REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY — FEBRUARY 24, 2016
7:30 PM
CITY COMMISSION ROOM
151 MARTIN STREET, BIRMINGHAM

A. Roll Call

B. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the regular meeting of January 27, 2016
C. Chairpersons’ Comments

D. Review of the Agenda

E. Final Site Plan Reviews

1. 1193 Floyd, Vacant Building (former salon) — Application for Final Site Plan

Review to allow construction of a new 8 unit residential building (Postponed
from January 13, 2016).

369 — 397 N. OIld Woodward (Brookside Terrace Condominiums)—
Application for Final Site Plan Review to allow construction of a new 5 story
mixed use building.

F. Preliminary Site Plan Reviews

1. 856 N. Old Woodward, Vacant land — Application for Preliminary Site Plan

Review to allow construction of new mixed use building with first floor retail and
residential above (Postponed from January 13, 2016).

G. Rezoning Applications

1. 412 E. Frank Street (taupe building) — 420 E. Frank Street (Frank Street

Bakery), being Lots 31 and 32 and the west 32’ of lots 3 & 4, Blakeslee Addition
- Request to rezone 412 E. Frank from R3 — Single Family Residential to B2B —
General Business and request to rezone 420 E. Frank from B1 — Neighborhood
Business to B2B — General Business.

191 N. Chester Street, First Church of Christ, Scientist - Request to rezone
from TZ1 — Transition Zone to TZ3 — Transition Zone (Postponed to April 27,
2016).

H. Meeting Open to the Public for items not on the Agenda
I.  Miscellaneous Business and Communications:

a. Communications

b. Administrative Approval Correspondence

C.

Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting (March 9, 2016)

d. Other Business

J. Planning Division Action Items
a. Staff Report on Previous Requests
b. Additional Items from tonight's meeting

K. 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 the 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 algin tipo de ayuda para la participacion en esta sesion publica deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la
ciudad en el nimero (248) 530-1800 o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunién para solicitar ayuda a la
movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964).
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 27, 2016
City Commission Room
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan

Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on
January 27, 2016. Chairman Scott Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Present: Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Robin Boyle, Stuart Jeffares, Bert
Koseck, Gillian Lazar; Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate
Board Member Daniel Share

Absent: Board Member Gillian Lazar

Administration:  Matthew Baka, Senior Planner
John Connaughton, Fire Chief
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary

01-13-16

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING
OF JANUARY 13, 2016

Motion by Mr. Boyle
Seconded by Mr. Williams to approve the Minutes of January 13, 2016 as
presented.

Motion carried, 6-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Boyle, Williams, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Share
Nays: None

Abstain: Whipple-Boyce

Absent: Lazar

01-14-16
CHAIRPERSON’S COMMENTS

The chairman welcomed the new alternate board member, Lisa Prasad, who was
present in the audience.



01-15-16
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

» The second study session item, Zoning Ordinance Amendments, was pulled from
the agenda so that staff could complete more work on it. It will be brought back
at a future session.

01-16-16
COURTESY REVIEW
1. Chesterfield Fire Station

The Fire Chief along with the design team from Sidock Group, Inc were present to
present a revised concept. They have taken into consideration some of the comments
from the Planning Board and the Architectural Review Committee ("ARC").

Mr. Stacy Peterson, Principal Architect from Sidock Group, gave a quick overview of
what has taken place since last time. They have tried to incorporate suggestions from
the boards into their plans, such as glazing issues, additional landscaping, and creating
a respite area along the walkways. Their main goal has been to add a little more
pizzazz to the plans. They were able to move the transformer and the emergency
generator from the front to the rear of the building. They offer two solutions for
consideration over the mezzanine area: an eyebrow roof, and the ARC recommendation
of a sloped roof.

In response to a question from Mr. Koseck, Ms. Ecker clarified that the ARC saw a
different layout than this latest presentation.

Mr. Peterson introduced his colleague, Mr. George Picacus, Director of Architecture and
Urban Design for the Sidock Group, who took a prominent role in development of the
new design.

Mr. Koseck commented there are things in this design that would not be allowed in
private development, for example:

e A surface parking lot that extends out in front of the face of a building.

e The dumpster is pushed right up against the wall between it and a single-family

residence. Why can't it be inside the building or adjacent to it.

He added it would be helpful to see this project in its context. The board had requested
that information at the last meeting. Responding to Mr. Koseck, Mr. Peterson described
why he feels the floor plan could not be a mirror image of their proposal.

Lastly, Mr. Koseck thought the sign should say "Birmingham Fire Station, Chesterfield
Branch" rather than "Chesterfield Fire Station."

Mr. Williams thought this is too much building jammed into too little space. He

understands that Mr. O'Meara doesn't want to relocate the utility lines that run down the
middle of the property, but this is a 50 year project. The City has made a mistake. If the
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sewers have to be relocated to make the building fit the site, that should be done. The
building is too close to Chesterfield; it should extend further east and less north/south.

Mr. Jeffares was in total agreement. Additionally, he objected to the use of translucent
panels on a major thoroughfare. He has not seen the proposed park bench in
Birmingham; it is not one of the standard benches.

Chairman Clein appreciated the changes in the architecture. However, it still would not
receive his vote of approval if the board was voting on the issues that were brought up.
Little things in addition:

e The sidewalk treatment at the rear parking area is incorrect.

e The sheer size of the drive approach onto Maple Rd. confounds him.

Comments from the public were heard at 8 p.m.

Mr. Bob Ziegelman, Robert Ziegelman Architects, said he was the architect for the
Adams St. Fire Station which has a curved roof. This curved roof ties the two buildings
together. He agrees with all of the board's comments and agrees the building should be
widened out and placed back from the street.

Mr. J.C. Cataldo, 271 Chesterfield, thanked the Planning Board and the ARC for all the
work they have put into this plan. He commented on the public process and feels there
is a lack of public notification for a publicly funded project. This is a major construction
project costing the taxpayers millions of dollars and hardly anyone knows of it. The
notification sign on the site has disappeared and there has been no notice about
tonight's meeting. Mr. Cataldo thought public projects should be brought to the same
high standards as private projects.

Mr. Jonathan Hoffly, 443 Wellesley, agreed this is a large project pounded onto a small
parcel. He said the City is very antiquated in the way it notifies the public.

Mr. Koseck thought it would be a wonderful thing if the neighbors could be included in a
design workshop. He talked to someone on the ARC today. They have not seen this
presentation nor are they happy with the design.
Ms. Ecker established that the final authority to review the plans and go to construction
will come from the City Commission. Mr. Boyle suggested this board should
communicate to the Commission that they need to review the process before they
review this project. Ms. Ecker replied that will be passed along. Mr. Williams added he
doesn't like the process and he doesn't like the result.

01-17-16
STUDY SESSION ITEMS
1. D-5 Gateway District

Ms. Ecker recalled the owners of the 555 S. Old Woodward Building are interested in
renovating the existing building and adding new residential units along S. Old
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Woodward Ave., as well as adding an addition to the south of the existing residential
tower for new retail space and residential units. The Building Official has previously
ruled that some changes to the existing legal non-conforming building may be
permitted. However, the scale and scope of the renovations and additions that the
property owner would like to implement exceed what would be permitted as
maintenance.

In order to renovate and expand the existing building, the owners of the 555 S. Old
Woodward Building are requesting a Zoning Ordinance amendment to create a new D-
5: Downtown Gateway Over Five Stories zoning classification in the Downtown
Birmingham Overlay District which would essentially render the existing building as a
legal, conforming building that could then be renovated and expanded.

On May 13, 2015, the Planning Board began discussing the applicant's proposal to
create a new D-5: Downtown Gateway Over Five Stories zoning classification in the
Downtown Birmingham Overlay District.

At several subsequent meetings the Planning Board further discussed the ways that the
building could be modified and improved as a conforming structure and not through the
use of variance requests. On September 30, 2015, board members continued to agree
that any new development or renovations should include pedestrian scaled design and
uses on the first floor There was no consensus on whether only the 555 S. Old
Woodward Ave. property should be placed in a new overlay classification or whether
this should extend north to Brown St. along Woodward Ave.

The applicant has submitted a revised draft with suggestions as to what they would like
to see in the ordinance. An ordinance to amend Article 3, section 3.01, 3.02 and 3.04 of
the Birmingham Zoning Ordinance incorporates staff's draft based on the Planning
Board's comments, and has notes as to what the applicant was seeking.

Two potential zoning classifications are up for discussion: The D-5: Downtown Nine
Stories and D-6: Downtown Over Nine Stories.

Mr. Share thought there are two separate questions. One relates to the 555 Building
and whether or not it ought to be allowed to become conforming; separately, there is a
guestion about general planning principles.

Mr. Boyle's opinion was there are three issues: the building itself; the corridor; and
thirdly how to move forward with the details on S. Old Woodward Ave.

Mr. Williams stated the board should focus on the 555 Building and come up with a
practical solution. The problem is that the building isn't right and it needs to be
improved.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce said the question is whether a new zoning classification needs to be
created, or can the applicant go through the variance process and achieve the same
result.



Mr. Rick Rattner, 380 N. Old Woodward Ave., spoke on behalf of the building owners,
Mr. Bruce Thal and Mr. Jack Reinhart, who were present. Additionally, the architect,
Mr. Bob Ziegelman, was there to answer questions relative to the building. Mr. Rattner
showed a few slides. He made two requests: first that the Zoning Ordinance be
amended to accommodate their building; and second that the zoning map include the
petitioner's property.

He suggested that in all of the Overlay Districts the Planning Board pass a waiver
provision that allows the board to accommodate slight waivers from the ordinance that
are design related. The Board of Zoning Appeals ("BZA") may not be the proper appeal
board to accommodate the needs of a form based zone. Additionally, he emphasized
this is certainly not spot zoning. The idea is to modify the ordinance to make a non-
conforming building one that should obviously be conforming in order to allow the owner
to make improvements. Mr. Rattner requested that the proposed ordinance be moved
forward to a public hearing.

In response to the Chairman, Mr. Rattner said the upper part of the building can be re-
skinned as maintenance and repair of a non-conforming use. Mr. Johnson has already
approved the apartment building but not the office building. If they want to do anything
to the lower part of the building they will be held to a standard of expanding a non-
conforming use. Their problem with going through the variance process is that
variances are very difficult to get and there would be many of them needed.

Mr. Williams agreed the building needs to be improved. However, these are legal
issues and they should go to the City Attorney.

Chairman Clein summarized that the board has come to the conclusion that it needs to
focus on the 555 Building. The rest of the corridor is a different discussion. The board
concluded that a sub-committee consisting of Ms. Ecker, Mr. Rattner, the City Attorney,
and two board members could have a discussion on this in an open meeting forum. Mr.
Share and Mr. Koseck volunteered to represent the Planning Board in the deliberations.

The chairman invited comments from the public at 9:13 p.m.

Mr. Bob Ziegelman reminded the board that Andres Duany came back to Birmingham in
2014 and as part of his critique he stated the 555 Building should be improved. His
whole idea was to finish off the 2016 Plan; it wasn't to study the rest of the corridor.

Mr. Paul Reagan, 997 Purdy, said he is encouraged by the discussion. No one wants
the building to deteriorate. He is glad that the Planning Board is not going beyond what
was asked for, which is to restore the building. That is about how far it should go. Right
now there is real competition for parking on S. Old Woodward Ave. Imagine what
expanding the density of that building would do to the neighborhood. Lastly, he was
shocked to hear the petitioner had a hand in drafting ordinance language for rezoning.

The Planning Board's consensus was to establish a sub-committee as discussed.

01-18-16



2. Zoning Ordinance Amendments (postponed)
01-19-16
3. 2016-2017 Planning Board Action List

Mr. Baka led the discussion. Board members agreed that items 8 and 9 regarding
garage doors, garage houses and dormers could go together, as they relate to single-
family zones.

Chairman Clein suggested removing or demoting items 10 and 11 having to do with
alleys and passages and Triangle District implementation.

Ms. Ecker recommended changing the name of item 1 to "Southern Gateway."
4, Outdoor Storage

Mr. Baka recalled that on April 10, 2013, the Planning Board began the discussion of
outdoor display and storage issues around the City. Planning Board members reviewed
the existing ordinance language, and requested staff to prepare draft ordinance
language to define outdoor display and outdoor storage. In general the approach to
outdoor display, sales and storage throughout the Zoning Ordinance is inconsistent and
scattered. Board members felt that each use should be distinguished by the short-term
or long-term nature of the outdoor display and that limited hours should be considered.

On April 24 and August 28, 2013, the Planning Board continued the discussion on
outdoor storage/display and commented on the draft ordinance changes provided by
the Planning Dept. Suggestions on the amount of outdoor display ranged from setting a
percentage limit of the gross square footage of the floor area of the primary building to
allowing unlimited display but requiring high standards of maintenance and screening.
There was also discussion regarding the use of parking spaces for display and it was
suggested that displays in parking spaces not be counted against the parking
requirement.

The draft ordinance language presented was intended to reflect the Planning Board's
comments. Other factors the board may wish to consider are whether outdoor storage
and/or display should be permitted in the O-1, B-1, or B-3 Zones. As currently drafted,
neither activity is permitted in those zones.

Mr. Baka thought the board should start by focusing on the outdoor display standards.
It may be advisable to put a limit on how high people can store products. Item A (4) in
Section 4.65 SD-04 states seasonal or temporary display areas may occupy three
parking spaces or 20% of the parking lot, whichever is more.

Mr. Koseck noted that none of the standards will work unless someone is policing them.
He thought propane, ice machines, etc. should be pushed around the corner or to the
rear. Ms. Whipple-Boyce said gas stations and convenience stores are the main
offenders. Maybe the board needs to get more specific about those businesses. Wiper
fluid could be sold from the inside of the building. She also thought other items left
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outside such as picnic tables and barbeques might be addressed. Mr. Share said the
outdoor displays should be brought in at night and the various blue beasts kept out of
the front.
Mr. Baka indicated he will switch the language in Item A (4) in Section 4.65 to say that
temporary display areas may occupy three parking spaces or 20% of the parking lot,
whichever is less. Ms. Ecker stated that staff will run several sites through the draft
ordinance, and provide pictures of the selected sites from all sides so that the board can
evaluate how this ordinance would apply.
There was no discussion from the public at 10:03 p.m.
01-20-16
MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA (none)
01-21-16
MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS AND COMMUNICATIONS

a. Communications

» Mr. Share described the parking garages in Miami Beach that absolutely
enhance the community.

b. Administrative Approval Correspondence (none)

C. Draft Agenda for the Reqular Planning Board Meeting on February 24, 2016

1193 Floyd — Final Site Plan & Design Review;

856 N. Old Woodward Ave. - Preliminary Site Plan;
Brookside Terrace - Final Site Plan & Design Review;
420 and 412 E. Frank St. - Rezoning; and

191 Chester, First Church of Christ Scientist — Rezoning.

VVVVY

d. Other Business

» Ms. Ecker advised that the bistro selected by the City Commission in October
2015 to move forward for consideration of a 2016 bistro license did not submit a
SLUP application prior to the 90 day deadline.

» It was noted that PDFs from the City lock up or take forever to open.

01-22-16

PLANNING DIVISION ACTION ITEMS

a. Staff report on previous requests (none)

b. Additional items from tonight’s meeting (none)
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01-23-16
ADJOURNMENT

No further business being evident, board members motioned to adjourn at 10:10 p.m.

Jana Ecker
Planning Director
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Planning Division

DATE: February 16, 2016

TO: Planning Board

FROM: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Final Site Plan Review for 1193 Floyd Street

The subject site, 1193 Floyd, contains an existing building that is currently vacant (previously a
beauty salon) and the associated parking lot. The 0.23 acre site is located on Floyd, two blocks
west of the E. Lincoln and Woodward intersection. The applicant is proposing to demolish the
existing building and construct a two-story, 8-unit multi-family residential building and parking
facility. The preliminary site plan approval was based on a 12 unit building. However, in order
to meet the Building Code requirements the applicant has reduced the number of units within
the building to eight (8). All barrier free requirements have now been met.

On July 8, 2015, the Planning Board approved the Preliminary Site Plan review with the
following conditions:

1. Applicant relocate the building as required to meet building placement standards;

2. Applicant provide dimensioned elevation drawings of all story heights and step backs
showing height, setback, and dimensional requirements are met;

3. Add required wooden gates to dumpster enclosure;

4. Submit specification sheets for all mechanical equipment and screening at Final Site Plan
review;

5. Applicant submit a detailed landscape plan meeting all landscape and streetscape
standards at Final Site Plan review;

6. Applicant update the photometric plan to meet all lighting standards;

7. Compliance with the Engineering, Building and Fire Dept. requirements; and

8. The applicant provides material samples and signage details at Final Site Plan review.

On November 11, 2015 the applicant appear before the Planning Board for Final Site Plan
approval. At that time the applicant was postponed to allow additional time to resolve the
Building Code and easement issues.

The Final Site Plan review and attached summary analysis provides the required and proposed
bulk, area, and placement regulations for the proposed project based on O-1 provisions.

1.0 Land Use and Zoning

1.1  Existing Land Use — The existing site is vacant.




1.2 Zoning — The site analysis has been based on the regulations of the O-1, Office
zone. The surrounding uses appear to conform to the permitted uses of their
respective Zoning Districts.

1.3 Summary of Adjacent Land Use and Zoning - The following chart summarizes
existing land use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of the subject site.

North South East West
Existing . St. James | Retail/
Land Use Commercial Park Commercial YMCA
EX|s't|ng Bl PP, Public B-l', R-4,' Two
Zoning Neighborhood Propert Neighborhood Family
District Business perty Business Residential

2.0 Setback and Height Requirements

The proposed project meets all setback and height restrictions of the O-1 district. The applicant
has shifted the building 5’ to the north to eliminate the need for an access easement in St.
James Park. Please see the attached zoning compliance summary sheet for a detailed analysis.

3.0 Screening and Landscaping

3.1 Dumpster Screening — The applicant is proposing a dumpster enclosure along the
eastern property line. The applicant has proposed a masonry screen enclosure with
stained cedar wood swing doors. However, the dimensions of the enclosure are not
indicated on the plans. The applicant must provide plans that specify a
minimum 6’ enclosure wall, which is in accordance with Article 4; section
4.53 C (7) of the Zoning Ordinance.

3.2 Parking Lot Screening — All parking facilities must be screened in accordance with
Article 4, section 4.53 of the Zoning Ordinance. A minimum 32” masonry screen wall
is required and proposed along the front (west) lot line on the street. The applicant
is proposing to install a 3' screenwall along the west property line. In accordance
with Article 04 section 4.54 D (3) no screenwall is required when a parking area
abuts another parking lot along the side or rear lot lines. This provision applies to the
east and north property lines.

3.3 Mechanical Equipment Screening — The applicant proposes to have no rooftop
mechanical equipment, therefore no rooftop screening is required. The plans
propose 4 ground-mounted 27.5” tall Goodman GS13 Split System Air Conditioner
units and a 48" tall transformer along the east exterior wall. The plans indicate that
the AC units and transformer will be screened from the southern view with two (2)




4.0

3.4

3.5

Miss Kim Lilac trees, which are deciduous trees. Deciduous trees are not
recommended for screening proposes. The Planning Division recommends that
the applicant be required to select an evergreen planting in lieu of the lilac
bush.

Landscaping — According to Article 4, Section 4.20 of the Zoning Ordinance, the O-1
district does not have any landscaping requirements. The applicant proposes
planting a row of 9, 6’ tall Mission Arborvitaes, 17 Feather Reed Grass, and 4 Miss
Kim Lilacs along the east property line. Along the south property line the applicant is
proposing four (4) green velvet boxwoods and eight (8) Annabelle hydrangea. In
addition, the plan proposes a new hedge consisting of 2, 24” tall Snowmound
Spireas and one (1) Cleveland Select Pear tree to abut the masonry screen wall
between the parking lot and sidewalk along the front lot line and two Cleveland
Select Pear trees located in the right of way.

Parking lot - Since the proposed development includes a parking lot with less than
20 spaces that is less than 7,500 square feet in area, there are no parking lot
landscape requirements.

Parking, Loading and Circulation

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Parking — In accordance with Article 4, section 4.42 of the Zoning Ordinance, 12
parking spaces are required for the proposed multi-family residential building (8
units X 1.5 spaces per unit). The applicant is proposing a total of 12 parking
spaces, 1 of which is barrier free. All of the proposed spaces meet or exceed the
180 sq.ft. area requirement. Additionally, the applicant proposes a bicycle rack to
be installed next to the east property line that can hold up to 11 bikes.

Loading — In accordance with Article 4, section 4.21LD-01 of the Zoning
Ordinance, no loading spaces are required. Accordingly, the applicant does not
propose any loading spaces.

Vehicular Circulation and Access — The proposed development includes the
improvement of an existing curb cut off of Floyd with a 20’ driveway. The plans
indicate a 20’ aisle width to allow two-way circulation. The proposed drive
widths on the interior of the site appear adequate for proper maneuvering within
the site given the circulation flow and residential use.

Pedestrian Circulation and Access — The applicant proposes to maintain the
existing sidewalk along Floyd Street. The applicant is also proposing 6.5’ wide
pedestrian walks along the southern edge of the parking lot to connect the
entrances to the public sidewalk and the parking lot.

Streetscape - One street tree is required for every 40’ of street frontage. The
property has 106’ of frontage on Floyd Street requiring 3 street trees. However,
the applicant is proposing to remove the existing 17” caliper Sycamore tree. The
Department of Public Services has indicated that it is City policy that when an
existing tree is removed then a minimum of one tree per 3” of caliper must



5.0

6.0

replace the tree that was removed. In this instance, the removal of the 17” tree
would require 6 new trees to be planted. The applicant is currently proposing to
plant two Cleveland Select Pear trees in the right of way. The Department of
Public Services stated that they would consider allowing the reminder of the
required trees to be planted in St. James Park if there is not sufficient room
along the subject site. The applicant will need to meet with City staff to
finalize the location of the four (4) additional street trees. There is an
existing 6’ sidewalk along Floyd. The applicant is proposing to remove and
replace existing sidewalk as necessary for utility installation. The applicant is not
proposing any benches or trash receptacles in the public right-of-way.

Lighting

The applicant has submitted a revised lighting plan. The applicant is now proposing 9
recessed aluminum down lights, Lithonia Reality 6” LED, to be mounted 10 feet from
ground level along the north elevation of the building. Each fixture will contain one 14.2
watt downlit LED lamp. The applicant is also proposing 1 Lithonia DSX1 LED, black
aluminum, cut-off fixture to be mounted 16 feet from the ground on a pole within the
parking lot. This fixture will contain one 130.4 watt lamp. Additionally, the fc illumination
levels in the circulation area have a maximum to minimum ratio of variation of 5.3:1. In
accordance with Article 4, Section 4.21, F (3), the maximum to minimum ratio of
variation of luminance in the circulation areas must be no greater than 20:1. Also, all of
the foot-candle levels at the property line are below the 1.5 fc maximum. Thus, the
photometric plan meets all requirements.

Departmental Reports

6.1 Engineering Division — The applicant will need to get the following permits:

- ROW Permit
- Sidewalk Permit

6.2 Department of Public Services — The Department of Public Services provided the
following comments:

1. Floyd is a dead end street and thus low priority for snow plowing. Snow is
also plowed from the parking lot for the park into Floyd Street;

2. Removal of the 17" Sycamore tree on Floyd Street will require that one tree
for every 3” of caliper be planted in its place;

3. Property owner must haul away snow from the parking lot or pile in the lot,
cannot push snow out onto Floyd street;

4. Lastly, the YMCA sets up a large white canopy in the grassy area directly
adjacent to this property.

6.3 Fire Department — No concerns reported at this time.

6.4 Police Department — No concerns at this time.
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6.5 Building Division — The Building Division will provided comments on the revised plans
prior to the 02.24.16 Planning Board meeting.

Design Review

The applicant will provide material samples at the Planning Board meeting on February
24, 2016, and has provided digital images of the materials. The materials proposed are
as follows:

o Grey, “Capitol Iron Spot” smooth brick and grey, smooth lap fiber cement panels
for the majority of the building elevations;

e Aluminum and glass windows;
Grey, laser cut, decorative metal screen panels for rooftop screening and balcony
railing;
Stained, western red cedar wood doors; and

o Wood-like stained cedar lap fiber cement panels on balcony walls.

West Elevation

The front elevation of the 8-unit, multi-family residential building that faces Floyd Street
is proposed to be primarily constructed of grey masonry brick with gray fiber cement
siding as an accent. The balcony area is sided with wood-like fiber cement lap and
guarded with a decorative metal screen panel. There are eight (8) clear glass windows
proposed for the front elevation, each encased with aluminum frames. The proposed
signage that displays the building’s address is split between the corner that joins the
west and north walls. The front elevation will display the word “Floyd” in 8” grey
metal/acrylic letters that are illuminated.

East Elevation

The east elevation is proposed to be primarily gray masonry brick and grey fiber cement
lap siding. This elevation is virtually identical to the west elevation, excluding the metal
clad overhang with signage.

North Elevation

The north elevation that faces the parking lot is proposed to be constructed of gray fiber
cement lap siding and grey masonry brick. The north elevation has 16 clear glass
windows. Eight (8) glass doors are located on the north elevation that each lead to an
interior staircase. A metal clad overhang sits above each door. The other half of the
proposed address signage is located at the far right edge of the north elevation and will
display the number “1193” in 8” numbers.

South Elevation

The south elevation that faces the park is proposed to be constructed primarily of grey
masonry brick on the first floor and gray fiber cement lap siding on the upper floors.
There are twelve (12) 8'x8’ windows on this elevation as well as four door walls, one for
each upper unit. Four of the upper most windows have wood-like fiber cement lap
surrounds. Also seen from this elevation are decorative metal screen balcony railings
that complement the gray fiber cement lap siding.




8.0

9.0

Signage

The applicant is proposing an 8” high metal wall sign, 6" in length that displays the
address above an overhang at the northwest corner of the building, for a total of 4.5
sqg.ft. of signage. This sign will consist of gray metal/acrylic letters that will be
illuminated at no more than .08 fc. Address signs are permitted with illumination
provided they are 8” in height or less. Thus, the proposed address sign complies with
the Sign Ordinance.

Approval Criteria

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.

Recommendation

Based on a review of the site plan revisions submitted, the Planning Division finds that
the proposed site plan meets the requirements of Article 7, section 7.27 of the Zoning
Ordinance and recommends that the Planning Board APPROVE of the Final Site Plan for
1193 Floyd with the following conditions:

1. Applicant provide evergreen plantings in lieu of the lilac trees to fully screen the
transformer and all ground-mounted mechanical;

2. Add 4 additional street trees to be planted in the general area of the site and/or St.
James Park as approved by City staff; and

3. Provide revised plans that indicate that the dumpster enclosure is 6’ high or obtain a
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

10.0 Sample Motion Language



Motion to APPROVE the Final Site Plan for 1193 Floyd Street subject to the following
conditions:

1. Applicant provide evergreen plantings in lieu of the lilac trees to fully screen the
transformer and all ground-mounted mechanical;

2. Add 4 additional street trees to be planted in the general area of the site and/or St.
James Park as approved by City staff; and

3. Provide revised plans that indicate that the dumpster enclosure is 6’ high or obtain a
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

OR

Motion to POSTPONE the Final Site Plan for 1193 Floyd, pending receipt of the following:

OR

Motion to DENY the Final Site Plan for 1193 Floyd.



PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, JULY 8, 2015

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW

1193 Floyd (former salon)
Request for approval of Preliminary Site Plan to allow the construction of a new two-story
residential building

Chairman Clein and Mr. Share announced their intention to recuse themselves on this matter
and Ms. Lazar took over the chair for the review.

Ms. Ecker provided background. The subject site contains an existing building that is currently
vacant (previously the site of a beauty salon) and the associated parking lot. The 0.23 acre site
is located on Floyd, two blocks west of the E. Lincoln and Woodward Ave. intersection. The
applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building and construct a two-story,12-unit multi-
family residential building and parking facility.

The parcel is located in a district that is currently in the process of being rezoned from O-1,
Office to TZ-2, Transition Zone. The rezoning has been recommended for approval by the
Planning Board and is pending a determination of approval by the City Commission. The Zoning
Map from 2000 showed O-1 zoning for the property when it should have been B-1. The
Building Official has ruled that a use variance is not required as the property has been
determined to be zoned as O-1 office. The proposal generally complies with the standards of
0O-1 in regards to bulk, area, and placement. Lighting and landscape standards are the same in
O-1and TZ-2.

Mr. Williams observed there is no grade level entrance to any of the 12 units. Ms. Ecker
indicated accessibility is required for some but not all of the units; however the Building Official
intends to look further into the Code to see if there is a provision that would allow this.

Design Review

The materials for the proposed residential building are as follows:
* Brick masonry and fiber cement panels for the majority of the building
elevations;
* Aluminum and glass windows;
» Decorative metal screen panels for rooftop screening and balcony railing; and
* Wood-like fiber cement panels on balcony walls.

No material samples or manufacturer details have been provided at this time. A full
design review will be conducted the time of Final Site Plan Review.

Signage
The applicant is proposing an 18 in. high metal wall sign. No drawings or material samples
have been provided at this time. The applicant will be required to obtain approval from the
Design Review Board for all signage as well as a sign permit prior to installation.
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Mr. Chuck DiMaggio from Burton Katzman said he appreciates review of the project under
the O-1 Zoning District. He introduced Mr. John Skoke and Ms. Elise Beatrice, project with
Mclntosh Poris Assoc.

Mr. Skoke described the project and indicated their approach has been to take advantage of
the park. They are playing with a minimal palate with natural glazing and orientation to the
park. They will address accessibility from the parking lot to the front doors as well as what is
required by the Building Code inside. They plan to comply with everything by the time they
come back for Final Site Plan approval.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce asked if there was ever a live/work consideration. She observed there is
so much going on in the surrounding area and there is not even a walkway out to the park.
Mr. Skoke replied it is possible to walk to the park on the public sidewalk.

In the past the market has not responded well to this building from a commercial point of
view. It is so removed from any kind of through street that it doesn't have the kind of visibility
that retail people are looking for today. Further, live/work has not been very successful In a lot
of instances and that is why they are thinking more in terms of straight apartment units. The
units range from about 600 - 800 sg. ft. and should rent for

$12 hundred to $13 hundred/month.

Mr. Williams stated that Birmingham has a dearth of these types of smaller units at that price
point. Therefore, he thinks these would be a positive. Further he likes the fact they will be
quiet and residential. Mr. Jeffares thought they would attract the next generation of
Birmingham. Mr. Boyle agreed this is what Birmingham needs. However, he wanted to see
some materials that are fitting for that price and that area. Also, he was worried that there is
no space for storage.

Because of all the concerns that have been voiced, Ms. Whipple-Boyce announced she is not
comfortable with moving ahead with the review.

Chairperson Lazar called for comments from the public at 9 p.m.

Mr. Jerry Siponiac, owner of the strip center directly east, said all of the utilities are along the
east property line. He thought they should be redone or put under ground. Also, he doesn't
see any landscaping between the two buildings. He is not sure how snow removal will be
accomplished. He can see some tenants parking in their area in the event the YMCA is busy.
There will be a challenge for people trying to get out onto Lincoln from Floyd. Further, in that
the applicant plans residential units three-quarters under ground, he pointed out the sewers in
that area are not very deep and a number of basements have flooded, especially during heavy
rains.

Motion by Mr. Boyle
Seconded by Mr. Williams to move 1193 Floyd forward with the City's suggested conditions:
1. Applicant relocate the building as required to meet building placement
standards;
2. Applicant provide dimensioned elevation drawings of all story heights and step backs
showing height, setback, and dimensional requirements are met;
3. Add required wooden gates to dumpster enclosure;



1193 Floyd Final Site Plan Review
November 11, 2015
Page 10 of 16

4. Submit specification sheets for all mechanical equipment and screening at Final Site
Plan review;

5. Applicant submit a detailed landscape plan meeting all landscape and
streetscape standards at Final Site Plan review;

6. Applicant update the photometric plan to meet all lighting standards;

7. Compliance with the Engineering, Building and Fire Dept. requirements; and

8. The applicant provide material samples and signage details at Final Site Plan review.

When the board sees the proposal in its final form they should be able to set it in the
environment and look at the materials and how they would work, taking into account the
gentleman's comments about working with the neighbors.

There was no discussion from the public at 9:12 p.m.

Motion carried, 4-1.

ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: Boyle, Williams, Lazar, Jeffares
Nays: Whipple-Boyce

Recused: Clein, Share

Absent: DeWeese, Koseck
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 11, 2015
City Commission Room
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan

Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on
November 11, 2015. Chairman Scott Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Present: Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Robin Boyle, Bert Koseck, Janelle
Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate Board Members Stuart Jeffares,
Daniel Share

Absent: Board Member Gillian Lazar; Student Representatives Scott Casperson,

Andrea Laverty

Administration:  Matthew Baka, Senior Planner
Sean Campbell, Asst. Planner
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary
11-223-15

FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW

1. 1193 Floyd St., vacant building (former salon)
Application for Final Site Plan Review to allow construction of a new 12 unit
residential building

Mr. Share and Chairman Clein recused themselves from this review and Mr. Boyle took
over as temporary Chair for this hearing.

Ms. Ecker advised the subject site contains an existing building that is currently vacant
along with the associated parking lot. The 0.23 acre site is located on Floyd St. two
blocks west of the E. Lincoln and Woodward Ave. intersection. The applicant is
proposing to demolish the existing building and construct a two-story, 12-unit multi-
family residential building and parking facility.

On July 8, 2015, the Planning Board approved the Preliminary Site Plan review with
several conditions.

The Final Site Plan Review provides the required and proposed bulk, area, and
placement regulations for the proposed project based on O-1 provisions, as the

City Commission did not rezone the property to TZ-2 as proposed by the Planning
Board.
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In order to meet the screening requirement, the height of the mechanical equipment
screenwall must be greater than or equal to the height of the proposed mechanical unit.
The applicant will be required to increase the height of the plantings to fully
screen the mechanical units or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning
Appeals ("BZA"). The applicant has advised that they will increase the height of the
plantings to meet the requirements.

The lighting as originally proposed in the photometric plan exceeded the maximum level
of 1.5 fc at the north lot line. The applicant is also proposing one Lithonia DSX1 LED
cut-off fixture to be mounted 16 ft. from the ground on a pole within the parking lot. The
fc illumination levels in the circulation area as originally submitted have a maximum to
minimum ratio of variation of 25.5:1. Article 4, Section 4.21 (F) (3) states the maximum
to minimum ratio of variation of luminance in the circulation areas must be no greater
than 20:1. The applicant advised that they will downsize the size of the bulb in the
proposed parking lot fixture. The applicant has submitted a revised photometric plan
that meets all requirements.

In accordance with accessibility requirements of Section1107.6.2 of the Michigan
Building Code, a number of the dwelling units will need to comply with accessibility
standards. As proposed, none of the units comply as they are all accessed by
stairways.

Design Review
Material samples were provided along with digital images of the materials. The
materials proposed are as follows:
* Grey, “Capitol Iron Spot” smooth brick and grey, smooth lap fiber cement
panels for the majority of the building elevations;
* Aluminum and glass windows;
* Grey, laser cut, decorative metal screen panels for rooftop screening and
balcony railing;
» Stained, western red cedar wood doors for the dumpster area; and
* Wood stained cedar lap fiber cement panels on balcony walls.

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to accept for filing an e-mail from Dana Markus and a
second e-mail from Scott Markus.

Motion carried, 5-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Jeffares, Boyle, Koseck, Whipple-Boyce
Nays: None

Recused: Clein, Share

Absent: Lazar
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West (Floyd St.) Elevation: The front elevation of the building is proposed to be
primarily constructed of grey masonry brick and grey fiber cement siding. There are two
upper-floor balconies and nine clear glass windows proposed. The front elevation
signage will display the word "Floyd" in grey metal/acrylic letters that are illuminated.

East Elevation: The east elevation is virtually identical to the west elevation, excluding
the overhang with signage.

North (parking lot) Elevation: The north elevation is proposed to be constructed primarily
of grey fiber cement lap siding and grey masonry brick and has 16 clear glass windows.
The other half of the proposed address signage is located at the far right edge of the
north elevation and will display the number "1193."

South (park facing) Elevation: The south elevation is proposed to be constructed
primarily of grey fiber cement lap siding and grey masonry brick. There are sixteen 8 ft.
x 8 ft. windows on the eight upper level units and each of the four garden level studios
has two 8 ft. x 3 ft. sliding windows that sit just above the ground.

Signage: An 8 in. high metal wall sign, 6 ft. in length that displays the address is
proposed at the northwest corner of the building for a total of 4 sq. ft. of signage. The
grey metal/acrylic letters will be illuminated at no more than .08 fc. Address signs are
permitted provided they are 8 in. in height or less. Therefore, the proposed sign
complies with the Sign Ordinance.

Mr. Williams thought if there have to be modifications to the layout of the building for the
purpose of accessibility the design will change. Ms. Ecker said that one of the options
is adding elevators to make sure one or more units are accessible.

Mr. Koseck noted if this project was adjacent to private property rather than a City park,
a firewall would be needed.

Mr. John Skoke and Ms. Elise Beatrice with McIntosh Poris Associates represented the
architect. Mr. Chuck DiMaggio from Burton Katzman was also present to represent the
property owners. Mr. Skoke noted there are nine total fixtures in the photometric.
There are four condensing units on the side of the building to service the lower level
apartments. The upper eight apartments have through-wall units. The sidewalk along
the west side of the building will be re-paved. An 6 ft. access easement is currently
being negotiated with the City along the park side for maintenance as well as for
construction access.

Mr. Chuck DiMaggio explained the 6 ft. easement along the south side of the property
will serve a number of purposes. They propose to put the cable lines underground in
the park. They also need a temporary construction easement for that side of the
building and a permanent maintenance easement for cleaning.
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Mr. Skoke said there is no firewall requirement for this project with its current
adjacencies even though they are building at the property line. With respect to
elevators, this building is not large enough to require elevators. Therefore, they are
separating the building into four smaller components with three structurally independent
units per component. Each component uses one entry door for its three units. This
creates a vertical separation of the building.

Mr. Koseck received clarification that the garden level unit is not considered a story. To
not qualify as a story, more than 50% of the floor-to-floor dimension must be below the
ground, and more than 50% of the lower floor is below ground.

Mr. Skoke explained the through-wall air conditioning units are located on the side wall
of the balconies. These are less expensive and easier to maintain than units placed on
the roof. The four units on the ground are not on the roof for that same reason. Ms.
Whipple-Boyce responded that she starts to worry when the design of a project is being
compromised by the budget.

It was noted the YMCA runs a day camp in that general area of the park.

Ms. Ecker read two letters into the record, one from Dana Markus and one from Scott
Markus, suggesting that the proposed development be denied.

The temporary Chair called for comments from members of the public at 9:40 p.m.

Mr. Fidon Taki, 632 Ruffner, explained most of the residents living in this neighborhood
are young families with kids. This building is not designed for families and is a negative
for their community.

Mr. Tom Alochefski, 631 Ruffner, said the proposed building doesn't seem to fit in with
the community environment. In his opinion it is an urban loft type style that contrasts
with its surroundings. Additionally, he is concerned that the City may give up public
park space.

Mr. Jess Ruud, 457 Catalpa, thought the development doesn't belong in this
neighborhood. Low-cost housing such as this will decrease their property values. It is a
bad design in a bad location. Most of the neighbors are strongly opposed. Therefore
he thought the board should reconsider.

Ms. Meredith Carol, 520 Catalpa, expressed her opposition to the proposal and named
others who wrote letters that generally indicated the proposed development doesn't
seem to be a good fit for the neighborhood.

Mr. Michael Poris, 527 Graton, spoke as a resident of Birmingham. The majority of the
units are 800 rather than 600 sq. ft. More than 50% of household residents in the U.S.
are singles. These apartments make Birmingham a homogenous place. In response to
Mr. Jeffares, Mr. DiMaggio said the rent structure will run from $1,500 to $2,000/month.
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Mr. Jeffares noted the dearth of affordable apartments in Birmingham and that this
project offers something the City doesn't have.

Mr. DiMaggio stated the property is zoned O-1 Office and that permits residential units.
They meet all of the Zoning Ordinance requirements at it relates to that. Burton
Katzman will do a good job maintaining the building and they know the City will be
proud of it.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce said she had hoped to see a true townhouse, not an attempt to be a
townhouse so as not to have to conform to the Disabilities Code. She was especially
disturbed by the below-grade garden level and the small size of the units. She feels this
site and this area deserves better.

Mr. Koseck noted this project contains a lot of oddities that concern him:

Someone's window is a foot and a half from his public park.

The City would be giving away rights to public property and for what purpose.
The project is out of place in this neighborhood. It should be in the Rail District.
The lower-level apartments are a basement.

Ms. Ecker was asked to read a list of permitted uses for this zoning. Mr. Jeffares
thought some of them were less desirable than this.

Mr. Williams stated the fact of the matter is that the zoning permits this type of
development. However, an explanation on the barrier-free aspect has not been
resolved. If the board is to proceed on this project he would like the Building Official to
attend the next meeting. Additionally, he agrees with the comment about the City's
position on the park. The City should decide first if it wants to give up rights that it has
in the park. After the City has made this decision he will vote one way or the other on
the project. He won't vote on anything assuming the City will agree.

Motion by Temporary Chairman Boyle

Seconded by Mr. Williams to postpone this discussion on Final Site Plan Review
to January 13, 2016 and take into account the comments that have been made.
He personally is concerned about the issue regarding accessibility. Staff is
asked to take this to the appropriate departments and when the developer comes
back make sure the board is aware and clear as to what the circumstances would
be regarding accessibility. Therefore, the City has an issue regarding the
easement, and the developer has an issue regarding accessibility.

There was no public comment on the motion at 10:15 p.m.
Motion carried, 4-1.

VOICE VOTE
Yeas: Boyle, Williams, Jeffares, Koseck
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Nays: Whipple-Boyce
Recused: Clein, Share
Absent: Lazar



Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet
Final Site Plan Review
Proposed Residential Building & Parking Lot
1193 Floyd Street

Existing Site:
Zoning:

Land Use:

1193 Floyd
0-1

Vacant Building

(existing)

Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties:

North South East West
Existing Commercial Park Commercial Recreational
Land Use Club
Existing B1, PP, Public B1,
Zoning Neighborhood Property Neighborhood R4, Two
District Business Business Family
Residential
Land Area: existing: 0.24 acres
proposed: same as above
Land Use: existing: Vacant Commercial
proposed:  Multi-Family Residential and parking
Minimum Lot Area
/Unit: required: N/A
proposed: N/A
Minimum Floor Area
/Unit: required: N/A
proposed: N/A
Max. Total Floor Area  allowed: N/A
proposed: N/A
Minimum Open Space  required: N/A
proposed: N/A
Max. Lot Coverage: required: N/A




Zoning Compliance Summary for Final Site Plan Review
1193 Floyd Street
February 24, 2016

Page 2 of 3

Principal Building: proposed:  N/A

Front Setback: required: Average setback within 200 ft., otherwise O ft.
proposed:  Oft.

Side Setbacks: minimum:  No setback is required
proposed: 5 ft. to the south, O ft. to the north

Rear Setback: required: 10 ft.
proposed: 10 ft.

Under the provisions of O-1 district, all setback requirements have been met.

Max. Bldg. Height &

Number of Stories: permitted: 28 ft. for flat roofs and 2 stories (parapet
projections can extend up to 3 feet in addition)
proposed: 28 ft. to the flat roof with an additional 3 ft. for
the parapet, and 2 stories
Minimum First Floor required: N/A
Height:
proposed:  10-8”
Parking: required: 12 spaces (8 units * 1.5 spaces)
proposed: 12 (including 1 BF spaces)
required: 180 sq.ft. parking spaces
proposed:  all parking spaces are 180 — 180.5 sq.ft. in size
Loading Area: required: N/A
proposed: N/A
Screening:

Parking: required: 32-inch masonry screen wall where abutting a
street or alley to be located on front setback
line, PB may alter location

proposed:  36-inch masonry screen wall abutting Floyd at

front lot line




Zoning Compliance Summary for Final Site Plan Review
1193 Floyd Street
February 24, 2016

Page 3 of 3
Ground Mounted Mech. required: Screenwalls to fully obscure mechanical
units
proposed: 3’ high shrubs
Roof-top Mech. units: required: Screen walls to fully obscure all
mechanical  units  constructed  of
materials compatible with building
proposed:  No rooftop units proposed
Trash Receptacles: required: 6’ high masonry screen wall with wooden

gate
proposed: 6’ high masonry screen wall with stained
cedar wood gates
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STAINED CEDAR WO0OD DOORS WOOD-LIKE FIBER CEMENT PANEL FIBER CEMENT SIDING
Color: Stained, Western Red Cedar Color: Woo?jlzseta?n Color: Pamtec;zgray

Style: Architect Clear
Manufacturer: dimensional lumber

Style: Smooth Lap

Style: Cedar Lap
Manufacturer: Allura or James Hardie

anufacturer: Allura

<

ETAL SCREEN PANEL

MT-1 METAL PANEL

Size: cut to fit

Size: approx. 36” x 60” panels
Color: Powdercoat PPG Gray
Style: Laser Cut
Manufacturer: fabricated

Color: Painted Kynar Gray Finish
Style: Architectrual Metal Panel, Smoth
Manufacturer: Atas

M-1 MASONRY BRICK

Size: Modular

Color: Gray

Style: Capitol Iron Spot Smooth
Manufacturer: Yankee
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4 Yard Dumpster
The 4-Yard Dumpster Is good for mid-sized OI
restaurants, medical clinics, retail stores, and
offices with up to 100 employees
/
/ :
/ 4'-2
/ =
< =
~ ] o
- — N o | |
< -
\ >
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O

DETAIL
f
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METAL POLE

STAINED CEDAR
WOOD DOORS

Grad

ADJACENT SITE
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MCINTOSH ]
PORIS 1193 FLOYD STREET FINAL SITE PLAN SUBMITTAL (REVISED)  2.3.16 ua=1-0v Screen Wall and Trash Enclosure Elevations A5.2



LIGHTING CATALOG SHEETS

MCINTOSH
PORIS 1193 FLOYD STREET FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW (REVISED) 2.3.16



Template #8

Top of Pole

DSX1 shares a unigue drilling pattern with the AERIS™ family. Specify

1.

