17,479


HOSPITALIZATION 3,483 3,420 6,903 2,849 2,873 5,722 818 823 1,640


LIFE 87 87 174 54 57 111 43 44 87
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2012 2013 2014


CLUBHOUSE: SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL SPRINGDALE LINC. HILLS TOTAL


RETIREE HEALTH CARE 5,926 5,885 11,811 4,370 4,437 8,807 2,157 2,177 4,334


DENTAL/OPTICAL 415 413 828 285 298 583 148 149 297


DISABILITY 169 167 336 116 120 236 60 60 120


WORKER'S COMPENSATION 1,190 1,268 2,458 1,219 1,377 2,596 1,268 1,374 2,642


SICK TIME PAYOUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION 4,378 4,348 8,726 2,313 2,359 4,672 (1,245) (1,237) (2,482)


HRA BENEFIT 20 20 40 21 23 44 20 20 40


HEALTH SAVINGS BENEFIT 231 229 460 158 205 363 218 219 437


OPERATING SUPPLIES 17,581 15,498 33,079 6,689 11,694 18,383 6,914 14,571 21,485


CONCESSIONS 0 0 0 (944) (1,663) (2,607) 0 0 0


FOOD & BEVERAGE 11,480 12,581 24,061 10,951 14,978 25,929 11,001 15,324 26,325


BEER & WINE PURCHASES 2,601 1,914 4,515 4,597 5,679 10,276 5,068 5,586 10,654


INSTRUCTORS 0 62,440 62,440 0 0 0 0 0 0


OTHER CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 7,001 3,388 10,389 12,497 11,235 23,732 11,343 9,817 21,160


TELEPHONE 141 126 267 550 746 1,296 764 771 1,535


MERCHANDISE 4,517 7,144 11,661 7,320 12,279 19,599 4,491 10,575 15,066


CONTRACTUAL ALARM 912 2,173 3,085 1,074 2,273 3,347 946 1,546 2,492


ELECTRICITY 6,448 25 6,473 5,349 0 5,349 4,281 0 4,281


GAS 1,161 474 1,635 1,629 452 2,081 1,729 282 2,011


WATER 1,473 932 2,405 1,631 2,393 4,024 1,480 1,735 3,215


LIQOUR LICENSE 1,340 1,270 2,610 1,253 1,253 2,506 1,253 1,253 2,506


PRINTING & PUBLISHING 947 1,072 2,019 545 544 1,089 1,511 1,387 2,898


MARKETING & ADVERTISING 1,030 1,030 2,060 1,983 2,016 3,999 921 1,071 1,992


MISCELLANEOUS 4,852 4,958 9,810 0 0 0 0 0 0


DEPRECIATION 61,357 53,756 115,113 49,511 57,893 107,404 47,701 52,817 100,518


EQUIPMENT RENTAL 12,797 12,705 25,502 10,707 16,225 26,932 13,125 16,106 29,231


LIABILITY INSURANCE 11,357 11,357 22,714 17,309 17,309 34,618 21,664 21,664 43,328


CONTRIBUTED EXP. - CAP. OUTLAY 0 0 0 (2,002) 0 (2,002) (2,533) (2,460) (4,993)


Machinery & Equipment 0 0 0 4,207 0 4,207 1,853 2,070 3,923


FURNITURE 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,533 2,460 4,993


BUILDINGS 0 32 32 0 0 0 0 0 0


CONTRIBUTION TO GENERAL FUND 0 10,000 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0


SUB-TOTAL CLUBHOUSE 268,509 331,139 599,648 258,124 294,440 552,563 247,467 283,046 530,513


TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE 530,692 637,441 1,168,133 486,336 534,703 1,021,039 401,269 461,648 862,917


TOTAL REVENUES 510,822 773,645 1,284,479 543,239 829,695 1,372,934 430,076 645,208 1,075,284


OPERATING INCOME (LOSS) (19,859) 136,204 116,345 56,903 294,993 351,895 28,807 183,560 212,367
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REVENUES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


WEEKDAY GREENS FEES 176,240.30 176,811.31 192,369.25 195,000.00 198,900.00 202,878.00 206,935.56 211,074.27 215,295.76


WEEKEND GREENS FEES 102,707.76 104,627.60 113,746.04 115,000.00 117,300.00 119,646.00 122,038.92 124,479.70 126,969.29


FOOD & BEVERAGE 17,006.75 34,541.04 50,058.42 55,000.00 56,100.00 57,222.00 58,366.44 59,533.77 60,724.44


MERCHANDISE 6,550.87 10,867.22 17,035.72 18,000.00 18,360.00 18,727.20 19,101.74 19,483.78 19,873.45


PULL CART RENTAL 4,918.90 4,050.59 4,233.75 5,000.00 5,100.00 5,202.00 5,306.04 5,412.16 5,520.40


GOLF CART RENTAL 69,425.11 71,304.79 81,630.17 82,000.00 83,640.00 85,312.80 87,019.06 88,759.44 90,534.63


GAM HANDICAP 0.00 1,150.00 1,322.00 1,500.00 1,530.00 1,560.60 1,591.81 1,623.65 1,656.12


CLASSES 94,935.00 100,335.91 90,326.03 90,000.00 91,800.00 93,636.00 95,508.72 97,418.89 99,367.27


BUSINESS MEMBERSHIPS 4,825.00 4,410.00 5,850.00 6,000.00 6,120.00 6,242.40 6,367.25 6,494.59 6,624.48


NON-RESIDENT MEMBERSHIPS 62,322.50 64,668.18 79,925.00 80,000.00 81,600.00 83,232.00 84,896.64 86,594.57 88,326.46


UNLIMITED GOLF PASS 2,800.00 3,545.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,100.00 5,202.00 5,306.04 5,412.16 5,520.40