325"
2.650" J—

this drilling pattern when specifying poles, per the table below.
DM19AS  Single unit DM29AS  2at90° *
L~ 0.563" DM28AS 2 at 180° DM39AS  3at90° *
DM49AS 4 at90°* DM32AS 3 at120° **
Example: SSA 20 4C DM19AS DDBXD

Visit Lithonia Lighting’s POLES CENTRAL to see our wide
selection of poles, accessories and educational tools.
*Round pole top must be 3.25” O.D. minimum.

0.400"
L~ (2 PLCS)

Tenon 0.D.

5

Tenon Mounting Slipfitter **

Single Unit  2at180° 2at90°

3at120° 3at90° 4at90°

2-3/8"  AST20-190  AST20-280  AST20-290  AST20-320  AST20-390  AST20-490
2-7/8"  AST25-190  AST25-280  AST25-290  AST25-320  AST25-390  AST25-490
AST35-190  AST35-280  AST35-290  AST35-320  AST35-390  AST35-490

L«

**For round pole mounting (RPA) only.

d¥series

Photometric Diag rams To see complete photometric reports or download .ies files for this product, visit Lithonia Lighting’s D-Series Area Size 1 homepage.

Isofootcandle plots for the DSX1 LED 60C 1000 40K. Distances are in units of mounting height (20").

LEGEND 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4

4 _m v N w0  w W
. 01fc |
. 05fc 2
. 10fc "

Test No. LTL23211 tested in accordance with

IESNA LM-79-08.

TS

T3Mm

Test No. LTL231648B tested in accordance with

IESNA LM-79-08.

IESNA LM-79-08.

Tam

Test No. LTL23271 tested in accordance with

Test No. LTL23222 tested in accordance with
IESNA LM-79-08.

Performance Data

Lumen Ambient Temperature (LAT) Multipliers

Use these factors to determine relative lumen output for average ambient temperatures
from 0-40°C (32-104°F).

0°C 32°F 1.02
10°C 50°F 1.01
20°C 68°F 1.00
25°C 77°F 1.00
30°C 86°F 1.00
40°C 104°F 0.99

Projected LED Lumen Maintenance

Data references the extrapolated performance projections for the platforms noted in a
25°C ambient, based on 10,000 hours of LED testing (tested per IESNA LM-80-08 and
projected per [ESNA TM-21-11).

To calculate LLF, use the lumen maintenance factor that corresponds to the desired number
of operating hours below. For other lumen maintenance values, contact factory.

Operating Hours 0 25,000 50,000 100,000

DSX1 LED 60C 1000

Lumen Maintenance 1.0 0.95 0.93 0.88
fecy DSX1 LED 60C 700
1.0 0.99 0.98 0.96

Electrical Load
Current (A)
Number | Drive Current |  System

530 52 0.52 0.30 0.26 0.23 - -
30 700 68 0.68 0.39 0.34 0.30 0.24 0.17
1000 105 1.03 0.59 0.51 0.45 0.36 0.26
530 68 0.67 0.39 0.34 0.29 0.23 0.17
40 700 89 0.89 0.51 0.44 0.38 0.31 0.22
1000 138 135 0.78 0.67 0.58 0.47 0.34
530 99 0.97 0.56 0.48 0.42 0.34 0.24
60 700 131 1.29 0.74 0.65 0.56 0.45 0.32
1000 209 1.98 1.14 0.99 0.86 0.69 0.50

D-Series Size 1
LED Area Luminaire

F s

ighting
NIGHTTIME ™ facts
FRIENDLY LED Product e

Specifications
EPA: 1.2 ft2
©11m)

. 33"
Length: s
Width: 13
(33.0cm)

Height: 772"
(19.0cm)

Weight 27 |bs
(max): (12.2kg)

Ordering Information

DSX1LED

Catalog
Number

Notes

Type

Introduction

The modern styling of the D-Series is striking

yet unobtrusive - making a bold, progressive
statement even as it blends seamlessly with its
environment.

The D-Series distills the benefits of the latest in
LED technology into a high performance, high
efficacy, long-life luminaire. The outstanding
photometric performance results in sites with
excellent uniformity, greater pole spacing and
lower power density. It is ideal for replacing 100 —
400W metal halide in pedestrian and area lighting
applications with typical energy savings of 65%
and expected service life of over 100,000 hours.

EXAMPLE: DSX1 LED 60C 1000 40K T3M MVOLT SPA DDBXD

m o S SeHBRe VOItage _

DSXTLED | Forward optics 530
30C  30LEDs (one engine) 700
40C  40LEDs (two engines) | 1000
60C 60 LEDs (two engines)
Rotated optics’

60C 60 LEDs (two engines)

530 mA
700 mA

1000 mA
(TA)

30K 3000K s
40K 4000K 12§

Type | Short TFTM Forward
Type Il Short Medium

AMBPC  Amber T3S Typelll Short

converted?

50K 5000K T2M  Typell Medium T5VS  TypeV/Very Short
155 TypeV Short
PhOSPROr | T30 TypellMegium ~ TSM TypeV/ Medium

TAM - TypelV Medium — TSW  TypeVWide

Throw MVOLT® | Shippedincluded
1203 SPA Square pole mounting
208 RPA Round pole mounting
240° WBA Wall bracket

2773 SPUMBA Square pole universal mounting adaptor°
3474 RPUMBA Round pole universal mounting adaptor *
480* Shipped separately®

KMA8 DDBXD U Mast arm mounting bracket adaptor
(specify finish) *

o options S options

" LITHONIA
/B L I1GHTING.
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Shipped installed Shipped installed DDBXD  Dark bronze

PER NEMA twist-lock receptacle only (no controls) ” PIRH Motion sensor, 15-30"mounting height HS  House-side shield DBLXD  Black

PERS Five-wire receptacle only (no controls) 7# BL30 Bi-level switched dimming, 30% "' WTB  Utility terminal block DNAXD  Natural aluminum

PER7 Seven-wire receptacle only (no controls) # BL50 Bi-level switched dimming, 50% "'* SF Single fuse (120,277, 347V) DWHXD ~ White

DMG 0-10V dimming driver (no controls) ° PNMTDD3  Part night, dim till dawn ™ DF  Double fuse (208, 240, 480V) DDBTXD  Textured dark bronze

DCR Dimmable and controllable via ROAM® (no controls) ® i PNMT5D3  Part night, dim 5 hrs 190  Left rotated optics DBLBXD  Textured black

DS Dual switching "2 PNMT6D3  Part night, dim 6 hrs ™ R90  Right rotated optics ™ DNATXD  Textured natural aluminum

PIR Motion sensor, 8-15"mounting height * PNMT7D3  Part night, dim 7 hrs * DWHGXD  Textured white

i NOTES
. Contro's & Shlelds 1 Rotated optics only available with 60C. 11 Requires 40C or 60C. Provides 50/50 luminaire operation via two independent drivers
f; DLL127F 1.50U Photocell - SSL twist-lock (120-277V) * 2 AMBPC only available with 530mA or 700mA. on two separate circuits. N/A with PER, DCR, WTB, PIR, or PIRH.
W S DLI3ATFISCULIU  Photocell - SSL twist-lock (347V) 3 MVOLT driver operates on any line voltage from 120-277V (50/60 Hz). Specify 120, 12 Requires an additional switched circuit.
.Q_’ o DLL48OF 1.5CULJU  Photocell - SSL twist-lock (480V) 208, 240 or 277 options only when ordering with fusing (SF, DF options). 13 PIR specifies the SensorSwitch SBGR-10-ODP control; PIRH specifies the
= 0 b 8 o 4 Not available with single board, 530mA product (30C 530, or 60C 530 DS). Not SensorSwitch SBGR-6-ODP control; see Motion Sensor Guide for details. Dimming
o i scu Shorting cap available with DCR, BL30 or BL50. driver standard. Not available with DS or DCR.
a S DSXIHS80CU House-side shield for 80 LED unit 5 Available aZ :1 gzﬂrg[t}esﬁombination accessory: PUMBA (finish) U; 1.5 G vibration load 1‘5‘ zmmingl déivel' standard. MVOLT only. Norva”ab|§ Wi_ﬂ; 347, ‘?30, DCR, DS or PIRH.
O 2 i . . rating per .31, Iso available as a separate accessory; see Accessories information.
v ,‘%, DSXIHS 20CU House S!de Sh!EId for90LED unlt. 6 Must be ordered as a separate accessory; see Accessories information. For use with 16  WTB not available with DS.
v ] DSXTHS 100CU House-side shield for 100 LED unit 2-3/8" mast arm (not included). 17 Single fuse (SF) requires 120, 277 or 347 voltage option. Double fuse (DF) requires
< S pUMBA DDBXD U* Square and round pole universal 7 Photocell ordered and shipped as a separate line item from Acuity Brands Controls. 208, 240 or 480 voltage option.
g mounting bracket (specify finish) See accessories. Not available with DS option. 18  Available with 60 LEDs (60C option) only.
KMASDDBXD U Mast arm mounting bracket adaptor 8  IfROAM node required, it must be ordered and shipped as a separate line item from 19 Requires luminaire to be specified with PER option. Ordered and shipped as a

(specify finish) ©

For more control options, visit DT|. and ROAM online.

Acuity Brands Controls. Not available with DCR.

DMG option for 347v or 480v requires 1000mA.

Specifies a ROAM® enabled luminaire with 0-10V dimming capability; PER option
required. Not available with 347 or 480V. Additional hardware and services required
for ROAM® deployment; must be purchased separately. Call 1-800-442-6745 or
email: sales@roamservices.net. N/A with BL30, BL50, DS, PIR or PIRH.

separate line item from Acuity Brands Control.
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Performance Data

FEATURES & SPECIFICATIONS
Lumen Output INTENDED USE expected life of 100,000 hours with <1% failure rate. Easily serviceable 10kV or 6kV surge
Iﬁumen values are from photometric tests performed in accordance with IESNA LM-79-08. Data is considered to be representative of the configurations shown, within the tolerances allowed by Lighting ;l;hiZ:leaﬁilo(rdn?\salr?;c?r;ﬁe?c-;?!izSrlrfn1iczzgffsgnfazrgri‘?iffﬁa}z%};i?nrgoll:‘::n;lzzl_ail,)ctaerigtzss,gzr:td protection device meets a minimum Category C Low operation (per ANSI/IEEE C62.41.2),
acts. Contact factory for performance data on any configurations not shown here. streetscapes. INSTALLATION
Included mounting block and integral arm facilitate quick and easy installation. Stainless
- CONSTRUCTION steel bolts fasten the mounting block securely to poles and walls, enabling the D-Series Size 1
Drive System Dist. _— Single-piece die-cast aluminum housing has integral heat sink fins to optimize thermal management to withstand up to a 3.0 G vibration load rating per ANSI C136.31. The D-Series Size 1 utilizes
LEDs Current Watt (3000K, 70 (R| (4000 K, 70 CRI) (5000 K, 70 CRI) (Amber Phosphor Converted) through conductive and convective cooling. Modular design allows for ease of maintenance and the AERIS™ series pole drilling pattern. Optional terminal block, tool-less entry, and NEMA
(mA) @it Type Lumens n |_PW Lumens nn |_ Lumens n“ - LPW future light engine upgrades. The LED driver is mounted in direct contact with the casting to photocontrol receptacle are also available.
1S 5,697 110 1 84 7127 2001 21 105 7,180 2001 21 106 4,561 1 0|1 67 promote low operating temperature and long life. Housing is completely sealed against moisture LISTINGS
and environmental contaminants (IP65). Low EPA (1.2 ft?) for optimized pole wind loading. X X X . o
125 5,967 2 0 2 88 7,465 2 0 2 110 7,521 2 0 2 m 4,777 1 0 1 70 UL Listed for wet locations. Light engines are IP66 rated; luminaire is IP65 rated. Rated for
M 5773 1 02 85 7222 2102 106 7,276 2102 107 4,622 1 02 68 FINISH -40°C minimum ambient. U.S. Patent No. D672,492 S. International patent pending.
T3S 5,901 1 0 2 87 7,382 2 0 2 109 7437 2 0 2 109 4,724 1 0 1 69 Exterior parts are protected by a zinc-infused Super Durable TGIC thermoset powder coat finish o . . . X
M 5,872 11021 8 7,346 210 2 108 7,401 210 2 109 4,701 1102 69 that provides superior resistance to corrosion and weathering. A tightly controlled multi-stage Desngnnght§ Consortium® (DLC) qualified prgduct. Not all versions of this prqduct may
700 mA 68W TaMm 5,88 T 0| 2 87 7359 20| 2| 108 7.414 20 2 109 4,709 T 0 2 69 process ensures a minimum 3 mils thickness for a finish that can withstand extreme climate be IIf)_LC qt:_al':'ed‘ Elease CheCkl_tfhedDLC Qualified Products List at www.designlights.org to
TFIM 5793 7 0 2 35 7,047 7 0 2 107 7301 7 0 2 107 4,638 7 0 2 68 changes without cracking or peeling. Available in both textured and non-textured finishes. contirm which versions are qualitied.
T5VS 6148 | 2 | 0| 0| 9 | 7691 | 3|0 1| 13| 77499 [ 3]0 1| 14| 4922 |20 0] 7 OPTICS WARRANTY
58 6,074 21010 89 7,598 300 M2 7,655 300 M3 4,863 21010 I Precision-molded proprietary acrylic lenses are engineered for superior area lighting distribution, Flve—year. limited warranty. Full warranty terms located at:
T5M 6,150 3 0 1 90 7,694 3 0 2 113 7,752 3 0 2 114 4,924 3 0 1 72 uniformity, and pole spacing. Light engines are available in standard 4000 K (70 minimum CRI) or www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx
optional 3000 K (80 minimum CRI) or 5000 K (70 CRI) configurations. The D-Series Size 1 has zero . . o
(303&(05) TTS]VSV ;,gqg ; g ; ?2 ;,gg ; g ; 191:) ;,;;g ; g ; 19151 4,787 31011 70 uglight and qualifies as a Nighttime Friendly™ product, mgeaning it is consistent with the LEED® Z&late; Actual Zerformance may differ as a result of end-user environment and apphfatloﬂ.
i A and Green Globes™ criteria for eliminating wasteful uplight. values are design or typical valu.es, measqred under laboratory conditions at 25 °C.
125 8,288 2 0 2 79 10,368 2 0 2 9 10,446 2 0 2 9 Specifications subject to change without notice.
M 8,019 2 1012 76 10,031 210703 9% 10106 | 2 |03 9% ELECTRICAL
138 8,196 21072 78 10253 | 2 | 0|2 98 10330 | 2 | 0|2 98 Light engine configurations consist of 30, 40 or 60 high-efficacy LEDs mounted to metal-core
M 8,156 2 0 2 78 10,202 2 0 2 97 10,279 2 0 2 98 circuit boards to maximize heat dissipation and promote long life (up to L96/100,000 hours at
1000 mA 105W TaM 8,170 ) 0 2 78 10,220 ) 0 2 97 10,297 ) 0 2 98 25°C). Class 1 electronic drivers are designed to have a power factor >90%, THD <20%, and an
TFTM 8,046 2 1012 77 10065 | 2 | 0|3 9% 10,141 2 10703 97
T5VS 8,539 310701 81 10682 | 3 | 0|1 102 10762 | 3 | 0|1 102
55 8,436 310701 80 10,553 310701 101 10632 | 31011 101
TSM 8,542 310702 81 10686 | 4 | 0 | 2 | 102 10766 | 4 | 0 | 2 | 103
T5W 8,304 310702 79 10388 | 4 | 0| 2 9 10466 | 4 | 0 | 2 | 100
TS 7,51 21012 84 9,396 210 | 2| 106 9,467 21012 0 6,014 1101 68
128 7,868 21012 88 9,842 2 /02| MmMm 9,916 21012 9% 6,299 21012 n
M 7,612 21012 86 9,522 200 |3 | 107 9,594 21013 91 6,094 21012 68
LEN 7,780 21012 87 9,733 2 102 109 9,806 2 1012 93 6,229 110102 70
M 7,742 2102 87 9,685 200 2| 109 9,758 2102 93 6,198 2102 70
700 mA 8w T4M 7,756 2 10102 87 9,702 2 10 |2 109 9,775 2 10102 93 6,209 11012 70
TFTM 7,638 21012 86 9,555 200 | 2| 107 9,627 21012 92 6,115 110102 69
T5VS 8,106 310101 91 10140 | 3 ] 0|1 114 10216 | 3 | 0 |1 97 6,490 21010 3
58 8,008 310101 90 10017 | 31011 13 10,093 310101 9% 6,411 21010 72
M 8,109 310102 91 10144 | 4101 2] 114 10220 | 4101 2 97 6,492 31001 3
40C TSW 7,883 310102 89 9,861 41012 | MmM 9,936 4 1012 95 6,311 310102 7
(40 LEDs) TS 10384 | 2 | 0| 2 75 12990 [ 3 ] 0|3 9% 13088 | 3 | 0|3 95
125 10876 | 2 | 0 | 2 79 13606 | 3 | 0|3 929 13,708 | 3 | 0 | 3 9
M 10,523 210703 76 13164 | 3 | 0|3 95 13,263 310703 9%
139 1075 | 2 | 0| 2 78 13455 | 2 | 0| 2 97 1355 | 3 | 0|3 98
M 10703 | 2 012 78 13389 | 3 ] 0|3 97 1349 | 3 |03 98
1000 mA 138W T4M 10722 | 2|02 78 13412 [ 31013 97 13513 [ 31013 98
TFTM 10559 [ 2 1013 77 13209 | 2 013 9 13308 | 2 | 0|3 9
T5VS 126 | 3 1011 81 14018 | 4 | 0 | 1 102 14124 | 4 10 |1 102
58 1070 | 3 1011 80 13848 | 3 | 0 | 1 100 13953 | 3 |0 |1 101
M 1210 | 41012 81 14023 | 4 1 0| 2 | 102 14129 | 4 | 0 | 2 | 102
TSW 10898 | 4 | 0| 2 79 13633 | 4 10| 2 9 13735 | 4 | 0| 2| 100
TS 11,182 2102 81 13,988 31003110 14,093 3100131102 8,952 21002 68
125 11,712 310103 85 14,651 3100 31 106 14,761 3103 107 9,377 2102 72
M 11,332 21013 82 14,175 3100 3] 103 14,282 310031 103 9,072 21002 69
IEN 1582 | 2102 84 14489 | 3 | 0 | 3 | 105 14598 | 3 | 0 | 3 | 106 9,273 21012 7
M 1525 | 21012 84 14418 | 3 | 0 | 3 | 104 14526 | 3 | 0 | 3 | 105 9,227 21012 70
700 mA 131w T4M 1546 | 2 | 0| 2 84 14,443 310 | 3] 105 14,552 310 3] 105 9,243 21012 7
TFTM 11,370 21013 82 14224 | 2 | 0 [ 3 | 103 14,331 210 3] 104 9,103 21002 69
T5VS 12,067 3101 87 15095 | 4 10 |1 109 15209 | 4 10 |1 110 9,661 3101 74
158 11,921 310701 86 14913 | 4 1 0 [ 1 108 15025 | 4 10 |1 109 9,544 31001 3
TSM 12,071 41012 87 15,101 4 10| 2| 109 15214 | 4 | 0| 2 | 110 9,665 310102 74
60C TSW n735 | 41012 85 14680 | 4 | 0 | 2 | 106 14,791 410 | 2| 107 9,395 41012 72
(60 LEDs) TS 15307 | 3 ] 0|3 73 19148 | 3 | 0 | 3 92 19292 [ 3]0 13 92
128 16,033 310703 77 2005 | 310 |3 9% 20207 | 310 |3 97
M 15512 [ 3 ] 013 74 19405 | 3 ] 0|3 93 19,551 310703 9%
13 15,855 31013 76 19834 | 3]0 3 95 19983 [ 3]0 |3 96
M 15777 [ 3 103 75 19736 | 3 | 0 | 4 94 19885 | 3 | 0 | 4 95
1000 mA 209W T4M 15,805 310103 76 19,771 310 4 95 19,920 310 4 95
TFTM 15,565 31013 74 19471 3101 4 923 19617 | 3 | 0| 4 9%
T5VS 16519 | 4 | 0 | 1 79 20664 | 4 10 |1 9 20820 | 410 |1 100
55 16319 | 4 | 0|1 78 2044 | 4101 98 2057 | 4 10 |1 98
TSM 16525 | 4 | 0 | 2 79 20672 | 510 |3 9 20827 | 510 | 3 | 100
T5W 16065 | 4 | 0|3 77 20,0% | 5103 9% 2247 | 5103 97
, LITHON/IA One Lithonia Way ¢ Conyers, Georgia 30012 ¢ Phone: 800.279.8041 ¢ Fax: 770.918.1209  www.lithonia.com DSX1-LED LITHONIA One Lithonia Way * Conyers, Georgia 30012 ¢ Phone: 800.279.8041  Fax: 770.918.1209  wuww.lithonia com DSX1-LED
© 2011-2015 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc. All rights reserved. Rev. 05/13/15 LIGHTING. © 2011-2015 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc. All rights reserved. Rev. 05/13/15
~—
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Notes PHOTOMETRICS

FEATURES & SPECIFICATIONS Distribution Curve Distribution Data Output Data Coefficient of Utilization Illuminance Data at 30” Above Floor for
INTENDED USE — Typical applications include corridors, lobbies, conference rooms and private offices. — a Single Luminaire
CONSTRUCTION — LP6LN (New Construction): Rugged, 16-gauge galvanized steel mounting frame
with torsion spring bracket to mount the finishing module. Vertically adjustable mounting brackets that REAL6C D6MW ESL 35K 1500L .65SC, input watts: 18.8, delivered lumens: 1607, .65 spacing, LM/W=85, test no. LTL21387
use 16-gauge flat bar hangers (included), 1/2” conduit or C channel T-bar fasteners. Provides 3-3/4" total ] 0%
. . P %
height adjustment. 6" LED pc 80% 70% 50%
on): ) ) ) ) ) Ave _Lumens Zone Lumens %lamp _ pw  50%30%10%  50%30%10%  50%30%10% 5 .
6V'L(hllewConstruct|on1 Galvanlzgd steelmountlng/plasterframe"wnhtorsmn spring t')rafkettomo.untthe A 600 0 2112 0°-30" 10024 624 o 119 119119 116 116 116 1 111111 50% beam - 10% beam -
finishing module. Integral galvanized bar hangers span up to 24" o.c. and feature built-in T-bar clips and ’, 5 2033 186 0°-40° 13082 814 1 110 107 105 108 105 103 104 102 100 37.7° 75.0°
nailers for T-bar or wood joist installations. ™ 15 1500 414 0°-60° 15792 982 2 102 97 94 100 96 92 97 93 90  Inital FC
‘J ) ) . ) ‘eal_l ' H 25 873 402 0°-90° 1607.7 100.0 3 94 89 84 93 88 84 90 86 82  Mounting Center

6VLR (Remodel): Galvanized steel remodel mounting/plaster frame with torsion spring bracket to mount 800 60° 35 486 306 90°-180° 0.0 0.0 4 87 81 77 86 80 76 84 79 75 W

chi inci ; : 45 256 197 0°-180° 1607.7 *100.0 5 81 75 70 80 74 70 78 73 69 - - - : - !
the finishing module. Four (4) remodel ARC clips included for remodel installation. e 75 74 “Effciency . 76 69 65 75 69 65 7 68 ea 100 375 51 188 115 38
All frames are equipped with galvanized steel junction box UL Listed for through wire applications. Junction Non-IC 65 17 19 7 71 65 60 70 64 60 69 64 60 ]i-g fgg S-g 181-07 :jg fg

A : Lo g " . . 759 9 8 67 60 56 66 60 56 65 60 56 . - . ! ! X

boxesequpedwnhtwocomblnat!on1/2 —'3/4 and three 1/2"knockouts for straight-through conduit runs New Construction 8 1 ! 9 63 57 52 62 56 52 61 56 52 160 116 92 58 207 12
and removable access doors. Capacity: 4 (2 in, 2 out), No. 12 AWG conductors, rated for 90°C. 1600 o 90 0 10 59 53 49 59 53 49 58 53 49
Post installation adjustment possible from below the ceiling. 0\""‘4%@
Maximum 1-1/2" ceiling thickness. @ 0 >

LED Trim: Rugged, one-piece, die-cast heat sink design for optimum thermal management. Wet location
rated lens is tightly fitted to the housing to reduce the ingress of dust.

REAL6C D6MW ESL 1500L 35K .95SC, input watts: 18.8, delivered lumens: 1520, .95 spacing, LM/W=81, test no. LTL21389

OPTICS — Elliptical upper reflector and micro prism lens, provides precise beam control. Lower splay

recesses optical system into the ceiling to reduce glare and provide a traditional PAR look. Standard fixture gz 80% 2007/‘5% 50%
has a 0.65 spacing criteria. The luminaire is also available with a 0.95 spacing criteria option for use in Ave _Lumens Zone Lumens %lamp _ pw  50%30%10%  50%30%10% _ 50% 30% 10% % b 0%
ient lighti icati 80° 0 1049 0°-30° 6794 447 0 119 119 119 116 116 116 111 111 111 % beam - % beam -
general/ambient lighting applications. 5 1033 97 0°-40° 10025 659 1 108 105 102 106 103 101 102 100 97 50.6° 92.8°
(RI>80. 15 910 254 0°-60° 14326  94.2 2 98 93 88 96 91 87 93 89 85 Inital FC
o . N 25 715 328 0°-90° 15209  100.0 3 89 82 77 87 81 76 84 79 75  Mounting Center
ELECTRICAL — On-board circuitry to ensure against wiring errors. 400 60 35 517 323 90°-180° 0.0 0.0 4 80 73 68 79 73 67 77 71 67 Height Beam Diameter FC Diameter FC
. ) - ) ) 0°-180° 15209 *100.0 8.0 34.7 52 173 115 35
Thermal protection provided against improper insulation use. 22 ?g; fgi *Efficiency 2 ;3 2g 21 Z: §§ gi ég Sg‘ 22 100 186 71 93 157 19
High-efficiency, electronic LED 0-10V dimming driver mounted to the junction box, dims luminaire to 15% 32 ?g gg ; ‘;‘§ gg 12 g; gg ig gg ig 22 1‘2‘:8 171_‘96 1%?9 i:ﬁ ;i:? ;:g
light output. 85 2 3 9 53 46 41 53 46 41 52 45 41 16.0 5.8 128 29 283 06
For dimming fixture requires two (2) additional low-voltage wires to be pulled. 800 400 %0 o 10 50 43 38 49 42 38 48 42 38
The system maintains 70% lumen output for more than 50,000 hours. Specifications _
Inputwattage for 1000Lis 14.2W, 74 lumens per watt. Input wattage for 1500L s 18.8W, 85 lumens per watt. Aperture: 4-3/8 (11.1) 1-3/16 |6 15/616 20°
: . - | 17
Actual wattage may differ by +/-15% when operating between 120-277V +/-10%. Ceiling opening: 6-15/16 (17.6) (28.4) (7 1/2)
LISTINGS — CSAcertfedtoUSand Canadiansaftystandards Wetlocation lsted ENERGY TAR® qualfied. 00 10 (191) REAL6C D6MW ESL 1000L 35K .65SC, input watts: 14.2, delivered lumens: 1057, .65 spacing, LM/W=74, test no. LTL21373
WARRANTY — 5-year limited warranty. Complete warranty terms located at Height: 7 (17.8) pf 20%
www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and _conditions.aspx gnt: 7EL Ave Lumens  Zone Lumens % Lamp P o gg:f’mn/ o ;g:f’mn/ o gg:j"wo/
Note: Specifications subject to change without notice All dimensions are inches (centimeters) unless otherwise noted. 80° 0 1577 0°-30° 6766  64.0 DO 11;11;11§ 11g11§11g 111"111“1110 50% beam - 10% beam -
' ' 5 1505 137 0°-40° 8784  83.1 1 110 108 105 108 106 104 104 102 100 34.5° 2.7
15 1032 284 0°-60° 1037.7  98.1 2 102 98 94 100 96 93 97 94 91 " 'gitalFC
25 550 256 0°-90° 1057.6  100.0 3 95 89 85 93 83 84 9 86 83 ounting  Center
ORDERING INFORMATION Lead times will vary depending on options selected. Consult with your sales representative. Example: REAL6C D6MW ESL 1500L 35K .955C 277 LP6LN sod o0 35 322 202 90°-180° 0.0 00 " 88 82 78 87 81 77 85 80 76 Height Beam Diameter FC Diameter FC
45 161 124 0°-180° 1057.6 *100.0 5 82 76 71 81 75 71 79 74 70 8.0 52.1 34 261 841 5.2
“Effici 100 280 47 140 110 28
REALGC D6 Esl o 1 1 e ? T2 e 7o el 70 e 120 175 59 87 140 17
Color Mounting 757 7 8 68 62 57 67 61 57 66 61 57 140 119 7160 169 12
Series/Finish Type Lumen output’ | temperature | Distribution Voltage | pan Options 120 gg ; 1 190 2‘1‘ gg 2‘1‘ gg gg 2‘1‘ gg gz 2‘1‘ 16087 84 43 199 09
40°
Series Finish ESL  ENERGY 1000L 14.2W, 27K 2700K .655C .65 120 LP6LN 1000L* | PFMW  Matte white plastic
o ) .
REALGCD6 6"open | MW  Matte white i:ﬁ; mgns 30K 3000K fﬁ;‘;:‘ag w7 LP6LN 150013 flange ring ; -
downlight : 2 3 PFBL  Black plastic flange
earspe(g ar 1500 Spaq_ng ELR Emergency battery
BN Brushed nickel lumens criteria 6VLR 1000 pack with remote
3 test switch*
g;ﬁ ;I\Iatfkspet)cular GVLR 1500L GMF  Singleslow-blow Color temperature Lumen multiplier Trim finish Lumen multiplier COMPATIBLE DIMMER SWITCHES
ntique bronze -
ORB 0i|-r(1]1bbe dbronze fuse, must specify 27K 0.83 Clear Diffuse (A) 1.01 Manufacturer |Model number
. voltage 30K 0.94 Matte White (MW) 1.00 Synergy® 1D BC 120/277
ynergy
WT Wheat diffuse ISH Insect shield " -
35K 1.00 (Baseline) Clear Specular (AZ) 1.00 Leviton® IP710-DLX
40K 1.03 Wheat (WT) 0.98 NTFTV-WH
Brushed Nickel (BN) 0.97 Lutron® For on/off control, this switch requires a power pack.
Z Consult Lutron for more information.
Black Specular (BLZ) 0.96
Notes i
Accessories: Order as separate catalog number. ) , At o) 2D
1 Total system nominal delivered lumens. Oil-Rubbed Bronze (ORB) 0.95
NPP16D nLight® network relay pack with 0-10V dim- 2 Using step-down Fransformer increases power draw by 15 watts.
ming. Refer to TN-602. i humens Ior;)lly reql::rae:x//hen ordered separately. Notes
) . ’ t avai it .
NPP16 D ER nnght“’networkrelay_pac_kwnh0510Vd|m— 5 F:rS:::A:theg:;eratorsupplyEMpower. Wil require an e Actual performance may differ as a result of end-user environment and application.
ming for emergency circuit operation. Refer emergency hot feed and normal hot feed
toTN-602.° )
REALITY-6-LED-COMMERCIAL-ESL

" LITHON/A LIGAHTING
MUEINTUSH REALITY-6-LED-COMMERGIAL-ESL - An<SAcuityBrands Compary
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MECHANICAL CATALOG SHEETS
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PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

Goodman GSX13

GSX13 GSX13 GSX13 ‘ GSX13 GSX13 ‘ GSX13 GSX13 GSX13 SPL[TSYSTEM A[R CONDIT/ONER

0181E* 0241E* 0301B* 0361E* 0421B* 0481B* 0601B* 0611A* Air COI’Id itiOl’l i ng & H eati ng
1
Carcrres 13SEER/1% 10 5 TONS
Nominal Cooling (BTU/h) 18,000 23,000 30,000 36,000 42,000 48,000 60,000 60,000
SEER/ EER 13/11 13/11 13/11 13/11 13/11 13/11 13/11 13/11 d - /
CooLING CAPACITY: 18,000 - 60,000 BTU/H
Decibels 75 75 73 74 75 76 77 72
COMPRESSOR
RLA 6.7 8.4 1238 14.1 179 199 25.0 26.4 Contents
LRA . 37 64 77 112 109 134 134 Nomenclature........oeeeeviriecriniccene 2
CONDENSER FAN MOTOR Product Specifications..........cccccveveneane. 3
Horsepower 1/8 1/8 1/8 1/4 1/4 1/4 1/4 1/4 Expanded Coollng Data..cooveeveecieenn, 4
FLA 07 07 0.7 15 15 15 15 15 AHRIRATINGS ..o 20
REFRIGERATION SYSTEM DIimensions .......ccevvvieinicniciccee 49
Refrigerant Line Size ' Wiring Diagrams ..., 50
Liquid Line Size (“0.D.) %" %" %" %" %" %" 3" 3" ACCESSOTIBS wvviivvieiiieeiieeee e 52
PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS
Suction Line Size (“0.D.) %" %" %" %" 1%" 1%" 1%" %"
Refrigerant Connection Size DIMENSIONS
Liquid Valve Size (“0.D.) %" %" %" %" %" %" %" %"
Suction Valve Size (“0.D.) #* %" %" %" %" %" %"° %" %"
Valve Type Sweat Sweat Sweat Sweat Sweat Sweat Sweat Sweat
Refrigerant Charge 58 64 62 64 83 97 100 111
Shipped with Orifice Size 0.051 0.055 0.061 0.070 0.076 0.080 0.086 0.086
ELECTRICAL DATA MODEL o
Voltage (60 Hz) 208/230 208/230 208/230 208/230 208/230 208/230 208/230 208/230 GSX130181E* 25%
LGSX130241D* 23 2 25
Minimum Circuit Ampacity 2 9.1 11.2 16.7 19.1 23.9 26.4 32.8 34.5 I- GSX1302416" % % P |
Max. Overcurrent Protection 3 15 amps 15 amps 25 amps 30 amps 40 amps 45 amps 50 amps 60 amps GSX1303018* 26 26 27%
GSX130361C* 29 29 28%
Min / Max Volts 197/253 197/253 197/253 197/253 197/253 197/253 197/253 197/253 GSX130361E* 2% 2% 7%
Electrical Conduit Size %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" %" or %" GSX1304218* 29 2 36%
GSX130481B* 29 29 36%
EQUIPMENT WEIGHT (LBS) 102 103 115 118 171 175 184 211 GSX1306018* 2 2 20
SHIP WEIGHT (LBS) 117 120 132 135 189 193 202 233 GSX130611A 35% 35% 38%
Standard Features Cabinet Features
' Line sizes denoted for 25’ line sets, tested and rated in accordance with AHRI Standard 210/240. For other line-set lengths or sizes, refer .. ®
to the installation & Operating instructions and/or the long line-set guidelines. ° Energy—efﬁaent compressor ° GOOdman brand Iouvered
2 Wire size should be determined in accordance with National Electrical Codes; extensive wire runs will require larger wire sizes ° Factory—installed filter drier sound control top design
3 Must use time-delay fuses or HACR-type circuit breakers of the same size as noted. i . i e H | ized-steel binet
4 Installer will need to supply %” to %" adapters for suction line connections. ° Copper tUbe/alumlnum fin coil eavy-gauge galvanized-steel cabine
® Installer will need to supply %” to 1%” adapters for suction line connections. e Service valves with sweat connections e Attractive Architectural Gray powder-paint
NoTES and easy-access gauge ports finish with 500-hour salt-spray approval
¢ Always check the S&R plate for electrical data on the unit being installed. . . e S [ i q
e Unitis charged with refrigerant for 15" of %" liquid line. System charge must be adjusted per Installation Instructions Final Charge Procedure. ¢ Contactor Wlth |Ug connection teel louver coi guar
e Ground lug connection ¢ Single-panel access to controls with space
e AHRI Certified provided for field-installed accessories
e ETL Listed e When properly anchored, meets the 2010
e Florida Building Code unit integrity require-
ments for hurricane-type winds
(Anchor bracket kits available.)
10 PAF 4" S
LIMI c us b0
VEAR] il Al i) &
Intertek i BB-B
SS-GSX13 WWW-gOOdmanmfgcom 3 * Complete warranty details available from your local dealer or at www.amana-hac.com. To receive the 10-

ACCREDITED
Year Parts Limited Warranty, online registration must be completed within 60 days of installation. Online '

registration is not required in California or Quebec.
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National Comfort Products
747 CFM

Air Flow @ External Static Pressure (0.3 bar) 539 Dunksferry Road,
Bensalem, PA 19020-5908
Air Flow @ External Static Pressure (0.4 bar) 711 CFM Phone: 215.244.1400 » Fax: 215.639.1674
Email: rtaylor@nrac.com « Website:www.nationalcomfortproducts.com
" R-ATOA High Eficiency Compressor I —
Cooling System » Copper Tube with Enhanced Aluminum Fin Coils

« Permanently Lubricated, High Efficiency PSC Motor

Item # CPG43051-C, Gas Heat & Electric Cooling CPG Series Comfort Pack

» 80% AFUE Industrial, Quality, Serpentine Design Heat Exchanger with Titanium, Aluminum Stabilized

Steel Meets 2010 DOE requirements for all units.
] « Direct Spark Ignition with Unique, Single Gas Orifice
Heating * Easy View Sight Glass for Diagnostic Lights and Flame Thru-the-Wall Comfort Pack units with heating capacities up to 64,000 BTU/hr. Cooling capacities from 1 to 2.5 tons.

+ Diagnostic LEDs Visible Through Furnace Door
» Control Board Mounted Out of the Way
+ Sealed Combustion Chamber

+ Unit must be mounted a minimum of 8” above finished floor.
+ National Comfort Products offers Architectural Louver Grilles for all models.
Note + Outdoor grilles provided by others must be approved by National Comfort Products to maintain unit
performance and warranty coverage.
* CPWSA - Wall Sleeve Adapters - Use only with existing wall sleeves that are 48” high.

1 2” deeper cabinet
2 Without Wall Sleeve

SPECIFICATIONS

Nominal Tonnage 2.5tons
Height 43 Inch
Width 28 Inch
Depth ! 31-7/16/in
Rough Opening Height 43-1/2iin
Rough Opening Width 2 29in
Model CPG430
Motor Power 1/3 hp
Motor Type DC
Air Flow @ External Static Pressure (0 bar) 848 CFM
Air Flow @ External Static Pressure (0.1 bar) 816 CFM
Air Flow @ External Static Pressure (0.2 bar) 787 CFM
3/1/2013 | Page 2 of 2 3/1/2013 | Page 1 of 2
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QWNER:

FLOYD STREET, LLC

30100 TELEGRAPH ROAD

SUITE 366

BINGHAM FARMS, MI 48025

CONTACT: CHUCK DIMAGGIO

PHONE: (248) 433-0575

FAX: (248) 647-2120

EMAIL: CDIMAGGIO@BURTON—KATZMAN.COM

APPLICANT/DEVELOPER:

BURTON—-KATZMAN, LLC
30100 TELEGRAPH ROAD
SUITE 366

BINGHAM FARMS, MI 48025
CONTACT: CHUCK DIMAGGIO
PHONE: (248) 433—-0575

FAX: (248) 647-2120
EMAIL: CDIMAGGIO@BURTON—KATZMAN.COM

ARCHITECT:

MCINTOSH PORIS ASSOCIATES

36801 WOODWARD

SUITE 200

BIRMINGHAM, MI 48009

CONTACT: ANALISE PIETRAS, LEED AP
PHONE: (248) 258-9346 EXT. 13

FAX: (248) 258-0967
EMAIL: APIETRAS@MCINTOSHPORIS.COM

CIML ENGINEER:

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING ASSOICATES, INC.

24350 ROCHESTER COURT, SUITE 100
TROY, Ml 48083
CONTACT: RACHEL SMITH, PE, LEED AP, CFM

PHONE: (248) 689—9090 EXT. 111

FAX: (248) 689—1044
EMAIL: RACHEL.SMITH@PEAINC.COM

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

2900 E. GRAND RIVER AVENUE
HOWELL, Ml 48843

CONTACT: JANET EVANS, LLA
PHONE: (517) 546—8583 EXT. 246
FAX: (517) 546—8973

EMAIL: JEVANS@PEAINC.COM

FINAL SITE PLANS FOR
PART OF THE NW 1/4 SECTION 36, T.IN., R.9E.
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN
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CAUTION!!

THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THIS
DRAWING ARE ONLY APPROXIMATE. NO GUARANTEE IS
EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AS TO THE
COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE EXCLUSIVELY RESPONSIBLE
FOR DETERMINING THE EXACT UTILITY LOCATIONS AND
ELEVATIONS PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING AND DESIGN ARE THE PROPERTY OF
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC. THEY
ARE SUBMITTED ON THE CONDITION THAT THEY ARE
NOT TO BE USED, REPRODUCED, OR COPIED, IN
WHOLE OR IN PART, OR USED FOR FURNISHING
INFORMATION TO OTHERS, WITHOUT THE PRIOR
WRITTEN CONSENT OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES, INC. ALL COMMON LAW RIGHTS OF
COPYRIGHT AND OTHERWISE ARE HEREBY
SPECIFICALLY RESERVED. © 2014 PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT IN
ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED
CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES, CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO ASSUME SOLE
AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE
CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION
OF THE PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS
AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL BE
MADE TO APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED
TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS, AND CONSTRUCTION
CONTRACTOR FURTHER AGREES TO DEFEND,
INDEMNIFY AND HOLD DESIGN PROFESSIONAL
HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR
ALLEGED, IN CONNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE
OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT EXCEPTING LIABILITY
ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE DESIGN
PROFESSIONAL.

3 FULL WORKING DAYS
BEFORE YOU DIG CALL

811

Know what's below
Call pefore you dig
MISS Lﬁ System, Inc.

1-800-482-7171 www.missdig.net

(TOLL FREE)

PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES

2430 Rochester Ct. Suite 100
Troy, M| 48083-1872
Phone: (248) 689-9090
Fax: (248) 689-1044
website: www.peainc.com
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ELOOD NOTE: S EIEEIENE

LEGAL DESCRIPTION N \\ MAPLE _ROAD N SEREEEE

AWV
BY GRAPHICAL PLOTTING, THE SUBJECT PARCEL LIES T . . GRAPHIC SCALE —
WITHIN "AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE OF THE (per First American Title Insurance Company, Commitment No.: 693825, Effective Date: February 16, 2015) o . o . . " .
n —_

0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN" (ZONE X) PER The land referred to in this Commitment, situated in the County of Oakland, City of Birmingham, State of OO
FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP 26125C-0537f, Michigan, is described as follows: o)
EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 2, 2012. ’ @7 »

The South 25 feet of Lot 69 and all of Lots 70 and 71, of BIRMINGHAM—WOODWARD SUBDIVISION, according (/IN FEET ) D i )
BENCHMARKS to the plat thereof as recorded in Liber 40 of Plats, page 23, Oakland County Records. 1 inch = 20 ft. 2/ = =

< @)
(GPS DERIVED — NAVD&8) Tax item No. 19—36—403—011 E LINCOLN ST \ éé . 9
= =

BM#301 a 25 | |3 2
MAG NAIL TAG IN SOUTHEAST CORNER OF /A %8 < % =
CONCRETE LIGHT POLE +30' WEST OF / & Q i EI:J
CENTERLINE OF FLOYD STREET +105' SITE 5|2 |0|3|3|E| 2
SOUTHEAST OF SOUTHEAST BUILDING R E 2
CORNER OF BIRMINGHAM YMCA. S FEE > Q
ELEV. — 756.64 HEHEIEE =
BM4302 14 MILE ROAD 5159 2| 22| %

# [a] fa] 14 O
SET NAIL AND TAG ON SOUTH SIDE a| 5| 2|5 5|5 3
CONCRETE LIGHT POLE +80' EAST OF eja[xiejele
CENTERLINE FLOYD STREET £75' NORTH LOCATION MAP — NOT TO SCALE o|w|<|m|~|| S
OF BUILDING #1193.