PACKAGE CLUB PASSES 725.00 1,705.00 435.00 1,000.00 1,020.00 1,040.40 1,061.21 1,082.43 1,104.08


TOURNAMENT ENTRY FEES 2,450.00 3,357.00 7,964.50 8,000.00 8,160.00 8,323.20 8,489.66 8,659.46 8,832.65


INTEREST INCOME 7,816.19 (2,087.55) 14,403.65 14,000.00 14,280.00 14,565.60 14,856.91 15,154.05 15,457.13


LEASE INCOME 11,533.81 11,879.48 12,235.87 12,000.00 12,240.00 12,484.80 12,734.50 12,989.19 13,248.97


CELL TOWER ACCESS FEE/CABLE GRANT 0.00 0.00 644.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


MISCELLANEOUS INCOME 1,307.16 123,799.55 120.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


CASH OVERAGE/(SHORTAGE 16.46 6.98 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


GENERAL FUND CONTRIBUTION 1,058,446.00 65,670.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 1,624,026.81 780,642.10 677,300.22 687,500.00 701,250.00 715,275.00 729,580.50 744,172.11 759,055.55


% INCREASE -51.93% -13.24% 1.51% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%


ADMINISTRATIVE FEE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2018-2019


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


Administrative fee 16,298.97 16,560.00 17,190.00 17,447.85 17,709.57 17,975.21 18,244.84 18,518.51 18,796.29


Audit 600.00 0.00 673.50 683.60 693.86 704.26 714.83 725.55 736.43


Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 16,898.97 16,560.00 17,863.50 18,131.45 18,403.42 18,679.48 18,959.67 19,244.06 19,532.72


% INCREASE -2.01% 7.87% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50%


LINCOLN HILLS - 5 YEAR LONG TERM PLAN
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MAINTENANCE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


SALARIES AND WAGES 117,465.89 96,488.61 80,663.35 84,000.00 85,680.00 87,393.60 89,141.47 90,924.30 92,742.79


OVERTIME PAY 4,127.63 7,623.13 4,616.23 2,000.00 2,020.00 2,040.20 2,060.60 2,081.21 2,102.02


LONGEVITY 1,456.25 1,024.11 648.01 50.00 50.50 51.01 51.52 52.03 52.55


FICA 9,303.78 8,174.28 7,125.54 7,560.00 7,711.20 7,865.42 8,022.73 8,183.19 8,346.85


HOSPITALIZATION 15,233.17 10,663.73 8,082.90 4,480.00 4,524.80 4,570.05 4,615.75 4,661.91 4,708.53


LIFE 262.11 207.70 170.00 180.00 181.80 183.62 185.45 187.31 189.18


RETIREE HEALTH CARE 17,335.06 15,434.49 13,770.42 5,370.00 5,423.70 5,477.94 5,532.72 5,588.04 5,643.92


DENTAL/OPTICAL 1,292.66 1,026.24 852.08 830.00 838.30 846.68 855.15 863.70 872.34


DISABILITY INSURANCE 557.79 423.96 350.94 350.00 353.50 357.04 360.61 364.21 367.85


WORKER'S COMPENSATION 1,632.81 1,279.50 1,114.42 1,100.00 1,111.00 1,122.11 1,133.33 1,144.66 1,156.11


SICK TIME OUT 0.00 0.00 (226.18) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION 12,466.78 11,431.03 6,539.40 1,990.00 2,009.90 2,030.00 2,050.30 2,070.80 2,091.51


HRA BENEFIT 509.99 541.16 510.00 510.00 515.10 520.25 525.45 530.71 536.02


HSA CONTRIBUTION 520.79 214.86 483.22 500.00 505.00 510.05 515.15 520.30 525.51


OPERATING SUPPLIES 44,644.72 45,000.00 42,927.45 40,000.00 40,000.00 40,600.00 41,209.00 41,827.14 42,454.54


OTHER CONTRACTUAL SERVICE 3,876.50 1,512.00 3,702.00 4,000.00 4,060.00 4,120.90 4,182.71 4,245.45 4,309.14


TELEPHONE 0.00 0.00 51.90 55.00 55.83 56.66 57.51 58.37 59.25


ELECTRICITY 10,874.03 11,110.54 11,193.18 12,000.00 12,240.00 12,484.80 12,734.50 12,989.19 13,248.97


GAS 1,055.66 1,155.31 1,104.94 1,500.00 1,530.00 1,560.60 1,591.81 1,623.65 1,656.12


WATER 955.28 137.74 278.79 300.00 306.00 312.12 318.36 324.73 331.22


TRAINING 170.00 207.50 232.50 300.00 306.00 312.12 318.36 324.73 331.22


PRINTING & PUBLISHING 4.28 335.00 184.30 300.00 306.00 312.12 318.36 324.73 331.22


EQUIPMENT RENTAL 48,612.33 19,249.81 20,004.26 20,000.00 25,000.00 25,000.00 25,000.00 30,000.00 30,000.00


BUILDINGS 5,388.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


EQUIPMENT & MACHINERY 0.00 4,589.45 3,995.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 0.00 0.00 18,590.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


CAPITAL OUTLAY (5,388.78) (4,589.45) (22,585.00) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 292,357.51 233,240.70 204,379.65 187,375.00 194,728.63 197,727.28 200,780.85 208,890.36 212,056.87


% INCREASE -20.22% -12.37% -8.32% 3.92% 1.54% 1.54% 4.04% 1.52%


CLUBHOUSE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


SALARIES AND WAGES 107,511.20 99,355.87 120,534.99 124,000.00 125,240.00 126,492.40 127,757.32 129,034.90 130,325.25


OVERTIME 1,489.79 2,617.35 4,240.43 2,000.00 2,020.00 2,040.20 2,060.60 2,081.21 2,102.02


LONGEVITY 1,068.06 923.76 443.95 500.00 505.00 510.05 515.15 520.30 525.51


FICA 8,488.69 7,917.94 9,566.97 11,160.00 11,271.60 11,384.32 11,498.16 11,613.14 11,729.27


HOSPITALIZATION 4,480.12 3,488.72 1,766.64 1,300.00 1,313.00 1,326.13 1,339.39 1,352.79 1,366.31


LIFE 108.12 67.96 53.10 30.00 30.30 30.60 30.91 31.22 31.53
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CLUBHOUSE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