ELEV. — 758.08
LEGEND
@® IRON FOUND ® BRASS PLUG SET GSEC‘ CORNER FOUND
XX IRON SET (@ MONUMENT FOUND
£ NAIL FOUND (& MONUMENT SET R RECORDED
& NAIL & CAP SET M MEASURED
C CALCULATED
EXISTING
—OH—ELEC—W-O—< ELEC., PHONE OR CABLE TV O.H. LINE, POLE & GUY WRE
—UG-CATV—JTV—  UNDERGROUND CABLE TV, CATV PEDESTAL
{X-UG—PHONE-T—  TELEPHONE U.C. CABLE, PEDESTAL & MANHOLE
“UG-ELEC-EHEKE>-  ELECTRIC UG. CABLE, MANHOLE, METER & HANDHOLE
e GAS MAIN, VALVE & GAS LINE MARKER CAUTION!
THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING
— —X————@-—  WATERMAIN, HYD,, GATE VALVE, TAPPING SLEEVE & VALVE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THIS
! DRAWING ARE ONLY APPROXIMATE. NO GUARANTEE IS
— 5 —O)—  SANITARY SEWER, CLEANOUT & MANHOLE EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AS TO THE
T — -2 @ STORM SEVER, CLEANOUT & MANHOLE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE EXCLUSIVELY RESPONSIBLE
| O COMBNED SR & MAWOLE B e 1
@ [ O CATCH BASN, INLET, YARD DRAIN
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8 ” ADJACENT TO THE SITE. BACKFILL FOR EXISTING UTILITY TRENCHES SHALL BE ,'-'_J N | — m cZ|7| &
4 EXAMINED CRITICALLY. ANY TRENCHES FOUND TO HAVE SOFT, UNSTABLE OR < N ® Q I_ ™ 8 S
UNSUITABLE BACKFILL MATERIAL, IN THE OPINION OF THE GEOTECHNICAL E Q“S CZ) O it
ENGINEER, THAT ARE TO BE WITHIN THE ZONE OF INFLUENCE OF PROPOSED <= < w =0 s
BUILDINGS OR PAVEMENT SHALL BE COMPLETELY EXCAVATED AND BACKFILLED N 8 ) m ozl2]¢
MATCH EX. WITH SUITABLE MATERIAL. s Qu<s|?|=
F -
+756.56 T (D nadl—1e
< 25|19 >izs
¥ 55| > 0:2(q2
(O] Ay V)R g
| A°Z|Z|E
<L io|leg WSE| |5
SYMBOLS: GRADING > zZ0 i
Os3|Z muz| |5
PROPOSED SPOT GRADE ELEVATION. ALL GRADES |— P o)) E 5 .| e
INDICATED ARE TOP OF PAVEMENT UNLESS 557 oy " S «—uLz|3[c
OTHERWSE NOTED. : ==°u o
- 1" Eo[T;
m m E Elo .‘f,
Ol 218
EARTHWORK BALANCING NOTE: E @ g
N
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPORTING OR EXPORTING g
ALL MATERIALS AS REQUIRED TO PROPERLY GRADE THIS PROJECT TO THE nly
FINISHED ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR Ll éé
SHALL MAKE THEIR OWN DETERMINATION OF CUT AND FILL QUANTITIES a ;
AND ALLOW FOR REMOVAL OF EXCESS OR IMPORTATION OF ADDITIONAL
MATERIAL AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE OWNER. ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:
JUNE 8, 2015
PEA JOB NO. 2015-045
SCALE: 1" = 20"
DRAWING NUMBER:
XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\15045 TOPOBASE.DWG ‘ _4 O
NOT FOR CONSTRU CTION XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—BASE—15045.DWG .
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SEEEEE
FLOOD NOTE: S EEEEHE
LEGAL DESCRIPTION N MAPLE ROAD N SER e
AVAN
BY GRAPHICAL PLOTTING, THE SUBJECT PARCEL LIES =T — : . GRAPHIC SCALE —
WITHIN "AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE OF THE (per First American Title Insurance Company, Commitment No.: 693825, Effective Date: February 16, 2015) , . o o " . .
[1] —_
0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN® (ZONE X) PER The land referred to in this Commitment, situated in the County of Oakland, City of Birmingham, State of OO
FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP 26125C—0537f, Michigan, is described as follows: >
EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 2, 2012. ’ ?7 »
The South 25 feet of Lot 69 and all of Lots 70 and 71, of BIRMINGHAM—WOODWARD SUBDIVISION, according (N FEET ) & i )
BENCHMARKS to the plat thereof as recorded in Liber 40 of Plats, page 23, Oakland County Records. 1 inch = 20 ft. 2/ = =
< O
(GPS DERIVED — NAVD88) Tax item No. 19—36—403—011 E LINCOLN ST \ 2l | | %
%)) =
BM#301 - 2 | 5| |2
MAG NAIL TAG IN SOUTHEAST CORNER OF /A %8 T % >
CONCRETE LIGHT POLE +30' WEST OF / o olf HE H:J
CENTERLINE OF FLOYD STREET +105' SITE AEFEEEE
SOUTHEAST OF SOUTHEAST BUILDING R E =
CORNER OF BIRMINGHAM YMCA. S FEE > &
ELEV. — 756.64 HEHEIEE =
BM 4302 14 MILE ROAD EEQH&’%
SET NAIL AND TAG ON SOUTH SIDE a| 5| 2|5 5|5 3
CONCRETE LIGHT POLE +80' EAST OF clojE|alale
CENTERLINE FLOYD STREET £75' NORTH LOCATION MAP — NOT TO SCALE ofw|<|m| || g
OF BUILDING #1193.
ELEV. — 758.08
LEGEND
@® IRON FOUND ® BRASS PLUG SET GSEC‘ CORNER FOUND
X IRON SET @ MONUMENT FOUND
£ NAIL FOUND (& MONUMENT SET R RECORDED
& NAIL & CAP SET M MEASURED
C CALCULATED
EXISTING PROPOSED
—QH—ELEC—AAN-O—-=< ELEC., PHONE OR CABLE TV O.H. LINE, POLE & GUY WRE
—UG—CATV—| z— UNDERGROUND CABLE TV, CATV PEDESTAL
X-UG-PHONE<T—  TELEPHONE U.G. CABLE, PEDESTAL & MANHOLE
~UG-ELEC-EH{EKE>-  ELECTRIC UG. CABLE, MANHOLE, METER & HANDHOLE
N GAS MAIN' VALVE & GAS LINE MARKER é S{’EA\LLOJ;I»;ITSN’\SIEND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING
—_——x___ _@__ WATERMAIN, HYD., GATE VALVE, TAPPING SLEEVE & VALVE _!___®. -— UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THIS
! C.0. DRAWING ARE ONLY APPROXIMATE. NO GUARANTEE IS
T e O SANTARY SEWER, CLEANOUT & MANHOLE T COMPLETENESS O AGCURAGY THEREOF. THE
————o— TR SEVER, CLEANOUT & MAWOLE '9"""-. T Ton AL B DLy FEsrolee
Y. O . OYD ELEVATIONS PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.
@ [ O CATCH BASN, INLET, YARD DRAIN
O POST INDICATOR VALVE - POFLSIONAL ENGINEEANG ASSOCIAT e, NG, HEY
) ‘%0 WATER VALVE BOX/HYDRANT VALVE BOX, SERVICE SHUTOFF C?ﬁ ?8?@?8%%%51}%%%332?82 gg)ﬁETl;i: ARE
MmO MAILBOX, TRANSFORMER, IRRIGATION CONTROL VALVE I\AN/ECO)I;EAE\)'I?OIT\IE’rgRglra:RUSS,I\EA[I)I‘IFF?ORU?FU‘I?HNQSPHR!:VO%
@  UNDENTFIED STRUCTURE ASSOGIATES, INC. ALL COMMON LAWRIGHTS OF
F16.95  or eLevaTon e A e cssionat
CONTOUR LINE 671 ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.
s s FENCE e s ACCORDANGE WITH GENERALLY AGOERTED.
CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES, CONSTRUCTION
——o—o——o  GUARD RAL o—0o—0o—79o CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO ASSUME SOLE
-~ SIGN 2 AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL BE
- " [ 7O NORMAL WORKING MOURS, AND GONGTRUCTION.
CONCRETE CONTRACTOR FURTHER AGREES TO DEFEND,
SD - HEAVY ROM. ARLESS FROM AN AND ALL LIABILI . REAL O
OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT EXCEPTING LABILITY
- ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE DESIGN
ASPHALT PROFESSIONAL.
ASPH.
o oy xeen | 3 FULL WORKING DAYS
GRAVEL. SHOULDER o b R BEFORE YOU DIG CALL
(] 811
REFFRENCE DRAWINGS
"PROPOSED SOIL BORING LAYOUT" GOOGLE EARTH SKETCH, G2 PROJECT No. 153021 Know what's beIOW
CABLE  COMCAST MAP 2301-380 DATED 2/19/13 Ca” .
WOW SKETCH ON AERIAL PHOTO RECEIVED 3/25/15 before you dig
ELECTRIC DTE ENERGY OUTSIDE SALES PRODUCT MAP 301-380, DATED 5/6/15
GAS CONSUMERS ENERGY QUARTER SECTION MAP 02-60-36-4, DAT/ED/12/15/14 M/SSDGSJ/Stem, /nC
PROPOSED \ PHONE  AT&T MAP DATED 4,/20/2015 o
LIGHT POLE BM#301 :!.T-OBLRQEg-BZ-?l?l WWW.mISSdIg.net
() SAND BACKFILL NOTE:
= ALL UTILITIES UNDER PAVEMENT OR WITHIN ' )
_ :
m . 3' OF THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT (OR WITHIN =URVEYOR'S NOTE
- a 0 " I ;'IZE/E:ASEN'II:;NSH%ELINHFL-SENS% 8FT CLASS I At the time of this survey, approximately 2 feet of
- . PROPOSED -D.0.T. ' .
REMOVE AND REPLACE . Q. 4;“ CATeH BASIN GRANULAR’ BACKFILL COMPAGTED TO 95% snow covered the subject parcel. Some features
EXISTING CONCRETE - i —m - - { MAX. DRY DENSITY (ASTM D—1557) may have been obscured and may not be shown.
ROADWAY AND SIDEWALK AS— | / Yo VR TR ~ PROPOSED 8" : :
NECESSARY FOR UTIUITY >= N s STORM SEWER I
INSTALLATION, TYP. o Ll lha PROPOSED 12" \
e ~
I = ) STORM WITH [ .
L = Jla TRAPPED OUTLET ~ | |
TAP EXISTING 12"| | - i ™~ .
e i TN T 1. GENERAL UTIUTY NOTES:
~ S~ PROFESSIONAL
<L vo. PROPOSED 2. ALL UTIUTY LINES, STRUCTURES AND TRENCHES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
PROPOSED DOMESTIC N2 — '
TAP EXISTING 6" WATER MAIN WATER SERVICE YARD DRAIN THE STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM. ENGINEERING
WL P EEL D VERIEY EXACT WATERIN - - - - - 7 J[= | EXISTING 3. NO PHYSICAL CONNECTION TO THE EXISTING WATER MAIN CAN BE MADE UNTIL ALL NEW WATER ASSOCIATES
1 PROPOSED 6" FIRE ~—1ELECTRIC POLE MAIN PASSES PRESSURE AND BACTERIOLOGICAL TESTS TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY. 2430 Rochester Ct. Suite 100
MAIN LOCATION AND DEPTH. o —F ,
1 +|/ /- |SUPPRESSION LINE “ J / ‘- ﬁ Troy, Ml 48083-1872
T }Q » \jL/ < [P NP | STECTRIC 4. ALL WATER MAIN AND FITTINGS (4" DIAMETER AND LARGER) SHALL BE DUCTILE IRON, CLASS 54. Phone: (248) 689-9090
i [ — Fax: (248) 689-1044
BM#302 |1 METERS 5. ALL WATER MAIN SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH 5.5' OF COVER UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. website: WWw.peainc.com
FLe PROPOSED ELECTRIC, CATV -
PROPOSED GAS SERVICE, 111 AND PHONE SERVICE. 6. ALL FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL BE PER CITY OF BIRMINGHAM STANDARDS.
CONNECT TO EXISTING
Nl 4/ WATER GAS LINE. COORDINATE ﬁggggg‘g}ﬁmvﬁﬁm 7. ALL NECESSARY FITTINGS, THRUST BLOCKS, RESTRAINING GLANDS, BLOW OFFS, ETC. FOR WATER a2
- —VETER WITH GAS COMPANY. COMPANY MAIN ARE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THIS PROJECT. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THESE -
- — -1 T ITEMS AS NECESSARY AND AS REQUIRED BY THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM.
TAP EXISTING 12 Ja A O =
COMBINED SEWER [ T—u| ° < Ei O [A/C UNITS] 8. THE WATER MAIN CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE INSPECTION SECTION OF THE DETROIT WATER z| s
L PROPOSED 6" SANITARY (VIDEQ EXISTNG O é#RR%EVéE%o?‘ES%ﬁ%EgJ AT (313) 833-4682 AT LEAST THREE WORKING DAYS IN ADVANCE OF QO < Wid| 2|,
E)El’:‘s%ﬁe %g‘gg%é% %/ SERVICE LINE TO DETERMINE IF EXISTING O : | —d T . 2
ROADWAY AND SIDEWALK ASk—= IBIE\EEE&:NMEET)RE_USED FOR NEW PROPOSED 9. ALL SANITARY SEWER LEADS SHALL BE POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) SDR 23.5 PIPE AND -l Q. w=s| |®
NECESSARY FOR UTILITY . e |}~1TRANSFORMER FITTINGS. ALL JOINTS TO BE ELASTOMERIC GASKET JOINTS PER ASTM D3034 UNLESS OTHERWISE .8 S 112> = |1
INSTALLATION, TYP. 1 NOTED. = o, — L > 2|5
. N 2 =
) I || \ 10. SANITARY LEADS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH CLEANOUTS EVERY 100 FEET AND AT EVERY BEND L 58 = 0 3l 12
AS SHOWN. ALL CLEANOUTS TO BE PROVIDED WITH E.J.LW. #1565 BOX OR EQUAL. — Al — (Il_) Z3 ¢
<= =nlcel>=
11. ALL STORM SEWER 12" DIAMETER OR LARGER SHALL BE REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE (RCP N S4 oy 5z =1
C—76) CLASS IV WITH PREMIUM JOINTS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. =2 = 0 (u,J)é =
D_ 1 =
12. ALL STORM SEWER LEADS SHALL BE PVC SCHEDULE 40 WITH GLUED JOINTS UNLESS OTHERWISE < < i Bo > 58| |2
NOTED. !w;{ 13359%
L - a
z|z|s
EXISTING OVERHEAD PHONE /CATV 13. Elrllﬁ: é_gNﬁg;lésDAg;:H EII?VWIEgEFROM CENTER OF STRUCTURE AND TO END OF FLARED END SECTION Z o5 < TR .
LINES TO BE RELOCATED SO AS NOT - O :z|< o i of |&
m I — (%)
égggﬁlRﬁEM%mAgggogﬁﬂNG' 14. THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM STANDARD DETAIL SHEETS ARE INCORPORATED INTO AND MADE A = = S o TS| |e
UTILITY COMPANIES PART OF THESE PLANS. CONTRACTOR TO REFER TO THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM STANDARD DETAIL oY 8 =9 xlZ5
. SHEETS FOR ALL STRUCTURE, PIPE MATERIALS, BEDDING, TESTING, ETC. NOTES AND DETAILS. o2 e,
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0 2| |3
Y abEln|g
ozl
]
>
|3
HE
ol
=
ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:
JUNE 8, 2015
PEA JOB NO. 2015-045
SCALE: 1" =20’
DRAWING NUMBER:
XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\15045 TOPOBASE.DWG ‘ _6 O
NOT FOR CONSTRU CTION XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—BASE—15045.0WG "
XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—TBLK—15045.DWG




02/01/16
11/10/15
10/16/15
10/15/15
10/07/15
09/24/15|
DATE

GENERAL NOTES: S NOTE: ALTERNATE REVERSE CURB SECTION TO STANDARD SECTION
ALIGN DRIVEWAY RETURN TO FIT OPENING K, 2y EERLEJ!SEgEé) pr FI!'%T? ?_BQTIT%;N AWAY FROM T ALT. REVERSE CURB SECTION
1. ALL CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT IN CURB AND GUTTER | é’,@é\' GUTTER _CURB ) )

STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM. 7 \\ ZVNIS & GUTTER 6" 12"

10" DIA. CIRCLE o e QL
2. ALL NECESSARY PERMITS, TESTING, BONDS AND INSURANCES ETC., SHALL BE PAID RESERVED W /\ s s 95 _eace |,
A FLOW LINE AR PAVEMENT 1" MIN. —
\ 5 THICKNESS A
\ — T 3 N
« PER |F

CURB

CURB
"HEIGHT

OF CONSTRUCTION. THIS SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE JOB.

FOR BY THE CONTRACTOR. THE OWNER SHALL PAY FOR ALL INSPECTION FEES. P ARKING

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DUST CONTROL DURING THE PERIODS _\|‘ / \ R
3 GUTTER PAN \ 4

PLANE OF WEAKNESS JOINTS —/

A

b

T.
Z LREINFORCEMENT AS IN ‘ 4.7
" ADJACENT CURB & GUTTER e ':——
17 EXPANSION JOINT < — — —

)\‘0\/\ 1" EXPANSION JOINT SECTION A=A e = “ 4 “}* ®
y N M.D.O.T. DRIVEWAY OPENING—DETAIL 'M' . \MDOT 3500 PSy

4. PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT MISS DIG (811) TO
VERIFY THE LOCATION OF ANY EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND SHALL NOTIFY
OTHER REPRESENTATIVES OF OTHER UTILITIES IN THE MCINITY OF THE WORK.

l
|

5. ALL PROPERTIES OR FACILITIES IN THE SURROUNDING AREAS, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE,
DESTROYED OR OTHERWISE DISTURBED DUE TO CONSTRUCTION, SHALL BE REPLACED v A N

AND/OR RESTORED TO THE ORIGINAL CONDITION BY THE CONTRACTOR.
/ ACCESSIBLE
Yy

6. MANHOLE, CATCH BASIN, GATE VALVES AND HYDRANT FINISH GRADES MUST BE ™
CLOSELY CHECKED AND APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER BEFORE THE CONTRACTOR'S 12" x 18" (R7—8 MOD)
WORK IS CONSIDERED COMPLETE. GREEN BORDER AND LEGEND 4" MDOT 21AA AGGREGATE \ B ok ENCINEERED

WHITE SYMBOL, BLUE BACKGROUND. NOTE: SYMBOL SHALL BE PAINTED WITH COMPACTED TO 95% DRY MAX. DENSITY ASTM D—1557

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF OFF—SITE ANY TREES, BRUSH, REFLECTORIZED BLUE TRAFFIC PAINT. WITHIN OUTLINE SHOWN. 1.5" M.D.O.T. #36A DENSITY ASTM D-1857. ) )
STUMPS, TRASH OR OTHER UNWANTED DEBRIS AT THE OWNER'S DIRECTION, INCLUDING VAN ACCESSIBLE BITUMINOUS WEARING COURSE

OLD BUILDING FOUNDATIONS AND FLOORS. BURNING OF TRASH, STUMPS OR OTHER STANDARD "BARRIER FREE" BOND COAT NOTE:
= o e e e e e e PROVIDE CONTROL JOINTS IN CURB AT 10' O.C. AND AT ALL

DEBRIS SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED. PARKING SIGN BEIQ!LIE SYMBOL FQR PARKING SPAC_E EEVNEAL?NgTCOﬁSSAE BITUMINOUS RADIUS RETURNS. PROVIDE EXPANSIVE JOINTS EVERY 30'.
8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY BARRICADING, LIGHTS AND TRAFFIC NOT TO SCALE NPT -
CONTROL DEVICES TO PROTECT THE WORK AND SAFELY CONTAIN TRAFFIC IN 18 x6 = STANDARD CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER
ACCORDANCE WITH "MMUTCD". ] ——x NOT T0_SCALE
i S—
9. ALL EXCAVATIONS SHALL BE SLOPED, SHORED OR BRACED IN ACCORDANCE WITH BARRIER FREE SIGN, TYP. 5% MD.OT. #21AA AGGREGATE BASE " CLLTTTIN T AS INDICATED ON PLANS
MI—OSHA REQUIREMENTS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AN ADEQUATELY /(PROVIDE SIGN LOCATIONS RS et A S

REVISIONS

NOT TO SCALE
P1 6AA CONCRETE

¢ PARKING SPACE

DSK | DSK | PER PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS
RLS | RLS | REVISIONS PER ARCHITECT

DSK | RS | CLIENT REVIEW

DSK | RS | CLIENT REVIEW
DSK | RS | CITY REVIEW COMMENTS

DSK | DSK | REVISED SITE PLAN
BY | CHK | DESCRIPTION

6
5
4
3
2
1
No.

CONSTRUCTED AND BRACED SHORING SYSTEM FOR EMPLOYEES WORKING IN AN PER PLAN) TO 95% MAX. DENSITY (ASTM D-1557) . [~ M.D.O.T. 35P, 6AA MIX
EXCAVATION THAT MAY EXPOSE EMPLOYEES TO THE DANGER OF MOVING GROUND. o 6"

CONTROL " ASPHALT PAVING
, { JOINT CONT. | —
COMPACT UPPER 10" OF EXIST. AN 2.0% MIN. SLOPE 1" RADIUS

SUBGRADE OR FILL TO MIN. 95% —— ] N ———
MAX. DENSITY (ASTM D-1557) \m 4

10. ALL REFERENCES TO M.D.O.T. SPECIFICATIONS ARE TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CURRENT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION. . ©®F PARKING
SPACE

RAMP LANDING RAMP

PAVING NOTES: _' - STANDARD DUTY ASPHALT DETAIL T, ¢ i

1. ALL WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT (NOT FOR USE IN THE RIGHT—OF—WAY) NOT TO SCALE \
a

A<7

[N
18"

STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM. CAUTIONI!

THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THIS
DRAWING ARE ONLY APPROXIMATE. NO GUARANTEE IS

2. IN AREAS WHERE NEW PAVEMENTS ARE BEING CONSTRUCTED, THE TOPSOIL AND SOIL
CONTAINING ORGANIC MATTER SHALL BE REMOVED PRIOR TO PAVEMENT
CONSTRUCTION.

3. SUBGRADE UNDERCUTTING, INCLUDING BACKFILLING SHALL BE PERFORMED TO
REPLACE MATERIALS SUSCEPTIBLE TO FROST HEAVING AND UNSTABLE SOIL
CONDITIONS. ANY EXCAVATIONS THAT MAY BE REQUIRED BELOW THE TOPSOIL IN FILL
SECTIONS OR BELOW SUBGRADE IN CUT SECTIONS, WILL BE CLASSIFIED AS SUBGRADE
UNDERCUTTING.

4. SUBGRADE UNDERCUTTING SHALL BE PERFORMED WHERE NECESSARY AND THE INSTALL 4 LONG, 4" HIGH
EXCAVATED MATERIAL SHALL BECOME THE PROPERTY OF THE CONTRACTOR. ANY CONCRETE BUMPER BLOCK IF
SUBGRADE UNDERCUTTING SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SAND OR OTHER SIMILAR SHOWN ON PLANS.
APPROVED MATERIAL. BACKFILL SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF THE MAXIMUM

UNIT WEIGHT (PER ASTM D-1557) UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.
5. BACKFILL UNDER PAVED AREAS SHALL BE AS SPECIFIED ON DETAIS. +* WDE BLUE
PARKING STRIPES
6. ANY SUB—GRADE WATERING REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE REQUIRED DENSITY SHALL BE
CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE JOB.

TWO 9/16" DIA. x 18"
LONG STEEL RETAINING PINS 4" M.D.O.T. CLASS Il SAND BASE
DRIVEN FLUSH WITH TOP. COURSE COMPACTED TO 95%
TOP OF CONCRETE SLOPE TO PROVIDE POSITIVE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY ASTM
COLLAR TO MATCH DRAINAGE FOR CATCH BASIN, D-1557 (MOD|F|ED PROCTOR)
PAVEMENT ELEVATION K(CONSTRUCT FLUSH W/PAVEMENT

EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED AS TO THE
COMPLETENESS OR ACCURACY THEREOF. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE EXCLUSIVELY RESPONSIBLE
FOR DETERMINING THE EXACT UTILITY LOCATIONS AND
ELEVATIONS PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.

2' MIN.

CHAMFER

FOR MANHOLE STRUCTURE) THIS DRAWING AND DESIGN ARE THE PROPERTY OF

=m:l:
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC. THEY
NOTE: ROUT A 1" X 3/4" RESERVOIR 2 — #4 RE-ROD ARE SUBMITTED ON THE CONDITION THAT THEY ARE
NOT TO BE USED, REPRODUCED, OR COPIED, IN
AROUND EDGES. POUR HOT RUBBER CONTINUOUS WHOLE OR IN PART, OR USED FOR FURNISHING
‘ 6" ‘

ASPHALT PAVEMENT

NON—SILICONE BASED SEALANT ALONG
ALL EDGES OF CONCRETE COLLAR UNDISTURBED SOIL
ADJACENT TO ASPHALT PAVEMENT.

INFORMATION TO OTHERS, WITHOUT THE PRIOR
WRITTEN CONSENT OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES, INC. ALL COMMON LAW RIGHTS OF
COPYRIGHT AND OTHERWISE ARE HEREBY
SPECIFICALLY RESERVED. © 2014 PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.

4"

6"
| 1

DRAINAGE OPENING

4" WIDE BLUE
PARKING STRIPES

AGGREGATE BASE
PER PROPOSED
PAVEMENT DETAILS

CONTRACTION JOINTS TO BE 2 1/2" DEEP. SPACED AT 5' CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT IN

CONCRETE STRENGTH OF " ACCORDANCE WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED
3500 PS| AT 28 DAYS WITH INTERVALS (TOOLED). EXPANSION JOINTS TO EEI 1/2 CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES, CONSTRUCTION
AR ENTRAINMENT OF 5—7% PREMOLDED FILLER, SPACED A MAXIMUM OF 30' APART. CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO ASSUME SOLE

AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE
CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION
I N TEGR AL CU RB AN D SI DEWALK OF THE PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS
UN TLVDINAL WWIND AINL JIILJL VV/ALTN AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL BE
NOT TO SCALE MADE TO APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED
TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS, AND CONSTRUCTION

4000 P.S.I. (MIN.) AR
ENTRAINED CONCRETE SUBGRADE

20'

TWO 3/8" DIA. RODS — CONTINUOUS

CONTRACTOR FURTHER AGREES TO DEFEND,
INDEMNIFY AND HOLD DESIGN PROFESSIONAL
PROVIDE 6"x6" HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR

v
1 1
CONCRETE PARKING BUMPER SECTION A=A WAOWAO WWE. ALLEGED, I COMECTIN W i esromunice

NOT TO SCALE /— 6AA CONCRETE ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE DESIGN

AT BARRIER FREE SPACES .
T e e h TOOL OR SAWCUT CONTRACTION / / 3 FULL WORKING DAYS
4.9 4 A < p o a——— JOINTS IN CONCRETE COLLAR " ’/ 7 BEFORE YOU DIG CALL

1/3 DEPTH OF SLAB

1 e 811

NOTE: ROUT A 1" X 3/4" RESERVOIR
AROUND EDGES. POUR HOT RUBBER

NON—SILICONE BASED SEALANT ALONG
ALL EDGES OF CONCRETE COLLAR / \ Know what's below
E

GENERAL UTILITY NOTES:

1. ALL WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM.

2. IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY AND/OR OBTAIN ANY
INFORMATION NECESSARY REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES,
WHICH MIGHT AFFECT THIS JOB.

NOTE:

MAY ONLY BE USED AT 11' WIDE SPACES
LOCATED ON THE LEFT SIDE OF A &'
WDE AISLE, OR 8' WIDE SPACES LOCATED
TO THE LEFT OF 8' WIDE AISLES

—— 1>
Ay
DS
N

6"
MIN

3. ALL TRENCHES UNDER OR WITHIN THREE (3) FEET OR THE FORTY—FIVE (45) DEGREE
ZONE OF INFLUENCE LINE OF EXISTING AND/OR PROPOSED PAVEMENT, BUILDING PAD
OR DRIVE APPROACH SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SAND COMPACTED TO AT LEAST
NINETY—FIVE (95) PERCENT OF MAXIMUM UNIT WEIGHT (ASTM D—1557). ALL OTHER
TRENCHES TO BE COMPACTED TO 90% OR BETTER.

8'

ADJACENT TO ASPHALT PAVEMENT. 6" M.D.O.T. #21AA AGG. BAS SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO C ” .
COURSE COMPACTED TO 95% 95% MAXIMUM DENSITY ASTM all before you dig

MAX. DENSITY (ASTM D-1557) D-1557 (MODIFIED PROCTOR) MISS oG System Inc

4, WHENEVER EXISTING MANHOLES OR SEWER PIPE ARE TO BE TAPPED, DRILL HOLES 4" 11'/0" MIN. VAN ACCESSIBLE 5'-0" MIN 9'—0" MIN.
CENTER TO CENTER, AROUND PERIPHERY OF OPENING TO CREATE A PLANE OF / STALL WIDTH ' ' STALL WIDTH

HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE DETAIL 1-800-482-7171 www.missdig.net

(TOLL FREE)

WEAKNESS JOINT BEFORE BREAKING SECTION OUT. NOTE: NOT TO SCALE
VAN ACCESSIBLE SPACES MUST
BE LOCATED TO THE LEFT OF

> FELD ENGINEER PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. 1 0 ooy M T mestsmew oxss e UNIVERSAL BARRIER FREE PARKING STALL DETAIL CONCRETE COLLAR AT CATCH BASIN DETAIL SROVDE 1172 001 SONTRO

p 4 4008 401 WS _TNA_A 4 1 JOINTS AT INTERVALS EQUAL TO
NOT TO SCALE NOT TO SCALE THE WIDTH OF THE SIDEWALK.

STORM SEWER NOTES:

1. ALL STORM SEWER 12" AND LARGER SHALL BE RCP CLASS IV UNLESS OTHERWISE THREE 9/16" Ol x 18"

NOTED. REFER TO CITY STANDARD DETAILS SHEETS FOR STANDARD BEDDING DETAILS. LONG STEEL RETAINING PINS
DRIVEN FLUSH WITH TOP.

WIDTH VARIES 4" MDOT 35P,

CHAMFER /_ 6AA CONCRETE
2% CROSS SLOPE
——

pay 4 d
a4
<
< A

2. JOINTS FOR ALL STORM SEWER 12" AND LARGER SHALL BE MODIFIED TONGUE AND
GROOVE JOINT WITH RUBBER GASKETS UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE (ASTM C—443)

SIGN

ALUMINUM .08" THICK MIN.
4000 P.S.Il. (MIN.) AIR
ENTRAINED PRECAST SHAPE AND SIZE VARIES

CONCRETE | 2" MIN.

3. ALL STORM SEWER LEADS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF PVC SCHEDULE 40 PIPE AT
1.00% MINIMUM SLOPE WITH GLUED JOINTS, UNLESS OTHERIWSE NOTED.

\ SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO
4" M.D.0.T. CLASS Il SAND BASE COURSE 95% MAXIMUM DENSITY ASTM PROFESS|ONAL

COMPACTED TO 95% MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY D—-1557 (MODIFIED PROCTOR)

ASTM D-1557 (MODIFIED PROCTOR) ENGINEERING
ASSOCIATES
CONCRETE SIDEWALK 2430 Rochester Ct. Suite 100

NOT TO SCALE Troy, Ml 48083-1872
Phone: (248) 689-9090
Fax: (248) 689-1044
website: www.peainc.com

VARIES

4, ALL STORM SEWER SHALL BE INSTALLED ON CLASS 'B' BEDDING OR BETTER.
5/16" BOLTS IN

© DRAINAGE OPENINGS 3/8" DRILLED HOLES

WATER MAIN NOTES:

1. ALL WATER MAIN SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A MINIMUM COVER OF 5.5' BELOW FINISH
GRADE. WHEN WATER MAINS MUST DIP TO PASS UNDER A STORM SEWER OR
SANITARY SEWER, THE SECTIONS WHICH ARE DEEPER THAN NORMAL SHALL BE KEPT
TO A MINIMUM LENGTH BY THE USE OF VERTICAL TWENTY TWO AND A HALF (22.5°)

DEGREE BENDS, PROPERLY ANCHORED. CONCRETE PARKING BUMPER

2. ALL WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT NOT TO SCALE
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM.

SIGN POST

TWO 3/8" DIA. RODS — CONTINUOUS GALVANIZED STEEL
CHANNEL POST

JPB

~~
~,

//

3. ALL TRENCHES UNDER OR WITHIN THREE (3) FEET OR THE FORTY-FIVE (45) DEGREE oY oM FasE

ZONE OF INFLUENCE LINE OF EXISTING AND/OR PROPOSED PAVEMENT, BUILDING PAD
OR DRIVE APPROACH SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SAND COMPACTED TO AT LEAST
NINETY-FIVE (95) PERCENT OF MAXIMUM UNIT WEIGHT (ASTM D-1557). ALL OTHER
TRENCHES TO BE COMPACTED TO 90% OR BETTER.

TOP OF CURB

P.M.

7'-0"

FINISHED

/_ GRADE
A

4. ALL TEE'S, BENDS, CONNECTIONS, ETC. ARE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE JOB.

JW

5. PHYSICAL CONNECTIONS SHALL NOT BE MADE BETWEEN EXISTING AND NEW WATER - 3.5' MIN.
MAINS UNTIL TESTING IS SATISFACTORILY COMPLETED.

6. MAINTAIN 10' HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE BETWEEN OUTER EDGE OF WATERMAIN AND
ANY SANITARY SEWER OR STRUCTURE.

| sur.

S: \PROJECTS\2015\2015045 1193 FLOYD STREET—JPB\Dwg\Site Plans\(C—9.1) DETAILS—15045.dwg

IGN_AND POST INSTAL_LATIC&

7. ALL WATER MAIN SHALL BE DUCTILE IRON CLASS 54 WITH POLYETHYLENE WRAP.
IN LANDSCAPED AREAS

NOT TO SCALE

RLS

SANITARY SEWER NOTES:

BINGHAM FARMS, MI 48025

NOTES AND DETAILS

1. ALL SANITARY LEADS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF PVC SDR 23.5 AT 1.00% MINIMUM
SLOPE.

DN.

1193 FLOYD STREET

PART OF THE NW 1/4 OF SECTION 36, T.1N., R.9E.,
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

2. JOINTS FOR P.V.C. SOLID WALL PIPE SHALL BE ELASTOMERIC (RUBBER GASKET) AS
SPECIFIED IN A.S.T.M. DESIGNATION D-3212.

BURTON KATZMAN, LLC
30100 TELEGRAPH ROAD, STE 366

3. INSTALL ALL SEWER AND LEADS ON 'CLASS B' BEDDING. REFER TO CITY OF
BIRMINGHAM SEWER DETAIL SHEET.

4. REFER TO CITY OF BIRMINGHAM SEWER DETAIL SHEETS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

RLS

DES.

ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:
JUNE 8, 2015

PEA JOB NO. 2015-045

SCALE: NONE

DRAWING NUMBER:

XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\15045 TOPOBASE.DWG ‘ _9 1
XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—BASE—15045.DWG .

XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—TBLK—-15045.DWG
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TREE PLANT LIST: CRAPHIC SCALE
—-20 0 10 20 40 80 4
QUANTITY KEY SYMBOL COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME SIZE SPEC Eﬁ— OO
)
3 PC3 Cleveland Select Pear Pyrus calleryana 'Cleveland Select’ 3" Cal. B&B ?7 )
IN FEET ) &
SHRUB PLANT LIST: CINFEET ) o z %)
1 inch = 20 ft. 2/ = =
QUANTITY KEY SYMBOL COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME SIZE SPEC O
E LINCOLN ST ¢ z|- o
8 HA24 Annabelle Hydrangea Hydrangea arborescens 'Annabelle’ 24" Ht. Cont. — ] l N a|w s 0p)
=|= z
| =T | -
4 BG24  Green Velvet Boxwood Buxus x ‘Green Velvet' 24"Ht.  Cont. v 2|32l | || | >
2 SN24  Snowmound Spirea Spirea nipponica’ Snowmound’ 24"Ht.  Cont. SITE / u|¢| & § § °lz o
o|Z|e|u|a|L| s
4 SP48 Miss Kim Lilac Syringa patula 'Miss Kim' 48" Ht. Cont. @ E é ; ; E E
Z = O
9 TO6 Mission Arborvitae Thuja occidentalis Techny’ 6' B&B ot i e =t
x|a|x|O|0|C|a
PERENNIAL PLANT LIST: 14 MILE ROAD b Ab AR E:
o|o|z|x(x(x|S
17 CA Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora 'Karl Foerster' 28" Ht. Cont s1s|als|3l5! -
LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS PER CITY OF BIRMINGHAM: HMEHEEEE
STANDARD LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS LOCATION MAP — NOT TO SCALE ofw|<|o|«f] s
PER 4.20 LA-01 B2C.—FOR PARKING 20 OR MORE SPACES
PER 4.20 LA-01 F. —FOR PARKING LOTS 7500 SF OR GREATER KEY:
5% OF INTERIOR PARKING LOT AREA SHALL BE
LANDSCAPED WITH 1 TREE/150 SF OF REQ.D AREA %
PROPOSED: PARKING AREA IS FOR 12 CARS AND 4190 SF LOT, e —f—_
THEREFORE REQUIREMENTS ABOVE ARE NOT APPLICABLE. * =
= EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN =
PER 4.53 — A SCREEN WALL IS REQUIRED WHEN PARKING ABUTS A 3
STREET AND PLANTED ON THE STREET SIDE.
ZONED: B-1 REQUESTED BY CITY— EVERGREEN SCREEN BUFFER TO THE WEST.
NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS PROPOSED D:4
: A -
SCREEN WALL AT PARKING LOT WITH SHRUB SCREEN, AND SHRUBS/ GRASSES
EVERGREEN SCREEN BUFFER TO THE WEST.
CAUTION!
THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING
REQUESTED BY CITY: DRAWING ARE ONLY APPROXIMATE. NO GUARANTEE IS
RESTORE DISTURBED 2 STREET TREES AND 1 BENCH ALONG FLOYD ST. ~ EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED ASTO THE |
AREA, MATCH EXISITNG, = DECIDUOUS TREE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE EXCLUSIVELY RESPONSIBLE
TYP. CONTRACTOR TO PROPOSED:2 STREET TREES ALONG FLOYD ST. AND FOR DETERMINING THE EXACT UTILITY LOCATIONS AND
FIELD VERIFY LIMITS. 1 BENCH LOCATED AT ST JAMES PARK; LOCATION AND BENCH :
SELEC.HON APPROVED BY CITY. THIS DRAWING AND DESIGN ARE THE PROPERTY OF
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC. THEY
TREE . ARE SUBMITTED ON THE CONDITION THAT THEY ARE
PROTECTION REMOVE 1 TREE ALONG FLOYD STREET, REPLACE WITH 1 NEW TREE TEEE = 3'DEPTH SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH WHOLE O N PART, O USED FOR FURNISING
FENCE. ALUMINUM EDGE ' OVER WEED FABRIC WRITTEN CONSENT OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING
PROPOSED = - ASSOCIATES, INC. ALL COMMON LAW RIGHTS OF
SCREEN WALL, RESTORE DISTURBED EXISTING BETWEEN PVMT/ COPYRIGHT AND OTHERWISE ARE HEREBY
SEE ARCH AREA MTH SEED LAWND TREES TO LAwN AND PLANT SPECIFICALLY RESERVED. © 2014 PROFESSIONAL
TYP. CONTRACTOR TO BED TYP. PLANT SO THAT TOP OF ROOT BALL IS FLUSH ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, INC.
S FIELD VERIFY LIMITS REVA, T 10 RADE OR 12" WOHER IF IN POORLY — sEED LA CoRe T oo s T
N . 8 8 TREE DRAINED SOILS. T - CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES, CONSTRUCTION
R CONTRACTOR SHALL REPLACE ALL '
9 4 Z/E;I::E 6 6 TREE {?’\ DO NOT COVER TOP OF ROOTBALL WITH SOIL. - |g|5TURBED AREAS WITH LAWN. FIELD iggT(:Fg\MCFTLOERT:”RLELsBpEoii%fILTTEVDFLOFS%SBUgﬁESOLE
— , & VERIFY LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE. ) CoN oS DU T SO O NSTTLCTON
m FORM SAUCER WITH 4" CONTINUOUS RIM. AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL BE
|_ —) MADE TO APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED
N o SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK MULCH 3" DEEP TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS, AND CONSTRUCTION
AND LEAVE 3" CIRCLE OF BARE SOIL AROUND == == == == = TREE PROTECTION FENCE INDEMNIFY AND HOLD DESIGN PROFESSIONAL
NO PARKING TRUNK. DO NOT PLACE MULCH IN CONTACT HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR
WITH TRUNK. ALLEGED, IN CONNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE
D | FINISH GRADE OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT EXCEPTING LIABILITY
& . FA}S(IDS!;(SBSFISEKALTHE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE DESIGN
— S 2 ZONED: 0~ = 0 GENERAL PLANTING NOTES: 3 FULL WORKING DAYS
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL L gg{EE ?_HET;%&“S SITE H 1. Landscape contractor shall visit site, inspect existing BEFORE YOU DIG CALL
T 3 SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX. WATER AND TAMP site conditions and review proposed planting and related
L(O) APPLICANT AGREES TO ADD r ZONED: B-1 TO REMOVE AIR POCKETS. work. In case of discrepancy between plan and plant
— L IO SeATIOMES NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS REMOVE ALL BURLAP FROM TOP 3 OF ROOTBALL. list, plan shall govern quantities. Contact Landscape
PROPOSED DETERMINED BY THE CITY. OFF SITE. Architect with any concerns.
SCREEN WALL, i : PLACE ROOTBALL ON UNEXCAVATED OR
SEE ARCH. [ T———.I ig’;ggvggl‘%%r%?&ND TAMPED SOIL. 2. Contractor shall verify locations of all on site utilities Know what's beIOW
PLANS - prior to beginning construction on his/her phase of ;
3" DEPTH SHREDDED : ak | | '[H = | ak ak SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL work. Electric, gas, telephone, cable television may be Call before you dig
HARDWOOD MULCH, NOT TO SCALE located by calling MISS DIG 1-800—482—7171. Any MISS DJG System, Inc.
OVER WEED FABRIC damage or interruption of services shall be the o
BETWEEN SIDEWALK, v/ J/ \J/ responsibility of Contractor. Contractor shall coordinate 1-800-482-7171 www.missdig.net
WALL AND CURB TYP. ] all related activities with other trades on the job and SRS

shall report any unacceptable job conditions to Owner's

VARIES PER

gl,:‘(gK SEE S o Representative prior to commencing.
DETAIL QUANTITY

3. All plant material to be premium grade nursery stock
VAREES PER and shall satisfy American Association of Nurserymen
SF;E%'ESFS'EE standard for Nursery Stock. All landscape material
QUANTITY shall be Northern Grown, No. 1. Grade.

PROPOSED APARTMENTS THIS SHT.

} (8) UNITS

PROPOSED

/ TRANSFORMER

3" DEPTH SHREDDED
HARDWOOD MULCH,
OVER WEED FABRIC

4, Contractor is responsible for verifying all quantities
shown on landscape plan prior to pricing the work.

5. The owner's representative reserves the right to reject
PLANT PERENNIALS EQUAL DISTANCE any plant material not meeting specifications.
IN ALL DIRECTION

LANDSCAPE BED EDGING SHALL BE CURV—RITE DESIGN 2 (CRD2) AS MANUFACTURED
BY CURV-RITE INC. WAYLAND, MICHIGAN 1.800.366.2878.

PLACE MULCH IN CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK.
FORM SAUCER AROUND PLANT PIT.

SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX, WATER & TAMP TO
REMOVE AIR POCKETS AMEND SOIL PER SITE
CONDITIONS & TREE REQUIREMENTS.

JLE

4' HIGH PROTECTIVE FENCING WITH 3"TYP.,
! ' STEEL POSTS — 10' O.C.
(8") EIGHT OR (16') SIXTEEN FOOT SECTIONS SHALL BE USED WITH ONE STAKE PER LOCATE FENCE 1' OUTSIDE DRIPLINE.

(38") THIRTY EIGHT INCHES OF EDGING.

DES.

EDGING SHALL BE ALUMINIUM ALLOY 6063 — T6 WITH STAKES BEING 6061-T6. EXISTING SOIL

PATIO pato | QR O] pamo K34 pamo IN_UTILITY AREA PLAN VIEW 6. All single stem shade trees to have straight trunks
\ N : e £ and symmetrical crowns.
6 CHAINLINK FENCE 3" SHREDDED BARK MULCH. DO NOT m PROFESSIONAL
RESTORE DISTURBED \-H-’%Zi W, g J PILE MULCH AGAINST PLANT STEMS 7. All single trunk shade trees to have a central leader; ENG|NEER|NG
AREA WITH SEED LAWN, ( o ) ) SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX trees with forked or irreqular trunks will not be ASSOCIATES
TYP. CONTRACTOR TO ALUMINUM EDGE accepted. -
FIELD VERIFY LIMITS BETWEEN FENCE - 2430 Rochester Ct. Suite 100
AND BED Aty N A AL 8. Al multi stem trees shall be heavily branched and PThroy, M(|24488)O§§§19807920
i e have symmetrical crowns. One sided trees or those one: -
sggg'lyfﬂg)ﬂ,s EEI(’;LACE 22 22 TREE Y @ K(7 : _J/ with thin or open crowns shall not be accepted. Fax: (248) 689-1044
WITH NEW PLANT BEDS ) website: Www.peainc.com
ZONED: PP PER PLAN BETWEEN ESE)EF; %MF(,JL\QEN{}H&_CONTA'NERS 9. All evergreen trees shall be heavily branched and full
PEOLCERORERT [RRae FENCES/ for the Jast Tive growing seasons. oo
PATIOS . m
o
PERENNIAL PLANTING DETAIL 10. All trees to have clay or clay loam badlls, trees with K
NOT TO SCALE sand balls Will Be Rejected.
>
=
11. No machinery is to be used within the drip line of T<Z,: S|y
. | 2
TREE PROTECTION WILL BE ERECTED PRIOR TO START OF existing trees; Hand grade all lawn areas within the O LYOlale
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AND SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE drip line of existing trees. | |_ o LI) || <Z'(
UNTIL CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETE. ®) 3
NO PERSON MAY CONDUCT ANY ACTIVITY WITHIN THE DRIP 12. All tree locations shall be staked by Landscope J (o] Z m Z = ;
Iélll]l_ll-; SgTAml _I:I';DEET ODEPSﬂirém'IEI;EDS JI? Vé?NE_IMSAII\lIB;LIJII\ILCDITHgING, Contractor and are subject to the approval of the n~ 3 < L : i = 3
MATERIAL, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT OR SOIL DEPOSITS ':1’;‘::23"’3 Architect prior to installation of the plant < ||-'_J§ - Y < = s ‘%
WITHIN DRIP LINES. . ™
PLANT SO THAT TOP OF ROOT BALL IS FLUSH < U)_%Cu’ o —=0 5
A STIANCES MAY NOT OCCUR WITHIN THE DRIP LINE o Afﬁé“‘gEngSFZ" HIGHER IF IN POORLY 13. It is mandatory that positive drainage is provided away E 9,: sl e 8 el
) from all buildings. N O - i B B
DURING CONSTRUCTION, NO PERSON SHALL ATTACH ANY SECURE TREE WRAP WITH BIODEGRADABLE o | Q. Q Ozlo|2
DEVICE OR WIRE TO ANY REMAINING TREE. = e S
15:5 RITE ALUMINUM EDGING OR APPROVED MQERIVGIQTAETR TOP & BOTTOM, REMOVE AFTER 14. All planting beds shall receive 3" shredded hardwood IE E %: < >_ ‘L’L) %‘ — uo'a
- ALL UTILITY SERVICE REQUESTS MUST INCLUDE : =
EQUAL WITH NATURAL ALUMINUM FINISH. NOTIFICATION TO THE INSTALLER THAT PROTECTED TREES DO NOT PRUNE TERMINAL LEADER PRUNE Ic:;orlé mullci:l, sflzle sp;et;lﬂcotlonsg jhredded palette and &E L o O (oNe) 2
BED MEDIA T PYOIDED. ALL IRENCHING SHALL OCCUR OUTSIDE ONLY DEAD BROKEN BRANCHES. yed mufeh Wil not be decepted. X 6 <§E (7p]) ] Ts|ule
3 L — | a
COMPACTED SUBGRADE , < %
TREES LOCATED ON ADJACENT PROPERTY THAT MAY BE WITH 2"—3" WIDE FABRIC STRAPS, CONNECT 15. All Ic!ndscaped areas shall receive 3" compacted Z d (ID Q m ; T - u.l_'
SEEE_%EE_I%DBY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES MUST BE FROM TREE TO STAKE. REMOVE AFTER (1) topsoil. O IC—> z|2Z i (29 &
. ONE YEAR, ALLOW FOR FLEXIBILITY. o (o0 L= o
S
TREES TO BE PRESERVED SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH (DO NOT USE WIRE & HOSE) 16. See specifics for additional comments, requirements, g < (@) E 5 | &
FLAGGING PRIOR TO THE TREE CLEARING OPERATIONS. (3) THREE 2"x2" HARDWOOD STAKES DRIVEN A planting procedures and warranty standards. m ™ T % =
PROVIDE FENCE AROUND CRITICAL ROOT ZONE OF TREE. gkﬁbROFTSSBABEEﬁ_LT,@LY INTO SUBGRADE ) - |C_> CLs || 5:2
FENCE SHALL BE PLACED IN A CIRCLE WITH A RADIUS OF ‘ SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK MULCH TO m EE > {
1' PER 1" DIAMETER OF THE TREE MEASURED AT 4.5' I DRIPLINE. 3" DEEP AND LEAVE 3" CIRCLE OF o 3
CRITICAL 1 OUTSIDE ABOVE GROUND. 2 BARE SOIL AROUND TREE TRUNK. DO NOT ) 5
g S
~
2]
(&)
g
z
(%)

STAKE SHALL SECURELY ENGAGE EDGING AND SHALL BE ENTIRELY BELOW TOP SURFACE

A

OF EDGING.
REMOVE ALL BURLAP FROM TOP 4 OF ROOTBALL. :
EDGING SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF (2") TWO INCHES OF INTERLOCKING OVERLAP { R A A AR O AROOTBALL: TYPE: BRCS—109 (9 LOOPS, 11 BIKES) ORIGINAL ISSUE DATE:
BETWEEN SECTIONS. \ SITE. (CYCLE SENTRY COLLECTION) JUNE 8, 2015
PLACE ROOTBALL ON UNEXCAVATED OR SR ACE MOUNT
INSTALL AS PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS WITH TOP OF EDGING §"-3" ABOVE TAMPED SOIL BY: VICTOR STANLEY
COMPACTED FINISH GRADE. FINISH GRADE TO BE COMPACTED ON EITHER SIDE OF T vemen B sranner P: 800-368-2573 PEA JOB NO. 2015-045
EDGING TO MAINTAIN STABILITY. QUANTITY: 1

ALUMINUM EDGE DETAIL TREE_PROTECTION DETAIL DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL BIKE RACK DETAIL 0% roweooronv oo [ooacog

NOT TO SCALE NOT TO SCALE NOT TO SCALE
NOT TO SCALE DRAWING NUMBER:

XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\15045 TOPOBASE.DWG I - 1 O
XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—BASE—15045.DWG .