RETIREE HEALTH CARE 6,842.77 4,836.17 3,411.43 2,320.00 2,343.20 2,366.63 2,390.30 2,414.20 2,438.34


DENTAL/OPTICAL 501.31 345.69 219.97 110.00 111.10 112.21 113.33 114.47 115.61


DISABILITY 213.35 138.90 88.86 40.00 40.40 40.80 41.21 41.62 42.04


WORKER'S COMPENSATION 1,321.39 1,253.86 1,451.53 1,860.00 1,878.60 1,897.39 1,916.36 1,935.52 1,954.88


SICK TIME PAYOUT 2,461.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


RETIREMENT CONTRIBUTION 2,526.86 2,754.93 (469.79) 2,000.00 2,020.00 2,040.20 2,060.60 2,081.21 2,102.02


HRA BENEFIT 134.06 23.00 20.00 20.00 20.20 20.40 20.61 20.81 21.02


HSA CONTRIBUTION 11,518.42 247.14 253.52 20.00 20.20 20.40 20.61 20.81 21.02


OPERATING SUPPLIES 1,507.95 9,586.04 13,395.67 14,000.00 14,280.00 14,565.60 14,856.91 15,154.05 15,457.13


CONCESSIONS 8,276.99 (1,663.14) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


FOOD & BEVERAGE 5,108.18 13,058.86 15,818.55 16,000.00 16,000.00 17,000.00 17,000.00 18,000.00 19,000.00


BEER & WINE 0.00 4,464.09 6,282.30 6,000.00 7,000.00 7,000.00 8,000.00 8,000.00 9,000.00


INSTRUCTORS 17,139.30 44,778.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


OTHER CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 0.00 9,161.14 11,133.62 11,500.00 11,845.00 12,200.35 12,566.36 12,943.35 13,331.65


TELEPHONE 5,730.10 532.72 705.05 800.00 808.00 816.08 824.24 832.48 840.81


MERCHANDISE 1,378.62 10,890.31 11,568.36 11,000.00 11,110.00 11,221.10 11,333.31 11,446.64 11,561.11


CONTRACTUAL ALARM 209.13 2,272.56 1,520.28 1,600.00 1,600.00 1,632.00 1,632.00 1,632.00 1,632.00


ELECTRICITY 228.07 24.54 0.00 300.00 303.00 306.03 309.09 312.18 315.30


GAS 486.15 543.37 362.61 700.00 707.00 714.07 721.21 728.42 735.71


WATER 1,490.00 1,456.77 1,718.45 1,800.00 1,818.00 1,836.18 1,854.54 1,873.09 1,891.82


LIQUOR LICENSE 1,124.01 1,252.50 1,252.50 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00


PRINTING & PUBLISHING 970.03 543.50 749.50 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 2,000.00


MARKETING & ADVERTISING 1,103.16 2,368.61 994.50 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00


MISCELLANEOUS 16,348.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


DEPRECIATION 50,753.62 57,392.76 57,133.68 58,000.00 58,580.00 59,165.80 59,757.46 60,355.03 60,958.58


EQUIPMENT RENTAL 7,018.22 14,635.56 14,850.94 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00


LIABILITY INSURANCE 10,678.61 13,664.04 22,492.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


CONTRIBUTION EXP. - CAP. OUTLAY 0.00 0.00 (2,459.95) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT 0.00 0.00 1,852.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


FURNITURE 1,698.19 0.00 2,459.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


BUILDINGS 31.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


CONTRIBUTION GENERAL FUND 112,792.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 392,738.74 308,933.52 303,412.41 295,410.00 299,214.60 303,088.95 306,969.68 310,889.45 315,848.93


% INCREASE -21.34% -1.79% -2.64% 1.29% 1.29% 1.28% 1.28% 1.60%


Revenues 1,624,026.81 780,642.10 677,300.22 687,500.00 701,250.00 715,275.00 729,580.50 744,172.11 759,055.55


Expenditures 701,995.22 558,734.22 525,655.56 500,916.45 512,346.65 519,495.70 526,710.20 539,023.88 547,438.52







22 
 


             


REVENUES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


CLASSES 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


GAM HANDICAP 0.00 505.00 650.00 700.00 707.00 714.07 721.21 728.42 735.71


FOOD & BEVERAGE SALES 13,358.14 31,034.06 31,654.74 35,000.00 38,500.00 42,350.00 46,585.00 51,243.50 56,367.85


MERCHANDISE SALES 4,856.95 7,054.05 7,000.00 8,000.00 8,400.00 8,820.00 9,261.00 9,724.05 10,210.25


WEEKDAY GREENS FEES 198,364.52 196,262.10 161,273.00 180,000.00 182,700.00 185,440.50 188,222.11 191,045.44 193,911.12


WEEKEND & HOLIDAY GREENS FEES 85,166.58 100,017.40 88,165.91 95,000.00 96,425.00 97,871.38 99,339.45 100,829.54 102,341.98


CART RENTALS 5,461.52 4,896.19 3,996.81 5,000.00 5,100.00 5,202.00 5,306.04 5,412.16 5,520.40


TOURNAMENT ENTRY FEES 2,100.00 1,570.00 2,373.00 4,000.00 4,080.00 4,161.60 4,244.83 4,329.73 4,416.32


ELECTRIC CART RENTALS 67,871.65 74,425.52 69,604.70 75,000.00 76,500.00 78,030.00 79,590.60 81,182.41 82,806.06


BUSINESS MEMBERSHIPS 6,085.00 5,000.00 4,390.00 5,000.00 5,075.00 5,151.13 5,228.39 5,306.82 5,386.42


NON-RESIDENT MEMEBERSHIPS 50,272.50 47,122.50 47,593.73 60,000.00 60,900.00 61,813.50 62,740.70 63,681.81 64,637.04


UNLIMITED GOLF PASS 3,100.00 3,475.00 0.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 6,000.00 6,000.00


PACKAGE CLUB PASS 0.00 435.00 435.00 600.00 700.00 800.00 900.00 1,000.00 1,100.00


INVESTMENT INCOME 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


LEASE PAYMENTS 9,000.00 10,740.32 9,600.00 9,000.00 9,000.00 9,000.00 9,000.00 9,000.00 9,000.00


SUNDRY & MISCELLANEOUS (6.56) 69,963.16 84.90 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00


CASH OVERAGE/(SHORTAGE) (39.53) 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


GENERAL FUND 0.00 25,930.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 445,590.77 578,430.66 426,821.79 481,400.00 492,187.00 504,454.17 516,239.33 529,583.88 542,533.16


% INCREASE 29.81% -26.21% 12.79% 2.24% 2.49% 2.34% 2.58% 2.45%


ADMINISTRATIVE FEE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2017-2018


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


Administrative fee 15,699.96 16,560.00 16,560.00 17,190.00 17,447.85 17,709.57 17,975.21 18,244.84 18,518.51


Audit 640.00 0.00 640.00 640.00 640.00 640.00 640.00 640.00 640.00


Contingency 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 16,339.96 16,560.00 17,200.00 17,830.00 18,087.85 18,349.57 18,615.21 18,884.84 19,158.51


% INCREASE 1.35% 3.86% 3.66% 1.45% 1.45% 1.45% 1.45% 1.45%


SPRINGDALE - 5 YEAR LONG TERM PLAN
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MAINTENANCE 


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


Salaries & Wages Direct 98,662.79 87,522.82 80,490.43 82,000.00 83,640.00 85,312.80 87,019.06 88,759.44 90,534.63


Overtime Pay 1,698.48 7,924.32 4,608.88 2,000.00 2,040.00 2,080.80 2,122.42 2,164.86 2,208.16


Longevity 1,456.32 1,024.11 648.03 20.00 20.40 20.81 21.22 21.65 22.08


FICA 7,732.74 7,511.13 6,574.26 6,560.00 6,691.20 6,825.02 6,961.52 7,100.75 7,242.77


Hospitalization 10,961.37 10,737.81 8,000.99 4,480.00 4,569.60 4,660.99 4,754.21 4,849.30 4,946.28


Life 203.12 208.89 161.38 180.00 183.60 187.27 191.02 194.84 198.73


Retire Contrib.. Health 13,167.02 15,481.03 13,935.66 5,770.00 5,885.40 6,003.11 6,123.17 6,245.63 6,370.55


Dental/Optical 963.41 1,029.83 818.02 840.00 856.80 873.94 891.41 909.24 927.43


LT/ST Disability 420.81 426.56 337.54 360.00 367.20 374.54 382.03 389.68 397.47


Workers Compensation 1,359.78 1,196.73 1,025.89 940.00 958.80 977.98 997.54 1,017.49 1,037.84


Retirement Employer Contrib. 9,530.16 11,466.13 9,494.78 2,090.00 2,131.80 2,174.44 2,217.92 2,262.28 2,307.53


HRA Benefit 510.01 541.24 510.00 510.00 520.20 530.60 541.22 552.04 563.08


Retirement - Def Contr Emplr. (491.69) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Retire HSA Cont. Emplr. 590.02 217.67 380.83 420.00 428.40 436.97 445.71 454.62 463.71


Operating Supplies 43,114.17 40,753.53 30,187.49 40,000.00 40,400.00 40,804.00 41,212.04 41,624.16 42,040.40


Other Contractual Service 2,732.25 0.00 891.00 2,500.00 2,550.00 2,601.00 2,653.02 2,706.08 2,760.20


Telephone 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Printing & Publishing 4.27 75.00 130.00 200.00 300.00 325.00 350.00 350.00 350.00


Electric Utility 4,634.80 4,147.29 2,722.28 4,200.00 4,326.00 4,455.78 4,589.45 4,727.14 4,868.95


Gas Utility 1,295.73 1,604.71 1,600.00 1,648.00 1,697.44 1,748.36 1,800.81 1,854.84 1,910.48


Equipment Rental or Lease 43,483.01 15,081.45 15,571.60 15,000.00 25,000.00 25,000.00 30,000.00 30,000.00 30,000.00


Training 95.00 207.50 282.50 300.00 300.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00


Miscellaneous 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Machinery & Equipment 5,153.78 7,270.15 610.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Public Improvements 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Contribution Expense - Cap. Outlay (5,153.78) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 242,123.57 214,427.90 178,981.56 170,018.00 182,866.84 185,793.41 193,673.78 196,584.04 199,550.30


% INCREASE -11.44% -16.53% -5.01% 7.56% 1.60% 4.24% 1.50% 1.51%


CLUBHOUSE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


Salaries & Wages Direct 82,112.09 104,029.39 97,301.60 98,274.62 99,257.36 100,249.94 101,252.44 102,264.96 103,287.61


Overtime Pay 2,811.13 3,300.09 2,188.46 2,210.34 2,232.45 2,254.77 2,277.32 2,300.09 2,323.09


Longevity 1,068.15 923.86 444.00 448.44 452.92 457.45 462.03 466.65 471.31


FICA 6,647.23 8,314.48 7,633.11 7,709.44 7,786.54 7,864.40 7,943.04 8,022.48 8,102.70


Hospitalization 4,725.95 3,535.81 1,755.74 1,773.30 1,791.03 1,808.94 1,827.03 1,845.30 1,863.75


Life 114.92 66.15 52.97 53.50 54.03 54.58 55.12 55.67 56.23
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CLUBHOUSE


EXPENDITURES F.Y. 2011-2012 F.Y. 2012-2013 F.Y. 2013-2014 F.Y. 2014-2015 F.Y. 2015-2016 F.Y. 2016-2017 F.Y. 2017-2018 F.Y. 2018-2019 F.Y. 2019-2020


LINE ITEM ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 6/30/2015 PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED


Retire Contrib.. Health 7,188.32 4,857.97 3,384.15 3,417.99 3,452.17 3,486.69 3,521.56 3,556.78 3,592.34