XREF: S:PROJECTS\2015\2015045\DWG\SITE PLANS\X—TBLK—-15045.DWG




Luminaire Schedule

. I Catalog Number . Lumens Per Light Loss
Symbol Label Quantity | Manufacturer |Description Number Lamp Lamps Filename Lamp Factor Wattage
9 Lithonia 6" REALITY LED REAL6C D6MW | ONE 14-WATT 1 REAL6C_D6MW 1058 0.9 14.2
Lighting RECESSED DOWNLIGHT ESL 1000L 35K [LED _ESL_1000L_35
MODULE WITH 1000 .65SC K_.65SC.ies
LB NOMINAL LUMENS, 3500K
LEDS, AND 0.65 SPACING
. CRITERION BEAM
|_| 1 Lithonia DSX0 LED WITH (2) 20 DSX0 LED 40C |LED 1 DSX0_LED_40C 4415 0.8 67.92
Lighting LED LIGHT ENGINES, 530 30K T4M _530_30K_T4M
m} LC TYPE T4M OPTIC, 3000K, |[MVOLT HS _MVOLT_HS.ies
@ 530mA WITH HOUSE
SIDE SHIELD
FIM 754.66
12°8E 750,80
Luminaire Locations —
Statistics
Location
Description Symbol| Avg | Max [ Min | Max/Min| Avg/Min|
Label| X Y MH | Orientation| Tilt OVERALL LTG VALUES AT GRADE + Jo2fc|a9fc|oofc| N/A N/A
LB [10120.89(10087.77|10.00 0.00 0.00 PARKING LOT X 0.8fc] 1.6 fc|0.3 fc 5.3:1 2.7:1
LB [10124.84(10087.77|10.00 0.00 0.00 PROPERTY LINE 6' ABOVE GRADE —+ 0.0 fc] 0.9 fc [ 0.0 fc N/A N/A
LB |10142.14|10087.77(10.00 0.00 0.00
LB |10146.09|10087.77(10.00 0.00 0.00
LB |10174.95|10087.77(10.00 0.00 0.00
LB |10178.90|10087.77( 10.00 0.00 0.00
LB |[10195.92(10087.77| 10.00 0.00 0.00
LB |[10199.87(10087.77| 10.00 0.00 0.00
LC |[10159.78(10141.09| 16.00 180.00 0.00
Note

1. SEE MH COLUMN OF LUMINAIRE LOCATIONS FOR MOUNTING HEIGHTS.
2. SEE LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE FOR LIGHT LOSS FACTORS.
3. CALCULATIONS ARE SHOWN IN FOOTCANDLES AT GRADE.

THE ENGINEER AND/OR ARCHITECT MUST DETERMINE APPLICABILITY OF THE LAYOUT

TO EXISTING / FUTURE FIELD CONDITIONS. THIS LIGHTING LAYOUT REPRESENTS ILLUMINATION LEVELS
CALCULATED FROM LABORATORY DATA TAKEN UNDER CONTROLLED CONDITIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
ILLUMINATING ENGINEERING SOCIETY APPROVED METHODS. ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF ANY MANUFACTURER'S
LUMINAIRE MAY VARY DUE TO VARIATION IN ELECTRICAL VOLTAGE, TOLERANCE IN LAMPS, AND OTHER
VARIABLE FIELD CONDITIONS. MOUNTING HEIGHTS INDICATED ARE FROM GRADE AND/OR FLOOR UP.

GBA DOES NOT ACT AS THE CIVIL OR STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND DOES NOT DETERMINE BASE REQUIREMENTS
POLES SPECIFICATIONS ARE NOT INCLUDED WITH EXTERIOR LIGHTING PHOTOMETRIC ANALYSIS.
THESE LIGHTING CALCULATIONS ARE NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR INDEPENDENT ENGINEERING

ANALYSIS OF LIGHTING SYSTEM SUITABILITY AND SAFETY. THE ENGINEER AND/OR ARCHITECT
IS RESPONSIBLE TO REVIEW FOR MICHIGAN ENERGY CODE AND
LIGHTING QUALITY COMPLIANCE.

Specifications statement even as it blends seamlessly with its
H
b3 envirenment
EPA: 08f N ) R .
ol w The D-Series distills the benefits of the latest in LED
Length: 26" technology into a high performance, high efficacy,
e S
Tag L long-life luminaire. The outstanding photometric
Width: performance results in sites with excallant
Height: 7 uriformity, greater pole spacing and lower power
iy el density, It is ideal for replacing up to 400W metal
{m':f]:t "“3; halide with typical energy savings of 65% and
expected service life of over 100,000 hours.
EXAMPLE: DSX0 LED 40C 1000 40K T3M MWVOLT SPA DDBXD
DSKa LED
US¥BLED | Forward optics 530 S0 30K HRELY TS Typelshat TFIM Forwaid this: MWOLE® | Shipped induded
200 20LEDS [one engingl o0 THmA A0l A0 K T35 Tipellsnon medhr 110 i SR pole mouning
400 ADLEDS qnest | 1000 SO seogk T2M  Typell medium TS Tipe Vst | g+ BPA Found gl meunting
Rotated optics' il AMBRC ik T35 Typellishor 155 M0 WhA Wall beacket
30C 30 LEDs fone enningd Typellimedium TEM e SPUMBA Squane pade universel mounting adapter
T4 Type ¥ madim TEW M7t RPUMER Riand pecle universal mounting adaptor
480* Shipped separately "
KMABDOBXD U st arm mowrking bracked ad apbor
{specify finish|
Shipped installed PIRIFC3Y I s B-15 mainting height, smbient Shipped installed DDRXD  Dare nionze
PER HEA oy Eno contnols* x ¥ HS  Ho DBLXD  Black
PERS B 3 u U o, 15-30 mounting hewght, ambaznt o DNAXD
PER? '\a'al-d--a-w ereptacle only | < ranls) B0 o 30% i [WHKD = .
DG i comtsf ©BLSO g 5% DDBTED  Tectured dark bmrgs
MR PHATTDO . Lag DBLEXD "?fl-llwi :
:::H © PMMIS0D  Bartnghi, din his R By DNRRD: e
2 PHATIEDS - Partmigh,d on DWHGKD  Teciumd white
o PEMITIE Fartrigh

BLTIFIS A Phatacek - 55
2 DLIGEISCULIN  Phataced - 550 % ek [
2 DLLABOF1SCULIN  Phataced - S50 tan-dak (487 ™
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A Walkable Community
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January 10, 2016

Michael Poris, AIA — Principal
John Skok, LEED - AP
MclIntosh Poris Associates
36801 Woodward, Suite 200
Birmingham, M1 48009

Larry Pickel, Carlisle Wortman
Code Enforcement Services

Re: 1193 Floyd

Gentleman:

This is a response to your letter dated January 5, 2016, regarding your proposed building located
at 1193 Floyd. You provide in your letter a description of the building, site, and code sections pertaining
to Type B Units that you believe the design complies with and ask for my concurrence. We discussed
code requirements for Type B Units during a recent meeting and | suggested you provide a letter
describing how you believe the proposed design complies with the code. | have reviewed your letter
along with applicable code sections. | will begin with a brief description of the building and the deficiency
we are trying to resolve.

The proposed building contains three stories with four dwelling unit apartments within each level.
The first level is proposed as a “garden level” sunken 5.66 feet below finished grade. The garden level
allows the building to be classified as a two-story building per Birmingham’'s Zoning Ordinance. The
Michigan Building Code requires all of the dwelling units in the building to be Type B Units. Type B Units
are designed to be easily adaptable to accessibility standards. The code provides five circumstances when
the total number of Type B Units can be reduced. There are two circumstances that your building could
be designed to that would reduce the number of required units to only those within one story. The
garden level design is making it difficult to meet one of the two conditions.

You list thee code sections in your letter that you believe the building design complies with and
indicate that the required Type B Units do not need to be on an accessible story. The sections listed are
1107.6.2.1, 1107.7.7.1 and 1107.7.7.1.2. | will discuss in the following paragraphs all the applicable
sections including those listed in your letter. The code sections with complete text are attached for
reference.

The Michigan Building Code use group classification is R-2 requiring compliance with the
accessibility provisions of Section 1107 of the code. The requirements for R-2 uses begin with Section
1107.6.2 that requires Accessible Units, Type A and Type units shall be provided. Section 1107.6.2.1
contains the provisions for R-2 apartment buildings and requires Type A and B units be provided in
accordance with Sections 1107.6.2.1.1 and 1107.6.2.1.2.

Community Development, Building Department — 151 Martin Street — Birmingham, M| 48009
(248) 530-1850 — Fax (248) 530-1290 — www.bhamgov.org



Section 1107.6.2.1.1 requiring Type A Units is not applicable to the proposed building because
the number of units will not exceed 20. Section 1107.6.2.1.2 requires that every apartment in structures
containing four or more units must be a Type B unit. This section has an exception that permits the
number of Type B Units to be reduced in accordance with Section 1107.7.

Section 1107.7 allows the number of Type B Units to be reduced in accordance with five
conditions described in Sections 1107.7.1 through 1107.7.5. The section titles are good indicators of
whether or not an exemption could be applicable to a particular building. The titles are listed below for
reference and are numbered 1 — 5. Exemptions 2, 4 and 5 clearly would not be applicable to the
proposed building since it does not contain multistory units, is located on a relatively flat parcel of land
and is not in a regulated flood hazard zone. Exemptions 1 and 3 are the only conditions that could allow
the number of Type B units required to be reduced.

Section 1107.7.1 allows the number of Type B units required in a building without an elevator to
be reduced to those units located on stories indicated in Sections 1107.7.1.1 and 1107.7.1.2. The first
provision requires at least one story containing dwelling units be provided with an accessible entrance
from the exterior of the structure and all of the units on that story must be Type B Units. The second
provision requires additional stories that might have an accessible entrance to contain Type B Units as
could occur with sloping grade, as in the case of a walkout lower level.

Section 1107.7.3 indicates that when elevator service in the building provides and accessible
route only to the lowest story containing dwelling units, only the units on that story would be required to
be Type B Units.

The building as proposed would not comply with Section 1107.7.1 because it does not have a
story with an accessible entrance. This section is only applicable to a building without an elevator, which
clearly indicates that the accessible story must be at grade. The building would not comply with Section
1107.7.3 because the lowest story is not served by an elevator from an accessible entrance to the
building. 1 respectfully disagree with your conclusion that the proposed design complies with the
provisions of Section 1107 of the Michigan Building Code. Please feel free to contact me if you have any
questions or would like further assistance.

Best regards,

Bruce R. Johnson
Building Official

CC: Joseph A. Valentine, City Manager
Jana Ecker, Planning Director



1107.6.2 Group R-2. Accessible units, Type A units and Type B units shall be provided in Group
R-2 occupancies in accordance with Sections 1107.6.2.1 and 1107.6.2.2.

1107.6.2.1 Apartment houses, monasteries and convents. Type A units and Type B units
shall be provided in apartment houses, monasteries and convents in accordance with Sections
1107.6.2.1.1 and 1107.6.2.1.2.

1107.6.2.1.2 Type B units. Where there are four or more dwelling units or sleeping units
intended to be occupied as a residence in a single structure, every adwelling unit and sleeping unit
intended to be occupied as a residence shall be a Type B unit.

Exception: The number of 7ype B units is permitted to be reduced in accordance with Section
1107.7.

1107.7 General exceptions. Where specifically permitted by Section 1107.5 or 1107.6, the
required number of Type A units and Type B units is permitted to be reduced in accordance with
Sections 1107.7.1 through 1107.7.5.

1107.7.1 Structures without elevator service.

1107.7.2 Multistory units.

1107.7.3 Elevator service to the lowest story with units.
1107.7.4 Site impracticality.

1107.7.5 Design flood elevation.

agrODE

1107.7.1 Structures without elevator service. Where no elevator service is provided in a
structure, only the awelling units and sleeping units that are located on stories indicated in
Sections 1107.7.1.1 and 1107.7.1.2 are required to be 7ype A units and Type B units, respectively.
The number of Type A units shall be determined in accordance with Section 1107.6.2.1.1.

1107.7.1.1 One story with Type B units required. At least one story containing adwelling
units or sleeping units intended to be occupied as a residence shall be provided with an
accessible entrance from the exterior of the structure and all units /ntended to be occupied as a
residence on that story shall be Type B units.

1107.7.1.2 Additional stories with Type B units. On all other stories that have a building
entrance in proximity to arrival points intended to serve units on that story, as indicated in
Items 1 and 2, all dwelling units and sleeping units intended to be occupied as a residence
served by that entrance on that story shall be Type B units.

1. Where the slopes of the undisturbed site measured between the planned entrance and
all vehicular or pedestrian arrival points within 50 feet (15 240 mm) of the planned
entrance are 10 percent or less, and

2. Where the slopes of the planned finished grade measured between the entrance and all
vehicular or pedestrian arrival points within 50 feet (15 240mm) of the planned
entrance are 10 percent or less. Where no such arrival points are within 50 feet (15240
mm) of the entrance, the closest arrival point shall be used unless that arrival point
serves the story required by Section 1107.7.1.1.

1107.7.3 Elevator service to the lowest story with units. Where elevator service in the
building provides an accessible route only to the lowest story containing awelling or sleeping units
intended to be occupied as a residence, only the units on that story, which are intended to be
occupled as a residence, are required to be 7ype B units.
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January 5, 2016

Mr. Bruce Johnson
Building Official

City of Birmingham
151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48012

Dear Bruce,

Thank you for your time while meeting with our team and discussing our project located at 1193 Floyd
Street. 1 wanted to take the time to write down our design intent as it relates to our conformance with the
Michigan Building Code and referenced standards in relation to the location of our Type B units.

Our project is a new, ground up apartment building consisting of 12 units and 18 parking spaces (one of
which is a van accessible space). The building is 2 stories in height above grade and includes a garden
level story at 5°-8” below grade. The use for this building is R-2. All building entrance doors (8) are
located on our property on an accessible route that connects to the public right of way, exterior amenities
(mailboxes, bicycle racks, etc) and our required accessible parking space in our private lot.

MBC Section 1107.6.2.1 No Type A units are required. All apartments shall be Type B units unless
permitted to be reduced according to 1107.7

MBC Section 1107.7.1 In structures without elevator service one story shall be indicated as complying
with Type B units.

Nowhere in this section does the code infer that this level be designated “at grade.” Therefore we
indicate that the garden level story of the building will serve as the project’s complying story and
all units (4) on this story shall be Type B units as defined in the Michigan Building Code and
further referenced in ICC A117.1-2009

MBC Section 1107.7.1.1 At least one story containing apartment units shall be provided with an accessible
entrance from the exterior of the structure and all units intended to be occupied on that story shall be Type
B units.

We comply with this section as each of our garden level units has an accessible entrance from the
exterior of the building. This section does not specify the intent of one common exterior entrance
and the remaining shall be interior entrances from corridors. In this case, separate exterior primary
entrances do comply. Furthermore, each entrance has an interior landing at grade before

248.258.9346 | mp@mcintoshporis.com | 36801 Woodward Ste. 200, Birmingham, M1 48009 | www.mcintoshporis.com



descending into the apartment. The landings and clearance dimensions on both sides of the
primary entrance door comply with Type B requirements.

Type B Units are defined in the MBC as complying with the definition and requirements of ICC A117.1
According to this referenced standard, there are features of the unit that must comply at all times and other
features that must be adaptable to comply based on the occupants need. The concerns voiced in our
meeting focused on the primary entrance and we will address the accessible route within the unit at a later
time.

ICC A117.1 Section 1004.2 The primary entrance of each apartment must be on an accessible route from
public and common areas.

Our front doors enter from the sidewalk which is an accessible route to the building. Interior and
exterior language is not included in this definition, therefore our design complies.

The primary entrance shall not be to a bedroom unless it is the only entrance.

This is the case with our design and we comply.

During the course of our conversation in the meeting we understood that we should address the locations of
the Type B units and primary entrance issue directly before addressing the accessible route within the units.
We feel this code review is in full compliance with the Michigan Building Code, the Michigan Barrier Free
Design Guidelines and all related referenced standards. Upon your approval, we would like to review and
discuss the accessible routes within the four Type B units. If you have any questions, please contact us.

Sincerely,
Michael Poris, AIA - Principal John Skok, LEED AP
Mclntosh Poris Associates Mclntosh Poris Associates

& 1 )
‘ ((%,(
el, Carlisle/Wortman
Code Enforcement Services

cc: Chuck DiMaggio, Robert Katzman, Analise Pietras, Craig Strong

MCINTOSH PORIS ASSOCIATES | 2
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City of Birmingham MI Mail - 1193 Floyd & St James Park

A Walkable Comnunity

1193 Floyd & St James Park

1 message

Charles DiMaggio <cmd@corepartners.net>

To: Lauren Wood <lwood@bhamgov.org>
Cc: Rackeline Hoff <rackyhoff@hotmail.com>, mnickita@bhamgov.org, pbordman@bhamgov.org,

pboutros@bhamgov.org, cdeweese@bhamgov.org, aharris@bhamgov.org, ssherman@bhamgov.org, Joe Valentine
<Jvalentine@bhamgov.org>, Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>, Robert Katzman <rmk@corepartners.net>,
Michael Poris <MPoris@mcintoshporis.com>, Scott Clein <sclein@giffelswebster.com>, bjohnson@bhamgov.org,

Paul O'Meara <pomeara@bhamgov.org>

Lauren, | am happy to learn that the request of Burton-Katzman, dba 1193 Floyd St LLC, is on the
Parks and Recreation Board agenda for this evening. | will plan on attending as well as Michael
Poris, architect for the project.

| was able to download the agenda packet for the meeting and of course took note of the e-mails
which have been circulated and the issues which are being raised. | will take this opportunity to
make some initial responses to those issues in the hopes that Board members may be most
prepared for the meeting tonight. Also to be clear, our request is for only the temporary
construction and permanent maintenance easement, the request to bury overhead telephone and
cable lines is withdrawn. We will find an alternate route for those lines.

In July 2014 when we appeared before the Planning Board for Preliminary Site Plan approval, but
for Commissioner Whipple-Boyce, the project was favorably received. Commissioner Williams
stated he thought it would be a positive, Commissioner Jeffares thought it would attract the next
generation of Birmingham residents and Commissioner Boyle stated this is what Birmingham
needs. With this positive support we moved forward with our plans over the course of summer and
fall. During this time we heard of no objections to our proposal. Needless to say, when we
returned to the Planning Board for Final Site Plan approval in November we were surprised by the
objections that were raised.

As we have reviewed the Planning Board minutes and the Parks and Recreation Board agenda
material, the objections themselves seem focused in 6 areas. | will try to summarized those below
and give some responses to each.

1. Because the apartment residence would be built 1 foot from the St. James Park property line
the City will be giving up its rights to develop this portion of the Park. If the 6 foot easement is
granted what does the City gain in return.

= It is understood that St. James Park is a dedicated City park and as such it
cannot be sold without an affirmative vote of the Birmingham electorate.
While it cannot be stated that this would never occur such events appear to
be extraordinarily rare and quite unlikely. In the absence of such a sale, then
perhaps the City itself may wish to construct a building in the Park. In this
instance a building location within 6 feet of 1193 Floyd would be considered
highly unlikely, even a location in the vicinity of 1193 Floyd would be highly
unlikely given the nearby ball field and tennis courts. Nonetheless it may be

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=4033b3ab11&view=pt&search=inbox&th=152124c61c47270e&sim|=152124c61c47270e

Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

Tue, Jan 5, 2016 at 10:04 AM
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argued that the City would be giving up some development rights, however
remote and small it may be. One of the questions posed in the agenda
material is what would the City get in return. We believe the answer to that
question is a high quality residential development that fulfils a housing need
within the City, a benefit that Planning Board members at the July meeting
appear to agree with, substantial private investment, which is the life blood of
any City, additional tax base and the elimination of an older obsolete
structure.

2. The style of the building is modern and belongs in the “rail” district not among Birmingham
single family homes.

= We would agree the style of the building is “modern” and would fit in the “rail”
district. We submit the style also fits the current site given that: 1) the City is
replete with examples of “modern” homes built in neighborhoods with, and on
lots adjacent to, homes with more “traditional” architectural expressions; i.e.
craftsman, colonial, farmhouse, etc. and 2) the adjacent neighborhoods are
screened from its view by a shopping center, small retail building, the 2 story
Birmingham Credit Union building, which itself is a “modern” architectural
expression, a medical office building, and the YMCA building. The least
unobstructed views are from Grant, Edgewood and Bennaville Streets and
those are from approximately 300 to 500 feet away with views filtered through
St. James Park and its tree cover, play equipment, tennis courts and ball
field.

3. The goal of the project is to provide “affordable” units.

= The proposed units range in size from 650 square feet to 810 square feet
and would be anticipated to lease for approximately $1,300 per month to
$1,600 per month. We believe they will be most appealing to young,
professional, Birmingham singles and couples. The unit rents are market
rate and unsubsidized, one may or may not consider this “affordable”, but the
Planning Board agreed these are the type of units needed in Birmingham. If
one considers the rents to be “affordable” it's unclear why that would meet
with objection.

4. Concern about the building being directly adjacent to the St. James Park in view of where
children play.

= |t is not believed, nor are we aware of any evidence that would suggest, that
Birmingham residents of 1193 Floyd will be any less law-abiding then the
reminder of the Birmingham population. Why it is believed they would be has
not been articulated. While we will not make this claim, It may be suggested
that more “eyes on the Park” will make it a safer environment. Further it is
not an uncommon for multi-family developments to be found adjacent to
schools and parks, if desired we will produce examples of this land use
pattern.

5. The apartment residence is not complying with accessible unit requirements.

= The residence obviously must, and will, comply with all accessible unit
requirements. Mclntosh Poris is working with the Birmingham Building
Official to determine the requirements and assure that the building will
comply.
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6. The City’s notifications to property owners within 300 feet of our property should have been
expanded.

= The area to be notified was determined by the City through the requirements of State
law, as developers and builders we had no input into this process. However we are

quite accustomed to meeting with neighborhood associations and groups and would
extend that offer in this instance as well.

If you would be so kind as to please pass this e-mail onto your Board members it would be greatly
appreciated. Thank you and we look forward to meeting with you and the Board this evening.

Chuck DiMaggio

30100 Telegraph Road, Suite 366
Bingham Farms, MI. 48025

Ofc: 248.433.0575

Cell: 248.496.9283

Fax: 248.647.2120

cdimaggio@burton-katzman.com
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A Walkable Comnunity

Re: 1193 Floyd Street

1 message

Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> Thu, Dec 17, 2015 at 10:03 AM
To: Kristina Abrams <kristina.abrams@gmail.com>

Cc: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>, Bruce Johnson <bjohnson@bhamgov.org>, Lauren Wood
<Lwood@bhamgov.org>

Kristina,

Thank you for your email. By copy to staff | will ask them to share it as requested.

Regards,

Joe Valentine

On Thu, Dec 17, 2015 at 12:20 AM, Kristina Abrams <kristina.abrams@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Ms Ecker, Mr Johnson, and Mr Valentine,

This letter is in response to the proposed 1193 Floyd Street proposed Multifamily development. Please review
the considerations listed below, and share with the Planning Board, City Commissioners, Board of Zoning
Appeals and Parks and Recreation Board:

Pob=~

No o

10.

1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Is there an opportunity to reconsider the zoning on this piece of land?

Is there an opportunity for the city to buy this land?

Has the city required a Life Cycle Assessment of this design?

How long is this building expected to operate before requiring major replacement of envelope and
systems?

How does the design of the building fit the character of the neighborhood?

How does the design and orientation of the building encourage activation of St James Park?

How will this multifamily dwelling perform from an energy and water perspective? Is it being held to any
specific standards for energy performance?

Is the multifamily zoning of this site, and the design proposed, consistent with the intent behind

the City's regulations to restrict plumbing and exterior staircases on detached garages of surrounding
homes?

Is a multifamily dwelling designed in close proximity to single family dwellings required to comply with
regulations more or less stringent than single family dwellings?

Has the multifamily dwelling design team corresponded with the YMCA to optimize site design
opportunities in an effort to establish a foundation of common ownership and respect for the park and
surrounding neighborhood?

Is the design consistent with the City's Master Plan for this neighborhood?

What is the city's interpretation of "modern design?"

What is the city's interpretation of "efficiency" related to multifamily housing?

Does the YMCA have plans for a new facility in its current location?

Has the City negotiated terms regarding shared use of public park land with the Land Owner?

Does the City support the design of this development as a precedent for future multifamily dwellings?
What consideration has been given to accessibility in the design?

What level of consideration, if any, has been given to sustainability in this design?

Thank you for taking the time to read through the above considerations related to the 1193 Floyd Street
Development.

e Sincerely,
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Kristina Abrams, AIA, LEED AP BD&C
Associate, Ayers Saint Gross Architects
Resident of St. James Neighborhood
Native of Birmingham

Joseph A. Valentine

City Manager

City of Birmingham

151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48009

(248) 530-1809 Office Direct
(248) 530-1109 Fax
jvalentine@bhamgov.org

Get the latest news from the City of Birmingham delivered to your inbox.
Visit www.bhamgov.org/aroundtown to sign up.
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A Walkable Commnity

Re: Floyd Street Apartment proposal

1 message
Meredith Carrel <mfcarrel@comcast.net> Thu, Jan 14, 2016 at 7:57 AM

To: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>
Cc: Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org>, "bjohnson@bhamgov.org" <bjohnson@bhamgov.org>, Lauren Wood <Lwood@bhamgov.org>

Thank you.
Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2016, at 7:35 AM, Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org> wrote:

Ms. Carrel,

Thank you for your letter. | am sorry that it was not included in the full agenda packet last night, that was an oversight on my part. It will
be included in the agenda packet for February 24, 2016 when the 1193 Floyd project will be reviewed for consideration of Final Site Plan
and Design.

Jana

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 13, 2016, at 10:44 PM, Meredith Carrel <mfcarrel@comcast.net> wrote:

Mr. Valentine -

In the planning board full agenda packet, letters sent are included for public and board viewing. | do not see mine included.
So, | just wanted to make sure that it made it to the planning board and others.

Thanks so much - Meredith Carrel
Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 29, 2015, at 1:04 PM, Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> wrote:

Meredith,
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Thank you for sharing your thoughts and concerns regarding the proposed development for Floyd Street. Your
comments will be shared per your request.

Thanks again for taking the time to share these concerns.

Regards,
Joe Valentine

On Sat, Dec 26, 2015 at 1:43 PM, Meredith Carrel <mfcarrel@comcast.net> wrote:
Ms. Ecker, Mr. Valentine and Mr. Johnson:

| request that you please forward this email to the Planning Board, City Commissioners, Board of Zoning
Appeals and Parks and Recreation Board.

I am writing you to express my concern for the proposed apartments on Floyd Street. | have lived in the
Pierce St. James neighborhood since 2005. | do not feel that these small units directly on the city park is
the best move for the city of Birmingham. Like many residents in our neighborhood, | have three children
whom play in St. James park, and these tiny rental dwellings that market the "view" of the park leave me
with an uneasy feeling.

Specifically, | do not think it is wise for the city to give up any sort of right to an area of city property (here
being the park to maintain the apartments). This is not the right precedent to make for Birmingham.

| am also skeptical of the builder's use of the American Disabilites Act interpretation. The builder ensures
that their ability to define itself as a three brownstone structure in order to avoid complying with the ADA is
a common procedure. However, this is not right in my eyes, and not something that the city of Birmingham
should support. This is indeed a 12 unit apartment building, and they should follow the ADA rules as one.

| understand that this property is zoned for an apartment building. | also understand that something will
eventually be built on this site. However, | am hopeful that the city can find a project that would fit better
with the neighborhood. (Such as a few higher quality town homes respecting of the park property which
would attract fellow families and comply with the ADA.)

On a separate note, | would like the city of birmingham to consider widening the radius in which it notifies of
possible projects. The state rule of 300 feet was of course followed. However, this did not allow for any
residents to be notified to my knowledge.

| appreciate you listening to my views on this project and | welcome you to reach out to me if there is a
need. | look forward to following this project.

Happy New Year!

Meredith Carrel
Birmingham Resident

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=4033b3ab118&view=pt&search=all&th=1524036aa5f09428&sim|=1524036aa5f09428

2/3


mailto:mfcarrel@comcast.net

1/14/2016 City of Birmingham MI Mail - Re: Floyd Street Apartment proposal

Sent from my iPhone

Joseph A. Valentine

City Manager

City of Birmingham

151 Martin Street
Birmingham, Ml 48009

(248) 530-1809 Office Direct
(248) 530-1109 Fax
jvalentine@bhamgov.org

Get the latest news from the City of Birmingham delivered to your inbox.
Visit www.bhamgov.org/aroundtown to sign up.
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QCﬁy of @irmz’ngham Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

A Walkable Comnunity

Construction on grant
1 message

andreakbelen@gmail.com <andreakbelen@gmail.com> Sat, Dec 19, 2015 at 2:25 PM
To: jecker@bhamgov.org, bjohnson@bhamgov.org, jvalentine@bhamgov.org
Cc: Tiffany Harris <tiffanyharrisO3@hotmail.com>

In regards to the idea of turning the commercial building on grant and Lincoln into affordable housing options
does NOT go along with the city and what it stands for. A better solution might be 3-4 townhouses that may fit
better with the city of Birmingham. Affordable housing next to the park does not seem like a good idea. As a
birmingham resident for most of my entire life, | wanted to convey my thoughts.

| request that you please forward my email to the Planning Board, City Commissioners, Board of Zoning Appeals
and Parks and Recreation Board.

Sincerely,
Andrea Korotkin Belen

Sent from my iPhone
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QCﬁy of @irmz’ngham Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

A Walkable Comnunity

1193 Floyd Street

1 message

Tom Rifai <tomrifai@gmail.com> Sun, Dec 20, 2015 at 3:45 AM
To: Bruce Johnson Building official Birmingham <Bjohnson@bhamgov.org>, Joe Valentine Bham City Mgr
<jvalentine@bhamgov.org>, Jana Ecker City Planning Manager Birmingham <Jecker@bhamgov.org>

Cc: Dr Fadi & Joumana Antaki 632 Ruffner TRAFFIC <fantaki@hotmail.com>, Tom & Erica Maliszewski 631 Ruffner
TRAFFIC <tomerica@sbcglobal.net>, Atty Steve Enwright 700 Ruffner <steve@legallab.us>, Alexander n Charlene
& Blake Struthers 651 Ruffner <charlene8c@gmail.com>, Donna Roussey <donnamroussey@yahoo.com>,
Tania@yatooma.com

Greetings Joe, Bruce and Jana

My wife Angela and | am reaching out to you regarding the proposed development at 1193 Floyd Street, which is
adjacent to St. James Park, by the Bham YMCA. The proposed development consists of the demolition of a
vacant hair salon. The construction of a new 3 story structure (called a 2 story structure since more than 50%
of the bottom level is below grade) is troubling to me, wife who have a new 7 month old baby girl and planned to
live in a family based area. Yet new structure, which | would walk by regularly on my way to the YMCA, will
contain 12 studio apartments only 600-800 s.f. each, that will be marketed as 'affordable' housing in
Birmingham. That a multi-family structure is permitted on this site based on the current zoning is not a problem,
but are 600 s.f. studios for families? We certainly would like to see the vacated salon be replaced as well. While
we are not opposed at all to replacing the vacant hair salon with a nice, appropriately planned and designed
apartment or other appropriately zoned project, we are not comfortable with this specific project. We have given
it long thought and it would even have is consider moving from this otherwise wonderful area if it goes through.

These elements of this project we also question:

1. The development is seeking to build one foot away from St. James
park. We do not see what the City and residents stand to gain by
giving up our rights to this park property. In addition, this sets a
precedent for future developments to permit construction inches from
public space.

2. The style of this building is a modern, urban design, more in line
with the Rail District, not among nor so very near single-family homes.

3. Apparently the developers decision is to market these small units
as affordable studio and one bedroom apartments. But this does not fit
with the surrounding families and the adjacent YMCA which has many
youth activities, including a summer day camp in St. James Park.
Knowing that the builder is marketing the immediate "park view" as an
asset, can't you imaging that we, and many neighbors are concerned
about this building being directly adjacent to the park in view of where
their children play?

4. The developer is intending to follow construction standards laid out
for brownstone type buildings rather than an apartment building. They
would apparently therefore not need to comply with the ADA (American
Disabilities Act) code? Is this true? It seems a move to save money
on an elevator and/or max out the number of units they can provide?
Doesn't that also contradict their justification that one of their apparent
target clients includes senior residents without kids? It is those
residents that need frequently or eventually need assistance from the
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ADA standards.

5. When this project went for preliminary review in July, everyone
within 300’ of the project (which is state law) was to be notified of the
proposed project. This did not include any residents that we are aware
of. It seems the spirit of the law was skirted, don't you at least
sympathize with that? This left no (or few, if any) homeowners able to
raise these issues or concerns during the early stages. Given the
impact on our neighborhood and park, although state law was
complied, we feel that a greater radius should have been reached to be
more transparent with the hundreds of impacted residents.

Again, my wife Angela and | have loved living in Birmingham. And we
planned a great future for our daughter Liliana, and future children. We
are sincerely concerned as our close friends and neighbors whom |
have copied on this email.

Please forward my email to the Planning Board, City Commissioners,
Board of Zoning Appeals and Parks and Recreation Board. We would
like to be sure that they all are aware of our concerns. Please also
provide us all the dates and times that relevant and to tease of
Birmingham government will be discussing this project prior to its
initiation.

With highest regards and appreciation for all your hard work in keeping Birmingham one of the best places to live
in the world

Tom
683 Ruffner

Tom Rifai MD FACP
Harvard Medical School

Lifestyle Medicine Course Director: 'Nutrition & The Metabolic Syndrome'
CMEonline.Med. Harvard. Edu/Info/Nutrition

Wayne State University School of Medicine

Clinical Asst. Professor of Medicine

St Joseph Mercy Oakland

Medical Director: Metabolic and Weight Management

Pritikin Longevity Center

Science Advisory Board Member

The information contained in this communication is confidential, intended only for use by the individual(s) to
whom directed. If you are not intended recipient, note that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this
information is prohibited. Please notify the sender of any unintended receipt and delete the original message
without making any copies.
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A Walkable Comnunity

Floyd Street Development proposal
1 message

Mark Roberts <markroberts_413@yahoo.com> Mon, Dec 21, 2015 at 11:48 AM
Reply-To: Mark Roberts <markroberts_413@yahoo.com>

To: "jecker@bhamgov.org" <jecker@bhamgov.org>, "bjohnson@bhamgov.org" <bjohnson@bhamgov.org>,
"jvalentine@bhamgov.org" <jvalentine@bhamgov.org>

Cc: Carrie Roberts <carriebroberts@yahoo.com>

Ms Ecker, Mr Johnson, and Mr Valentine

This email is in regards to the proposal | have been made aware of related to the proposed Floyd St apartment
development.

| live with my family in the neighborhood and am a frequent visitor to the neighboring park with my young children and
my family utilizes the local YMCA as well for various activities. Upon receiving information regarding this proposal | have
several concerns. This is a family oriented neighborhood and this developmentis right next to a large park - lam
concerned that small studio/single bedroom apartments does not fitinto it. 1also do not like that the proposed building
would be just 1 foot from the park property line as, for basic maintenance as an example, there will be workers in the park
taking that space away from children and/or potentially making the park area less useful/safe in general near the building
structure.

In addition, my understanding is that the building plans are quite modern (and does not fit in with the neighborhood look
in general) plus | question if the builders are planning to cut corners as this layout looks like it is simply looking to
maximize number of units while minimizing things like elevators and handicap accessibility. While | certainly understand
the builders desire to maximize their business return, | want to communicate that | expect any development to follow the
family oriented principals that makes the neighborhood a great place to live currently.

| certainly understand the need to further development in the city and believe the city does a greatjob. That said, | do
believe using the area for single family homes or, alternatively, making this developmentinto a 3-4 town-home structure
would fit the needs of the neighborhood much better. Respectfully, | ask that this be strongly considered.

| kindly request that you please forward my email to the Planning Board, City Commissioners, Board of Zoning Appeals
and Parks and Recreation Board. | appreciate your taking the time to read this message.

Thanks for your consideration and | wish you & your families a wonderful holiday season.

Best Regards,

Mark Roberts

888 Bird Ave

Birmingham, M1 48009

248 594-3236
markroberts_413@yahoo.com
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A Walkable Comnunity

Proposed plans for 1193 Floyd

1 message

Fadi Antaki <fantaki@hotmail.com> Sat, Dec 19, 2015 at 10:34 PM
To: jecker@bhamgov.org, jvalentine@bhamgov.org, bjohnson@bhamgov.org

Dear Ms. Ecker, Mr. Johnson, and Mr. Valentine,

We are writing you about the proposed development at 1193 Floyd street. We live very
close to this location, but unfortunately a few feet beyond the 300’ cut-off for the mandatory
notice. We heard about this project 2 months ago and were very disappointed by the
proposed plans. We have expressed some of our views at the Planning Board meeting
early November and this email is to summarize these views:

- The proposed project is for a modern building divided into studios and small apartments,
which does not fit at all the style and spirit of the neighborhood, where most dwellings are
traditional single-family homes. From a style perspective, it might be better suited for the
rail district. In addition it puts property values at risk in the entire neighborhood.

- The planned apartments are small and clearly not family friendly, while the neighborhood
surrounding St James park, the YMCA and Pierce Elementary school mainly includes
families with young children.

- The developer is planning to divide the building into 3 “units” with 4 apartments each, to go
around ADA rules about accessibility. We find this unusual, especially given the developer’s
claims that the apartments are well suited for seniors!

- The plan requires an agreement from the city to give up rights on the park, to create a
permanent easement adjacent to the building. Not only there is no benefit for the city from
such agreement, but it also sets a precedent that the city is willing to give up rights on its
properties to private developers. St-James park is the center of our neighborhood, where
our family and many others spend a lot of time, in addition to many YMCA activities that our
kids attend. We are against any plans to chip away at our neighborhood park.

We hope this message helps convey our views in regards to the proposed development on
Floyd street. Could you please forward it to the Planning Board, the City Commissioners,
the Board of Zoning Appeals and the Parks and Recreation Board?

Thank you,

Joumana & Fadi Antaki
632 Ruffner Ave
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M&%irmingham MEMORANDUM
R e

DATE: February 19, 2016

TO: Planning Board Members

FROM: Brooks Cowan, Assistant Planner

SUBJECT: Re: 369-397 N. Old Woodward Ave — Brookside Terrace, Final Site

Plan Review

The subject site, 369-397 N. Old Woodward, was a residential development of 9 townhouses that
is currently being demolished. The property had a total land area of .81 acres. It is located on the
west side of N. Old Woodward between Harmon and Willits Streets.

The applicant is proposing to construct a new 5-story mixed-use building. The building will provide
2 levels of underground parking, ground floor commercial space, and 29 residential units on the
first through fifth floors.

On August 26, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed the applicant’s request to rezone the property
from R-6 Multiple Family Residential to R-6 Multiple Family Residential and D-4 in the Downtown
Overlay District. After much discussion, the Planning Board voted unanimously to recommend the
rezoning of the property as requested to the City Commission. Please see attached draft meeting
minutes for your review.

On October 12, 2015, the City Commission rezoned the property from R6 to R-6 and D-4 in the
Downtown Overlay District. Please see attached meeting minutes for your review.

The applicant was also required to prepare a Community Impact Study in accordance with Article
7, section 7.27(E) of the Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing a new building containing more
than 20,000 square feet of gross floor area. On September 9, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed
the Community Impact Study materials submitted, and after much discussion voted to accept the
Community Impact Study with the following conditions:

(1) Submission of a drainage plan for review and approval;

(2) Submission of information on planned mitigation strategies for vibration and dust
during construction;

(3) Submission of information on the trash storage facilities to be provided, including
information detailing the collection and separation of recyclable materials;

(4) Submission of information on the proposed security system for approval by the Police
Department;

(5) Compliance with the recommendations of the City’s transportation consultant;

(6) Compliance with the requirements of City Departments;

(7) Applicant gets permission from the City to use the southern access drive; and

(8) Submission to staff of a revised CIS addressing comments expressed (September 9).

Please see attached meeting minutes for your review.

On October 14, 2016, the Planning Board voted to approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 369 N.



Old Woodward subject to the following conditions:

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)
6)

7
8)

Planning Board approves the elimination of the 10 ft. rear yard setback requirements for D-4;
Applicant seek an interpretation as to the applicability of the lot area requirements for R-6 if
the property is rezoned D-4;

Applicant submit specifications on all mechanical equipment, mechanical screening and all
building and site lighting at the time of Final Site Plan and Design Review;

Applicant provide detailed and compliant streetscape, landscape and photometric plans at the
time of Final Site Plan Review;

Applicant obtain approval to bring the property into the Parking Assessment District or obtain
a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

Compliance with the requests of City Departments;

Provision of material and color samples at Final Site Plan Review; and

Provide a 5 ft. sidewalk on the entire south side of the building.

The Building Official has provided an interpretation stating that the R-6 lot area requirements are
applicable to this project as they are not superseded by the provisions of the Downtown Overlay
District (see discussion below). The applicant has been approved to bring the property into the
Parking Assessment District.

1.0 Land Use and Zoning

1.1 Existing Land Use — The existing land uses on the site include townhomes, garages, and
one surface parking lot, which are currently being demolished to allow construction of the
proposed five-story mixed use building.

1.2 Zoning — The property is zoned R6 and was added into the Downtown Overlay District D4
on October 12, 2015 by the City Commission.

1.3 Summary of Adjacent Land Use and Zoning - The following chart summarizes existing land
use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of the subject site, including the 2016
Regulating Plan.

North South East West

Existing Land | Booth Park Public Parking Commercial/ Public Park/

Use Retall Parking

Existing

Zoning PP Public | PP Public | B2 General | PP Public

District Property Property Business Property

Overlay

Zoning N/A D3 D3 D3

District

2.0 Setback and Height Requirements

The attached summary analysis provides the required and proposed bulk, area, and placement
regulations for the proposed project in an R6/D4 Overlay. Given the interpretation of the
Building Official with regards to the applicability of the lot area requirements in the R-
6 zoning district, the applicant will be required to reduce the number of residential



units proposed or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

The applicant meets all setback requirements except for the fifth floor, which is permitted in D4
because of the residential use. As per Article 3 Section 3.04, provision A.3 of the Zoning Ordinance,
the fifth story shall continue in a different plane, beginning at the eave line, no greater than 45
degrees measured to the horizontal or set back 10 feet from any building fagade. Units A and E of
the fifth floor, as well as the staircase, (p. D.6) do not meet setback requirements. The
applicant will be required to provide the 10’ setback from the eave, or obtain a
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Please see the attached Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet for detailed zoning compliance

information.

3.0 Screening and Landscaping

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Dumpster Screening — The applicant is proposing to store all trash in containers in
a refuse room on the ground floor. One garage door is proposed facing the existing
alley along the southern lot line for access to the refuse room and dumpsters. All
dumpsters will be screened by the building itself.

Parking Lot Screening — The applicant is proposing two parking levels, both below
ground, with access via the alley along the southern lot line. All parking will be
screened by the building itself.

Mechanical Equipment Screening — Screening is required to obscure the equipment
from public view as per Article 4 Section 4.54 of the Zoning Ordinance. The
applicant is screening the ground level transformer on the south side with wrought
iron transformer screening gates. The applicant will be required to provide
elevation details on the proposed screening to ensure that the
transformer is fully screened.

There are 43 rooftop condensers that are 42.4 x 35.1 x 38.7 inches in dimension
and one rooftop HVAC unit that is 51 x 35.1 x 38.7 inches in dimension. The
rooftop mechanical equipment is obscured by a 10'5” screen wall and setback
dimensions that do not intersect 45 degrees from the rooftop eave. The screen wall
material consists of painted structural steel, prefinished metal mechanical
equipment louvers, and prefinished metal panels on metal framing wall
construction.

Landscaping — There are five existing trees between the proposed site and the
Rouge River on the northwest side of the property. The plan indicates relocation of
two trees within the open space to make room for the Riverside Deck.

The Downtown Overlay District street tree requirement of one per 40’ of street
frontage requires five trees along the site’s 196.68 foot property line. The plan
indicates six European Hornbeam trees will be planted along the street frontage.
The name, location, spacing, and sizing of all street trees and planters are provided
with the plan. The trees are proposed to be 6’ to 8 in height. The trees are
required to be a minimum of 3” in caliper at the time of planting.

Streetscape Elements



In accordance with Downtown Streetscape Standards, the following streetscape
standards must be met. The applicant has now provided a detailed Streetscape
Plan.

e Provide Sidewalks - Based on the drawings submitted, it appears the existing
sidewalk along N. Old Woodward will remain.

e Exposed aggregate along curb with broom finish in pedestrian path — The
applicant has provided the required sidewalk design with a broom finish
pedestrian path and exposed aggregate between the pedestrian path and
curb on N. Old Woodward. The applicant is also proposing to add granite
paving to highlight the residential lobby entrance.

e Pedestrian level street lighting along all sidewalks with hanging planters.
The applicant has provided plans for six City of Birmingham street lights with
hanging planters throughout the public right of way.

e Benches and trash receptacles in park and plaza areas and along adjoining
sidewalks where pedestrian activity will benefit as determined by the
Planning Board. The applicant has submitted plans for two City of
Birmingham approved benches on the southern sidewalk bumpout, as well
as two City of Birmingham approved trash receptacles.

4.0 Parking, Loading and Circulation

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Parking — In accordance with Article 4, section 4.43 (PK) of the Zoning Ordinance,
a total of 67 parking spaces are required for the residential levels of the building
(29 residential units x 1.5 parking spaces = 44) and first floor commercial (6900 /
300sq.ft. = 23). The applicant is proposing 82 parking spaces on site which
satisfies the parking requirement. The 82 proposed parking spaces meet the
minimum area of 180 square feet.

Loading — In accordance with Article 4, section 4.22 of the Zoning Ordinance, one
loading space or 40 feet of adjacent alley that is at least 18 feet wide is required
for the proposed development. No loading spaces are proposed at this time,
however the site and associated receiving area is located on an existing public
alley. No screening is required if the alley is used for the required loading space.

Vehicular Circulation and Access — The proposed development includes the removal
of one curb cut on N. Old Woodward. The existing alley along the south lot line
will be used for vehicular access to the proposed development. Vehicles entering
the site from the alley do so via a ramp to the underground parking deck. With
regards to internal circulation on the site, a two-way drive 21'6” in width is
planned, which is sufficient for vehicle maneuvering.

Pedestrian Circulation and Access —Pedestrian entrances are provided along N. Old
Woodward for the two proposed retail/commercial spaces, along with a pedestrian
entrance for the proposed residential lobby. A pedestrian entrance is also
proposed to an interior mail room, and to the Fire Command Center. All entrances
are accessible from the City sidewalk, as well as a proposed 7' walkway that wraps
around the N. Old Woodward elevation and along the northern part of the building
facing the Rouge River. As the ground is not level along the street front, the
applicant is proposing steps in front of both commercial entrances to reach floor
grade. The residential entrance is at grade and is ADA accessible.
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6.0

Lighting

Article 4 Section 4.21 of the Zoning Ordinance requires a foot candle level of 1.5 or less
along the property line. The applicant has submitted a photometric plan of the exterior
lighting for all five floors of the building that satisfies the zoning requirements.

The applicant proposes three types of Bega brand light fixtures for the development.
There are 2 stainless steel low voltage recessed ceiling luminaires with ribbed glass and
guard, and 320 lumens per lamp are proposed on the east elevation of the fifth floor.
There are 66 stainless steel low voltage recessed wall luminaires with ribbed glass, mask
and guard, and 320 lumens per lamp proposed on the balconies on all levels. There are
also 9 square recessed ceiling luminaires with etched clear safety glass, and 1250 lumens
per lamp are proposed on the ground level under the canopies on the east and north
elevations.

Departmental Reports

Engineering Division - The Engineering Dept. has reviewed the plans submitted for
review in February, 2016. The following comments are provided at this time:

1. The property owner has indicated a willingness to deed land at the south end of
this property to the City to be used as part of a future Bates St. right-of-way. Final
acquisition of the land will be required prior to issuance of a building permit.
Redevelopment of the parcel to the south is in the talking stages, and it is
anticipated that the construction of the 369 N. Old Woodward Ave. building would
proceed prior to the redevelopment of the City’'s parking structure. As such, the
developer will require an easement from the City for ingress/egress to
the existing driveway until such time that a new right-of-way is
established adjacent. The plans imply that there would be minimal
investment on the part of the property owner for land improvements
adjacent to the south face of the building. Given that this area will be in
a state of transition, the City can approve this concept, provided that as
part of the easement creation, the owner agrees to be responsible for all
costs borne by the City (in the form of a special assessment) for
construction the streetscape area between the south face of the building
and the future curb of a street currently known as Bates St. Such costs
will include, but not be limited to:

a. Complete concrete sidewalk, including sawcut scored and exposed
aggregate strip in accordance with current City standards.

b. Trees within tree wells at installed at appropriate intervals.

C. Street lights matching others within the DTE Energy street light
system in the general downtown area.

d. Driveway approach reconstruction to meet the needs of the
building’s occupants.

2. The plans contain a streetscape plan for the N. Old Woodward Ave. frontage that is

generally in accordance with the City's downtown streetscape standards. The

following issues are noted as issues that will have to be worked through prior to

the establishment of a final construction plan:

a. The spacing of the trees and street lights are not in accordance
with City standards. Making variations as proposed can result in
trees growing in conflict with each other (as they mature), and
variable lighting levels that disrupt the pattern and cadence



desired on the street as a whole.

b. A bumpout has been proposed into the parking lane at the south end of the
property. The City is currently working towards establishing a bumpout
policy that is not yet finalized. Adjustments to the bumpout (including
whether one is appropriate at this location) will have to be
reviewed once the policy is finalized, and final construction plans
are submitted.

3. It is clear that this development will increase the storm water runoff from this site.
Typically, projects of this nature would require a Storm Water Runoff Permit to
restrict storm water discharge to the existing site’s rate. However, since the site
has direct access to the river, the permit can be waived if all storm water can be
cleaned on site and discharged responsibly to the river, thereby not adding any
additional storm water burden to the adjacent sewer system.

Permits for this project will include:

. Right-of-way (for excavations)

. Sidewalk

. Soil Erosion Permit

. Storm Water Runoff Permit (if not waived)

6.2. Department of Public Services — DPS will provide comments by the meeting on
February 24, 2016.

6.3. Fire Department — The Fire Department provided the following comments:
1. Buildings with an occupied floor located more than 55 feet above the lowest
level of Fire Department vehicle access are considered High Rise and subject to
code requirements for High Rise.
2. Fire suppression is required.
3. Fire Alarm system is required.
4. Emergency Radio coverage is required.
5. And of course a Knox Box is required.

6.4  Police Department — No concerns were reported from the Police Department.

6.5 Building Division — The following comments were received from the Building Division:
1. Fire separation between proposed structure and parking garage may pose
problems concerning penetrations on that elevation and in the existing structure.
2. Flood plain issues could trigger specific requirements to mitigate water levels.
3. Two stories below grade would probably require de-watering time and
continual water mitigation.
4. Earth retention systems cannot project beyond the property line. Temporary
earth retention systems permitted must be removed when their use is no
longer needed.
The fire command location is to be determined by the Fire Department.
High rise buildings require the elevators to have a rated lobby on each
floor or pressurized hoistway shafts.
High rise would require a secondary power source (generator).
8. The receiving area will need to be separated from the south exit stair
enclosure and must have its own entrance and exit other than through the exit
enclosure.
9. The exit discharge (main entrance) must be clearly visible from the exit door
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of the center exit stairway, and the egress path from the stairway to the
exit discharge must be direct and unobstructed.

7.0 Design Review

Article 3, section 3.04(E), Downtown Overlay District, of the Zoning Ordinance contains
architectural and design standards that will apply to this building, including specific requirements
for the design and relief of front facades, glazing requirements, window and door standards and
proportions, roof design, building materials, awnings and other pedestrian scaled architectural
features.

The proposed plans meets the architectural standards set out in Article 3, Downtown Birmingham
Overlay District, of the Zoning Ordinance as the first floor storefronts are directly accessible from
the sidewalk, the storefront windows are vertically proportioned, and the main entries incorporate
canopy features to add architectural interest on a pedestrian scale.

The exterior finish materials facing a street consist of Nova Black granite, Comanche limestone,
zinc, graphite and Blue Rheinzinc, steel, aluminum grating, glass, and a wood paneled door. The
primary colors of the exterior are compatible with the colors of adjacent buildings and in character
with the surrounding area. The glazing calculations indicate that the required 70% minimum
glazing has been met with 75% at the main storefront level, and the maximum 35% glazing has
been met on floors two through five, with the glazing percentages ranging from 28% to 34%.

8.0  Approval Criteria

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.



9.0 Recommendation

Based on a review of the site plan revisions submitted, the Planning Division recommends
that the Planning Board APPROVE the Final Site Plan for 369 N. Old Woodward with the
following conditions:

1)

2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

Applicant will be required to reduce the number of residential units proposed or
obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Units A and E of the fifth floor, as well as the staircase, (p. D.6) do not meet
setback requirements. The applicant will be required to provide the 10’ setback
from the eave, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

Applicant provide elevation details on the proposed screening to ensure that the
transformer is fully screened;

Trees must be 3” in caliper at the time of planting;

Applicant obtain an easement for ingress/egress from the City alley to access the
underground parking level, with conditions noted; and

Compliance with the request of City Departments.

10.0 Sample Motion Language

Motion to APPROVE the Final Site Plan and Design for 369-367 N. Old Woodward subject
to the following conditions:

OR

1

2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

Applicant will be required to reduce the number of residential units proposed or
obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Units A and E of the fifth floor, as well as the staircase, (p. D.6) do not meet
setback requirements. The applicant will be required to provide the 10’ setback
from the eave, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

Applicant provide elevation details on the proposed screening to ensure that the
transformer is fully screened;

Trees must be 3” in caliper at the time of planting;

Applicant obtain an easement for ingress/egress from the City alley to access the
underground parking level, with conditions noted; and

Compliance with the request of City Departments.

Motion to POSTPONE the Final Site Plan and Design for 369-397 N. Old Woodward.

OR

Motion to DENY the Final Site Plan and Design for 369-397 N. Old Woodward for the
following reasons:

1.

2.

3.




Planning Board Minutes
August 26, 2015

3. 369 N. Old Woodward Ave.
Brookside Development
Rezoning Request
Application for rezoning of property from R-6 Multiple Family Residential to
R-6 and B-4 in the Downtown Birmingham Overlay District (postponed from
August 12, 2015)

Ms. Ecker explained the property owner is requesting that the Planning Board hold a public
hearing to consider the rezoning of the property from R-6 Multiple-Family Residential to R-6 in a
D-4 Overlay District. The applicant is not seeking to change the underlying R-6 zoning, but is
seeking to add the property into the Downtown Birmingham Overlay District with a D-4 Overlay
classification. The applicant proposes to demolish the existing condominiums and to construct a
new five-story mixed-use building.

The subject site is located on the west side of N. Old Woodward Ave. between the N. Old
Woodward parking structure and Booth Park. The area of the site is .88 acres.

The applicant requests that the property be included in the D-4 Overlay District to allow the
current residential use to be redeveloped with first floor retail, and upper level residential units in
a building that is compatible with the height of adjacent buildings, particularly given the
topography. The main difference with regards to development standards is that D-4 in the Overlay
permits five-stories if the fifth story is only used for residential. Without the Overlay classification,
three-stories are permitted. The proposed use of multi-family residential is allowed under the R-6
zoning classification without the D-4 Overlay District, but the proposed retail use is not permitted
in the underlying R-6 zoning. Retail use would be permitted under D-4 as the property is within
the red-line retail district.

It would appear that it makes sense to bring this property into the Overlay District. There
appears to be a gap in the Overlay District in this area. The site is surrounded by Overlay on both
sides including Booth Park. Further, the uses the applicant is proposing are consistent with not
only what the Master Plan called for in 1980 for multi-family, but also what the red-line retail
district calls for in requiring retail on the first floor.

Following receipt of the written report and recommendations from the Planning
Board, the City Commission may grant or deny any application for the amendment for
rezoning.

Chairman Clein observed the rezoning itself does not place the site into the Parking Assessment
District. It was noted the office use is allowed but not required in D-4.

Mr. Rick Rattner, 380 N. Old Woodward Ave., attorney for the applicant, was present along with
the property owners, Mr. Gary Shefman, Mr. Matt Shefman and Mr. Howard

Fingeroux. Mr. Rattner gave a PowerPoint presentation that backed up his conclusion that their
project is in direct compliance with the 2016 Plan. The contemplated plan for the property is
complimentary to surrounding properties; it masks the view of the parking structure; it provides
an extension of the City's pedestrian friendly environment; it provides retail activity on N. Old
Woodward Ave.; and it meets every goal of the 2016 Plan. In summary, the rezoning would
greatly enhance the area and be of benefit to the surrounding community.



Mr. Chris Longe, Architect, showed a video that took a virtual walk around the building and
provided perspective on what is being proposed.

The chairman took comments from the public on the rezoning at 9:47 p.m.

Mr. David Bloom noted the serious parking problem downtown. He questioned what assurances
there are that this plan will not stress the City parking system. The building is right next to Booth
Park and it will cast shadows on the park in the afternoon. Therefore, he requested that the
Parks and Recreation Board look at the proposal and discuss how they feel about having this kind
of development next to them. Further, the building may block the view and afternoon sun from
the residential properties in Little San Francisco. Perhaps there may be a holistic solution for this
property by considering a public/private partnership that incorporates the potential Bates St.
extension.

Mr. Scott Anjus, 452 Bonneybrier, asked about the height limitation if the property is rezoned.
Ms. Ecker advised it would be four stories with a fifth story allowed if it is residential.

Mr. David Coleman who lives on Chester expressed his opinion that the proposal is amazing and
exciting.

Mr. Clinton Ballard, 388 Greenwood, said he supports the proposal and hopes they will work
through the steps of forming a public/private partnership.

Chairman Clein observed that everything he has ever learned in over twenty years is that unless
you are looking at a planned development, or you are involved in a consent zoning, the proposed
site plans have to be decoupled from land use planning. Ms. Whipple-Boyce agreed. The zoning
and the site plan are two separate issues.

Mr. Boyle noted it is possible the developer could go ahead with a plan that includes two floors of
offices. Mr. Williams observed that because they are not in the Parking Assessment District the
project is not developable in the context of an office building. That is the control mechanism that
the City Commission has.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought the property is very underutilized, but it has the potential to be
something fantastic. Chairman Clein was supportive of the Overlay. The property clearly is not
zoned properly. In response to Mr. Jeffares, Ms. Ecker said she has had discussion with the
Director of the Dept. of Public Services who oversees the parks. If Public Services would like to
run the proposal through the Parks and Recreation Board,

that can be done.

Motion by Mr. Williams

Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce that based on a review of the rezoning request and
supporting documentation submitted by the applicant, a review of the applicable
master plan documents and the development trends in the area, the Planning Board
recommends approval to the City Commission for the rezoning of

369 N. Old Woodward from R-6 Multiple-Family Residential to R-6 and D-4 in the
Downtown Overlay District with the condition that the applicant submit a sealed plot
plan of the property.

There was no public comment on the motion at 10:12 p.m.

Motion carried, 7-0.



ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Clein, DeWeese, Jeffares, Lazar
Nays: None

Absent: Koseck



Planning Board Minutes
September 9, 2015

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW AND COMMUNITY IMPACT STUDY ("CIS") REVIEW
1. 369 N. Old Woodward Ave. Brookside Development

Application for Preliminary Site Plan Review and Community Impact Study Review to
allow construction of a new five-story mixed-use building

Ms. Ecker advised the subject location is currently the site of an existing residential development
of nine townhouses and has a total land area of .81 acres. It is located on the west side of N. Old
Woodward Ave. between Harmon and Willits.

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and surface parking lot to construct a
five-story mixed-use building. The building will provide two levels of underground parking along
with storage, ground floor retail/commercial, and 26 residential units on the second through fifth
floors.

The site is currently zoned R-6, but the applicant is seeking a rezoning to R-6/D-4 Overlay. As it is
currently zoned, the development does not meet the use or development standards. This review
uses the standards of the D-4 Zone of the Downtown Overlay District as the applicant has
proposed to rezone the property. However, a rezoning approval by the City Commission is
necessary prior to a site plan approval based on these standards.

On August 26, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed the applicant’s request for rezoning from R-6
Multiple Family Residential to R-6 Multiple Family Residential and D-4 in the Downtown Overlay
District. After much discussion, the Planning Board voted unanimously to recommend to the City
Commission rezoning of the property as requested.

The applicant was required to prepare a CIS in accordance with Article 7, section 7.27(E) of the
Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing a new building containing more than 20,000 sq. ft. of
gross floor area. Procedurally, the Planning Board "accepts"” the CIS prior to taking action on a
Preliminary Site Plan.

clS

Ms. Ecker advised that the CIS states that under existing conditions approximately 0.25 acres of
the site drains into the municipal system while the remaining portion of the site drains directly into
the Rouge River. The drainage plan for the proposed new development is to collect roof drainage
from the building and discharge it directly into the Rouge River. The quality of the storm water
would improve because it is coming from the roof; not from the parking lot. A detailed drainage
plan has not been provided at this time.

The applicant has not provided any mitigation strategies to address construction vibration and
dust.

The CIS states that the amount of refuse generated will be similar to a standard development in
the City. The applicant will be required to provide information on the trash storage facilities to be
provided, including information detailing the collection and separation of recyclable materials.

The CIS states there will be a state-of-the art security system for the building to be interfaced
with the Police Dept. The applicant has said that they will request approval from the Police Dept.



after final design is complete.

Mr. Williams received confirmation that the applicant doesn't have to go offsite for parking and
they do not have to get a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals ("BZA") if they create
additional underground parking. Mr. DeWeese noticed maneuverability would be difficult in the
drive unless the building is moved back; so he feels the building is too close to the property line.
Second, the point was made in the CIS that two parking spaces need to be removed in order for a
vehicle to have adequate site distance when exiting onto N. Old Woodward Ave. Nothing in

CIS addresses that there is adequate maneuverability for vehicles coming in and out
safely.

The City's traffic consultant had the following comments:

» A 15% internal capture was applied in the applicant's Traffic Impact Assessment ("TIA").
An explanation of how this value was determined should be included in the report. Also,
the use of multi-modal trips and associated impact were not reviewed and may be
considered for this site.

» Since the parking garage is for exclusive use of the residents, it is recommended they
assume all 100% of the residential trips using the parking garage access via

N. Old Woodward Ave., not off of Bates.

» The level of service ("LOS") was not evaluated at the site driveways. The intersection
operations should be evaluated with Synchro 8 or later. Emphasis should be put on
consideration of left-turn queue lengths at the driveways, and also consider multi-modal
impacts.

» The TIA identified a northbound left-turn queue length on N. Old Woodward Ave. at the
site driveway of 95 ft. and it should only be 70 ft.

» A parking analysis should be included to determine if the proposed on-site and shared off-
street parking will provide the necessary number of spaces for the existing and proposed
land uses. Right now the site doesn't meet the parking requirements.

» The TIA recommends providing a sidewalk adjacent to the south side of the proposed
building facade. That is agreed to.

Ms. Ecker noted the Engineering Dept. cannot approve an access drive to the underground
parking deck from the existing land which has no easement of record to provide the access. So
the condition would be that they would have to come in off of N. Old Woodward Ave. unless they
get approval from the City Commission.

Mr. Chris Longe, Architect, addressed the items that had been flagged as issues within the CIS:

» They will provide an engineered site plan;

» The entire building including underground parking is above the flood plain;

» Pilings will not be driven and they will follow the HUD guidelines for noise;

» A trash compacter will be located within the building and recyclables will be handled;

» It is their intent to join the Parking Assessment District;

» They plan four stories of residential and no restaurant;

» It may be possible to enter the site from Bates;

» The streetscape will be related to the building and will include benches. With respect to

the flood plain, Mr. Longe said they have talked to the MDEQ, and

Engineering. The Geotechnical Report was done by two separate firms. They do not encroach
into the flood plain and they are 15 ft. above the river's edge.

There were no comments from the public related to the CIS at 9:55 p.m.

Ms. Ecker noted if the applicant does not get accepted for rezoning they would have to amend the



CIS.

Motion by Mr. DeWeese
Seconded by Mr. Williams to accept the CIS as provided by the applicant for the
proposed development at 369 N. Old Woodward Ave. with the following conditions:
(1) Submission of a drainage plan for review and approval;
(2) Submission of information on planned mitigation strategies for vibration and dust
during construction;
(3) Submission of information on the trash storage facilities to be provided, including
information detailing the collection and separation of recyclable materials;
(4) Submission of information on the proposed security system for approval by the Police
Department;
(5) Compliance with the recommendations of the City’s transportation consultant;
(6) Compliance with the requirements of City Departments;
(7) Applicant gets permission from the City to use the southern access drive; and
(8) Submission to staff of a revised CIS addressing comments expressed tonight.

No one from the public wished to comment on the motion at 10:05 p.m.
Motion carried, 7-0.

ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: DeWeese, Williams, Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Lazar, Share Nays: None

Absent: Whipple-Boyce

It was discussed that the Preliminary Site Plan could not be considered until rezoning is approved.



City Commission Minutes
October 12, 2015

10-226-15 PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER REZONING

369 NORTH OLD WOODWARD
Mayor Sherman opened the Public Hearing to consider the rezoning of 369 N. Old Woodward at
9:47 PM.

City Planner Ecker explained the proposal to keep the R6 zoning designation and to bring this
property into the overlay district. She explained that the owner is proposing a five story mixed
use building with first floor retail and commercial space and residential units on floors two
through five with two levels of underground parking. She explained that all other properties in
the immediate area are either public property or mixed use business and residential. The
requested height would be comparable to the parking structure immediately to the south of the
site as well as other buildings in the area.

Clinton Baller, resident of the adjacent neighborhood, expressed support of the rezoning and
noted it is essential for the Bates Street extension.

In response to a question from Mayor Pro Tem Hoff, Ms. Ecker explained that twenty-six units
are proposed. She explained that a community impact study has been done which determined
that the infrastructure could handle a building of this size.

Mayor Pro Tem Hoff guestioned the effect of this rezoning project on the potential Bates Street
extension and the parking development project. Ms. Ecker explained the discussion that will
occur at the Planning Board level which will take into account potential future projects.

The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 10:03 PM.

MOTION:  Motion by Rinschler, seconded by Moore:
To approve the rezoning of the property at 369 N. Old Woodward from R-6 Multiple Family
Residential to R-6 Multiple Family Residential and D-4 in the Downtown Overlay District.

VOTE: Yeas, 7
Nays, None
Absent, None



Planning Board Minutes
October 14, 2015

1. Preliminary Site Plan Review 369 N. Old Woodward Ave. Brookside Terrace
Application for Preliminary Site Plan Review to allow construction of a new five- story,
mixed-use building (postponed from September 9, 2015)

Ms. Ecker advised the subject location is currently the site of an existing residential development
of nine townhouses and has a total land area of .81 acres. It is located on the west side of N. Old
Woodward Ave. between Harmon and Willits.

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and surface parking lots to construct
a five-story mixed-use building. The building will provide two levels of underground parking along
with storage, ground floor retail/commercial, and 26 residential units on the second through fifth
floors.

On August 26, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed the applicant’s request for rezoning from R-6
Multiple Family Residential to R-6 Multiple Family Residential and D-4 in the Downtown Overlay
District. After much discussion, the Planning Board voted unanimously to recommend to the City
Commission rezoning of the property as requested.

clS

The applicant was required to prepare a CIS in accordance with Article 7, section 7.27(E) of the
Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing a new building containing more than 20,000 sqg. ft. of
gross floor area.

On September 9, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed the CIS materials submitted, and voted to
accept the CIS with conditions.

At this time, the applicant has submitted a revised CIS to address all of the issues raised by the
Planning Board on September 9, 2015. New plans have been submitted as well for Preliminary
Site Plan Review with changes proposed in the N. Old Woodward Ave. right-of-way based on
comments of the Planning Board at the last meeting.

Preliminary Site Plan

The Planning Board recommended approval to the City Commission and the Commission
approved the proposed rezoning on October 12, 2015. Therefore the site will stay R-6 in the
underlying zone and D-4 in the Overlay.

The applicant is required to provide all parking on site as the property is not currently located
within the Parking Assessment District. The applicant has now

submitted an option for the second level of underground parking that shows a total of 96 parking
spaces that could be constructed if the storage area for residents is removed. In addition, 12
parking spaces are adjacent to the property on N. Old Woodward Ave.

Given the proposed streetscape improvements, the applicant could apply for City Commission
approval to count these spaces towards their parking requirement, which would allow them to
fully meet all parking requirements. The Planning Board has the discretion to decrease the
number of spaces required based on shared parking standards upon review of supporting
documentation. The applicant could also apply for approval to bring the property into the Parking
Assessment District, and thus only the 39 parking spaces required for the residential units would
be required. Otherwise, the applicant will be required to obtain a variance from the Board of
Zoning Appeals. At this time, the applicant has commenced the process of applying to



the City to bring the subject site into the Parking Assessment District to eliminate the
need to provide on-site parking for the proposed commercial space on the first floor of
the building. The applicant has also added bicycle parking on the proposed bump-out in the
right-of-way.

Based on comments made by the Planning Board, the applicant has now added a bump-out to the
curb immediately north of the entry/exit drive to the N. Old Woodward Parking Structure. This
bump-out proposes to remove two parking spaces, but greatly enhances both the streetscape for
pedestrians and the vision clearance for drivers entering and exiting the adjacent drive.

The applicant has met with City officials to discuss obtaining an access easement from the City
from the N. Old Woodward parking structure entry/exit drive to allow access to their underground
parking level from this drive. In exchange for this access, the City may wish to acquire additional
right-of-way on the north side of the access drive to allow for construction of a public street.
Discussions are ongoing, and the final decision will rest with the City Commission.

Design Review

The proposed building appears to meet most of the architectural standards set out in Article 3,
Downtown Birmingham Overlay District of the Zoning Ordinance, as first- floor storefronts
are directly accessible from the sidewalk, the storefront windows are vertically proportioned, and
the main entries incorporate canopy features to add architectural interest on a pedestrian scale.
However, the glazing calculations listed on the plans indicate that the required 70% minimum
glazing may not be met on the east elevation, and the maximum 35% glazing may be exceeded
on the north elevation of the proposed building.

Mr. Christopher Longe, Architect, 369 N. Old Woodward Ave. noted they are talking to the City
about deeding a triangular shaped piece of their property to the City to accommodate the
construction of a proper road for the Bates St. extension, should that happen. They plan to
provide a 5 ft. sidewalk on the south side of the building. Their intent is that it would be square
with N. Old Woodward Ave. and the bump-out which would provide for two benches and a bike
rack. The removal of two spaces for the bump-out will provide  for a service truck to pull over
and not obstruct traffic. He noted the site falls towards Booth Park by about 10 ft. It falls about
2 ft. heading west. and about 30 ft. to the flood plain and that provides a natural walk-out which
they plan to use for parking. The entire building lies above the flood plain.

Mr. Longe produced a 3-D printed model of the building which depicted all four sides and how the
grade meets the building. The building will contain 26 residential units ranging in size from 2,200
sg. ft. to 3,900 sq. ft. They meet the minimum of 70% glazing on all sides except the south
service side where the glazing is 50%. It is in their best interest to make that facade as nice as
possible for the occupants of the building.

In response to Mr. Koseck, Mr. Longe indicated the road being contemplated on the south side is
44 ft. in width. Mr. Boyle received confirmation from Mr. Longe about which property is public
and which is private. The public will be able to wander through into the area to the north of the
building adjacent to the river.

There was no one from the audience who wished to comment on the proposal at 8:20 p.m.
Motion by Mr. DeWeese

Seconded by Mr. Boyle to approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 369 N. Old Woodward
subject to the following conditions:



9) Planning Board approves the elimination of the 10 ft. rear yard setback
requirements for D-4;

10)Applicant seek an interpretation as to the applicability of the lot area
requirements for R-6 if the property is rezoned D-4;

11)Applicant submit specifications on all mechanical equipment, mechanical
screening and all building and site lighting at the time of Final Site Plan and
Design Review;

12)Applicant provide detailed and compliant streetscape, landscape and photometric
plans at the time of Final Site Plan Review;

13)Applicant obtain approval to bring the property into the Parking Assessment
District or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

14)Compliance with the requests of City Departments;

15)Provision of material and color samples at Final Site Plan Review; and

16)Have a 5 ft. sidewalk on the entire south side of the building.

No one from the public wished to discuss the motion at 8:23 p.m.
Motion carried, 7-0.

VOICE VOTE
Yeas: DeWeese, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Lazar, Whipple-Boyce Nays: None
Absent: Williams






Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet
Final Site Plan
Mixed Use Development
369 N. Old Woodward Avenue

Existing Site:
Zoning: Current: R6 Multiple Family Residential and D4 Downtown District
Overlay
Land Use: Multiple Family Residential

Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties:

North South East West
Existing Booth Park Parking Retail/ Public
Land Use Commercial Park/Parking
Existing PP, Public PP, Public B2, General | Public
Zoning Property Property Business Property, D3
District D3 Overlay D3 Overlay
Land Area: existing: 39,204 sq.ft.
proposed: same as above
Land Use: existing: Multiple-family residential
proposed:  Multiple-family residential and retail/commercial

Minimum Lot Area/Unit: required: R6: 1375 sq.ft./1 bedroom
1750 sq.ft./2 bedroom
D4: N/A
proposed: R6: 3x 1 bedroom =4,125
26x 2 bedroom = 45,500

Total: 49,625 sq.ft.

Given the interpretation of the Building Official regarding the applicability of the R6
lot area standards, the applicant does not meet the lot area requirements of the R6
zoning district and will be required to reduce the number of units or obtain a
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Minimum Floor Area: required: R6: 600 sq. ft. (studio or one bedroom units)
800 sq. ft. (two bedroom units)

1,000 sq. ft. (three + bedroom units)

D4: N/A

proposed:  Minimum size of all units 2,500 sq. ft.



Zoning Compliance Summary for Preliminary Site Plan Review

369 N Old Woodward
February 19, 2016
Page 2 of 3

Floor Area Ratio:
Open Space
Frontage line for

Principal Building:

Front Setback:

Side Setbacks:

Rear Setback:

Max. Bldg. Height &
Number of Stories:

allowed:
proposed:

required:
proposed:

required:
proposed:

required:

proposed:
minimum:
proposed:
required:

proposed:
permitted:

proposed:

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

along N. Old Woodward lot line
along N. Old Woodward lot line

R6:
D4:
01

R6:
D4:
01

R6:
D4:
01

R6:
D4:

25’
0’, Planning Board can adjust to average

10’ one side, 25’ total
01

30’
Equal to an adjacent, preexisting building

40’, 3 stories
58 ft. eave, 80 ft. max , 5 stories

56.'66 ft. eave line, 78.16 ft. max; 5 stories

The fifth story shall continue in a different plane, beginning at the eave line, no greater
than 45 degrees measured to the horizontal or set back 10 feet from any building facade.
The applicant will be required to setback the entire fifth floor or obtain a variance
from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Minimum First Floor
Height:

Minimum Eave
Height:

Parking:

Loading Area:

required:
proposed:

required:
proposed:
required:
proposed:
required:

proposed:

required:
proposed:

10 ft.
18 ft.

R6: N/A
B4: 20’

56.66’

67 spaces (6,900 s.f. retail area / 300 = 23 plus
29 residential units x 1.5 = 44)
82 spaces

180 sq.ft. parking spaces
Application states 9’ by 20’

1 space or 40 ft. of abutting alley space
In abutting alley




Zoning Compliance Summary for Preliminary Site Plan Review

369 N Old Woodward
February 19, 2016

Page 3 of 3
Screening:
Parking: required: N/A
proposed:  Screened within building
Ground Mounted required: Screened from public view
Mechanical: proposed:  Transformer with wrought iron fencing
Roof-top Mech. units: required: Screen walls to fully obscure all
mechanical  units  constructed  of
materials compatible with building
proposed: 10’5’ screening consisting of painted
structural  steel, prefinished metal
mechanical equipment louvers, and
prefinished metal panels on metal
framing wall construction
Trash Receptacles: required: 6’ high masonry screen wall with wooden
gate
proposed: All dumpsters are located within and

screened by the proposed building.




Mﬂimingﬁam MEMORANDUM

WMPM} ]
Planning Division

DATE: February 16, 2016
TO: Planning Board members
FROM: Jana Ecker, Planning

SUBJECT: 856 N. Old Woodward
Preliminary Site Plan Review (changes in blue type)

The parcel at 856 N. Old Woodward is currently vacant. The applicant intends to build a four-
story mixed use building at the subject site, with an additional level of underground parking.
The site has a total land area of .56 acres and is located on the east side of N. Old Woodward
south of Oak Street.

It is proposed that the lower level of the building will have parking and residential storage
spaces, and the first floor is proposed to contain parking fronted by retail space and a
residential lobby. The second, third and fourth floors are proposed to contain 27 residential
units. On street parking will also be provided on N. Old Woodward. Each floor will be
approximately 21,302.74 S.F., giving the building an approximate total of 106,513.7 G.S.F.
Thus, the applicant was required to prepare a Community Impact Study in accordance with
Article 7, section 7.27(E) of the Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing one new building
containing more than 20,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area.

On December 9, 2015, the Planning Board reviewed the Community Impact Study
for the proposed development, and after much discussion, both the Community
Impact Study and the Preliminary Site Plan review were postponed to January 13,
2016 to allow the applicant to address outstanding issues.

On January 13, 2016, the Planning Board reviewed the Community Impact Study for
the proposed development, including updates and revisions submitted by the
applicant with regards to traffic and environmental issues. The Planning Board
voted to accept the CIS with the provision that if the number of units or stories
change or there are other significant changes the applicant would have to provide
an update to the impacts for administrative approval. The Planning Board further
postponed the Preliminary Site Plan review until February 24, 2016.

1.0 Land Use and Zoning
1.1  Existing Land Use — The existing property is currently vacant. There are no

structures on the site. Office, commercial, and multi-family uses surround
the site.




Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward
February 19, 2016

Page 2 of 21

1.2 Zoning — The property is currently zoned 02, Office/Commercial and is
located at the northern edge of the Downtown District. The surrounding
uses conform to the permitted uses of each Zoning District. The parcel is
also in the Downtown Overlay District. It has an overlay zoning of D2.

1.3 Summary of Adjacent Land Use and Zoning - The following chart
summarizes existing land use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of

the subject site, including the proposed 2016 Regulating Plan zones.

North South East West

Existing Land | Commercial Office/ Rouge River Multi-Family
Use Commercial Residential
Existing B2B 02 PP Public | R6 Multi-Family
Zoning General Office/ Property Residential
District Business Commercial
Overlay D2 D2 N/A N/A
Zoning
District

2.0 Setback and Height Requirements

The proposed development meets the minimum eave height of 20" and the maximum
height requirement of 56’. However, no rooftop plans were provided to ensure that any
proposed mechanical equipment would not extend past the 56° maximum. The
applicant has now provided a building section with rooftop mechanical
equipment that does not exceed 56’ in height. Also, the maximum number of
stories in the D2 zone is three if the third story is used solely for residential use. The
applicant is proposing four stories, with both the third and fourth stories proposed for
residential use. The applicant has setback the proposed fourth story 10’°, but
has not setback the third story 10’ as required in the D2 zone. The applicant
will be required to eliminate the fourth floor and setback the third story 10’,
or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals. The Building Official
has determined that the underground parking level is a basement, and does
not constitute an additional story. Further study regarding the applicable
minimum and maximum eave height will be conducted prior to Final Site Plan
and Design Review.

The building is not on the frontage line, however, it is setback 22’. In accordance with
Article 3, section 3.04(B), the Planning Board may adjust the front setback to match the

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5A - 856 N. Old
Woodward- PSP 2-19-16.docxx



Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward
February 19, 2016

Page 3 of 21

front setback of any abutting building The applicant will be required to provide
front and rear setbacks for both adjacent buildings to the north and
south, and the proposed building must have a front and rear setback
equal to the front and rear setback of any of the adjacent buildings. If
not, a variance must be obtained from the Board of Zoning Appeals. The
applicant has now provided the rear setbacks of the adjacent buildings,
and the rear setback of the proposed building is 12.8’ which matches the
rear setback of the adjacent building to the north. The proposed
development is in accordance with Article 4, Section 4.52 PK-08 as the first story off-
street parking is located greater than 20’ from the front facade and is masked by a 36.5’
deep retail space.

Please see the attached Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet for detailed zoning
compliance information.

3.0 Screening and Landscaping

3.1 Dumpster Screening — The applicant is proposing to locate all trash receptacles
within the building with access from the first floor parking area. The materials for
the walls or the doors screening the dumpster are not specified on the submitted
plans, however the trash room is fully screened from the street by the residential
lobby.

3.2 Parking Lot Screening — All parking facilities must be screened in accordance with
Article 4, section 4.49 of the Zoning Ordinance. All of the required parking is
proposed to be located within the first floor and in the lower level of the building.
The proposal complies with Article 4, Section 4.52 PK-08 as the first story off-street
parking is located greater than 20" from the front facade as the applicant is
proposing retail space with a depth of 36.5" along N. Old Woodward. The front entry
to the at-grade and below-grade parking is located at the northwestern corner of the
site. Parking is also proposed on private property along the front of the building to
provide additional parking to match the ROW parking to the south. The
Engineering Department approves of the design intent, but has stated that
the applicant will be required to provide the City with an access easement
for ingress/egress and maintenance of these proposed public parking
spaces.

3.3 Mechanical Equipment Screening — Two electrical transformers are proposed at the
rear of the property on the first floor and on the lower level of the building next to
the vehicular access ramp. The transformers will be screened by the brick walls of
the building. No specifications have been provided for exterior mechanical
equipment and, no rooftop plans have been submitted. The applicant has submitted
a building section showing a 10’ deep well on the roof, presumably for rooftop
mechanical equipment. The applicant has now provided a building section
that shows the depth of the mechanical well and the height of the
proposed rooftop mechanical equipment. The applicant will be required to

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5A - 856 N. Old
Woodward- PSP 2-19-16.docxx



Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward
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provide specification sheets and a roof plan at the time of Final Site Plan
and Design Review.

3.4Landscaping —Article 04 section 4.20 LA-01(G) of the Zoning Ordinance requires at

3.5

least 1 street tree for each 40 linear feet of frontage. As the property has 169’ of
street frontage along N. Old Woodward, 4 street trees are required. The plans
submitted show 4 street trees along N. Old Woodward. As the site is located within
the Downtown Overlay District, there are no other landscape requirements for this
site. No details as to the species of street trees have been provided, and
a landscape plan has not been submitted. The applicant will be required
to submit a detailed landscape plan at the time of Final Site Plan and
Design Review. The applicant has now submitted planting details noting
that the 4 proposed street trees will be Red Maples a minimum of 3” in
caliper.

Streetscape - The applicant is proposing 6 new 24” square concrete planters with
unspecified flowering perennials and annuals and 2 new city standard benches along
N. Old Woodward in front of the new building. The applicant is not proposing to add
any street lights or bike racks along N. Old Woodward in front of the building. These
must be shown on the plans at Final Site Plan and Design Review.

The streetscape plan that was submitted is not consistent with the site
plan that was submitted. The applicant will be required to align the
landscape plans and the site plans in order for the Planning Department to
receive a clear and concise picture of what is being proposed. The
applicant has now submitted revised plans that show the addition of bike
racks and one bench in the area in front of the proposed building.
Concrete planters are no longer proposed. The applicant is also required

to add pedestrian-scale street lights along N. Old Woodward as required.

4.0 Parking, Loading and Circulation

4.1

Parking — In accordance with Article 4, section 4.34 of the Zoning Ordinance, the
proposed development is required to have a total of 55 parking spaces (22 two
room or less units x 1.5 spaces per unit [33], 5 three or more room
units x 2 spaces per unit [10], and one space for every 300 sq.ft. of
retail space [12]. The applicant is proposing 62 total parking spaces located
on the first floor and lower levels of the building, and thus has met the
requirements for parking. In addition, 16 extra spaces are proposed on private
property along the front of the building and in the ROW in front of the building.
All proposed parking spaces meet the minimum 180 sq.ft. size requirement. The
proposed development complies with Article 4, Section 4.52 PK-08 as the first
story off-street parking is located greater than 20’ from the fagade with a 36.5’
deep retail space screening the parking area.

The applicant has noted an area for bicycle parking on the underground parking
level. However, there are no bike racks denoted on the plans; also the
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location of the bicycle parking area is not convenient for cyclists. The
bicycle parking is proposed to be on the lower level and not street
level, also it is not near the door to the lower level. Its location would
require cyclists to take their bike onto the elevator and/or use the
vehicular drives and ramps and compete with vehicles. The applicant
has now relocated the bike parking to the ground floor parking level,
and added bike racks. Cyclists would no longer have to use the ramp
or elevator to access the bike parking area.

4.2 Loading — Article 4, section 4.24 of the Zoning Ordinance provides that no off-
street loading spaces are required as the retail area of the building is less than
5,000 sq.ft. in size, and thus none are proposed.

4.3  Vehicular Circulation and Access —The applicant proposes a driveway on the
northwest corner to access the enclosed first floor parking and the lower level
parking. The vehicular opening in the building is permitted to be 25’ or less in
width in accordance with Article 3 of the Zoning Ordinance. The architectural
plans submitted show a proposed width of 22’, however sheet C-3 of
the engineering plans show a 24.5’ wide opening for vehicles. Either
width meets the Downtown Overlay requirement, however the
applicant must amend the plans to ensure consistency. The civil
engineering plans now show a width of 22’ for the vehicular entrance
to the building. However, the architectural plans do not dimension the
width of the vehicular entry, but the elevation drawings suggest two
overhead garage door separated by a column. The applicant must
show dimensions on the architectural site plan and elevation drawings
at the time of Final Site Plan and Design Review to demonstrate that
the width requirements have been met for the vehicular entry. The
proposed vehicular entry will have a bronze overhead garage door framed by
brick columns. The architectural plans submitted show parking aisle widths for
the lower level parking at 20’ in width, and show the at-grade parking level aisles
at 14’ and 21’ in width. However, sheet C-3 of the engineering plan show the at-
grade parking level drive aisles at 22’ in width. The applicant must provide
the specific dimensions for all drive aisle widths and amend all plans to
ensure consistency. The revised plans now show 22’ drive aisles on the
lower level of underground parking. However, on the ground level
parking floor, 22’ drive aisles are proposed, but the first row of parked
vehicles immediately behind the retail space hang over into that aisle,
thus reducing the aisle width to approximately 18’ in width.

4.3 Pedestrian Circulation and Access — The applicant is proposing a new sidewalk to connect
with the sidewalk on the property to the south. The architectural plans submitted show the
sidewalk width as 5’, however, sheet C-3 of the engineering plan show the sidewalk width at
5.1'. The applicant must provide the specific dimensions for the proposed
sidewalk and amend all plans to ensure consistency. Both the architectural plans
and the civil plans submitted are now consistent, and show a 5’ wide sidewalk
along N. Old Woodward. There are two proposed entrances along the front facade of

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5A - 856 N. Old
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5.0

6.0

the building shown on the site plan. However, the elevation drawings appear to show five
proposed entrances along the front facade. The applicant will be required to amend
all plans and elevations to ensure consistency. The applicant is now showing
two proposed entrances to the retail space, and two entrances into the
residential lobby of the building. The resident lobby for this building is located at the
northern edge of the building abutting the entrance to the first floor and underground
parking. There are two entrances to the lobby, one from the inside of parking area, and
one from the front of the building. This lobby includes one elevator, two vestibules, and a
staircase.

Lighting

No photometric plan or specification sheets for any proposed building or
landscape lighting have been provided at this time, but will be required at
Final Site Plan and Design Review. Lighting will be reviewed in detail at that time.

Departmental Reports

6.1 _Engineering Division — The Engineering Division has reviewed the site plan
dated February 14, 2016, for the above project. Most of this memo is
repeated from our memo completed in November. The order has been
changed to bring emphasis to #1 below. The request for a site plan and
traffic plan that indicates how this design will impact the storage area for
northbound N. Old Woodward Ave., and confirmation that this will not impact
the level of service to that intersection are important issues that MUST be
addressed before this project received final site plan approval. No effort has
been made (based on the submittal) to provide this information over the past
three months. It is imperative that it be provided if this project is going to
move forward.

The following comments are offered:
SITE PLAN

1. It appears that the front face alignment of the building at grade will allow
the existing sidewalk and public parking area to the south to be extended
north on the same alignment. However, the existing drawing is
inadequate to determine if the design will work because it does not
indicate how the extended parking area will impact the storage lanes for
northbound N. Old Woodward Ave. traffic at the Oak St. traffic signal. The
drawing must be resubmitted with full consideration of maintaining
proper storage for this intersection, and the new parking area shall be
modified accordingly.

In addition, the traffic study does not consider the amount of northbound
storage needed to maintain the current level of service at the Oak St.
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intersection. The parking area shall be designed so as to not reduce the
level of service at the intersection accordingly.