Dental/Optical 517.47 338.91 218.42 220.60 222.81 225.04 227.29 229.56 231.86


LT/ST Disability 227.63 137.06 88.60 89.49 90.38 91.28 92.20 93.12 94.05


Workers Compensation 1,043.52 1,314.50 1,165.50 1,177.16 1,188.93 1,200.82 1,212.82 1,224.95 1,237.20


Sick Time Payout 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Retirement Employer Contrib. 5,205.42 2,771.65 (488.33) 1,130.00 1,141.30 1,152.71 1,164.24 1,175.88 1,187.64


HRA Benefit 20.00 21.20 20.00 20.20 20.40 20.61 20.81 21.02 21.23


Retirement - Def Contr Emplr. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Retire HSA Cont. Emplr. 230.61 207.89 251.64 254.16 256.70 259.26 261.86 264.48 267.12


Operating Supplies 16,062.71 8,090.58 6,769.07 7,500.00 7,650.00 7,803.00 7,959.06 8,118.24 8,280.61


Food & Beverage 9,895.62 10,683.56 12,500.00 13,000.00 13,500.00 14,000.00 14,000.00 15,000.00 15,000.00


Beer & Wine Purchases 240.32 4,352.00 5,000.00 6,000.00 6,200.00 6,500.00 6,700.00 7,000.00 7,200.00


Other Contractual Service 0.00 14,823.93 9,000.00 11,000.00 11,000.00 11,500.00 11,500.00 11,500.00 11,500.00


Merchandise/concession Op. 3,572.23 7,285.52 4,500.00 6,000.00 6,180.00 6,365.40 6,556.36 6,753.05 6,955.64


Contractual Alarm 758.00 887.47 1,100.60 1,100.00 1,100.00 1,300.00 1,300.00 1,300.00 1,300.00


Telephone 0.00 491.01 613.37 631.77 650.72 670.25 690.35 711.06 732.40


Printing & Publishing 999.04 1,089.00 1,067.75 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00


Marketing & Advertising 192.95 2,336.13 994.50 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00 4,000.00


Electric Utility 5,376.73 6,060.26 4,769.71 4,912.80 5,060.19 5,211.99 5,368.35 5,529.40 5,695.28


Gas Utility 1,338.33 1,831.94 1,776.12 1,829.40 1,884.29 1,940.81 1,999.04 2,059.01 2,120.78


Water Utility 1,376.91 1,453.57 1,670.40 1,720.51 1,772.13 1,825.29 1,880.05 1,936.45 1,994.54


Equipment Rental or Lease 12,645.51 10,927.10 12,710.76 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00 20,000.00


Liquor License 1,340.00 2,505.00 1,252.50 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00


Liability Insurance 11,357.29 13,664.04 22,492.04 23,166.80 23,861.81 24,577.66 25,314.99 26,074.44 26,856.67


Miscellaneous 9,365.11 13,015.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Depreciation 47,156.69 49,011.12 49,517.70 50,508.05 51,518.22 52,548.58 53,599.55 54,671.54 55,764.97


Machinery & Equipment 0.00 1,850.00 1,852.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Furniture 0.00 2,500.00 2,532.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Buildings 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Public Improvements 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Contribution Expense - Cap. Outlay 0.00 (6,352.00) (4,385.66) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


TOTALS 233,589.88 276,324.37 249,750.38 270,988.58 275,164.37 280,209.48 284,025.51 289,014.14 292,977.05


% INCREASE 18.29% -9.62% 8.50% 1.54% 1.83% 1.36% 1.76% 1.37%


REVENUES 445,590.77 578,430.66 426,821.79 481,400.00 492,187.00 504,454.17 516,239.33 529,583.88 542,533.16


EXPENDITURES 492,053.41 507,312.27 445,931.94 458,836.58 476,119.06 484,352.45 496,314.51 504,483.02 511,685.86
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2015 MARKETING PLAN 
 
Our marketing campaign will focus on creating new members, retaining the ones we 
have by offering a fun and stress free environment and to increase revenues for our 
other departments; food and beverage, merchandise, club events and outings. 
 
Increase Memberships 
 
With our Resident Memberships down in 2014, we will be doing a special mailing 
campaign to those Residents who have not joined the Club in the past two seasons.  In 
addition, we want to focus on the communities surrounding Springdale. A special 
invitation will go to residents with selected zip codes to join us for our “Open House” on 
April 25th to see what we have to offer. 
 
We look forward to participating in the Novi Golf Show being held in early March to 
focus on selling our “Two Amazing Courses – One Fabulous Membership.”  We will 
continue to promote our great Membership packages along with our new Trial 
Membership and opportunities for small intimate golf outings. 
 
Increase Rounds 
 
After analysis of the rounds played by Residents, we will track rounds with a monthly 
report so we can identify those members that have not been around.  They will be sent 
a “Come Back and Visit Us” coupon so they know we have missed them.  Our objective 
is to have our Resident Members play more rounds in 2015. 
 
Get Golf Ready was successful last season and we will continue to offer these programs 
in 2015 to develop and grow new golfers.  We will also offer a Get Golf Ready league to 
graduates of the program to retain them in the game for the season. 
 
Increase Revenues 
 
We will continue to focus on building our food and beverage department as our staff 
has begun upselling the menu to all our members and guests.  There are still many 
members that have yet to enjoy one of our new menu items and we hope to get them 
to come in and give us a try after one of their rounds.  We will be introducing our 
“Happy Birthday” Club where we will send emails to invite them to come out during the 
week of their birthday and enjoy lunch on us. 
 
We will again add other vendors to our merchandise mix of inventory in 2015 and 
continue to build these revenues.  Our strong items still remain to be Detroit Tigers and 
collegiate wear.  However, the small ladies groupings have done very well the last two 
seasons. 
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Tournaments and Outings are great sources of revenues that include the entire 
package; golf, merchandise, food and beverage.  These events are great for our 
portfolio, but must be managed and coordinated properly so our members and guests 
always have one course to play at all times during these events.  The smaller intimate 
groups/outings are a great avenue as they require only tee times and are easy to 
manage around our membership play. 
 
The information we received back from our “End of the Season” survey from our 
members is always helpful.  The following are some of what we will implement to 
continue to improve our marketing efforts. 
 
E-blast Marketing 
This will email a monthly newsletter to inform our members of the upcoming events, 
special discounts and promotions for the month. 
 
Website 
We do have all of our information on our website, www.golfbimingham.org, but want to 
update and continue to revamp some pages so it is easier to navigate and retrieve 
information. 
 
Club Events 
Our popular events included our Nite Golf and Parent/Child in 2014.  We had several 
Couples Night events that were mostly rained out, but we do have a few still on our 
schedule.  We also had requests for a Singles night and are excited to add this to our 
schedule. 
 
 MAY 
 Friday  May 15th  Nite Golf at Springdale 
 Friday  May 29th  Couples Night at Springdale 
  


JUNE 
 Friday  June 12th  Singles Night at Springdale 


Sunday  June 21st  Parent/Child at Lincoln Hills 
 
JULY 
 Saturday       July 4th  Show Your Colors – Red, White & Blue 
Sunday July 12th  Couples Day at Lincoln Hills 
Friday  July 24th  Nite Golf at Springdale 
Sunday July 26th  Parent/Child at Springdale 
 
AUGUST 
Sat & Sun Aug 8th & 9th  Club Championship 
Thursday Aug 13th   Junior Club Championship 
Friday  Aug 21st  Singles Night at Lincoln Hills 



http://www.golfbimingham.org/
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SEPTEMBER     
Friday  Sept 25th  Nite Golf at Springdale 
 
OCTOBER 
Sunday Oct 4th   Fall Parent/Child 
 
NOVEMBER 
Saturday Nov 14th   3rd Annual Turkey Shoot 
 
 


In conclusion, we firmly believe that our efforts to create “Raving Fans” will generate 
happy Members’ that will enjoy coming to their courses.  We will continue to 
aggressively market our amazing courses to the surrounding communities we serve and 
offer a great value, with exceptional service. 
 












MEMORANDUM 
Office of the City Manager 


DATE: March 3, 2015 


TO: City Commission 


FROM: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager 


SUBJECT: Request for Closed Session 
Attorney-Client Privilege  


It is requested that the city commission meet in closed session pursuant to Section 8(h) of the 
Open Meetings Act to discuss an attorney/client privilege communication. 


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION: 
To meet in closed session to discuss an attorney/client privilege communication in accordance 
with Section 8(h) of the Open Meetings Act. 
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPOINT TO 
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 


At the meeting of Monday, April 13, 2015 the Birmingham City Commission intends to 
appoint one member to the Architectural Review Committee for Review of Certain Public 
Improvements to serve a three-year term to expire April 11, 2018.   


Members of this committee will be appointed by the commission.  The committee shall 
consist of three Michigan licensed architects who reside in the City of Birmingham.   


Interested citizens may submit an application available at the city clerk’s office or online at 
www.bhamgov.org/boardopportunities. Applications must be submitted to the city clerk's office 
on or before noon on Wednesday, April 8, 2015.  These applications will appear in the public 
agenda for the regular meeting at which time the City Commission will discuss recommendations, 
and may make nominations and vote on the appointments. 


The purpose of this committee is to review certain public improvement projects initiated by 
the city and referred to the committee by the city manager or his/her designee.  The 
committee is expected to offer opinions as to what physical alterations or enhancements 
could be made to these projects in order to improve the aesthetic quality of the project and 
the city’s overall physical environment. 


10A1



http://www.bhamgov.org/boardopportunities





ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMITTEE
Resolution #:  03-101-04 


Purpose:  To review certain public improvement projects initiated by the city and referred to the committee by the  city manager 
or his/her designee.  The committee is expected to offer opinions as to what physical alterations or  enhancements could be 
made to these projects in order to improve the aesthetic quality of the project and the city’s  overall physical environment. 


Members:  The committee shall consist of three Michigan licensed architects who reside in the City of Birmingham. 


Term:  Three years 


Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Bertollini Larry


1275 Webster


(248) 646-6226


Michigan Licensed Architect & 
Resident of Birmingham


4/11/20156/25/2012


Bonney Scott


633 Vinewood


(248) 646-3572


(248) 352-8310


zoot@comcast.net


Michigan Licensed Architect & 
Resident of Birmingham


4/11/20175/24/2004


Longe Christopher


1253 Yosemite


(248) 258-6940


(248) 258-6940


cjlonge@cjlongeaia.com


Michigan Licensed Architect & 
Resident of Birmingham


4/11/20165/24/2004


Wednesday, March 04, 2015 Page 1 of 1
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO APPOINT TO THE 
MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD 


At the regular meeting of Monday, December 15, 2014 the Birmingham City Commission 
intends to appoint one member to the Multi-modal Transportation Board to complete a three-
year term to expire March 24, 2015.  


In so far as possible, the seven member committee shall be composed of the following: 
one pedestrian advocate member; one member with a mobility or vision impairment; one 
member with traffic-focused education and/or experience; one bicycle advocate member; 
one member with urban planning, architecture or design education and/or experience; and 
two members at large from different geographical areas of the city. Applicants must be 
electors or property owners in the City of Birmingham.  


Applications must be submitted to the city clerk's office on or before noon on Wednesday, 
December 10, 2014.  These documents will appear in the public agenda for the regular 
meeting at which time the commission will discuss recommendations, and may make 
nominations and vote on appointments.  


Duties of the Multi-modal Transportation Board 
The purpose of the Multi-Modal Transportation Board shall be to assist in maintaining the 
safe and efficient movement of motorized and non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians on 
the streets and walkways of the city and to advise the city commission on the 
implementation of the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, including reviewing project phasing 
and budgeting. 


NOTE: All members of boards and commissions are subject to the provisions of City of 
Birmingham City Code Chapter 2, Article IX, Ethics and the filing of the Affidavit and 
Disclosure Statement.   