2. The proposed development will impact the 100-year floodplain. It appears
that the design intent is to comply with the floodplain development
requirement of not causing any net fill within the floodplain boundary. We
will review this in more detail during review of the plans prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

3. The plans propose to step back the front wall of the building to provide an
extension of the proposed public parking area being constructed by the
City directly south of this site in 2007. Although we encourage the intent
in the interest of gaining the maximum amount of public parking for both
this site and the immediate adjoining businesses, we raise the following
concerns:

a. The plan proposes an extension of the basement parking level
underneath the at grade public parking places on the first floor. As
such, it is expected that the at-grade parking will remain as land that is
privately owned. However, an ingress/egress easement will have to be
created and signed by both the City and the owner to designate usage
and terms of maintenance. It is our expectation that the City will have

to right to enter the area to own and operate parking meters, with full
control for access and enforcement of parking rules. Further, the City

will have to be able to enter the area for maintenance purposes
accordingly.

b. Extension of the basement under the new public parking area may
raise questions as to what paving materials can be used on the surface,
and if they can function long term on a supported deck. We will review
these issues in detail with the engineer and architect during detailed
plan review.

4. Due to its direct connection to the Rouge River, the developer is
encouraged to design all storm water flow into an on-site storm water
cleaning facility prior to discharging into the river. Doing so will allow the
developer to avoid requirements under the Storm Water Runoff permit
requirements. However, since the City is going to be enacting a storm
water quality ordinance within the next year modeled after the ordinance
being formulated by Oakland Co., the engineer is encouraged to review
those standards and design accordingly.

The following permits will be required from the Engineering Division for this
project:

A. Right-of-Way Permit (for excavations in the right-of-way).
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B. Street Obstruction Permit (for all obstructions in the right-of-way
during construction).
C. Sidewalk/Drive Approach Permit (for all pavement installed in the
right-of-way).
D. Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Permit.
Please see attached letter from Flies and VandenBrink, the City
transportation consultant to address the concerns noted above.
6.2 The Department of Public Services - The DPS will provide comments prior
to the Planning Board meeting on February 24, 2016.
6.3 Fire Department — The Fire Department has the following requirements:
1. Emergency Responder radio coverage is required.
2. Fire suppression with a minimum of a 6" water main is required.
3. Fire Alarm with smoke detectors required.
4. Knox Box is required.
6.4 Police Department — The Police Department has no concerns.
6.5 Building Division — The Building Division has provided their standard

comments with regards to the applicable Building Code requirements,
and has provided the following additional comments:

1. The applicant has resolved comments 1, 2, and 4 from my initial
review dated January 7, 2016. The exit discharge for the lower level
appears to comply; the exterior doors at the public sidewalk are
revised to not swing over the sidewalk; and the basement level will
not be considered a story in accordance with the definition of
building height.

2. MDEQ approval/permit will be required for the work occurring in and
over the 100-year floodplain.

3.The apartments will need to comply with the accessibility
requirements in Chapter 11 of the building code for Type A and B
dwelling units.

4. The proposed design does not appear to comply with the specific
height standards in Section 3.04 (1). The third story, if permitted,
needs to continue in a different plane beginning at the eave line by
either sloping not greater than 45 degrees or stepping back 10-feet
from the facade. This point appears to be the intended location to
measure maximum eave height. The peak or ridge of any sloped roof
then has a maximum height of 46-feet.
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7.0 Design Review

At this time the applicant has provided elevation drawings, but specific details or
specification sheets on the materials have not yet been provided. The plans submitted
indicate that the applicant is proposing to utilize the following materials:

Stone (knee walls and upper level panels);

Brown brick (columns);

Bronze metal (C channels, railings and overhead doors);

Glass windows and storefront door systems; and

Steel decorative metal fencing in the easement south of the building.

The Planning Division will reserve detailed comments regarding architectural standards
and design related issues for the Final Site Plan and Design Review. However, based
on the plans submitted at this time, it appears that a variance may be needed
for the required glazing on the ground level storefront along N. Old
Woodward, as 70% is required and the plans state 64%b is proposed. The
applicant should also provide clarification on the methods used in calculated
the glazing provided to ensure that this is consistent with standard practice.
Finally, the use of glass for railings as noted on the plans is not permitted in
the Downtown Overlay. The applicant has now submitted glazing
calculations that demonstrate 7026 glazing is proposed on the first floor of
the west elevation. The applicant has also provided glazing calculations on
the upper floors that demonstrate 38% glazing is proposed. However, a
maximum of 35% qlazing is permitted on the upper floors and thus the

applicant must reduce the glazing or obtain a variance from the Board of
Zoning Appeals.

8.0 Approval Criteria

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.
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(5) The proposed development will be compatible with other uses and buildings in the

neigh

borhood 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.

9.0 Recommendation

Based on
the Planni

a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division recommends that
ng Board approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 856 N. Old Woodward with the

following conditions:

1.

2.

~N O

9.

10

The applicant eliminate the fourth floor and setback the third floor by 10’, or
obtain variances from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

Provide the front setback of both abutting buildings to determine the
required setback for the proposed building;

. Provide the City with an access easement for ingress/egress and

maintenance of these proposed public parking spaces;

. Provide specification sheets and a roof plan at the time of Final Site Plan and

Design review;

. Submit a landscape plan and photometric plan at the time of Final Site Plan

and Design Review;

. Add pedestrian scale street lights along N. Old Woodward;
. Provide dimensions on the architectural site plan and elevation drawings at

the time of Final Site Plan and Design Review to demonstrate that the width
requirements have been met for the vehicular entry;

. Address the engineering and traffic issues identified by the City's traffic

consultant;
Reduce the upper floor glazing or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning
Appeals; and

. Comply with the requirements of all City departments.

10.0 Suggested Motion Language

Based on

a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division recommends that

the Planning Board APPROVE the Preliminary Site Plan for 856 N. Old Woodward with
the following conditions:

1. The applicant eliminate the fourth floor and setback the third floor by
10’, or obtain variances from the Board of Zoning Appeals;

2. Provide the front setback of both abutting buildings to determine the
required setback for the proposed building;

3. Provide the City with an access easement for ingress/egress and
maintenance of these proposed public parking spaces;
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~N O

10.

OR

. Provide specification sheets and a roof plan at the time of Final Site Plan and

Design review;

. Submit a landscape plan and photometric plan at the time of Final Site Plan

and Design Review;

. Add pedestrian scale street lights along N. Old Woodward,;
. Provide dimensions on the architectural site plan and elevation drawings at

the time of Final Site Plan and Design Review to demonstrate that the width
requirements have been met for the vehicular entry;

. Address the engineering and traffic issues identified by the City's traffic

consultant;

. Reduce the upper floor glazing or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning

Appeals; and
Comply with the requirements of all City departments.

Motion to DENY the Preliminary Site Plan for 856 N. Old Woodward.

OR

Based on a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division recommends that
the Planning Board POSTPONE a decision on the Preliminary Site Plan.
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Planning Board Minutes
December 9, 2015

COMMUNITY IMPACT STUDIES ("CIS™) AND PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS

1. 856 N. Old Woodward Ave. (vacant land)
Application for a CIS and Preliminary Site Plan Review to consider a
request to construct a new four-story mixed-use over 20,000 sq. ft. in size
(postponed from November 11, 2015)

Ms. Ecker explained the site has a total land area of .56 acres and is located on the east side of
N. Old Woodward Ave. south of Oak St.

Ms. Ecker advised that the applicant is proposing to construct a four-story mixed-use building.
The lower level of the building will have parking and residential storage spaces. The first floor is
proposed to contain parking fronted by retail space and a residential lobby. The second, third
and fourth floors will contain 27 residential units. On-street parking will be provided on N. Old
Woodward Ave. The building will have an approximate total of 106,513.7 gross sq. ft. Thus, the
applicant was required to prepare a Community Impact Study in accordance with Article 7,
section 7.27(E) of the Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing one new building containing
more than 20,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area.

CIS
The CIS acts as a foundation for discussion between the Planning Board and the applicant,
beyond the normal scope of information addressed in the Preliminary Site Plan Review
application. The Planning Board "accepts" the CIS prior to taking action on a Preliminary Site
Plan.

Planning and Zoning Issues:

e Use - The site is currently zoned O-2 Office and falls within the D-2 Overlay District as
provided in the Downtown Birmingham 2016 Plan The proposed residential units, retail
space and parking facility are permitted principal and/or accessory uses in the 0-2 and
D-2 Zone District.

e Overlay District Compliance - The proposed development implements some of the
recommendations contained in the 2016 Plan. However, the proposed building contains
one extra floor of residential above the three stories recommended in the 2016 Plan.
Although it is four stories, the building conforms to the maximum height of 56 ft. limit in
the D-2 Zone of the Overlay District. The Building Official will have to make a final
determination as to whether it is clear they can only have three stories. /f that is the
case, the applicant will need a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals
("BZA") for the fourth story.

e Master Plan Compliance, 2016 Plan - The CIS presented does not fully discuss the goals
and objectives of the City’s Master Plan to demonstrate whether the City can support the
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proposed development. However, a number of goals and objectives of the Downtown
Birmingham 2016 Master Plan do demonstrate that the City can support the proposed
development.

Land Development Issues: While the applicant has submitted a soil boring report, the received
materials do not confirm that the soils within the subject site are suitable to

support the proposed development. The applicant will be required to provide a full soil analysis
when applying for a Building Permit. On August 13, 2015, PM Environmental conducted a
subsurface investigation and discovered a whole list of contamination concerns that exceed the
limits. The applicants plan to submit a Brownfield Application to the City.

The existing site also contains steep slopes. The applicant proposes a below grade

parking garage that will substantially remove the existing site erosion and runoff

conditions into the adjacent Rouge River. Areas of existing steep slopes will be stabilized during
construction to prevent erosion. The CIS states that an Erosion Control Plan will be prepared to
meet all municipal soil erosion control requirements to mitigate any potential discharge of
materials into the river. Mr. Share was certain the construction will disturb some of the
contaminated soils. He did not think the Michigan Dept. of Environmental Quality ("MDEQ") will
be proactive so the City ought be concerned. Ms. Ecker clarified that is generally something
that the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority would handle when a Brownfield Plan is submitted
for reimbursement. She added the City can call the MDEQ and bring this to their attention. Also,
she can submit this information to the City's environmental attorney to ensure everyone is fully
aware about what is going on. Chairman Clein suggested that the applicant provide
background information on their mitigation plan for the City to review and take proper action to
protect the City's interest in the natural environment. Further, Mr. Boyle wanted to see some
resolution regarding the roles and responsibilities of the different agencies in detailing whether
this facility can mitigate the contamination that exists at present.

Utilities, Noise and Air Issues: All required utility easements have not been verified. However,
the applicant has noted that the civil engineer and construction manager will provide
verification of easements for all proposed and additional utilities prior to construction. In
accordance with the 2016 Plan, all utilities on the site should be buried to visually enhance the
site. The CIS does not indicate that utilities will be buried to meet this provision.

A sound study was performed by Kolano and Saha Engineers to analyze existing ambient noise
and estimated future noise levels on the site. The prepared noise report states the site has a
measured sound level of DNL 63 dB, and thus falls within HUD

guidelines for residential land use. Kolano and Saha have provided information detailing the
types of units that will produce the least amount of sound.

The CIS notes that the proposed project is not expected to create excessive noise that would
exceed existing code standards.

The CIS states that the closest air monitoring stations are located in Oak Park and Pontiac.
Current ambient air quality standards are well under the existing minimum standards mandated
by the Environmental Protection Agency "(EPA"). The applicant has indicated that all new HVAC
equipment will be selected to provide minimum pollutant discharge and maximum filtration.
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Environmental Design and Historic Values: The applicant will be required to provide the City
with a public access easement for the western portion of the site that is proposed for public
parking and a public sidewalk.

Refuse, Sewer and Water: The CIS states that there will be a refuse room on the first level that
will be adequate in size to service the development. No details have been provided on the size
of the trash containers, nor has information been provided to detail the collection and
separation of recyclables. The CIS further states that there is adequate water service to the site
and that the existing sanitary and combined sewers on the site will be sufficient to service the
development.

The applicant has stated that the proposed wastewater system will be adequately
designed by an engineer to service the facility and that design capabilities of the
facilities will not be exceeded as a result of this project.

The proposed storm water system will be designed to meet the City standards for storm

water management. The applicant anticipates that the design capacity of storm water facilities
will not be exceeded. The CIS has indicated that elements have been incorporated into the
project to reduce the amount of storm water entering the sewer. This will be carried out
through a proposed underground detention system.

The applicant has indicated that the proposed water service system will be adequately

designed to service the facility. The applicant anticipates that the existing water quality is safe
from both chemical and bacteriological standpoints and will provide verification of this prior to
final site plan review. The applicant also anticipates the water supply design to be compatible
with the existing City system.

Public Safety: The applicant has not indicated whether the proposed development location or
design provide adequate access for police, fire and emergency vehicles and

individuals. However, the applicant has indicated that the project design will be reviewed by all
public safety services and recommendations for conformance will be implemented into the final
design.

Transportation Issues: The applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study prepared by
Stonefield Engineering and Design. The City’s traffic consultant, Fleis & Vandenbrink, has
completed a review of the traffic study and provided a number of comments and concerns. The
traffic study should be revised to meet all City requirements and approved by the City's traffic
consultant.

The applicant is proposing 19 parking spaces on the first level located behind the retail.
Thirty-seven parking spaces are proposed on the lower level and nine parking spaces are
proposed in the open space parking outside along the western edge of the property for a total
of 65 spaces. The CIS states that there will be ho more than 75 parking spaces, but both the
engineering and architectural drawings show 65 parking spaces.

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5A - 856 N. Old
Woodward- PSP 2-19-16.docxx



Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward
February 19, 2016

Page 15 of 21

Natural Features: The applicant has indicated that there are no water quality issues known
regarding the existing Rouge River to the east of the site. The CIS indicates that the proposed
project will involve an increase in impervious surface area. An underground detention system
has been designed to accommodate the additional impervious surfaces and reduce the overall
runoff from the site. The CIS indicates that the project will not affect surface water flows on
water levels of ponds or water bodies. The MDEQ has been notified and does not anticipate any
adverse effects. The CIS also states that the project is located within the 100-year floodplain.
As such, the applicant indicates that the project will meet all state and local floodplain
regulations.

The proposed development will not destroy a natural feature, but it will isolate the river
from public access. However, there is not currently public access to the river from this
site. No natural feature will pose a safety hazard to the development nor will the
proposed project destroy any existing wildlife or habitats.

Mr. Tim Ponton, Stonefield Engineering and Design, spoke on behalf of the applicant and
explained to the board their design process and some of the challenges they encountered in
terms of getting the development to work. Very deep piles along with a grid system will be
needed beneath the project. Their property line comes out 20 ft. as compared to the remainder
of the block. What that means for them is the opportunity for additional parking and extending
the boulevard.

Mr. Ponton explained that they will be required to file a Due Care Plan with MDEQ who will then
monitor their construction, ultimately do additional testing, and then sign off. Therefore, the
site will be cleaned up to meet at least the minimum standards for residents to be living there.
In addition the county will be taking a look at it to make sure from a soil erosion and sediment
control standpoint nothing gets into the Rouge River. They intend to submit a Brownfield Plan.
In terms of the traffic, they are confident they can mitigate any issues and satisfy the City
traffic engineer. They hope to develop the site into something that is consistent with the
existing development patterns and are under the assumption that they will go before the BZA
for a height variance.

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Mr. Share to receive and file the letter from Norman Ziegelman dated
October 26, 2015 and also a letter from Carolyn Butcher which is marked received
on November 30, 2015.

Motion carried, 7-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Share, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Lazar, Whipple-Boyce
Nays: None

Absent: Koseck

At 9:40 p.m. the chairman opened discussion to the public on the CIS.
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Mr. David Underdown, owner of the Douglas Cleaners property, said he doesn't think they
contributed to the contamination because they dispose of their waste and years ago there was
a gas station on that site.

Chairman Clein personally thought that a lot of information needs to be tightened up,
particularly related to the number of stories and their impact, and the traffic.

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce that consideration of the CIS and Preliminary Site
Plan be postponed to January 13, 2016.

Mr. Ponton spoke from the audience at 9:50 p.m. He noted with respect to the shortage of
parking in that area that they have an abundance of 15 spaces on-site. Therefore, they don't
need to count the spots in front towards their goal.

Motion carried, 7-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Lazar, Share
Nays: None

Absent: Koseck
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Planning Board Minutes
January 13, 2016

COMMUNITY IMPACT STUDY ("CIS™) AND PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS

1. 856 N. Old Woodward Ave. (vacant land)
Application for Community Impact Study and Preliminary Site Plan Review
to allow construction of new four-story building with first-floor retail and
residential above (postponed from December 9, 2015)

Ms. Ecker stated that the site has a total land area of .56 acres and is located on the east side
of N. Old Woodward Ave. south of Oak St. The site has been vacant over a decade.

At this time, the applicant is proposing to construct a four-story mixed-use building. The lower
level of the building will have parking and residential storage spaces. The first floor is proposed
to contain parking fronted by retail space and a residential lobby. The second, third and fourth
floors will contain 27 residential units. On-street parking will be provided on N. Old Woodward
Ave. The building will have an approximate total of 106,513.7 gross sq. ft. Thus, the applicant
was required to prepare a Community Impact Study in accordance with Article 7, section
7.27(E) of the Zoning Ordinance as they are proposing one new building containing more than
20,000 sqg. ft. of gross floor area.

On December 9, 2015, the applicant appeared before the Planning Board for a review of the
CIS and Preliminary Site Plan. After much discussion, the Planning Board voted to postpone
consideration of the CIS and Preliminary Site Plan to January 13, 2016 to allow the applicant to
provide additional information with regards to the height of the building, to address traffic
concerns, and to provide additional information regarding potential MDEQ issues.

The proposed building contains one extra floor of residential above what was recommended in
the 2016 Plan. Although it is four stories, the building conforms to the maximum height limit of
56’ in the D-2 Zone of the Overlay District. The Building Official has now provided an
interpretation that although the building does not exceed the maximum height of 56 ft. in the
D-2 District, it does exceed three stories. Further, the Building Official has indicated that the
proposed underground parking level does not meet the definition of basement in the Zoning
Ordinance, and is therefore considered a story. The underground level is not more than 50%
below grade. Thus, the applicant must obtain a variance for two additional stories.

The applicant has submitted a summary letter from PM Environmental dated January 7, 2016
that outlines the geology, hydrology and contamination issues on the existing site. This letter
also outlines in detail construction mitigation measures, response activities and the applicant’s
due care obligations to deal with the on-site contamination.

The applicant has now shown all proposed utility lines and connections on the civil plans and
provided written confirmation that all utilities will be buried to comply with City regulations.
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The applicant will be required to provide the City with a public access easement for the western
portion of the site that is proposed for public parking and a public sidewalk. The applicant has
advised in writing that they will provide a 22.5 ft. wide public access easement.

The applicant submitted a revised traffic study dated December 30, 2015 and new SYNCHRO
data to the City's transportation consultant, Fleis and Vandenbrink ("F&V"), to address all of the
issues previously raised. The traffic consultant noted several concerns that he outlined in a
letter presented today.

The CIS shows a total of 70 parking spaces including those in the right-of-way. The drawings
now confirm 17 parking spaces on the first level behind the retail, 37 spaces in the underground
parking level, 9 on-street spaces on private property, and 7 more in the public right-of-way.
They have 63 spaces, not including those in the right-of-way. The requirement is for 66
spaces. Given the improvements proposed in the right-of-way, the applicant may be entitled to
include the 3 parking spaces in the right-of-way in their parking counts with approval by the
City Commission.

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to include the letter from Michael Labadie dated January
13, 2016.

Motion carried, 7-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Jeffares, Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Lazar, Share
Nays: None

Absent: Whipple-Boyce

Mr. Labadie summarized his findings. He pointed out that the right turn lane queue heading
north along N. Old Woodward Ave. onto Oak blocks the site driveway during peak hours. If the
right-of-way parking is used, there is not enough sight distance. To reduce the problem he
suggested modifying the driveway operation to make it right-in/right-out only.

Mr. Frank Filochoto, Stonefield Engineering and Design, Inc., summarized how they have
worked with F&V over the past couple of months in regards to resolving some of the traffic
related issues. The reality is the queue will back up past the driveway during peak hours.
However, this use is not intensive from a trip generation standpoint. They are looking at about
forty trips during peak hours, combined retail and residential. The driveway cannot be moved
to the south. They think the streetscape they are providing is consistent with and enhances the
area. The minor negatives of sight distance and loss of storage in the right turn lane are
mitigated by the benefit given back to the community of seven on-street parking spaces and
streetscape enhancements. He doesn't think there is enough traffic to warrant right-in/right-
out and therefore he disagrees. Parking demand will be offset because the retail uses will not
be parking at night when the residents are home.

Mr. Tim Ponton, also with Stonefield Engineering and Design, Inc., thought they could
potentially make up the area being given back for public benefit by adding one story that is still
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within the allowable height of 56 ft. Additionally, they disagree with the Building Official's
interpretation of a basement. Approximately eighty-five percent of the overall perimeter of their
structure meets the exact definition of a basement.

Chairman Clein questioned how four stories above the N. Old Woodward plane fits into context
with the surroundings. Mr. Ponton replied it is important to note that they are still within the
building height from a zoning perspective. When you look at the whole big picture of what they
are giving back in terms of parking for the City and that this is completely in line with the 2016
Plan, they think they are right there.

With respect to the basement level, Mr. Koseck thought there is a case to be made for unique
circumstance.

In response to Mr. Boyle, Mr. John Marusich, the architect, talked about the size of the units
they are hoping to construct which will be 1,500 to 1,700 sq. ft. with two bedrooms. They will
be upscale, moderate units.

Mr. Bret Donaldson with J.B. Nelson and Co. explained their plan for staging trucks and
equipment. They hope to make an arrangement with the property owner to the east to load off
the parking lot that fronts on Woodward Ave. If they can't, they will ask the City for a permit to
close some of the pavement on Woodward Ave. If they can't get the lots, they will have to park
somewhere else and shuttle back to the site.

At 9:04 p.m. the chairman offered members of the public an opportunity to comment.

Mr. Fred Najor who owns a couple of properties to the south of the site spoke in support of the
project.

Ms. Carolyn Butcher, who works for Mr. Norman Ziegelman, owner of the adjacent building to
the south, said she will be happy to see the Carrie Lee hole built on. She questioned a four-
story building in an area where the other buildings are two stories. Parking in this area is very
difficult and she doesn't understand how more retail can be added in Birmingham without
providing parking. There is no parking for employees. She has a parking permit, but it is
impossible to find a space.

Mr. Drew Dutley, 740 Brookside, echoed the concerns about the size and mass of the building.
It doesn't really fit into the context of the neighborhood. Looking from the southeast, the
building is 67 ft. high; not 56 ft. Second, the parking and the traffic will be a problem. Further,
given the condition of the soll, it is important of keep the water and air quality up.

Mr. Boyle received clarification that the stop for bus rapid transit would be in the vicinity of Oak
and Woodward Ave. Therefore, he noted this parcel will be right in the middle of a Transit
Oriented Development area. Within about two years this site might become extremely
important in terms of accessing parking and getting a stop for the bus service. Ms. Ecker added
that a certain percentage of people may choose to take the bus rapid transit to the site rather
than driving.
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Mr. Share indicated he does not understand the extent to which remediation is going to happen
with regard to the heavy metals and some of the volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"). Mr.
Jamie Entenovich, Engineer with PM Environmental, talked about hazards to residents and users
of the site and adjacent area. Seven thousand cubic yards of fill coming out will address a lot
of the VOCs. Also, when the property is developed the surface cover will also be a barrier.
Nothing will go off the property during construction before it is covered. The volatiles are not a
direct contact concern. Construction will be conducted in a manner not to exacerbate the
existing issues of the property. Ground water will be addressed in a manner that will not make
it worse as far as how the building and utilities are put in. Based on what has been identified,
additional steps will not be needed to prevent migration of metals down into the Rouge River.
Mr. Entenovich thought the property owner along with the design team are more than willing to
commit to having the environmental team present during construction to ensure that all local,
state and DEQ regulations are met. The owner intends to submit a Brownfield Plan for the site.

In response to Ms. Lazar, Mr. Entenovich clarified that a slurry wall will be constructed on the
property boundary as a barrier to prevent migration of contamination from the dry cleaner onto
this property.

Mr. Williams said he is uncomfortable with moving on when the building is two floors out of
compliance with D-2 zoning. He objects to the process where the Planning Board is forced to
make a preliminary determination on a jurisdictional issue they don't have control over. He
feels the legal process in Birmingham is flawed and the City Commission should address the
issue.

The chairman said he tends to think the traffic impact can be resolved. However, he is not
supportive of the Site Plan as presented, related to traffic. Ms. Lazar asked if the board accepts
the CIS as it is, how many stories would they be accepting it for. Mr. Koseck thought that only
allowing three floors may have been a density control. Mr. Boyle said the CIS allows the board
to look in detail at the impact of the development on the environment. Mr. Jeffares said it
seems that everything that will be looked at can only get better by becoming less intense.

Chairman Clein said he is not satisfied that the traffic and the parking situation is adequately
addressed in the CIS. He has serious concerns about the proximity of the entry into the garage
that close to the intersection with Oak. In that regard, he is not in a position to vote favorably
on a Preliminary Site Plan. Mr. Boyle thought there is value in concluding the conversation on
the CIS, but that doesn't mean they should immediately approve the site plan.

Motion by Mr. Share

Seconded by Mr. Boyle to accept the CIS with the provision that if the number of
units or stories change or there are other significant changes the applicant would
have to provide an update to the impacts for administrative approval.

Motion carried, 7-0.
ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: Share, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Lazar, Williams
Nays: None
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Absent: Whipple-Boyce

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Mr. Share to postpone the Preliminary Site Plan Approval for 856 N.
Old Woodward Ave. to February 24, 2016.

There were no public comments related to the motion at 9:38 p.m.
Motion carried, 7-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Share, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Lazar

Nays: None
Absent: Whipple-Boyce
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Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet

For Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward

Existing Site:

Zoning:
Land Use:

02, Office/Commercial and D2, Downtown Overlay

Vacant

Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties:

North South East West
Existing Commercial Office/ Rouge River Multi-Family
Land Use Commercial Residential
Existing B2B 02 PP Public R6 Multi-
Zoning General Office/ Property Family
District Business Commercial Residential
Overlay D2 D2 N/A N/A
Zoning
District
Land Area: existing: 24,718 sq. ft. or .56 Acres
proposed:  Same as existing
Minimum Lot Area: required: N/A
proposed:  N/A
Minimum Floor Area: required: N/A
proposed:  N/A
Maximum Total required: N/A
Floor Area: proposed:  N/A
Minimum Open Space: required: N/A
proposed:  N/A
Maximum Lot required: N/A
Coverage: proposed:  N/A




CIS & Preliminary Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward

February 24, 2016

Page 2 of 3

Front Setback: required:

proposed:

D2: 0, building must be on or within 3’ of
frontage line (Planning Board may adjust to
average of any abutting building)

22" from frontage line (setback of abutting
building to the south is 6’, setback of abutting
building to the north is unknown)

The applicant will be required to provide the front setback of the building to
the north in order to determine if the front setback complies with the Zoning
Ordinance. If it does not, a variance will be required from the Board of Zoning

Appeals.

Side Setbacks: required:
proposed:

Rear Setback: required:
proposed:

Max. Bldg. Height: permitted:
proposed:

D2: 0
11’ easement (to South), 0’ (to North)

D2: 10’ if alley, if no alley, equal to rear setback
of adjacent, pre-existing building (12.8’ & 24.8")
12.8’

D2- 56’ (including the mechanical and other
equipment) and 3 stories, if the third story is
used for residential, and setback 10’

56’ & 4 stories

The anIicant will be required to reduce the number of floors to 3 and setback

the 3'

Minimum Eave Height: required:
proposed:

First Floor Ceiling: required:
proposed:
Front Entry: required:

proposed:

Parking: required:

proposed:

required:

proposed:

Loading Area: required:
proposed:

floor by 10’ or obtain variances from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

20’
56’

10’ minimum clearance finished floor to
finished ceiling on first floor
11’ finished floor to finished ceiling

Principal pedestrian entrance on frontage

line, Planning Board may adjust.

The principal entrances are located on the
frontage line facing N. Old Woodward

55 spaces (1.5 spaces x 22 for 2 or less room
units = 33, 2 spaces x 5 for 3 or more room unit
=10, and 3500 sq.ft / 300 =12 for retail)

62 spaces (53 within building, 9 on private
property in front of building)

Parking on first floor cannot be located within
20’ of the frontage line or front facade.

Parking on first floor is located 35.6" back from
the front facade.

N/A
N/A

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5B - 856 N. Old

Woodward - PSP Summ.docx



CIS & Preliminary Site Plan Review

856 N. Old Woodward
February 24, 2016

Page 3 of 3
Screening:
Parking: required: 32” masonry screen wall
proposed:  All required parking will be screened behind a
32’ deep residential lobby, and a 36’ deep retail
space along the front of the building. Nine
additional spaces are proposed in front of the
building on private property that appears to be
in the ROW.
AC/Mech. units: required: Screening to compliment the building
proposed: Mechanical units will be screened within a
mechanical well on the rooftop of the building.
Elect. Transformer: required: Fully screened from public view
proposed:  The electrical transformer will be located at the
rear of the building, within the building walls
Dumpster: required: 6’ high capped masonry wall with wooden gates
proposed:  Dumpster will be located inside building; access

to dumpster is within the first floor parking area.

H:\Shared\CDD\Planning Board\Planning Board Agendas\2016\February 24, 2015\5B - 856 N. Old

Woodward - PSP Summ.docx
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(2) 60W A
G.E. Cov-R-Guard

(3) 60W A
G.E. Cov-R-Guard

(2) 26W Quad

{2) 26W Quad

Satin aluminum
and white
sandblasted glass

All matte metallic
silver, matte
metallic brass or
matte metallic
bronze
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H6.6.1

Acculite

Proiect: [856 Old N. Woodward |
roject:
Fixture Type:

Location:

Contact/Phone:

PRODUCT DESCRIPTION

The MSL Series LED Security Light is a small and unobtrusive
luminaire designed to replace small incandescent and CFL
fixtures. With a shallow profile, the MSL blends in seamlessly
with both architecture and nature. The wide light pattern
makes this fixture a great choice for commercial and residential
applications where an economical LED security light is needed.
The MSL Security Light is recommended for mounting heights
of up to 8 feet, for installations above doors, balconies, garage
and warehouse entrances, and other applications traditionally
lighted with incandescent and CFL fixtures. The MSL Series is
rated for outdoor or indoor use.

PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

Optics The MSL Series has a white reflector that is recessed to
improve visual comfort. A clear lens acts as an environmental
seal, protecting the LED from rain, snow and dust.

Dark Sky Compliance The MSL Series is compliant with most
Dark Sky ordinances.

Construction A die cast aluminum housing is sturdy and
attractive. Powder coating seals and protects the fixture from
the elements @ The clear lens is made of acrylic that has a
strong resistance to UV rays — ideal for outdoor environments.

Thermal Management The LED light source is secured to the
aluminum housing that acts as a heat sink ® The driver is also
mounted directly to the housing to help keep the electronics
cool and ensure 100,000 hour L70 performance.

Electrical The LED driver is suitable for 120-240VAC 50/60 Hz
* An optional daylight sensor is available for 120VAC only.

Daylight Sensors The MSL Series can be ordered with an
optional daylight sensor for automatic dusk to dawn operation
e Option "PC" is a factory installed, button style photo sensor
mounted on the front of the fixture for 1720VAC operation.

For other voltages consult factory

Mounting Mounts directly to a junction box ® The back plate
includes knockouts to fit most junction boxes ® The installation
process takes less than 5 minutes, with a single screw securing
the housing to the back plate e Alternatively, the MSL Series
has a provision for rear entry of 1/2" conduit.

Finish Polyester powder coating protects the housing
e Available in bronze or white finishes.

Certifications Meets UL1598 and CSA C22.2-250 standards
e Suitable for wet locations ® Compliant with most Dark Sky
ordinances.

MSL SERIES

LED MINI SECURITY LIGHT
300 LUMENS

Cat. No.:

Shown with daylight sensor

=i 4

DIMENSIONS

1-7/16"

Next
Generation

PHOTOMETRY

0

2 1 0 1 2
Mounting Distance shown as multiples of
Height Multiplier mounting height. Illumination
10 0.5 values shown in footcandles at

i 08 7' mounting height.
7' 1.0 9 9

&' 1.3

5' 2.0

Total Delivered Lumens = 306

PRODUCT CODES

Catalog Number Description Input Volts CCT D&::‘:‘;‘esd w:;z
MSL135K12BZ LED Mini Security Light, bronze 120-240VAC | 3500K 306 oW
MSL135K12WH LED Mini Security Light, white 120-240VAC | 3500K 306 6W
MSL135K12BZPC LED Mini Security Light with daylight sensor, bronze 120VAC* 3500K 306 6W
MSL135K12WHPC LED Mini Security Light with daylight sensor, white 120VAC* 3500K 306 6W

*For other voltages consult factory

1300 S. Wolf Road ® Des Plaines, IL 60018 ® Phone (847) 827-9880 e Fax (847) 827-2925
220 Chrysler Drive ® Brampton, Ontario ® Canada L6S 6B6 ® Phone (905) 792-7335 © Fax (905) 792-0064
2/14 Visit us at www.junolightinggroup.com

Specifications are subject to change with out notice ©2014 Juno Lighting, LLC

J )

JuNo LIGHTING GROUP
by Schneider Electric



VOLTAIRE ARCHITECTURAL WALL PACK
VWPH-LED18/740-T2-FINISH--VOLTAGE

PROJECT:

856 Old N. Woodward

'8PE:

NOTES:

E™» VWP H - LED32/740 - T4 - DBZ - OPTIONS - EDD*IN - UNV

\ M M v v \ \ M v
SERIES  TYPE LUMEN RI& DISTRIBUTION ~ FINISH OPTIONS DRIVER VOLTAGE
PACKAGE (4]

R
k~d

Uplight
Application

VWP SERIES

VWPH
Weight: 15 Lbs; maximum weight with EM/BSL722LT or HSGX: 27 Ibs.

o ——
L |
| 16-3/4” | L 7-5/8"—J

Side View

-——10-1/2"

Side View shown with
EM/BSL722LT or HSGX

Front view

VWPV
Weight: 23 Lbs; maximum weight with EM/BSL722LT or HSGX: 33 Ibs

ARy

L— 6—5/8"——1 L_ 7-3/8" _.I

9-3/8”

14-3/4” |

Front View Side View Side View shown with Uplight
EM/BSL722LT or HSGX Application
ORDERING INFORMATION
SERIES OPTIONS
VWP Voltaire Architectural Wall Pack See back for option details.
SF Single fuse (120V, 277V, or 347V only; must
TYPE specify voltage)
H Horizontal DF Double fuse (208V, 240V, or 480V only; must
Vv Vertical specify voltage)
EM/BSL722LT Emergency LED driver (10 LEDs driven at
LED PACKAGE 700mA), low temperature, includes housing

extension (increases fixture depth)

See back for fixture performance data. . . )
- HSGX Evrﬂﬂtg&og;{?gnextensmn used to match units
AVERAGE PC Factory-installed button-style photocell (120V,
paneene | OMINAL | MINIMUM CRI & CCT || SYSTEM 208V, or 277V only: must specify voltage()
WATTAGE SDGL Solite® diffused textured tempered glass lens
LED18/ 1,800 740 =70 CRI, 4000K 2
LED32/ 3,200 750 =70 CRI, 5000K 45 DRIVER
EDD*IN Inventronics LED dimming driver prewired for
0-10V controls (120V-277V only)
DISTRIBUTION EDD*PH  Philips LED dimming driver prewired for 0-10V
T2 Type Il controls (347V-480V only)
T3 Type Ill
T4 Type IV VOLTAGE
120 120V
FINISH OPTIONS 208 208V
For custom color options, visit the VWP at hewilliams.com.! 271 277V
BLK Black (RAL #9004) UNV 120-277V
DBZ Dark bronze 347 347V (LED32 only)
DBR Medium bronze 480 480V (LED32 only)
GRAY Standard gray
SLV Satin aluminum (RAL #9006)
WHT White (RAL #9003)

H.E. Williams, Inc. = Carthage, Missouri m www.hewilliams.com = 417-358-4065
February 10, 2015

FEATURES

GENERAL

> Engineered with the
highest quality materials
to ensure reliability, performance,
and quality.

> Provides security and accent lighting for
walkways, entries, perimeters, and
facades.

> Intended for use in both uplight and
downlight applications.

> Aesthetically designed horizontal and
vertical housings blend seamlessly with
avariety of architectural styles.

> Purposefully modeled to allow runoff of
dirt and water for an always-clean
appearance.

> Architectural housing extension option
can be used with or without EM to
maintain aesthetics throughout an
entire project.

> QOptional energy-saving photocell
available.

> Lumen maintenance (L70) of 54,000 hours.

> ANSI 4000K and 5000K CCT;
minimum 70 CRI.

> Available in six standard finish options.

> DLC qualified products listed at
www.designlights.org.

> This fixture is proudly made in the USA.

THERMAL

> Integral die-cast aluminum heatsink
provides optimal passive thermal
management.

> Concealed heatsink design preserves
architectural appearance.

> Rated for -30°C to 45°C ambient
operating temperature (-20°C to 45°C
with EM/BSL722LT).

OPTICAL

> Acrylic precision optics produce
standard IES distributions.

> Full cutoff, dark-sky compliant optics

(downlight only) place light where it's
needed with minimal glare.

> Qptional Solite® diffused lens available.

ELECTRICAL

> 0-10V dimming standard.

> 10kA/10kV surge protection standard.

> LED system is designed to minimize
electrical connection points for
increased reliability.

For custom colors other than RAL,
manufacturers’ code plus two swatches
(minimum 1" square) required.

N

@@iams

H.E. WILLIAMS. INC.

Wall Mount
Page 1



VOLTAIRE ARCHITECTURAL WALL PACK

LED DISTRIBUTION
SPECIFICATIONS .
Housing — Die-cast aluminum enclosure.
Thermal Management — Integral die-cast T2 T3 T4
aluminum heatsink and LED assembly provide Type Il Type Il Type IV

passive thermal management. Rated -30°C to
45°C ambient operating temperature (-20°C to

A5G ambient operatingt FIXTURE PERFORMANCE DATA
Optical System — Precision, injection- LED Average

molded, refractive acrylic lensing produces System Current

Distribution | Efficacy Flux DLC | BUG Ratings

1,2 1,2 3 :
standard IES distributions. Clear tempered Package Wattage' ULY (Im/W) (Im) QPL (Downlight only)
glass lens standard. Optional Solite® lens VWPH SERIES
available.
LED Assembly — Circuit board design LED18/740 T2 84 1825 v B1-U0-GO
incorporates TVS (transient-voltage- 22 350 T3 81 1758 v B1-U0-GO
suppression) diodes to protect against ESD LED18/750 T a1 1782 7 B1-U0-G0
events. ANSI 4000K and 5000K CCT, minimum T " 5 _U _G
70 CRI LEDs. 2 70 3132 1-U0-GO
LED Driver - 010V dimmi LED32/740
river imming. . 45 700 T3 70 3100 v B1-U0-GO
Electrical — 120-277, 347, and 480 VAC input LED32/750 5 3125 v B1-00-GO
range; 50-60Hz; power factor >.90; THD <20% —
at ullloa. FCC Class A complant. 10k /10c/ | | SO S T
surge protection standard. Quick-disconnect T2 84 1837 7 B1-U0-GO
wiring provided. LED18/740 22 350 13 a1 179 Z B1-U0-GO
Finish — Super durable polyester powder LED18/750 el
coat bonded to phosphate-free, multi-stage T4 83 1825 v B1-U0-GO
pretreated metal, meets and exceeds AAMA T2 73 3243 v B1-U0-GO
2604 specifications for outdoor durability. LED32/740 v
Available in six standard colors. Custom colors LED32/750 45 700 13 72 3271 B1-U0-GO
available. _ T4 70 3250 v B1-U0-GO
znon:;;::]ﬂ; SS{F:,(CEOTijﬂnl}:tdg;eg:]lgh%\;zgio ' Wattage and efficacy shown are average based on voltage input of 120V through 277V.
d te structure th t fel t 2 Photometrics tested in accordance with [ESNA LM-79. Results shown are based on 25°C ambient temperature.
?ix?l?ruea\/\(/aesig?tc(\llj\ﬁPHa— (1:;[}[33: \?VK/IS:‘l\J/pPOZ% 3 Restrictions apply, see DLC qualified products list at www.designlights.org.
Lbs). LIFETIME VS. AMBIENT TEMPERATURE LUMEN DEPRECIATION
Labels — cCSAus certified to STD22.2 . . " )
No 250.0 certified as luminaire suitable for A_F;l;:;nt ‘ LED Package | L, Hours ‘ Cahc;ﬂ:xsted === 25°C Ambient === 40°C Ambient
wet locations. : 100 I < N
Certifications & Qualifications — LED18 54,000 >150,000 2 9 S - d
= Calculated L70 lumen maintenance of 25°C g
54,000 hours per IES TM-21. LED32 54,000 >150,000 2 o
= Tested to IES LM-79-08 standards. LED18 54 000 150,000 E:
= Lighting Facts listed. 45°C ' ' Z 4
= DLC qualified products listed at LED32 54,000 >150,000 g
www.designlights.org. W
= DA Dark-Sgky gpprovgd (downlight Predicted lumen maintenance calculated from LED manufacturer IES g 80
licati Iy) LM-80 data and in-situ temperature measurement. Predicted L70 hours Z
appiications only). calculated in accordance with [ES TM-21 g 75
= RoHS compliant. &
= IP65rated. ) _ 60
= Title 24 compliant with PC option 0 18000 36000 54000 72000
(LED18 only). HOURS
= BUG classified per [ES TM-15-11.
Warranty — 5-year limited warranty,
see hewilliams.com/warranty. BOI.T PATTERN DETA". OPTIONS
4-7/8"
3-1/2" —f
2-3/4"
>
Pr—
=N

- g :%/' PC
O _-7 Factory-installed button-style photocell
(120V, 208V, or 277V only; must specify voltage)

Yighting
facts

LED Praduct Partnos

The U.S. Department of Energy’s Lighting
Facts® Program has verified product
performance based on industry-standardized

testing. For details, see H.E. Williams
/\
# will

VWP at www.lightingfacts.com.

1ams . - - T
Wall Mount \/w H.E. Williams, Inc. = Carthage, Missouri = www.hewilliams.com = 417-358-4065
Page 2 H.E. WILLIAMS. INC. Information contained herein is subject to change without notice. HEW70490MP  REV.02/10/15




G5.7.8

Juno SQUARE MINI LED DOWNLIGHT

Project: 856 Old N. Woodward OUTDOOR/WET LOCATION
Fixture Type: D MDSIWG?2 RECESSED HOUSING AND TRIM

Location: I.OW Vo I.TAG E

Contact/Phone:

L *
PRODUCT DESCRIPTION 1'#\
The square MDSLW mini LED recessed downlight is for use in wet _ﬁ\\\
N
R

locations and is IC rated for insulated or non-insulated applications

e Sleek, compact form factor provides direct accent lighting with low

glare optic system that approximates the light output and distribution

of 20W halogen lamps ¢ Ideal for both residential and commercial

wet location applications including bathrooms and eave lighting

® Remote mount Class 2 120V to 12V AC electronic or magnetic

transformer required ® Designed to provide 50,000 hours of life DIMENSIONS
® 5 year limited warranty on LED components.

ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY, ENERGY EFFICIENT

 No harmful ultraviolet or infrared wavelengths

* No lead or mercury
e Comparable light output to 20W MR11
halogen lamps while consuming 5W

PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS 5".6" DEPENDING ON

CEILING THICKNESS

LED Light Engine High performance, low power LEDs provide
outstanding reliability, performance and color quality/consistency
e 2700K, 3000K, 3500K or 4100K color temperatures available
® 80 CRI minimum.

Optical System Fixtures are offered with a choice of spot, narrow flood
or flood beam patterns ® LED source concealed with lensed optic is
deeply regressed into an infernal reflector to produce a low glare system
e Reflectors finished to match trim ring color E)r uniform appearance

27/8"

*l

* Field replacement of optical lenses is NOT recommended.

Transformer Requires remote mount Class 2, 120V to 12V AC l— SQQ]U/:R”E —> 1?16"
electronic or magnetic transformer for operation ® Juno TL602E
electronic transformer and TL576 magnetic transformer are designed 2" @ CIRCULAR CUTOUT

specifically for use with these fixtures.

Dimming May be dimmed with dimmers tested and qualified by
Juno for use with TL602E and TL576- see transformer specifications
for compatible dimmers ® Color temperature remains constant over

dimming range ¢ Consult factory for additional information. ELECTRICAL DATA

Life Rated for 50,000 hours at 70% lumen maintenance. Input Voltage 12VAcC

Labels UL Listed for wet locations and daisy chaining ® Union made Input Power 4.8W

e UL and cUL listed ® RoHS compliant. Input Current 0.42A

Testing All reports are based on published industry procedures; field  Frequency Varies with Transformer

performance may differ from laboratory performance.

Product specifications subject to change without notice. ORDERING INFORMATION:

HOUSING FEATURES Examp|e: MDSLWG2-27K-FL-WH

Housing Designed for use in IC (insulated ceiling) or non-IC construction ~ Fixture

® Die cast aluminum housing ® Finished with either corrosion resistant Catalog No.  Color Temp. Optic Finish

painted finishes or Eoat for decorative plated finishes. H K B |

Wiring Compartment Provided with removable access plate ® Four MDSLWG2 27K 2700K SP__ Spot WH White

pole terminal block allows for quick, secure connection ® UL /cUL listed [ak_3000K ] NFL Narrow Flood | BL Black )

for daisy chaining ® Easy to wire with commonly available low voltage 2?& i?ggi o0 :;‘ g‘r’;':zeN'Ckel I

cable (Type CL2 or NEC equivalent, 18-12 AWG). Consult local codes

for compliant wiring methods. Transformer

Mounting Zinc plated torsion clips are provided fully assembled Catalog Number Finish Description

fo housm.g * Springs allow for ﬁqsf, secure |nsf0||qhon or removal TL602E-10-WH White 10W 12V AC Electronic Driver/Transformer

in mounting surfaces from 1/8" to 1” thick material ® 2" Cutout - —

dimension corresponds to common hole saw size. TL602E-25-WH White 25W 12V AC Electronic Driver/Transformer
TL602E-60-WH White 60W 12V AC Electronic Driver/Transformer
TL576-10-BL Black 10W 12V AC Magnetic Driver/Transformer
TL576-25-BL Black 25W 12V AC Magnetic Driver /Transformer

TL576-60-BL Black 60W 12V AC Magnetic Driver/Transformer .
)
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SQUARE MINI LED DOWNLIGHT

OUTDOOR/WET LOCATION
MDSIWG2 RECESSED HOUSING AND TRIM

LOW VOLTAGE

PHOTOMETRIC REPORT CANDLEPOWER AVERAGE INITIAL FOOTCANDLES INITIAL FOOTCANDLES
Test Report #: PI02140501R DISTRIBUTION Mu!hple l:mrs (Squc;re Array, 060 x 60’ room) Orie Unit, 5W,.]9.6 Beam
(Candelas) Ceiling 80%, Wall 50%, Floor 20% Distance to llluminated | Footcandles  Beam
Catalog No: MDSLWG2-35K-SP-WH Dogrees Spacing RCRI RCR4 RCRS Plane (Feet) Beam Center Diameter
Luminaire Spacing Criterion: 0.34 Vertical 0° g 23 2 19 4 128.8 1.4
Luminaire LPW: 67 0 2061 5 15 13 12 b 57.3 2.1
5 1701 6 10 9 9 8 32.2 28
15 437 7 8 8 7 10 20.6 35
25 67 8 7 6 6
35 13 9 5 5 4
2%0 45 5 10 4 3 3 LUMINANCE (Average cd/m?)
55 2 Average 0°
7 65 1 ZONAL LUMEN SUMMARY Degrees Luminance
1250 75 0 Zone Lumens %Lamp  %Fixture 45 11169
85 0 0-30° 305 N/A 943 55 7031
1750 90 0 0-40° 315 N/A 97.3 65 5169
Multiplier: 27K - 0.92 0-60° 321 N/A 99.3 75 4544
= 3(-096 0-90° 3% N/A 100.0 8 1928
41K-1.06
PHOTOMETRIC REPORT CANDLEPOWER AVIERIAGE I(NITIAL FOOTCANDLES ) INITIAL FOOTCANDLES
DISTRIBUTION Multiple Units (Square Array, 60’ x 60’ room One Unit, 5W, 24.9° Beam
Test Report #: PI02140502R (Candelas) Cew‘l‘mg 80%, vvqu50%, Floor 2YO% Distance to llluminated | Footcandles Beam
Catalog No: MDSLWG2-35K-NFL-WH Degrees Spacing RCRI RCR4 RCRS Plane (Feet) Beam Center Diameter
Luminaire Spacing Criterion: 0.44 Vertical 0° g 23 20 18 4 70.5 1.8’
Luminaire LPW: 63 0 1128 5 14 13 12 b 313 26'
5 999 6 10 9 8 8 17.6 35
15 441 7 8 7 7 10 1.3 44
25 122 8 6 6 5
35 29 9 5 4 4
150 4 8 10 4 3 3 LUMINANCE (Average cd/m?)
55 4 Average 0°
0 65 2 ZONAL LUMEN SUMMARY Degrees Luminance
75 75 1 Zone Lumens %Lamp  %Fixture 45 19723
85 0 0-30° 269 N/A 88.3 55 12304
1050 90 0 0-40° 289 N/A 94.9 65 9542
Multiplier: 27K - 0.92 0-60° 300 N/A 98.7 75 8440
10 3(-096 0-90° 304 N/A 100.0 8 1928
41K-1.06
PHOTOMETRIC REPORT CANDLEPOWER AVERAGE INITIAL FOOTC,ANDILES INITIAL FOOTCANDLES
Test Report #: PT02140503R DISTRIBUTION Mq|‘t|p|e Uonlts (Squcire Array, 060 x 60’ room) Or\e Unit, 5W,'37.'I Beam
(Candelas) Ceiling 80%, Wall 50%, Floor 20% Distance to llluminated | Footcandles ~ Beam
Catalog No: MDSLWG2-35K-FL-WH Degrees Spacing RCRI RCRA RCRS Plane (Feet) Beam Center Diameter
Luminaire Spacing Criterion: 0.62 Vertical 0° ¥ 18 16 14 4 333 2.7
Luminaire LPW: 55 0 533 5 12 10 9 6 14.8 4.0
5 519 6 8 7 b 8 8.3 54
15 355 7 7 6 5 10 53 6.7’
25 135 8 5 5 4
35 39 9 4 4 3
4 13 10 3 3 2 LUMINANCE (Average cd/m?)
55 7 Average 0°
65 4 ZONAL LUMEN SUMMARY Degrees Luminance
75 2 Zone Lumens %Lamp Y%Fixture 45 31367
85 0 0-30° 213 N/A 79.8 55 21678
90 0 0-40° 241 N/A 90.3 65 17096
Multiplier: - 27K - 0.92 0-60° 259 N/A 97.4 75 12984
3K-0.96 0-90° 266 N/A 100.0 85 3856

41K-1.06

Fixtures tested to IES recommended standard for solid state lighting per LM-79-08. Photometric performance on a single unit at 12VAC in a 25°C
ambient represents a baseline of performance for the fixture. Results may vary in the field and when multiple fixtures are used in a system.

!)® 1300 S. Wolf Road « Des Plaines, IL 60018 « Phone (847) 827-9880 « Fax (847) 827-2925

JUNO LIGHTING GROUP
by Schneider Eleccric

220 Chrysler Drive + Brampton, Ontario -
Visit us at www.junolightinggroup.com

Canada L6S 6B6 « Phone (905) 7927335 + Fax (905] 792-0064

Printed in U.S.A. ©2014 Juno Lighting, LLC.
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N .2, EAST(REAR )ELEVATION - OVERLOOKING THE ROUGE RIVER / PUBLIC LANDS
856 NORTH OLD WOODWARD AVENUE MIXED USE RETAIL - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT



k
1A 0
1l
== M S I B ER
| I N
= i | L RO O Y DO R
I | 1
: i o -
| i = e
- | Py — =
| 'Z |
pi
| i ;
L = | S i ¥

NN H ELEVATION woxcise

Lt -

1IN E— e — |
F i ———

e AL
T O e O Oy |

T L L

/N | /4, NORTH ELEVATION

Ll

856 NORTH OLD WOODWARD AVENUE MIXED USE RETAIL - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

B 1 R




B %
w i TR BT

5
-E
% |
g

v

w wnard W Al

SOURCE: USGS MAPS

LOCATION MAP

SCALE: 1" =2,000'+

SOURCE: GOOGLE EARTH PRO

PLAN REFERENCE MATERIALS:

1 THIS PLAN SET REFERENCES THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO:

TAIACSM & TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PREPARED BY
KEM-TEC ASSOCIATES, LAST REVISED 11/05/2015.
ARCHITECTURAL ~ PLANS ~PREPARED BY MARUSICH
ARCHITECTURE

GEOTECHNICAL REPORT PREPARED BY G2 CONSULTING

TRAFFIC REPORT PREPARED BY STONEFIELD ENGINEERING
&DESIGN, LLC

BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PREPARED BY PM
ENVIRONMENTAL

AERIAL MAP OBTAINED FROM GOOGLE EARTH PRO

ZONING MAP OBTAINED FROM THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
ZONING MAP & OAKLAND COUNTY PROPERTY VIEW
ZSCATION WAP OBTAINED FROM USGS MAPS ONLINE.

2. AL REFERENCE MATERIAL LISTED ABOVE SHALL BE CONSIDERED A
PART OF THIS PLAN SET AND ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED

THOROUGHLY PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION.

AERIAL MAP

SCALE: 1" = 100"

Know what's below
Call before you dig.

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS

FOR

856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD
PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY

BUILDING WITH RETAIL

PARCEL ID: 19-25-328-001
856 NORTH OLD WOODWARD AVENUE
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

APPLICANT/OWNER

FLS PROPERTIES #5, LLC
2950 WALNUT LAKE ROAD
WEST BLOOMFIELD, MICHIGAN 48323

SURVEYOR

KEM-TEC ASSOCIATES
22556 GRATIOT AVENUE
EASTPOINTE, MICHIGAN 48021
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ZONING MAP

SCALE: I" = 100"+

PLANS PREPARED BY:

STONEFIELD

engineering & design, llc.

Bloomfield Hills, MI - Rutherford, N
www.stonefieldeng.com

- Farmingdale, NY

2350 Franklin Road, Suite 210, Bloomfield Hills, MI 48302
Phone 248.247.1115

SHEET INDEX
DRAWING TITLE SHEET #
COVER SHEET =
EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN c2
FIRST FLOOR SITE PLAN c3
GRADING PLAN c4
UTILITY PLAN =
SOIL EROSION & SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN c6
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PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY
BUILDING WITH RETAIL

PARCEL ID: 18-25-328-001

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS
856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
©OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

MICHIGAN LICENSE No. 6201061061
LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

STONEFIELD

engineering & design, lc.

Soue o Jrrorcrio

TiTLe:

COVER SHEET

DRAWING:

C-1




PARCEL AREA

247195 SQUARE FEET = 0572 ACRES

BASIS OF BEARING
SOUTH 23°5744" EAST, BEING THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF N.
OLD WOODWARD AVENUE.

BENCHMARK

NORTHWEST BOLT OF STREET LIGHT, LOCATED ON THE EASTERLY SIDE
or /CODWARD AVENUE. ELEVATION = 75631° (CITY OF
BIRMINGHAM DATUM)

FLOOD NOTE

SUBJECT PARCEL LIES WITHIN:

SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA (ZONE AE): BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS
DETERMINED.

FLOODWAY AREAS IN ZONE AE: THE FLOODWAY IS THE CHANNEL OF A

‘CAN BE CARRIED WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN| FLOOD HEIGHTS,
ZONE X AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE OF THE 02% ANNUAL
‘CHANCE FLOODPLAIN.

AS SHOWN ON FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP: MAP NUMEER 26125COSITF,
‘COMMUNITY - PANEL NUMEER 260168 0537 F, DATED SEPTEMBER 25, 2006,
PUBLISHED BY THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY.

SQUARE CATCH BASIN
= 75383

st

\s
&

ROUND CATCH BASIN
R = 756,56
FLLED W/ DEBRIS
3, TOP OF DEBRIS = 753.81"
S g

12"\ DOWNWARD VERTICAL BEND PIPE WEST
BOTYON OF STRUCTURE & 746.03'

Py
&
I
®
&
5
PARCEL 1D
\ r 18-25-179-001 ASPHALT
ASPHALT N OWNER OF RECORD:
35975 WOCDWARD LLG PARCEL 1D:
e\ OWER OF RECORD:
P WOODWARD LLC 7
PARCEL D, °

18-25-179-002 N 4
OWNER OF RECORD:
WOODWARD LLC

ROUND CATCH BASIN
RN = 755.71"
FILLED W/ DEBRIS

N/ \IoF OF peseis = 75317
A5 GUY  ASPHALT
N o .

B TN rounn 1,

33.1° REBAR W/- W\ FOUND, 1/2"
; o Che g2 p »
z — —to p A.v M ety ] e trstoos
. e a s IR OF RECORD
T T e SIEmie®) ey .;F"ﬁ”é‘é%h‘ﬁlmmd%) — (e oY OF ERMNGHAN
;s ﬁ(z o — Ry e
z + S32TUR) NSE25B4 W) 225,34 (Ram) FounD 1/ S B e J—
7, S ey N
e SPHALT ASPHALT S AP #22705 3

SE.80.20N

o s B
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& //A%%.#(?//<97

A BASE FLOOD ELEVATION 741'+ EIRINGHAM DATUM
(740 NAVDBS PER FEMA FLOGD INSURANGE STUDY)
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SANITARY MANHOLE:
AM = 75416"
B N INV = 745.48' LE.
& S NV = 74531 LE.

P rF=750.07"

£
\ e

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION
. SET 12" REBAR WITH CAP PS. 41976
® FOUND MONUMENT (A5 NOTED)
FOUND SECTION CORNER (A5 NOTED)
(Raou) RECORD AND MEASURED DIMENSION
® RECORD DIMENSION

z

MEASURED DIMENSION
uTTY poLE

(GAS LINE MARKER
SANITARY MANHOLE
ROUND CATCH BASIN
SQUARE CATCH BASIN
FIRE HYDRANT

WATER GATE MANHOLE
WATER VALVE
UNKOWN MANHOLE
BOLLARD
LIGHTPOSTILAMP POST
SINGLE POST SIGN

: IpioxeHaeno o

—_— PARCEL BOUNDARY LINE
- PLATTED LOT LINE
- ADJOINER PARCEL LINE
- SECTION LINE

777777 EASEMENT (AS NOTED)

- EASEMENT CENTERLINE

CONGRETE CURS.

EDGE OF ASPHALT (ASPH)
,,,,,,,,,,, EDGE OF GRAVEL.

WALL (a5 NOTED)

— oH OH — OVERHEAD UTILITY LINE
s——— SANITARY LINE
p——— STORM LNE
— WATER LN

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

LAND SITUATED IN THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, COUNTY OF OAKLAND,
STATE OF MICHIGAN IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

LOTS 3 AND 4, ASSESSOR'S PLAT No. 29 AS RECORDED IN LIBER 6, PAGE 45
F OUNTY RECORDS, Al

THENCE SOUTH 73 DEGREES 32 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST 9328 FEET TO
BEGINNING.

TITLE REPORT NOTE
Y THOSE EXCEPTIONS CONTAINED WITHIN THE LAND TITLE
AND

onu
AGENCY, LLC COMMITMENT No. 201523630, DATED MAY 25, 2015,
RELISTED BELOW WERE CONSIDERED FOR THIS SURVEY. NO OTHER

5. TERHMS AND CONDITIONS OF EASEMENT AGREEMENT AS DISCLOSED BY

INSTRUMENT RECORDED IN LIBER 43760, PAGE(s) 251, OAKLAND COUNTY

RECORDS (A5 SHOWN)

6 TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF AGREEMENT RESPECTING LAND AS

DISCLOSED BY INSTRUMENT RECORDED IN LIBER 42730, PAGEG) 32.
ND COUNTY RECORDS, (AS SHOWN, SEE DOCUMENT FOR TERIMS

AND CONDITIONS)

7. BULDING AND USE RESTRICTIONS AND OTHER PROVISIONS. BUT

‘OF DEVELOPMENT. (DOCUMENT NOT PROVIDED AT TINE OF SURVEY)

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATION

TO FLS PROPERTIES #5, LLC, OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE
COMPANY AND LAND TITLE AGENCY, LLC:

TH IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP OR PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON
WHICH IT IS BASED WERE MADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2011
MINIMUM STANDARD DETAIL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTAIACSM LAND TITLE
SURVEYS, JOINTLY ESTABLISHED AND ADOPTED BY ALTA AND NSPS, AND
INCLUDED ITEMS I, 2.4, 5, 7A, 8, 9 AND 11B OF TABLE A. THEREOF. THE
FIELD WORK WAS COMPLETED ON AUGUST 21, 2015,

'DATE OF PLAT OR MAP: AUGUST 25,2015

SURVEY NOTES:

1. THE SURVEY LISTED WITHIN THE PLAN REFERENCES ON THE COVER
SHEET SHALL BE CONSIDERED A PART OF THIS PLAN SET AND ALL
INFORMATION ¢

SET. THE CONTRACTOR S RESPONSIBLE TO OBTAIN A COPY OF THE
SURVEY AND REVIEW IT THOROUGHLY PRIOR TO THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION.
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PARCEL 1D
25-173-002.
OWNER OF RECORD:

S WOODWARD LLC

s

BASEMENT FLOOR LAYOUT

)

=

PROPOSED
RESIDENTS

UMIT OF PROPOSED
‘CONCRETE CURB

morsoIETIE | OB
e
°
PROPOSED RED MAPLE.
e

PROPOSED CONCRETE
'CURB & GUTTER
(rveicay

PROPOSED
RETAIL
3,500 SF

)
s
%o
1SSrory

CONMERCIAL”
7/, BuipiNG
o ead
#arcel 16
9-25- 328061
OWNER OF RECORD:

[0 N
@\ LEFT ONE WAY' SIGN M
/ Ropose N (MUTCO Re-1L) & RIGHT ONE
/ \ < WAY'SIGN (MUTCD Ré- )

/ \

TABLE OF LAND USE AND ZONING

PARGEL ID: 19.25-526:001

DOWNTOWN BIRMIN

OVERLAY DISTRICT (D2)

e
3 STORIES 4 STORIES (V).
e .

v vARANCE

THE NORTHERN ADJACENT BUILDING PROVIDES A 12 FT REAR YARD SETBACK PER § 104(8)

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS

CODE SECTION | REQUIRED

TASIPKOA RESIDENTIAL (2 OR LESS ROOWS).

1.5 SPACES PER UNIT

2 SPACES PER UNIT.

RETAIL
| SPACES PER 300 SF
(3500571300 5F)

(6 UNITS@UNITS) =

(21 UNITSY( SIUNITS) = 32 SPACES

RESIDENTIAL (3 OR MORE ROOMS)

12spaces

25PACES

TOTAL; 32+ 12 + 12 56 SPACES.

PROPOSED

7 SPACES AT GROUND LEVEL
36 SPACES ON LOWER LEVEL.
9 SPACES WITHIN PROPERTY
62 SPACES TOTAL ONSITE
7 SPACES IN PUBLIC ROW.

69 SPACES TOTAL

o2 PARKING SPACE SZE. 18057

1805 (9 FT X 0 1)

§30iCT FAXIFON PARKING ACCESS WIDTF

25 7T wiE

2

SERE

o

S8 oot
3445 ff sl Uty
()/51.5{ anea
(r) 5

510
eSS 00"V,

W VARANGE

o

)

18-25-179—1
OWNER OF RE(
GTY OF BIRMN:

00
%

03
CORD:
(GHAM

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION
FroPeRTY UNE
FroroseD cLrs
FROPOSED FLLSH CURE
— FroRosED SN
1  rorososuons
] rorosoconcame
<= PROPOSED TRAFFIC FLOW MARKINGS.
® PARKING STALL COUNTER

GENERAL NOTES

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY AND FAMLIARIZE THEMSELVES
WITH THE EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS AND THE PROPOSED SCOPE
OF WORK (INCLUDING DIMENSIONS, LAYOUT. ETC) PRIOR TO
INTIATING ' THE IMPROVEMENTS IDENTIHED WITHIN THESE

a
H

ENSURE THAT ALL REQURED APPROVALS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED

PERMITS AND APPROVALS SHALL BE KEPT ON SITE AT ALL TIMES
'DURING CONSTRUCTION.

AL CONTRACTORS WILL

LAW, INDEMNIFY AND HOLD HARMLESS STONEFIELD ENGINEERING &
DESIGN, LLC. AND IT'S SUB-CONSULTANTS FROM AND AGAINST ANY
DAMAGES AND 1ES INCLUDING

Iy FEES ARISING
OUT OF CLAIMS BY EMPLOYEES OF THE CONTRACTOR IN ADDITION
TO CLAMS CONNECTED TO THE PROJECT AS A RESULT OF NOT
CARRYING THE PROPER INSURANCE FOR WORKERS COMPENSATION,
LIABIITY INSURANCE. AND. LIMITS OF COMMERCIAL GENERAL
LIABILITY INSURANCE

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT DEVIATE FROM THE PROPOSED
IMPROVEMENTS IDENTIFIED WITHIN TH PLAN SET UNLESS APPROVAL
S PROVIDED IN WRITING BY STONEFELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN,

uc
THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO DETERMINE THE MEANS AND.
or

L NOT PERFORM ANY WORK OR CAUSE

$03
2

PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT FROM THE OWNER OF THE PRIVATE
PROPERTY.

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO RESTORE ANY DAMAGED OR
UNDERMINED STRUCTURE OR SITE FEATURE THAT IS IDENTIFIED TO
REMAN Of 'ALL REPAIRS SHALL USE NEW MATERIALS
TO RESTORE THE FEATURE TO ITS EXISTING CONDITION' AT THE
CONTRACTORS

CONTRACTOR S RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE THE APPROPRIATE SHO?.
DRAWINGS, PRODUCT DATA, AND OTHER REQURED SUBMITTALS
FOR REVIEW. STONEFIELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN, LLC. WILL REVIEW
THE SUBMITTALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESIGN. INTENT AS
'REFLECTED WITHIN THE PLAN SET.

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TRAFFIC_CONTROL IN
ACCORDANCE WITH MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
'DEVICES, LATEST EDITION.

THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PERFORM ALL WORK IN THE
PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROPRIATE
GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
PROCURENENT OF STREET OPENING PERM

THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO RETAIN AN OSHA CERTIFIED
SAFETY INSPECTOR TO B PRESENT ON SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING
CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION ACTIITI

SHOULD AN EMPLOYEE OF STONEFELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN, LLC.
BE PRESENT ON SITE AT ANY TIME DURING CONSTRUCTION, IT DOES
NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR OF ANY OF THE RESPONSIBILITES
AND REQUIREMENTS LISTED IN| THE NOTES WITHIN TH PLAN SET.

PLANT KEY
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NOT APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION

MI 48302

& design, llc.

- Farmingdale, NY - Bloomfield Hills, MI
Phone 248.247.1115

www.stonefieldeng.com

STONEFIELD

Rutherford, NJ

engineering
2350 Franklin Road, Suite 210, Bloomfield Hi

PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY
BUILDING WITH RETAIL

PARCEL ID: 18-25-328-001

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS
856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

MICHIGAN LICENSE No. 6201061061
LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

DECIDUOUS TREES|

ACE RUB

I oo

o [ v | w

NOTE:IF ANY DISCREPANCIES OCCUR BETWEEN AMOUNTS SHOWN ON THE LANDSCAPE PLAN AND WITHIN THE PLANT LIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE

w o w w

STONEFIELD

engineering & design, lc.

scaLe:

20 [eRojecTio: misio

TiTLe:

FIRST FLOOR
SITE PLAN

(GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET.
H

DRAWING:
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DESCRIPTION

DESCRIPTION

PROPERTY LINE

REVISED PER CITY REVIW LETTER COMMENTS
SUBMISSION FOR PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN APPORAL|

REVISED PER CITY COMMENTS

SYMBOL
PROPOSED GRADING CONTOUR

BY

PROPOSED GRADING RIDGELINE

015 | jam

2

=)

a

)

=

z

B
02172016 | JAM
0110612016 | JAM

DATE

PROPOSED DIRECTION OF DRAINAGE FLOW

|
ISSUE

<«
PROPOSED GRADE SPOT SHOT
7c To050] PROPOSED TOP OF CURB/ NOT APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION

0050
BC 10000 BOTTOM OF CURE SPOT SHOT

£ ¥ =Tasa

; : —souno caton aasi 4 7
da + =~ ; //CONNERCIAL 2

M =
FILLED W/ DEBRIS
A BYILDING

—ROUND CA

H B
RIM 7

7T 0000 PROPOSED FLUSH CURE SPOT SHOT

571
DEBR!
BRIS —

10012 PROPOSED DEPRESSED CURB/
BOTTOM OF CURB SPOT SHOT

foc Tz
PROPOSED TOP OF WALL
[BW 1o000]

BW 10000 BOTTOM OF WALL SPOT SHOT

A F~d [\ ez
d ’
ol

& design, llc.

\

, Bloomfield Hills, MI 48302

Phone 248.247.1115

, GRADING NOTES

Eamirin

ALL SOIL AND MATERIAL REMOVED FROM THE SITE SHALL BE

- Farmingdale, NY - Bloomfield Hills, MI

www.stonefieldeng.com

* [ 5
. v 7 [ 7]
|

: (B¢ 75520] \

CERTIFIED CLEAN FILL CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN RECORDS OF
AL FILL MATERIALS BROUGHT TO THE SITE
THE CONTRACTOR S REQUIRED TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY ANDIOR.

STONEFIELD

sunz
EEE
3598
32ed
8252
£335
sEE
24
H
an
Z0
Bo
287
g2
253
R
Rutherford, NJ

engineering

PERMANENT SHORING WHERE REQUIRED DURING EXCAVATION
ACTIVITIES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO UTILITY TRENCHES, TO
ENSURE THE STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF NEARBY STRUCTURES AND
STABILITY OF THE SURROUNDING SOILS,

(OPOSED TOP OF CUR ELEVATIONS ARE GENERALLY 4 INCHES TO 7

5 | [Emm
y X

2350 Franklin Road, Suite 210,

RS
\CTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO SET ALL PROPOSED LTILTY
EXISTING UTILITY COVERS WITHIN THE

APPUCABLE MUNICIPAL COUNTY, ~STATE ANDIOR  UTILITY
AUTHORITY REGULATION.
5. MINIMUM SLOPE REQUIREMENTS TO PREVENT PONDING SHALL BE AS

ELEVATION 741" BIRMINGHAM DATUM
PER FEMA FLOGD INSURANCE STUDY < ASPHALT SURFACES: o0
A MINIMUM SLOPE OF 1.00% SHALL BE PROVIDED AWAY FROM ALL
INGS. THE

3
\CTOR SHALL ENSURE POST "
VED AND SHALL

REVIEWED/APPROVED BY THE CONSTRUCTION CODE OFFICIAL IF
SUMP PUMPS ARE UTILIZED, ALL DISCHARGES SHALL BE CONNECTED
DIRECTLY TO THE PUBLIC STORM SEWER SYSTEM WITH APPROVAL
FROM THE GOVERNING STORM SEWER SYSTEM AUTHORITY.

. RoF STORTATER

e o

TororeuE T
oy —

2 poANoTES

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A MAXIMUM 200% SLOPE IN
ANY DIRECTION WITHIN' THE ADA PARKING SPACES AND ACCESS
LS

2 THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE COMPLIANT SIGNAGE AT ALL

PROP. STORMWATER
CATCH BASN o 5-161
\ ) ¥ TP OF CURE. 75475
\ ¥y GraTi 75425
INVERT (N 74880
INVERT (OUT): 74870
R

3 THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A MAXIMUM 500% RUNNING
SLOPE AND A MAXIMUM OF 200% CROSS SLOPE ALONG WALKWAYS

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A MAXIMUM 200% SLOPE IN

ronaaTi
=

PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY
BUILDING WITH RETAIL

PARCEL ID: 18-25-328-001

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS
856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
©OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

PATH OF TRAVEL THE LANDING AREA SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM
CLEAR AREA OF 0 INCHES BY 60 INCHES UNLESS INDICATED

R~ N~ Fm 754,22 (OTHERWISE WITHIN THE PLAN SET.

. = 5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A MAXIMUM 833% RUNNING

[\ SLOPE AND A MAXIMUM 200% CROSS SLOPE ON ANY CURB RAMPS

\ y ALONG THE ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL_\WHERE PROVIDED, CURS

T
\ SRR ) egin
N o N EvATion A HANGRA
ke [BC 75379] v OF A CURB RAMP SHALL BE NO LESS THAN 36 INCHE E.
o 7 \ Ry e o A LB O LSS T S HICHIGAN LCENSENo. 6201061061

¢ CONTAN, COMPLANT HANDRALS ON B0TH S165 OF The Rl UGENSED PROTESIONAL NOIEE

» .\

H
H
H
E
{
H

+ T NCCESBLE PATH AND WITHIN ADAPARKING ARERS STONEFIELD
i Contaac Sore

TRACTS A MAXIMUM % desr
VERTICAL CHANGE IN LEVEL ALONG THE ACCESSIBLE PATH. WHERE engineering & design lc
ND HES

=

+
a
2
9
z

w Trorcro wom

5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE THAT ANY OPENINGS (GAPS OR
HORIZONTAL SEPARATION) ALONG THE ACCESSBLE PATH SHALL
T ALLOW PASSAGE OF A SPHERE GREATER THAN /4 INCH.
¥ w o w w

DRAWING:

(GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
v
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VALVE BOX WITH MARKED

VALVE BOX EXTENSION
(TYPICAL 4 piNmUM
CORPORATION STOP

2" MINIMUM COVER)

‘GROUND KEY CURS
STOP AND DRAIN 2
MAXIMUM EXISTING WATER MAIN

TO STRUCTURE

TYPE " COPPER,
CRUSHED STONE WATER TUBING

FOR DRAINAGE 2 EXISTING FOUNDATION
SSHION

WATER CONNECTION DETAIL

NOTTO SCALE

Xs
]

Xg
&

Dmi? BT

BALL

e
EETERE [P CTMSETION

SANITARY CONNECTION DETAIL

NOTTO SCALE

S
- \ — ROUND CATCH BASIN
—ROUND CATCH BASIN 60 ] RIN = 755.71
RIM — 756.56' 1-SToRY FILLED W/ DEBRIS
e FILLED W/ DEERIS /COMMERCIAL: ] N TOP OF DE 75511
@ TOP OF DEBRS 8 BUILDING .
FRGPOSED CONNECTION TO UTILTY FOLE

|CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FEASIBILITY OF
|CONNECTION WITH UTILITY AUTHORITY
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION

PROPOSED UTILITY
‘CONNECTION TO |
UILDING|

PROPOSED CONNECTION T UTILITY POLE
|CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FEASIBLITY OF
INECTION WITH UTILITY AUTHORITY
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. .
BIRMINGHAM DATUM
D INSURANCE STUD'

SE FLODD ELEVATION 741
740+ NAVDSS PER FEMA Fl

PROPOSED CONNECTION TO UTILITY LINE

|CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FEASIBILITY OF|

CONNECTION WITH UTHORITY [
PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

G
PROPOSED
WATER VALVE|
\ |
PROPOSED & FRE

X Ve
T
service water une[~ G| L W\,
\ Y roromm comron] X > 7/
70 BTG SANITARY
ANOLE s
\ e P ’ w
-~ ) )

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

PROPERTY BOUNDARY

AN —— PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER

— PROPOSED UNDERGROUND
WATER LINE

— GAS —— PROPOSED GAS LINE

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND

ELECTRICIPHONEICABLE LINE

— ETe—

O ©p}e

PROPOSED STRUCTURES

DRAINAGE AND UTILITY NOTES

E CONTRACTOR IS REQURED TO CALL THE APPROPRIATE
AUTHORITY FOR NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTIONEXCAVATION AND
ur PRl START OF CONSTI

8
g
H
3
3
A
:
3
g
H
5
3
z

6)

>
H
g
g
3
oz
Zo
z
]
2
9

i<

F 10 FEET IS REQUIRED
BETWEEN ANY SANITARY SEWER SERVICE AND ANY WATER LINES. IF
THIS SEPARATION CANNOT BE PROVIDED, A CONCRETE
ENCASEMENT SHALL BE UTILIZED FOR THE SANITARY SEWER SERVICE

:
b3
H
B
93
£
B
H
g
:

CONTRACTOR  SHALL _IMMEDIATELY  NOTIFY  STONEFIELD

H

RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING GAS,
ELECTRIC AND TELECOMMUNICATION CONNECTIONS WITH THE
APPROPRIATE GOVERNING AUTHORITY.

CONTRACTOR SHALL START CONSTRUCTION OF ANY GRAVITY
SEWER AT THE LOWEST INVERT AND WORK UP-GF

2
g
g
8g
3
2
H
E

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN A RECORD OF THE
SBULT LOCATIONS OF AL PROPOSED UNDERGROUND
INFRASTRUCTURE. _THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTE  ANY

EEN T NS AND THE
LOCATIONS DEPICTED WITHIN THE PLAN SET. THIS RECORD SHALL BE
PROVIDED TO THE OWNER FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF WORK.
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2350 Franklin Road, Suite 210,

856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD
PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY
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2
2%
gz
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S
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ElCIE E
HEIEI B
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HHEE B
slzlE| 2
- 8|2|g| &
MHE
i ElE|s
G|5|2
s A
onve rosTs i ox ST e DU oure sras SYMBOL DESCRIPTION HEE
a— sPace . OC. 2|2z
ey rasten ; o Lop LT oF isTURBANCE 2125
FABRIC TO POSTS H7 T ReABAR FOR BAC OVERFLOW 'DUMP STRAPS —_— 5 —— SILT FENCE =e
;- - } RS RN fuer e oursr
1 oesmaBie e e Fuen HEHE
H H iy e PROPOSED INLET LTER EHEE
1! . HEEE
i FNAN | NNV AT e OAG DETAL HHEE K
- ot oF siore HE
o HHE
3 8D FASKIC ¢ I JRA— our sTRAP CURB OPENING 59 - URBAN LAND alal-| 2
- MINIMUM AND 1" REBAR FOR BAG 2
TAMP IN PLACE e A TOREAS e SOIL CHARACTERISTICS 2
FNDROLOGIC SO ROl D
- Nores rowt DRI TO ESTNCTVE LAYER HORE AN O TNEHES NOT APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION
- 1. THE FILTER BAG SHALL SAFELY PASS. -DUMP STRAP
[y —— 1" SECURELY FASTEN GEOTEXTILE TO FENCE POST BY USE OF WIRE TIES, HOG. FLOWS GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO. SOIL PERMEABILITY NA
RINGS, STAPLES OR POCKETS. FOUR TO SIX FASTENERS PER POST. /EAR 24 HOLR STORM EVENT. =< DEPTH=D DEPTH TO WATER TABLE MORE THAN 80 INCHES
2. GEOTEXTILE FABRIC TO BE EMBEDDED 6" (MIN.) AND TAMP IN PLACE. 2. SEDIMENT REMOVAL AND -
L ATION MAP 31 SECURELY FASTEN ENDS OF INIVIDUAL ROLLS OF GEOTEXTILE TO A POST MAINTENANCE SHALL BE PERFORMED 5 o
BY WRAPPING EACH END OF THE GEOTEXTILE AROUND THE POST TWICE FREQUENTLY AND AFTER EVERY o
'AND ATTACHING AS SECIHED IN NOTE | ABOVE. SPLCING OF STORM BVENT. SeQUENCE oF CoNsTRUCTION ;£ @
SCALE: =2000'+ INDIVIDUAL ROLLS SHALL NOT OCCUR AT L ]2 = ha
: + A a5 — woTHow I INSTALL ST FENCE AND CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE (DAY = I =
3 DEMOLSH BXSTING STRUCTURES, AVEMENT. AND GRAVEL (4 DAYS. We 3 =
3. ROUGH GRADING AND TEMPORARY SEEDING (20 DAYS). e <
O O CAT o onanice — & £ z
SILT FENCE DETAIL RA T T ot L g 252
INLET FILTER BAG DETAIL T RN TS (DA L @8 Ew
‘ 2§ €2
NoTTOSCALE 7 CONRTRUCT RIGHT OF WY IMPOVENENTS (180 DAYS L s ® 5
NOTTOSCALE & LANDSCAPING IMPROVEMENTS AND FINAL SEEDING (7 DAYS). ¥ 5 on
5 ReMOVE SO ERGRION MEASURES (| DAT) o 23 &%
g3 2&
. , . 2 £2 53
- e e W 7 NOTE: TIHE DURATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE AND ARE INTENDED TO ACT AS A GENERAL £ 3% ¢
. O v il e el e A £ 2 S
‘ " \ Fas V CHANGE BY ' CONTRACTOR _CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT CONSTRUCTION o £8 g
R gor e DEBRIS Vi SCHEDULE TO TOWNSHIP AND ENGINEER. CONTRACTOR SHALL PHASE o Ef 358
3 - G P OF OEBRIS = 753.11 e CONSTRUCTION ACCORDINGLY c £ £ 3 £
) P 4 - SXImeUSHED, & ° 3
[ — S c z &
— N ) WNWae Z =
. BT FLOOD HAZARD AREANOTES %
s 3
Vi . THERE ARE NO RIPATIAN ZONES ON SITE s &
<o 5 THERE ARE FOODWATS ON STE 2 5
% 1/~ 5 PORTIONS OF THE SITE ARE WITHIN THE I00.YR FLOOD AREA s 32
TIr { P onTHEC: 2
DISTURBANCE DATUM,
204365 049 AC)

RIP-RAP SIZING CHART

ENVIRONMENTAL NOTES:

]
NS AN

o
s | L@ | W | W o [T o -
()| Wilf) | Wa ()| Do () | Th () YRS s el ) EXSTING STEEP SLOPES O PR ——
! 100 15.0 40 60 120 Lar 3 JZED DURING 2. THE ROUGE RIVER IS LOCATED ONSITE
\ == o CONSTRUCTION 3. REFER TO STORMWATER MANAGEMENT REFORT FOR SOIL

2 1.0 150 30 60 120 . INFORMATION AND LAND USE FOR SURROUNDING AREA

3 140 18.0 30 60 120 PARCEL AREA

4 140 160 50 60 120 24719+ SQUARE FEET = 0.57+ ACRES.

BASIS OF BEARING

SOUTH 23°5744" EAST, BEING THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF N
OLD WOODWARD AVENUE.

BENCHMARK

NORTHWEST BOLT OF STREET LIGHT. LOCATED ON THE EASTERLY SIDE
OF N OLD WOODWARD AVENUE. ELEVATION = 7563I' (CITY OF
BIRMINGHAM DATUM)

FLOOD NOTE

SUBIECT PARCEL LIES WITHIN:

MINIMUM APRON THICKNESS SHALL BE TWO TIMES
THE D, SIZE FOR THE APRON,

- RIP-RAP PAD

TAILWATER 2050,
NOT TO SCALE

SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA (ZONE AE): BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS

BASE FLODD ELEVATION 741' BIRMINGHAN DATUN
40+ NAVDBS PER FEMA FLOOD NSURANCE STUDY DETERHMINED.
OODWAY AREAS IN ZONE AE: THE FLOODWAY IS THE CHANNEL OF A
STREAM PLUS ANY ADJACENT FLOODPLAIN AREAS THAT MUST BE KEPT
FREE OF ENCROACHMENT SO THAT THE 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD
(CAN BE CARRIED WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN FLOOD HEIGHTS,

[E X: AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE OF THE 02% ANNUAL
CHANCE FLOODPLAIN,

BALE

i sis kT o0
e Tor GO A A5 HOVIN ON FLOOD NELRANCE RATE AT NUVEE 26 5COET
< e e o S S ey

PROPOSED 4 STORY MULTI-FAMILY
BUILDING WITH RETAIL

PARCEL ID: 18-25-328-001

SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS
856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
©OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

LAND SITUATED IN THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, COUNTY OF OAKLAND,
STATE OF MICHIGAN IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

LOTS 3 AND 4, ASSESSOR's PLAT No. 29 AS RECORDED IN LIBER 6, PAGE 45

A b RSSO i e ppet
., RORRAEST T e B ToM 3 ORI A 1o T, O
o O T vaNGiA. GARAND  COUNTY AN DESCHBED. RS
] SIS A X PR DRTANT SOUTH - RS 1 TS 08
£ SONN AT 015 T s L AT MED R O A LT
~ 72 S TmANCE SOUTH i GEGRES 10 MINURES 0 SCONDS BT 2470 Fir,
H THENCE KR 4 GLGREE 21 LIRS U SN W H Pt
B L TENCE U3 DRCREE 2 TS o0 SNt WS 528 e 6 HICHAN UCENE . 200616
g SECURELY TIED BALES FAY BALES BEGINNING, UICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
g BTy . e |54
§ e EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL NOTES
§ P ——
i : I THE CONTIACTOR 15 REPONSBLE FOR SO GROSON AND
i STAKES 1§70 2 INGROUND O TN, I ACCORDANCE s LOCAL STE. AN STONEFIELD
] FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS.
1 ANGLE FIRST STAKE TOWARD PREVIOUSLY LAID BALE » 2 THE CONTRACTOR 1 RESPONSIBLE FOR DUST CONTROL AND engineering & design,lc.
il Ry o Eo RN 1B R S
H S
A Acron 1 esronsaLE 10 merecT AL 501 ER0SON o w Jrorcr i

H HAY BALE DETAIL MEASURES WEEKLY AND AFTER A PRECIPTATION. EVENT GREATER »
§ DATBALE L AL e X AT i P
¢ NoTTOSCAE e B s o e ]
e TR R CouRes o ConSTRTIoN SOIL EROSION &
H >
i & SEDIMENT CONTROL
i m 0 m o BLAN
= 8 GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET [DRAWING:
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PARCEL 1D

om

BASEMENT FLOOR LAYOUT

UMIT OF PROPOSED
‘CONCRETE CURB

PROPOSED
RESIDENTS

PROPOSED
RETAIL
3,500 SF

1 rory
"/ CONMERCIAL
BILDNG
o| ) I0F

Hateel 16
5725 528-081
¥ RECORD:

PRGOS BAER T BACK
NGEEr N
NHOTED Re 13 W one
T S irco Rty

PROPOSED
STOPSIGN

\
/ v\

TABLE OF LAND USE AND ZONING

PARGEL ID: 19.25-526:001

) vamance

PeR §304(8)

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS

CODE SECTION | REQUIRED PROPOSED

TAS2PKOA ‘RESIDENTIAL (2 OR LESS ROOMS). | 17 SPAGES AT GROUND LEVEL
15 SPACES PER UNIT 37 SPACES ON LOWER LEVEL.
(21 UNITS)(LSIUNITS) = 32 SPACES 9SPACES WITHIN PROPERTY.
RESIDENTIAL (3 O MOREROOMS). | 63 SPACES TOTAL ONSITE
25PACES PER UNIT. 7 SPAGES IN PUBLIC ROW.
(6 UNIT(RIUNITS) = 12 spACES 70 SPACES TOTAL
RETAIL
1 SPACES PER 300 5F
(35005711200 %)
TOTAL; 32+ 12 + 12 56 SPACES.

oz PARKING SPACE SIZE 180 57 1605 O FT X 207T)

73007 2
25T WiDE

Sesrroze]
3445/ fRan

51.06R)
NES18'00°W(R)

W VARANCE

T

PROPOSED
uriuTy
AREA

NI

18-25-173-003
OWNER_OF REGORD:
MINGHAM

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

PROPERTY LINE
PROPOSED CURE
PROPOSED FLUSH CURB
—~ PROPOSED SIGN

| — ST

E=]  morospooncrer:
<G PROPOSED TRAFFIC FLOW MARKINGS.
® PAING STAL CouNTER

o

1

ENERAL NOTES

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY AND FAMLIARIZE THEMSELVES
WITH THE EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS AND THE PROPOSED SCOPE

OF WORK (INCLUDING DIMENSIONS, £1C) PRIOR T
INTIATI E MPROVEMENTS IDENTIED WITHIN _THESE
CUMENTS. SHOULD ANY DISCREPANCY BE FOUND BETWEEN THE
EXSTING SITE CONDITIONS AND THE PROPOSED WORK THE
SHALL NOTIFY STONEFIELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN,

LLC. PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTI

ENSURE THAT ALL REQUIRED APPROVALS HAVE BEEN OSTAINED

PERMITS AND APPROVALS SHALL BE KEPT ON SITE AT ALL TIMES
DURING CONSTRUCTION.

AL CONTRACTORS WILL, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED 8Y
LAW, INDEMNIFY AN HOLD HARMLESS STONEFIELD ENGINEERING &
DESIGN, LLC. AND IT' SUB-CONSULTANTS FROM AND AGAINST ANY
INCLUDING ATTORNEYS

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT DEVIATE FROM THE PROPOSED
INPROVEMENTS IDENTIFIED WITHIN THIS PLAN SET UNLESS APPROVAL
15 PROVIDED N WRITING 5Y STONEFELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN

Lc.
THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO DETERMINE THE MEANS AND
METHODS OF CONSTRUCTI

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT PERFORM ANY WORK OR CAUSE
DISTURBANCE ON A PRIVATE PROPERTY NOT CONTROLLED BY THE
PERSON OR ENTITY WHO HAS AUTHORIZED THE WORK WITHOUT
PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT FROM THE OWNER OF THE PRIVATE
PROPERTY.

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO RESTORE ANY DAMAGE!
UNDERMINED STRUCTURE OR SITE FEATURE THAT IS IDENTIFEED TO
REMAIN ON THE PLAN SET. ALL REPAIRS SHALL USE NEW MATERIALS
TO RESTORE THE FEATURE TO ITS EXISTING CONDITION' AT THE
CONTRACTORS

CONTRACTOR 1S RESPONSIELE TO PROVIDE THE APPROPRIATE SHOP.
DRAWINGS, PRI OTHER REQURED SUBMITTALS
FOR REVIEW. STONEFIELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN, LLC. WILL REVIEW
THE SUBMITTALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESIGN. INTENT AS
REFLECTED WITHIN THE PLAN SET

THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL IN
ACCORDANCE WITH MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL
THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PERFORM ALL WORK IN THE
PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY IN' ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROPRIATE
GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
PROCUREMENT OF STREET OPENING PERMITS

THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO RETAN AN OSHA CERTIFED
SAFETY INSPECTOR TO B PRESENT ON SITE AT ALL TIMES DURING
CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION ACTIITEES.

SHOULD AN EMPLOYEE OF STONEFELD ENGINEERING & DESIGN, LLC.
BE PRESENT ON SITE AT ANY TIME DURING CONSTRUCTION, IT DOES
NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR OF ANY OF THE RESPONSIBILITIES
AND REQUIREMENTS LISTED IN| THE NOTES WITHIN THS PLAN SET.
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NOT APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION

MI 48302

& design, llc.

- Farmingdale, NY - Bloomfield Hills, MI
Phone 248.247.1115

www.stonefieldeng.com

STONEFIELD

Rutherford, NJ

engineering
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FLEISE&VANDENBRINK

February 19, 2016

Ms. Jana L. Ecker

Planning Director VIA EMAIL
City of Birmingham

151 Martin Street

Birmingham, Ml 48012

RE: Synchro Model and Site Plan Review
856 N. Old Woodward Ave
Birmingham, Michigan

Dear Ms. Ecker:

Fleis & VandenBrink (F&V) staff has completed our review of the Synchro models and site plan
submitted for the proposed Mixed-Use development at 856 N. Old Woodward Avenue. The site
plan dated February 17, 2016 was submitted by Stonefield Engineering and Design, LLC
(Stonefield) and received by F&V on February 17, 2016. F&V also performed an additional review
of the Synchro files submitted by Stonefield on January 18, 2016. Based on this review, we have
the following comments and observations:

Synchro Model Review

1. Peak Hour Factors (PHFs) at the service road driveways should be applied by intersection
approach. In cases where traffic volumes along Old Woodward Avenue were not collected
at the service road driveways, PHFs should be adjusted to match downstream PHFs at
intersections where counts were taken.