SUGGESTED ACTION: 
To appoint _____________ to the Multi-modal Transportation Board to complete a one-year 
term to expire March 24, 2015. 


RESUBMITTED FROM JULY 14, 2014


Clerk Note:  This is to fill the vacancy due to the passing of Jeff Surnow.
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        MULTI-MODAL 
TRANSPORTATION BOARD


 
Resolution No.  02-31-14 
 
In so far as possible, the seven member committee shall be composed of the following: one pedestrian 
advocate member; one member with a mobility or vision impairment; one member with traffic-focused 
education and/or experience; one bicycle advocate member; one member with urban planning, architecture 
or design education and/or experience; and two members at large from different geographical areas of the 
city. Board members shall be electors or property owners in the city. 
 
Term: Three years. 
 
The purpose of the Multi-Modal Transportation Board shall be to assist in maintaining the safe and efficient 
movement of motorized and non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians on the streets and walkways of the city 
and to advise the city commission on the implementation of the Multi-Modal Transportation Plan, including 
reviewing project phasing and budgeting.  
 


Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Bordman Stuart


1091 Lake Park


248-642-1091


sbordman@maddinhauser.com


Member at large from different 
geographical areas of the city.


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20177/14/2014


Edwards Lara


1636 Bowers


(734) 717-8914


lmedwards08@gmail.com


Member at large from different 
geographical areas of the city.


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20174/28/2014


Lawson Andy


1351 E. Maple


(586) 944-6701


andlawson@deloitte.com


Pedestrian Advocate Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20154/28/2014


Friday, December 05, 2014 Page 1 of 2







Last Name First Name


Home Address


Home
Business 
Fax


E-Mail Appointed Term Expires


Slanga Johanna


1875 Winthrop Lane


248-761-9567


jopardee@gmail.com


Traffic-Focus Education/Experience 
Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20165/5/2014


Surnow Jeff


320 Martin #100


248-865-3000


jeff@surnow.com


Bicycle Advocate Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20163/24/2014


Tatuch Adriana


376 Baldwin


(248) 259-3006


adriana.tatuch@gmail.com


Student Representative


Birmingham 48009


12/31/20142/11/2014


VACANT 3/24/2015


Warner Amanda


671 E. Lincoln


248-719-0084


awarner@aol.com


Urban Planning/Architecture/Design 
Member


Birmingham 48009


3/24/20175/5/2014


Friday, December 05, 2014 Page 2 of 2
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OAKLAND COUNTY TREASURER’S ASSOCIATION 


DWSD / GLWA – RATES, STATUS AND MORE 
James Fausone, DWSD Chair and Robert Daddow, GLWA Chair 


February 2015 


1 INFORMATION ONLY







OVERVIEW 


 History. 


 Organization and operating responsibilities 
of DWSD and GLWA. 


 Rates, revenue requirements and operating 
costs – correcting public misinformation. 


 Questions / answers. 







What is the history 
leading up to the MOU 
and City’s / Counties’ 
approval of the Articles 
of Incorporation? 


BACKGROUND 







HIGH-LEVEL HISTORY - MILESTONES 


 Regional discussions held on and off for 40 years. 


 Regional discussions re-started in earnest in June 2013 when State 
appointed an EM in spring and then, bankruptcy on July 18, 2013. 


 Regional discussions with EM’s staff / consultants reached no 
agreement. 


 EM issues RFP to privatize DWSD either through a sale or 
contracting out its operations in late March 2014. 


 Federal court-ordered mediation in April 2014 culminating in the 
signing of a Memorandum of Understanding on Sept. 9, 2014 and 
the Articles of Incorporation a month later. 







WHAT IS THE GREAT LAKES WATER AUTHORITY(GLWA)? 


 Regional governing body to oversee the  
operations of water and sewer assets for:  
 


 City of Detroit (two members). 


 Oakland County (one member). 


 Wayne County (one member). 


 Macomb County (one member). 


 Governor appointed member for outlying 
communities in other counties 


 
 The GLWA will operate and manage all sewer lines  


that serve the suburbs and are part of the DWSD’s 
“common-to-all” assets: the wastewater treatment plant, 
the filtration and water plants, pumping stations, and 
assets providing joint functions of all ratepayers. 
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DWSD BOARD AND OPERATING RESPONSIBILITIES 


 DWSD Board of Water Commissioners (BOWC) is a seven-member 
board comprised of: 
 
 Four members appointed by the City. 
 One member each from Oakland, Macomb, and Wayne Counties. 


 
 BOWC are responsible for water and sewer operations, rates and 


capital programs until a lease agreement can be negotiated 
between the City and the GLWA Board. 
 


 Lease is expected to be signed in June 2015 after extensive due 
diligence currently underway. 
 


 Transfer of responsibilities expected on July 1, 2015. 







LEASE AGREEMENT / PAYMENT 


 $50 million annual lease payment for 40 years: 


 The GLWA will lease about 400 miles of regional water mains, 360 miles
of regional sewer pipes, five water filtration plants, the Jefferson Avenue
Sewage Treatment Plant, and a number of basins and pumps.


 Lease payment comes from future operations projected to be already in
the water and sewer system, subject to reaffirmation.


 Payment will NOT go to Detroit’s general fund, but will remain in
GLWA set aside to fund Detroit’s capital and /or debt service needs.


 Current contracts honored:  Any current vendor contracts the CVTs have 
with DWSD and all collective bargaining contracts will be honored by the 
GLWA  as is required by Michigan law. 







With the signing of the MOU and 
approval of the Articles of 
Incorporation what is the status of 
the transition from DWSD to GLWA? 


DWSD / GLWA – STATUS OF TRANSITION 







DWSD / GLWA TRANSITION 


 Due diligence through a transition team is underway. 
 


 Comprised of roughly 150 vendor, customer and other 
volunteers from around Southeastern Michigan, as well 
as State representatives and outside paid consultants. 
 


 State provided grant of $3.8 million for transition costs. 
 


 Complex transaction with numerous legal, accounting, 
labor, organization, operating and bonding projects 
underway.  During this time, DWSD management 
continues to run water and sewer operations, including 
the setting of rates. 







MAJOR PROJECTS IN PROGRESS 


 DWSD to be split into two legally-separate entities:  


 Detroit Retail – distribution system from de-mark point to 
residents / commercial entities.   Detroit Retail will be operated 
by the City and be responsible for, among other matters:  billings 
/ collections of City water and sewer services; infrastructure 
maintenance; and general operations akin to that of the 
suburban community water and sewer operations. 


 Authority – water / sewer plants’ operation and maintenance 
and distribution system up to City and suburban de-mark points. 


 Establishing an opening balance sheet of the above two 
legally-separate entities (DWSD and GLWA) effective July 1, 
2015 – who gets what assets and liabilities? 







MAJOR PROJECTS IN PROGRESS 


 Revaluation of GLWA infrastructure assets effective July 1, 2015. 


 Split and / or coordination of field and backroom services (computer; 
accounting; legal; purchasing; etc.) between Detroit Retail and GLWA on 
July 1, 2015.   


 Development of the Water Residential Assistance Program (WRAP,  a low-
income assistance program) – to launch July 1, 2015.  


 Securing consent of current bondholders in the transfer of debt from DWSD 
to GLWA effective July 1, 2015. 


 Reaffirmation of the feasibility of the $50M lease payment and $4.5M 
WRAP 


 Dozens of other individual projects – many of which must be resolved so as 
to include the resolution of these matters in the City / GLWA lease 
agreement. 







What does the MOU say about ‘rate’ 
limitations presently being reported 
in the media?   


DWSD / GLWA – RATES VERSUS REVENUE 
REQUIREMENT OUTLINED IN THE MOU 







RATES VERSUS REVENUE REQUIREMENT 


 MOU states: 


“Each system, as a whole, is assumed to experience REVENUE 
REQUIREMENT increases of not more than 4% for each of the 
first ten years under the Authority management. The RATES and 
percentage increases for different customers MAY VARY in order 
to meet their specific revenue requirements.” (Emphasis added). 


 Revenue requirement refers to the DWSD’s budgeted operating 
revenues, not rates used to calculate the operating revenues. 


 Articles of Incorporation (Art. 5-C) cites several automatic 
dissolution provisions – one being:  if the lease agreement differs in 
any material respect (e.g. in this case, the 4% cap) from the MOU. 







RATES VERSUS REVENUE REQUIREMENT 


 Revenue requirement (budgeted operating revenues) is a product 
of: 
 
 Rates (prices paid for the service) times  
 Units (consumption of water volume used) equals  
 Revenue requirements (e.g. budgeted operating revenues). 


 
 Water revenue requirements are based on a combination of a 


fixed charge (40% in FY-2015 and 60% in FY-2016) and 
consumption (usage). 
 


 Sewer revenue requirements (effective July 1, 2014) are based 
almost exclusively on fixed charges to communities based on the 
relative usage of the system by community over the past several 
years (to be adjusted periodically). 
 
 







RATE COST COMPOSITION 


 Water and sewer rates are expected to cover costs, including: 
 
 Operations and maintenance – much of which are fixed in short and 


near-term. 
 Debt service payments – principal and interest (fixed). 
 Plan of Adjustment bankruptcy cost increases, offset by the effect of 


obligation eliminations for retirees’ healthcare and debt (fixed). 
 Lease payment of $50M and WRAP payment of $4.5M (fixed). 
 Internally-generated cash flow for capital needs (whatever is leftover). 


 
 The water and sewer rates developed by the DWSD have not 


specifically contemplated any provision for the resolution of the 
water and sewer combined accumulated deficit as of June 30, 2013 
(latest information available) of $517M or operating losses, if any, in 
FY-2014 and FY-2015. 


 







RATES UNDER CONSIDERATION BY DWSD BOWC 


 Proposed rates effective July 1, 2015 – Feb. 11, 2015 BOWC: 
                                                    Water     Sewer   Total 
 


 Suburban wholesale                 11.3%       1.1%       6.4% 
 Detroit retail - Note                     3.4%      16.7%     12.8%  
 Combined system                      9.3%        6.0%       7.4% 


 
Note – Detroit retail rates are subject to the approval of the City 
Council.  In addition, Detroit’s administration is pursuing actions to 
mitigate the rates currently under consideration by the BOWC. 


 
 Several public hearings are or have been scheduled on the 


rate increases with the DWSD BOWC expected to act on the 
rates on March 11, 2015. 







CAUSES FOR WATER RATE INCREASES 


 Water volume (consumption used) declines for: 


 Overstatement of ‘committed’ contract volumes by suburban customers 
essentially ‘promising’ more revenues than actual purchases in the past. 


 Actual billings for water use were consistently less than committed contract volumes.


 Rates now revised to reflect volume losses properly by increasing the fixed cost
component from 40% to 60% and basing the volumes used through a 24-month average
of actual usage.


 Flint leaving the water system April 2014 (FY-2014 and FY-2015 suburban rates 
were not adjusted; adjusted for FY-2016).  2-3% loss. 


 ‘Greening’ of system and general national trend of volume declines. 


 Weather-related declines - past two years were colder and wetter. 







DWSD / GLWA - OTHER 


 Other general information: 


 DWSD reduced its staff from roughly 2,800 circa FY-2002 to just under 
1,400 on January 1, 2015.  Further reductions are contemplated. 


 OPEB obligations and pension certificates of participation substantially 
reduced (largely offset by increased pension payments) in bankruptcy, 
offset, in large part, by pension increased and bankruptcy consulting 
fees. 


 Detroit water loss of up to 150 million gallons per day on average in the 
Detroit / Dearborn.  Lease payment to target for remedial action. 


 WRAP (roughly $4.5M annually) to assist retail, residential customers 
(including suburban retail customers) who need help in paying their 
water / sewer bills.  Criteria under development. 







Robert J. Daddow, Deputy County Executive and 
    Chairman of the Great Lakes Water Board 
248 / 858-1650 
daddowr@oakgov.com 


Thank You – Questions / Answers 
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