2. SimTraffic simulations must be run, calibrated and validated according to the procedures
outlined in the MDOT Electronic Traffic Control Guidelines Section 5.3. Due to the proximity
of the proposed site driveway to the Old Woodward Avenue & Oak Street intersection, F&V
recommends developing separate Synchro models for SimTraffic simulations configured to
more accurately replicate turn lane storage for the NB OIld Woodward approach at Oak
Street.

3. The simulation settings along Old Woodward Avenue at the service road site driveways
should be altered to block the driveways.

Site Development Plans, February 16, 2016

4. Per F&V’s review letter dated January 13, 2016, the proposed site driveway should be
configured as a right-in/right-out only driveway.

27725 Stansbury Boulevard, Suite 150
Farmington Hills, Ml 48334
P: 248.536.0080

Birmingham 856 North Old Woodward Review 2-18-2016 F: 248.536.0079
www.fveng.com



5. An AutoTURN analysis should be completed using a Passenger Car at the parking lot
access driveway at the southern end of the subject site for ingress left turns.

6. The southernmost parking space on the east side of the proposed service drive extension
should be eliminated due to its proximity to the proposed stop line. The empty areas within
the parking lot where parking is prohibited should be clearly demarcated with striping or with
raised curb.

7. The proposed service drive extension along the subject property frontage will result in
reduced storage for the existing exclusive NB right turn lane at the signalized intersection of
Old Woodward Avenue & Oak Street. A queueing evaluation should be completed based
on SimTraffic simulations to determine the adequacy of the future proposed storage length.

We hope that this review satisfies the City’s current planning needs regarding this project. If you
have any questions or concerns, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

FLEIS & VANDENBRINK ENGINEERING, INC.

stk Al

Michael J. Labadie, PE
Group Manager



856 OLD NORTH WOODWARD

RESIDENTIAL / RETAIL / PARKING - MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT - 7 JANUARY 2016

THE 856 DEVELOPMENT TEAM IS ASKING THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND
PLANNING COMMISSION TO ENDORSE OUR REQUEST TO ALLOW AN ADDITIONAL FLOOR INTO OUR
DEVELOPMENT THAT WILL BE WITHIN THE ZONING CODE ALLOWABLE HT. OF 56 FT.

THE FOLLOWING IS A SYNOPSIS OF EXISTING SITE CHALLENGES AND MERITS OF COMMUNITY IMPACT
BENEFIT THAT THE DEVELOPMENT TEAM ASKS TO BE REGARDED IN CONSIDERING OUR REQUEST FOR
ENDORSEMENT IN OUR FORTHCOMING APPLICATION TO THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM ZONING BOARD OF
APPEALS ON THIS MATTER.

Existing Site Development - Restrictive Challenges

1. SOIL CONDITIONS - Low site soil bearing capacity requires the use of 30 inch dia. Auger pilings
instead of conventional foundation systems.

2. CONTAMINATED SOIL — The existing site has residual soil contamination from the adjacent
former gas station to the north and residual as well as existing ongoing contamination seepage
from the existing Dry cleaner establishment also to the north. This contamination drains to the
existing Rouge River

a. The project requires a minimum of 7000 cu. yds. of contaminated soil removal to allow
our development to build and encapsulate this soil per Brownfield remediation
guidelines for allowable residential development standards.

b. The project require a Slurry foundation wall system along the north property line to
restrict the ongoing contamination seepage into our site and ultimately to the Rouge
river.

c. The project as proposed to be developed remediates the existing site soil erosion
contamination to the Rouge River.

d. The project, as is currently proposed to be developed will now control storm water
discharge into the Rouge River and thereby contribute to Erosion and Flood control of
the river as a community impact benefit.

3. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN - The site borders along the Rouge River to the east. There is an existing
significant site impact 100 year flood plain elevation condition that the project development
Civil and Structural Engineers have worked out a solution with the MDEQ to resolve.

4. IRREGULAR SITE PLAN GEOMETRY — The site has a vastly irregular plan geometry and as such
this has required additional challenges to the development to create a program feasible
development strategy.

5. SITE ELEVATION VARIANCE — The site elevations varies significantly along the Old North
Woodward property line and drastically west to east to the Rouge river property line. This
condition requires additional design requirements to facilitate the proper conventional project
development.




6.

10.

Off SITE PARKING -The project development, as presented, has provided all required parking
per code per our proposed 4 story mixed use development on site within the secure confines of
the building development on site. NO additional parking condition of our proposed 4 story
development adversely impacts our retail / Office neighbors and the city as a whole. Our
project is positively benefiting an additional 7 public spaces within our site property and 9
parking spaces for a total 16 public access spaces (all not required for our proposed 4 Story
development) as well as a lighted landscape island and access lane all at the developer’s
additional project cost expense.

FRONT SETBACK — The existing site zoning allows for a zero line front yard setback. In order for
our project to have a positive community impact on the extension of the existing adjacent
streetscape continuation, our project has to set back 22.83 feet. This setback reduces our
development potential on a code compliant 3 story development along a 165 foot frontage
3,767 per floor or an overall loss of 11.300 S.F. for the project to accommodate this significant
community impact benefit.

THE ADDITONAL FLOOR WITHIN THE ALLOWABLE HEIGHT OF 56 FEET WE ARE REQUESTING TO
BE APPROVED IS 17.400 S.F. . This additional floor and the leasable s.f. helps to offset the loss
of s.f for our setting back the building as described

2006 DEVELOPERS DECLINE TO MOVE FORWARD — This site was attempted to be developed in
a similar mixed use manner as the current development is so being proposed. The restrictions
to the site were determined to be cause the developer to conclude that the project ultimately
unfeasible and the project was withdrawn

SOUTH PROPERTY ACCESS EASEMENT — The property owner to the south has an 11 foot
continuous property easement secured since the last developer attempted to develop the site in
2006. This easement has made the already restrictive development nature of the site all the
more confining to overcome.

2006 PLANNING BOARD RECCOMENDATION - The 2006 planning board voted to recommend
to the ZBA to allow the 4th story within the allowable 56 foot height.

Therefore because of the significant site development challenges and the additional Community Impact
benefit our development will provide to the City of Birmingham as a solution to a 30 year eyesore and
public safety liability per the above mentioned conditions, we respectfully ask the members of the City
of Birmingham Planning Board and Department to recommend to the Zoning Board of Appeals a
variance to allow 4 stories within the allowable zoning height of 56 feet
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Hello, my name is Carolyn Butcher, I’'m a resident of Birmingham for the
last 49 years, and work for Norm Ziegelman, the Architect, who owns
the office building adjacent to the proposed new construction. @ goo o). 0L ler

While we would all love to see something being built in the “hole”
created by the demolition of the former Carrie Lee Restaurant, we
respectfully should consider the neighborhood, and it’s dynamics. The
retail customers will park in the closest space, and by adding the
additional 12 spaces diagonally in front of the new building, unless
some of them are strictly designated for long term parking, they will be
filled. The residential component of the building will help our parking,
since the majority of them will park in their specified spaces, but they
will have guests, cleaning people, maintenance people, who will park
anywhere, irrespective of them not being in the parking authority for
Lot #6.

We have finally worked on renting our entire building, and now our
tenants and their employees cannot find parking when they leave their
parking spaces for lunch or errands. | only work part time, and Norm
pays $65.00 a month for me to park in our area. When | arrive at 10:00
or 11:00 each morning, there are “no parking places” where | can park
for four hours. The retail spaces that park at an angle in front of our
building are metered, and for one hour parking.

| have spoken to the police department, the building department, Paul
Omera, and ﬁw (’»—1"‘/, the Parking Authority, in the Chester Street
Garage, and everybody is sympathetic, however have not solved the
problem of there being “NO” parking spaces available. The parking
people even admitted they sold more “hang tags” than they have
spaces to park. And the retail customers can park in all of the spaces
that we can “only park in”, because they are for long term parking. And
it is illegal to “fill the meter” again. Someone suggested that | park in
the Garage at the corner of Willits and North Old Woodward and walk.



| ask you, do | look like someone who could walk a half mile down and
up the hill twice a day? No pun intended? | live actually closer than
that on Adams and Derby, and it’s not uphill.

We do not need more retail space in Birmingham, creating yet more
parking problems. And a four story building adjacent to the current one
story cleaners, to the North, and Norm’s two story building to the
south, will vastly overpower the area.

One of the answers to the current parking problem in Birmingham is to
lease forty spaces from one of the Church’s at Maple and Pleasant, and
shuttle the people back and forth. This may be a short term solution,
but we need a long term solution, such as “have you thought of
building another parking garage on this iot?”

You cannot in good conscience approve “More Construction” until you
solve this long term problem.

Thank you.

%'me



RIVERVIEW PLACE LIMITD PARTNERSHIP
800 N. OLD WOODWARD, SUITE 200
BIRMINGHAM, M1 48009
(248) 647-5600
October 26, 2015

Ms. Jan Ecker
Birmingham Planning Commission

Dear Ms. Ecker

The proposal for a four story building at 856 N. Old Woodward Avenue will have a tremendous
impact on the existing buildings in this area.

The enclosed drawing, shows the scale of the proposed building which overwhelms the present
two story and one story structures.

The 20,000 sq. ft. building, is way out of line with the area.

The surrounding buildings have no parking availability for the adjacent business. In addition
any maintenance and construction workers have no place to park, therefore making it
impossible for our existing tenants to find parking.

The project is not suitable at the existing building site.

Sincerely,

RIVERVIEW PLACE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
t j

Norman Ziegelman, Pres.
NZ/c

Enclosure



A Walkable Community

Miﬂ?iminghm MEMORANDUM

Planning Division

DATE: February 18, 2016
TO: Planning Board members
FROM: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: 412 — 420 E. Frank Street, Lots 31 & 32 and the west 32’ of lots 3 & 4
Blakeslee Addition - Application for Rezoning from R-3 and B-1to B2B

The subject property is located on the southeast corner of Frank Street and Ann Street,
and includes one corner lot (Lot 32, Blakeslee Addition), one lot immediately to the
south facing Ann Street and running parallel to Frank Street (Lot 31, Blakeslee
Addition), and the rear 32’ of lots 3 and 4 of the Blakeslee Addition that front on S. Old
Woodward. All three of these lots or portions of lots were previously
combined and appear to have been split into three independent parcels prior
to 1960. All three parcels are currently under common ownership.

Only a person who has a fee interest in a piece of property, or a contractual interest
which may become a fee interest in a piece of property, may seek an amendment in the
zoning classification of that property under this section. The applicant is the owner of
the subject property, which includes the three parcels noted above.

In accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance the property owner of
parcels #19-36-253-001, 19-36-253-002 and 19-36-253-003, being Lots 31 & 32 and
the west 32’ of lots 3 & 4 Blakeslee Addition. This property includes a former home
converted for office use (commonly known as 412 E. Frank Street), the Frank Street
Bakery (commonly known as 420 E. Frank Street) and a vacant parcel striped for
parking (no known street address). The applicant is requesting that the Planning Board
hold a public hearing to consider the rezoning of the western portion of the property
(412 E. Frank Street, parcel #19-36-253-001) from R-3 (Single-Family Residential) to B-
2B (General Business), and the central portion of the property (420 E. Frank Street,
parcel #19-36-253-002) from B-1 Neighborhood Business to B-2B (General Business) to
match the existing zoning of the eastern portion of the property (no known address,
parcel #19-36-253-003), which is currently vacant.

Existing Zoning of Subject Property

The western portion of the entire parcel (roughly 60’ along Frank, starting at Ann,
known as 412 E. Frank, parcel # 19-36-253-001) is currently zoned R-3 Single Family



Residential. A building currently exists on the western portion which is used for office
use and associated parking.

The central portion of the entire parcel (60’ in width along Frank, known as 420 E.
Frank, parcel # 19-36-253-002)) is currently zoned B-1 Neighborhood Business.
This center portion is currently occupied by a one-story building that is used for Frank
Street Bakery. An adjacent outdoor dining area and associated parking are also located
on the central portion of the property.

The eastern portion of the entire parcel (32’ in width along Frank, no known address,
parcel # 19-36-253-003) is already zoned B-2B (General Business). No zoning
change is requested for this portion of the property.

History of 412 E. Frank Street (Western Portion of Property)

The western portion of the property was zoned R-6 (Multiple-Family Residential) from
1935 to 1960. During this time, the existing building was used as a single family home,
and occupied by the same family from 1931-1992.

On February 8, 1960, the western portion of the site was rezoned to B-1(Neighborhood
Business) at the request of the owners and occupants. The homeowners during this
time also ran a custom drapery business from the site, and continued to reside in the
home.

In 1980, the City of Birmingham adopted a new master plan, and direction was given
by the City Commission to review zoning classifications in certain areas and consider
rezoning. The area south of Brown, west of Woodward, north of Lincoln and east of
Southfield was one of the areas identified as “Sensitive Residential” and considered for
rezoning. Accordingly, in 1987 the City initiated the rezoning of the western portion of
the property from B-1 (Neighborhood Business) to R-3 (Single-family Residential). On
November 9, 1987, the City Commission approved the rezoning of the western portion
of the property from B-1 to R-3. As a result of this downzoning, the property owner
commenced a lawsuit against the City which was later discontinued.

In April 1995, an application for rezoning was initiated by the family of the long term
property owners to attempt to rezone the western portion of the site back to the former
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zoning. The Planning Board denied the application based
on the 1980 Master Plan, the desire of the City to strengthen the single-family nature of
the areas west of Woodward and south of Brown, and the finding that the proposed
zoning amendment would not further the residential character of the neighborhood.

Relevant meeting minutes and City records from previous applications are attached.



The former home remains on the western portion of the site, facing Frank Street. It is
currently leased for use as office space, and has been for approximately 8 years.

History of 420 E. Frank Street (Central Portion of Property)

The central portion of the property was zoned R-6 (Multiple-Family Residential) from
1935 to 1960. During this time, it appears that the central portion of the property was
vacant, possibly used as a yard for the home on the western portion of the property.
No records were found detailing any other uses until 1960.

On February 8, 1960, the central portion of the site (along with the western portion of
the site) was rezoned to B-1(Neighborhood Business) at the request of the owners and
occupants of 412 E. Frank. On September 8, 1960, a Building Permit was issued for
construction of the existing one story building which was built as a medical clinic. A
Certificate of Occupancy was granted for this building in 1961. Records appear to
indicate that this building was used for medical purposes into the 1990’s. Prior to its
current use as Frank Street Bakery, a vintage resale shop operated at this location.
The resale shop was not a permitted use in the B-1 Neighborhood Business district, but
a use variance was approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals in 2007.

No zoning changes have been proposed since 1960 for 420 E. Frank Street.

Current Rezoning Application

The requirements for a request for the rezoning of a property are set forth in Article 07
section 7.02 B as follows:

Each application for an amendment to change the zoning classification of a
particular property shall include statements addressing the following:

1. An explanation of why the rezoning is necessary for the preservation
and enjoyment of the rights of usage commonly associated with
property ownership.

Response

e (412 Property) When the adjoining properties on Ann Street were rezoned
to an R3 designation, it is our opinion this property was included by
mistake. To the best of my knowledge, it has always operated as a
commercial property. Rezoning is necessary as when the current tenant
moves out the property will not be suitable to be re-leased as a
commercial property due to the R3 zoning currently in place. Nor will the
properties current commercial design allow it to be leased as residential

property.



e (420 Property) As this property adjoins the 412 E. Frank Street | am
requesting the same B2B zoning designation so both properties will carry
the same zoning for ease of potential future redevelopment.

2. An explanation of why the existing zoning classification is no longer

appropriate.

Response
e The parcel is made up of three contiguous lots with three different
zonings (R-3, B-1, and B-2B).

3. An explanation of why the proposed rezoning will not be detrimental

to surrounding properties.

Response
o (412 Property) Rezoning of this property will be consistent with its past
and current use. The current tenant Petrella Interior Design has operated
as a commercial tenant in this location for approximately the last 10 years
without any complaints from the surrounding property owners.

o (420 Property) This property has operated as a commercial property since
its development in the 50's without any complaints from the surrounding
property owners.

Applications for amendments that are intended to change the zoning
classification of a particular property shall be accompanied by a plot plan.
Information required on plot plans shall be as follows:

PwbE

oo

Applicant’s name, address and telephone number.

Scale, north point, and dates of submission and revisions.

Zoning classification of petitioner’s parcel and all abutting parcels.
Existing lot lines, building lines, structures, parking areas, driveways,
and other improvements on the site and within 100 feet of the site.

. Existing use of the property.

Dimensions, centerlines and right-of-way widths of all abutting streets
and alleys.

. Location of existing drainage courses, floodplains, lakes, streams, and

wood lots.
All existing easements.

. Location of existing sanitary systems and/or septic systems.
10.

Location and size of existing water mains, well sites and building
service.



11. Identification and seal of architect, engineer, land surveyor, or
landscape architect who prepared the plans. If any of the items listed
above are not applicable to a particular plot plan, the applicant must
specify in the plot plan which items do not apply, and, furthermore,
why the items are not applicable.

The Applicant submitted a plot plan as a part of their application package. However,
the plot plan submitted does not list the current zoning of surrounding properties,
nor existing uses.

The Planning Board shall hold at least one public hearing on each application
for amendment at such time and place as shall be established by the
Planning Board. The Planning Board shall make findings based on the
evidence presented to it with respect to the following matters:

A. The objectives of the City’s then current master plan and the City’s
2016 Plan.

B. Existing uses of property within in the general area of the property
in question.

C. Zoning classification of property within the general area of the
property in question.

D. The suitability of the property in question to the uses permitted
under the existing zoning classification.

E. The trend of development in the general area of the property in
question, including any changes which have taken place in the zoning
classification.

Following receipt of the written report and recommendations from the
Planning Board, the City Commission may grant or deny any application for
the amendment for rezoning. If the City Commission denies the application,
no application shall be reheard for at least one year, unless there have been
substantial changes in the facts, evidence, and/or conditions demonstrated
by the applicant. The determination of whether there have been such
changes shall be made by the Planning Board at the time the application is
submitted for processing.

Planning Division Analysis and Recommendations

A. The objectives of the City’s then current master plan and the City’s
2016 Plan.



Birmingham Future Land Use Plan (1980)

The Birmingham Future Land Use Plan (“The Birmingham Plan”) in 1980 noted that
townhouse and multiple-family residential development could be found in five principal
locations across the City: 1) in or adjacent to the central business district, 2) west of
the central business district, 3) along North Woodward Avenue, 4) along the Grand
Trunk Western Railroad right-of-way, and 5) at certain points along major
thoroughfares in the city. The area surrounding the subject property, which is adjacent
to the central business district to the west, was noted to contain a variety of duplex and
multi-family residential properties in 1980.

The Birmingham Plan further provides that single-family residential development is
indicated in the Future Land Use Plan for some areas in which two-family and multiple-
family residential development has occurred in the past. The Birmingham Plan notes
that these areas are indicated as single-family residential areas because it is the
intention of the plan to prevent further proliferation of two-family and multiple-family
residential development within the City. Specifically, the Plan notes that single-family
residential development is to be preserved throughout most of the area bounded by
Brown, Southfield, Lincoln, and the rear property lines of Woodward Avenue
commercial uses. Accordingly, many properties in the area of Purdy, Frank and Ann
Street were rezoned to R-3 in 1987. The Plan further states that densities in these
areas should be compatible with then existing (1980) densities of approximately two
units per net acre to nine units per net acre.

The western portion of the property known as 412 E. Frank Street is identified in the
Birmingham Plan for future single family residential use, and is within the area defined
as a “Sensitive Residential Area” that that should be protected against non-residential
encroachment. Thus, this parcel was rezoned to R-3 in 1987. However, the future land
use map was drawn by hand without the benefit of verified parcel lines, and thus it is
not clear if the map on page 44 of the Birmingham Plan includes the central portion of
the property known as 420 E. Frank, or the eastern portion of the property.
Presumably it does not, as neither of these parcels were rezoned to R-3 in 1987 when
others in the neighborhood were changed.

Overall, the Birmingham Plan provides the following relevant policy guidelines for
residential development throughout the City:

Policy 1: The city’s basic single-family residential character should be preserved.
The pattern or private reinvestment in older neighborhoods should be
encouraged by a firm determination to protect the long-range residential viability
of these areas and prevent incompatible non-residential and high-density
residential uses from being established in them.



Policy 2: The housing choice characteristics of the city should be preserved.
Additional townhouse and multiple-family residential development should be
permitted to occur, but not in locations where it will contribute to the instability
of existing single-family areas.

The applicant is proposing the change in the zoning classifications for the subject
property to allow the continued use of the properties for commercial uses with the
potential for low density residential in the future. However, it should be noted that the
property at 412 E. Frank has been illegally used as an office space for several years.

2016 Plan (1996)

None of the 3 parcels forming the subject property are within the Downtown
Birmingham Overlay District. They are however, immediately adjacent to the south and
west of the Downtown Birmingham Overlay District.

B. Existing uses of property within the general area of the property in
question.

The existing uses in the general area of the subject property are a mix of single-family
residential (to the south), multi-family residential (to the west), office (to the east),
commercial and retail (to the north and south).

C. Zoning classification of property within the general area of the
property in question.

The current zoning classifications of the property in the general area are R-3 (Single-
family Residential) to the west and south, and B-2B (General Business) as well as D-2 in
the Downtown Birmingham Overlay to the north and east. The adjacent D-2 properties
are also within the red-line retail district of the Downtown Overlay, with a first floor
retail requirement along S. Old Woodward.

D. The suitability of the property in question to the uses permitted under
the existing zoning classification.

The subject property is in a transition zone from the two to three story D-2 section of
the south end of the Central Business District to a downtown residential neighborhood
with a mix of single and multi-family residential uses within the block. The subject
property on the southeast corner of Frank and Ann was used for detached single-family
residential exclusively through the early to middle part of the last century. Since 1960
however, the once large single-family lot has been subdivided and commercial uses
have been added. In addition, Frank Street from Woodward to Ann was widened and
on-street metered parking was added, effectively extending the central business
district. The development of the CVS plaza in the 1990’s created the view of the large



surface parking lot from the front windows of the home, further eroding the desirability
of the lot for detached single-family residential use. In 1996, the creation of the 2016
Plan also encouraged higher uses for the property to the east, encouraged a mix of
uses to allow residential, retail and commercial uses along Old Woodward, and created
a transition approach from the central business district into downtown residential areas.
The southeast corner of Frank and Ann Street is now a small, isolated, single-family
residential parcel on the block of Frank between S. Old Woodward and Ann Street.
There is a single-family parcel to the south fronting on Ann Street which is significantly
larger than the remainder of the single-family parcel at the corner of Frank and Ann.

E. The trend of development in the general area of the property in
question, including any changes which have taken place in the zoning
classification.

In 1960 the entire parcel was rezoned to B-1 Neighborhood Business to match the
commercial zoning on the north side of the Frank Street block from Old Woodward to
Ann Street. At some point in the 1960’s the once large single-family parcel was split
into three lots and a new medical clinic was built on the central portion of the site. As
discussed above, the City again rezoned only the western portion of the property at 412
E. Frank in 1987 back to R-3, but did not alter the commercial zoning of the central and
eastern portion of the lot. The development of the CVS plaza in the 1990’s created the
view of the large surface parking lot from the front windows of the home.

Recommendation

One of the stated objectives of the existing master plan, The Birmingham Future Land
Use Plan (1980), is to prevent further proliferation of two-family and multiple-family
residential development within the City, particularly in areas defined as “Sensitive
Residential Areas”. The 412 E. Frank Street parcel is listed in the Plan as such an area.
The Plan further states that these areas should be protected from incompatible non-
residential and high-density residential uses to protect their long-range residential
viability.

However, the central and eastern portions of the applicant’'s property are not
designated as “Sensitive Residential Areas”, and are in fact designated in the Plan and
zoned for commercial use. Existing uses of property surrounding the central and
eastern portions are also varied and include office, commercial and retail uses. Clearly,
the western portion of the applicant’s property, if not the entire parcel, is a transitional
property. Given the transitional nature of the subject property, the use of the property
as low density commercial is not incompatible with the surrounding uses. The
Birmingham Plan specifically states that the housing choice characteristics of the City
should be preserved, and that additional townhouse and multiple-family residential
development should be permitted to occur, but not in locations where it will contribute
to the instability of existing single-family areas.



The Planning Department’s finding is that the applicant’s entire property is a transitional
piece, given the properties current mix of uses.

However, the current request is to rezone the entire property to B-2B General Business.
This classification permits a large number of commercial uses, institutional and
recreational uses that may not be appropriate in such a transition zone. While the
property across E. Frank Street on the same block and the eastern portion of the south
side of the block are already zoned B-2B, an argument could be made that the rezoning
to B-2B would create a consistent corridor along that block of Frank Street. The
distinction however, is the fact that the block on the north side of E. Frank Street is
bounded by Ann Street to the west, S. Old Woodward to the east, and other
commercial uses to the north and south. The block in question for rezoning is also
bounded by S. Old Woodward to the east and Ann Street to the west, but is
immediately adjacent to single-family residential uses to the south.

Accordingly, the Planning Division finds that the proposed rezoning of the subject
property at 412 E. Frank Street from R-3 Single-Family Residential to B2B General
Business, and the proposed rezoning of 420 E. Frank Street from B-1 Neighborhood
Business to B-2B General Business should not be recommended for approval. As the
Planning Board is aware, this property was included in recent discussions by the
Planning Board and City Commission regarding the proposed Transitional Zoning
classification TZ2. In September of 2015, the City Commission considered the rezoning
of this parcel and several others throughout the City of Birmingham. After much
discussion, the City Commission requested that the Planning Board provide further
study and analysis of the permitted uses proposed in the TZ2 zone. The Planning
Board may wish to consider postponing this rezoning request until the TZ2 rezoning
study is concluded.

Suggested Action:

Motion to POSTPONE the proposed rezoning of 412 - 420 E. Frank Street until the
conclusion of the TZ2 rezoning study;

OR

Motion to RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the proposed rezoning of 412 - 420 E. Frank
Street from B1 & R3 to B2B to the City Commission.

OR

Motion to RECOMMEND DENIAL of the proposed rezoning of 412 - 420 E. Frank Street
from B1 & R3 to B2B to the City Commission.



CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 2013
City Commission Room
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan

Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held
September 25, 2013. Chairman Robin Boyle convened the meeting at 7:32 p.m.

Present: Chairman Robin Boyle; Board Members Scott Clein, Carroll DeWeese,
Bert Koseck (arrived at 7:35 p.m.), Gillian Lazar, Janelle Whipple-Boyce,
Bryan Williams; Student Representative Arshon Afrakhteh

Absent: None

Administration: Matthew Baka, Sr. Planner
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary
09-169-13

REZONING APPLICATION
412-420 E. Frank St.
Request to rezone property from R-3 and B-1 to B-2B General Business

Ms. Ecker described the property in question. She advised the subject property is
located on the southeast corner of Frank St. and Ann St., and includes one corner lot
(Lot 32, Blakeslee Addition); one lot immediately to the south facing Ann St. and running
parallel to Frank St. (Lot 31, Blakeslee Addition); and the rear 32 ft. of lots 3 and 4 of the
Blakeslee Addition that front on S. Old Woodward Ave. All three of these lots or
portions of lots were previously combined and appear to have been split into
three independent parcels prior to 1960. The three parcels are currently under
common ownership.

Ms. Ecker advised that only a person who has a fee interest in a piece of property, or a
contractual interest which may become a fee interest in a piece of property, may seek
an amendment in the zoning classification of that property under this section. The
applicant is the owner of the subject property, which includes the three parcels noted
above, and has provided authority to his architect to act on his behalf regarding the
application for rezoning. In accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance
the applicant is the property owner of parcels #19-36-253-001, 19-36-253-002 and 19-
36-253-003, being Lots 31 & 32 and the west 32 ft. of lots 3 & 4 Blakeslee Addition. The
applicant is requesting that the Planning Board consider the rezoning of the western
portion of the property (a former home converted for office use, 412 E. Frank Street,
parcel #19-36-253-001) to B-2B (General Business); and the central portion of the
property, The Frank Street Bakery, 420 E. Frank St., parcel #19-36-253-002) to B-2B



(General Business) to match the existing zoning of the eastern portion of the property
(no known address, parcel #19-36-253-003), which is striped for parking and is currently
vacant.

Existing Zoning of Subject Property:

The western portion of the entire parcel (roughly 60 ft. along Frank, starting at Ann,
known as 412 E. Frank, parcel # 19-36-253-001) is currently zoned R-3 Single-Family
Residential. A building currently exists on the western portion which is used for office
use and associated parking.

The central portion of the entire parcel (60 ft. in width along Frank, known as 420 E.
Frank, parcel # 19-36-253-002)) is currently zoned B-1 Neighborhood Business.

This center portion is currently occupied by a one-story building that is used for Frank
Street Bakery. An adjacent outdoor dining area and associated parking are also located
on the central portion of the property.

The eastern portion of the entire parcel (32 ft. in width along Frank, no known address,
parcel # 19-36-253-003) is already zoned B-2B General Business. No zoning
change is requested for this portion of the property.

Ms. Ecker went on to offer a history of each of the two properties requested for rezoning
to B-2B in order to build a projected four-unit condominium project.

Ms. Ecker advised that the Planning Division finds that the proposed rezoning of the
subject property at 412 E. Frank St. from R-3 Single-Family Residential to B-2B General
Business, and the proposed rezoning of 420 E. Frank St. from B-1 Neighborhood
Business to B-2B General Business should not be recommended for approval. B-2B
Zoning allows for all kinds of commercial, recreational, institutional and residential uses.
As an alternative, the Planning Board may wish to consider allowing Attached Single-
Family Residential on the subject property, perhaps under an R-8 Attached Single-
Family or ASF Attached Single-Family (under the Zoning Transition Overlay District)
zoning classification instead. This would be consistent with the Planning Board’s
approach to similar transitional properties throughout the City.

Mr. Williams noted there are other parcels that would fit the definition of a transition area
that haven’t been identified. His view was that they all should be included when the
board holds its public hearing on transition zoning.

The property owner, Mr. Sal Bitonti, 709 Ann St., and his architect, Mr. Irving
Tobocman, 439 Greenwood, were present to discuss their proposal to go to B-2B
Zoning in order to construct four attached single-family homes on the site. Mr.
Tobocman said their reason for requesting B-2B zoning is so they can set the buildings
back approximately 24 ft. from Frank St. At the corner, the idea is to continue that
green area along Ann St. Lawn and trees will be planted within the setbacks to separate
the units from people on the street. They chose this zoning because under R-8



Residential Zoning their building coverage would be very much smaller than what they
are proposing.

Ms. Ecker noted the ASF Zoning could increase the building footprint because it allows
them to move closer to Frank St. Chairman Boyle said of they go to B-2B Zoning it
would open up a whole variety of permitted land uses. The ASF Zoning narrows down
the land use to residential.

In response to a question from Mr. Koseck, Mr. Bitonti stated that he purchased and
assembled the three properties about fifteen years ago.

The chairman took comments from the public at 8:32 p.m.

Mr. Eric Morganroth, 631 Ann St., said his biggest challenge with Ann St. is the parking.
He wants to make sure that his home maintains its value and that the rezoning request
is good for his children as well as the surrounding community.

Mr. Eric Wolfe, 393 E. Frank, said he has no objection to the current uses on the site.
As far as rezoning to B-2B, the allowed uses are totally incompatible. The property
could easily be combined with the piece to the east that is on S. Old Woodward Ave.
and it would now be a very substantial parcel. So, the potential for a much greater
density on this site is there; it is inevitable. He doesn’t think there is a real plan, only an
idea. B-2B just grants heavier zoning to permit the sale at a maximum price. As a
homeowner directly impacted, he objects. The two buildings on the site are small
parcels and act as a transitional buffer; they prevent the potential for a large
development on this site. It was the intention of the 2016 Plan to prevent further
proliferation of two-family and multi-family residential development in areas just like this.
So he disagrees with the Planning Dept.’s conclusion which says that four attached
units are a good idea. He doesn't think that should be addressed at this point.

Ms. Krista Winger, 371 E. Frank, expressed her opposition to the rezoning because the
property could turn into anything rather than residences. She was afraid that more
commercial would come into the neighborhood.

Mr. Clein pointed out that Transitional Zoning does not yet exist.

Several board members said they are not in favor of the B-2B Zoning Classification
because far too many uses are allowed.

Motion by Mr. Clein
Seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend postponement of the proposed rezoning
for 412-420 E. Frank St. to the December 11 Planning Board meeting.

No one from the public commented on the motion at 9 p.m.

Motion carried, 7-0.



ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: Clein, Williams, Boyle, DeWeese, Koseck, Lazar, Whipple-Boyce
Nays: None

Absent: None

Chairman Boyle asked the applicant to make an appointment with Ms. Ecker and her
staff to come in and get a better sense of why the Planning Board is postponing and
perhaps they will reconsider their idea regarding the zoning of this site.

The board took a short break at 9:30 p.m.



Planning Board Minutes
December 11, 2013

OLD BUSINESS
412-420 E. Frank St.
Request for Rezoning (postponed from the meeting of September 25, 2013)

Mr. Baka advised the subject property is located on the southeast corner of Frank St. and Ann
St, and includes one corner lot (Lot 32, Blakeslee Addition), one lot immediately to the south
facing Ann St. and running parallel to Frank St. (Lot 31, Blakeslee Addition), and the rear 32 ft.
of lots 3 and 4 of the Blakeslee Addition that front on S. Old Woodward Ave.

On September 25, 2013, the property owner and his architect appeared before the Planning
Board to present a conceptual drawing of an attached single-family development that would
encompass the three parcels proposed for rezoning. The applicant explained that they chose to
request rezoning from R-3 and B-1 to B2-B, a commercial zone, because the development
standards allowed for the setbacks that they desired on the site. The applicant indicated that
they were not interested in the commercial uses. However, the Planning Board voiced concerns
regarding the long term implications of such a change. While the current owner may not wish to
pursue the commercial uses, any future owner would be permitted to do so. Considering the
proximity of the parcels to the adjacent single-family residential, this area has been identified as
a “sensitive residential area” in the Future Land Use Plan and meets the criteria of a transitional
area as outlined in recent Planning Board study sessions.

Accordingly, the Planning Board postponed the public hearing for the proposed rezoning to
allow the applicant to consider withdrawing their rezoning request in lieu of inclusion in the
Zoning Transition Overlay District. Since that time the Planning Division has met with the
applicant’s architect to discuss the feasibility of constructing the proposed attached single-family
development under one of the proposed ASF zones. Through those discussions it was
determined that the ASF zones as currently proposed would permit the proposed development
to be built without the need for any variances.

Based on this information, the applicant has indicated that they are amicable to being

included in the Zoning Transition Overlay rather than pursuing the B2-B rezoning.

Mr. Irving Tobocman, 439 Greenwood, the architect for this proposal, was present with Mr.
Salvador Bitonti, the property owner. Mr. Tobocman indicated they would be happy to postpone
their application and see how the Overlay District develops. The only concern they have at this
point is there was talk about a setback of 25 ft. from Ann St. Their major building is set about
21 ft. from the property line and their roof overhang and porch is approximately 17 ft.

Motion by Mr. Williams
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce to postpone consideration of the proposed rezoning
of 412-420 E. Frank St.

Motion carried, 5-0.

VOICE VOTE
Yeas: Williams, Whipple-Boyce, DeWeese, Boyle, Lazar



Nays: None
Absent: Clein, Koseck
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
ORDINANCE NO, 557

AMENDMENT TO ORDINANCE NO, 527

- -

'

vzt 4

E

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SLECTION 3.3 OF.ORDI-
NANCE NO. 527 OF THE ORDINANCES OF THE CITY
OF BIRMINGILIM, AND THE ZONING MAP, BY ADLDI-
TION OF A SECTION TO BE KNOWN AS SECTION
3.3-13.

THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM ORDAINS:

Section 1. That Section 3.3 of Article 3 of
Ordinance No, 527, be anended by addition oi a
section to be known as Section 3.3-13, said Section
to read as follows:

Section 3.3-13. Property located on the south-
east corner of Ann and Frank Street, described as
Lots 31 and 32, Blakeslee's Addition shall be
changed from its present classification_of R-6
Multiple-Family Residential Zone District to B-
Non-Retail Business Zone District. -

Section 2. The Zoring Map attached to Ordinance
No. 527 shall be deemed modified to incorporate this
change.

Ordained by the Commission of the City of
Birmingham this 8th day of February, 1960, to be
effective upon publication,

Moy Do Longy, [k
C/ Mayo //

N
\.\7“‘&‘1 LIS WL N ALY N NN
Clerk R

I, Irene E. Hanley, Clerk of the City of Birming-
ham, hereby certify that the foregeing ordinance was
duly passed by the Commission of the City of Birmingham
at a regular weeting held Monday, February 8, 1960, and
that the same was published in.the Birmingham Eccentric
on Thursday, February 18, 1960,
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APPLICATION FOR ZONIN:G MAP CHANCE

Birmioghaw. Michigan

Date  September 3. 1959

TC THE CITY COMMISSION:

The undersigned hereby make application to the City Commissica to:
Change premises described as 412 Fast Ffrank W 80 ft of Let 31 also

W 60 £t. of lot 32. Blakeslee's Addition from its presen: zoning
classification of R-6 Multiple Favaly Hesidencs to B-1 Non-Retail Busi-
ness .

A plot plan showing size of lot axd placement of building '€ any) on
the lot to scale must be attached

Statements and reascons for reguesi. or eother dota having 4 direct
hearing on ithe request My property abuts B-3 Communiiv Business on
the east and is directly across the street from B-3 zouing. The
development of the property across the street as an auto agencv and used
car lot with the accompanyving noise, bright Jights and traffic makes my
property undesirable for residential use

/s, ¥rank Van J'leteren
“Signzture of Applicant

Name of Owner Frank VanFleteren

Address of Owner 412 E. Frank. Birmingham Tel. No. Mi 4-2222

st b e pi

A letter of authority. or power of attorney. shall be attached in case
the appeal is made by a person other than the actual owner of the property.

Date Received
Delivered by j
Resolution No . _ ____ Disposiiion

September 8, 195%/bc



November 19, 1959

City Commission
Birmingham, Michigan

SUBJECT: Zone Change Request = W 607 of lot 31 & W 60! of
: Lot 32, Blakeslee's Addition - 412 E, Frank St,

Gentlemen:

At the City Commission meeting of September 8, 1959, a zone
chanpe reguest was submitted by Mr. Frank VanFleteren dated
September 3, 1959 requesting a zone change for the property
described as follows:

The West 60' of Lot 31, and the West 60' of lot 32,
Blskeslee's Addition, from the present R-6 Multiple
Family Residential Zone District to B-1 Non-Retail
Business Zone District {southeast corner of Ann and
Frank).

The request wes referred to the Planning Board for report
and recommendation,

The Plannino Board considered the zone change reguest at the
regular meetings of Wednesday, Octover 21, 1959 and Wednesday,
November 18, 1959,

Th2 subjeect property is located on the southeast corner of Ann
and Frenk, The property ls the westerly 1/2 of Lots 31 and 32 of
Plakesleets &dditicn. The easterly 1/2 of the platted lots #31
and #32 are presently vacant, East of the vacant parcel is a
frame single family dweiling located on property presently zoned
B=3 Commnunity Bué_ness 7Zone Digtrict, AlLl of lots 31 and 32

are presently zoned Re& Multiple Femily Residential, To the
north of the subject property across Frank Street is a Forbes
Print ing Press and 2 Ireme zingle femily residential bullding ,
utilized for cffice-business use.

To the east of the Forbes Printing Press and frame office building
ie the Harold Turner Sdles Agency and used car lot, The used

car lot has expanded in a westerly dirvection during recent years
and is almost directly across the street from Mr. VanPleteren's
single family homcg The Forbes Printing Press, frame office use
and the Harold Turmer sales agency uses are located on properties

przasently zoned B-3 Community Business Zone District,

dest of the subjsct property across Ann Street are properties
JG wed KB-6 Multiple FPamily Rssidential snd utilized for one and

o family dwelling purposes. The property on the east side of
an Street south of the subject property ls zoned R-6 Multiple
Family Residentisl Zone District and utilized for one, two and
nmulti-family cdwelling units.
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The City of Birmingham recently replaced the concrete pavement
on Frank Street from Woodwsrdé to Bates Street, The pavement
width in front of the subject property has the normal business
pavement width of 37 feet. West of Ann Street the pavement hasg
the normsl residential width of 29 feet.

The Planning Board recommends to the City Commission that the

zone change request of Mr, Frank VanFleteren for rezoning the
wosterly 1/2 of Lots 31 and 32 from R=6 Multiple Family Residential
Zone District tc B-l Non-Retaill Business Zone District, be
approved, The Planning Board considers the rezoning as reasonable
based upon the undesiraeble factors created by the Harold Turner
Sales Agency and used car lot., The lights from the used car lot
create an undesirable influence upon single family residential
development during the evening hours. The B-l Non-Retall Business
Zone District would provide a transition from the B-3 Community
Business Zone District on Woodward to the R«6 Multiple Fan ily
Residential Zone District on the west side of Ann Street.

The Planning Beard further recommends that the easterly 1/2 of
Lots 31 end 32 be considered for rezoning from R-6 Multiple
Famlly Residential Zone District to B-1l Hon-Retail Business
Zone District besed on the condideration given to the subject

zone change reguest,
Respectfully submitted,

/A \ ]
W @" L
Eliot Roblinson
Vies-Chd rman, Planning Board

HH/br



November 12, 1959

Planning Board
Bimingham, Michigan

SUBJECT: Zone Change Request - .jest 60 ft. of Lot 31 and the
West 60 ft. of Lot 32, Blakeslee's Addition -
112 E. Frank St.

Gentlemen:

At the City Commission meeting of September 8, 1959, a zone
change request was submitted by Mr. Frank Vanl’leteren dated
September 3; 1959 for a change of zoning described as follows:

The W 60 ft, of Lot 31 and the W 60 ft. of Lot 32,
Blakeslee's Addition, from the present Reb Multiple Family
Residential Zone District to B-l Non-~-Retaill Business Zone
Distrlct (SE corncr of Ann and Frank).

The request was referred to the Planning Board for report and
recommendation,

At the Planning Board regular meeting of Wednesday, October 21,
1959, the writer advised that Mr. VanFleteren was a personal
friend and 1s the Plumbing Inspector of the City of Birmingham,
For that reason, the writer advised that he would disqualify
himself from any discussion or recommendation of this request.
However, I further advised that I will present any informetion
requested by the Planning Board or any other information
regarding thils request,

The Planning Board requested that the writer study the request
and review the area to determine a recommendation regarding
the subject request.

The property is located on the southeast corner of Ann and Frank,
The property in question is the westerly 1/2 of Lots 31 and 32,
Blakesleets Addition, The easterly half of the subject lots

are presently vacant, East of the vacant parcel is a frame
single family dwelling on property presently zoned B-3 Community
Business, All of lots 31 and 32 are presently zoned Reb

Multiple Family Residentiel, Across Frank Street and directly

to the north is the Forbes Printing Press and a frame residential
single family dwelling utilized for office business use,

To the east of the Forbes Printing Press and office use is the
Harold Turner sales agency with its allied used car lot. The
used car lot has been expanded during recent years snd is almost
directly across the street from Ikr, Vani'leterents single family
home, These uses are located on property presently zoned B=3
Community Business,
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Across Ann Street to the west are properties zoned R-6 Multiple
Family Residential and utilized for 1 and 2 family dwelling

units,

The property on the east side of Ann Street south of the
subject property is zoned R-6 Multiple Family Residential and
utilized for two family and multi-family dwelling units.

Generally spesking, Ann Street frontage suffers from its
location sbutting the B=3 Community Business zoned property on
Woodward Avenue, Many of the homes and lawn areas are not
maintained as well as other areas of comparable aged homes in
the City of Birmingham.

The City of Birmingham has just replaced the old concrete
pavement with a new concrete pavement on Frank Street from
i.oodward to Bates Street., The pavement width in front of the
subject property 1s the same as any norm&l business pavement
width of 37 feet. West of Ann Street the new pavement width

is 29 feet or the same as any residential street., The writer
would recommend the rezoning from Re6 Multiple Family Residential
Zone District of Lots 31 and 32 based solely upon the undesirable
living factor created by the Harold Turner Sales Agency and allied
used car lot., The lights from the used car lot causes an
undesirable influence upon residence development during the
evening hours., The B-l Non-Retail Business would provide a
transition from the B-3 Community Business Zone District on
Woodward to the R«6 Multiple Family Residential Zone District on
the west side of Ann Street.

The writer would also suggest that the B-l Community Business
Zone District might be studied for the east side of Ann fram

Frank to Landon., However, the writer would not recommend any
additional change at this time without incorporating adequate
parking for the B-~3 and possible B~=l zoned areas of this area,

This matter will be considered by the Planning Board at the
Regular Meeting of Wednesday, November 18, 1959 at 8:00 PM in
Room 200 of the Municipsal Building.

Respectfully sybmitted,

Ilerbert Herzberg
City Planner

HH/br
cc: Mr, Vankleteren
Abutting property owners
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Plat recorded i1n LIBER 2, PAGE 50, Oakland County Records _ _ _
| SUBJECT to easements and restrictions of record, 1f any /-810-646-8745
i
»ARANTY SURVIEY CO.
| HEREBY CERTIFY that | have surveyed and G I{l(.l'-'lllzl-llll\\l)'a! u\mnn-(: y
mapped the property hersin described; and that 1029 SOUTH WASHINGTOH
said survey was performed with a relative error ?LOAK Mmﬁm n ,/ /
of closure of no greater than 1 in 5000 and that s Bl e
all the requirements of P,A. 132, 1970 have been LGl RS @7%/
complied with, PETERG P TCHFORD 31545 17 7
LESTER G CHARLES FAX (3'3154517 @
DATE " 12]22[94

JOB N° 180062
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: Pyepared For .
llest 60 0 ft of Lots 31 and 32, BLAKESLEE ADDITION, a part of the
Northeast 1/4 of Section 36, T 2N , R 10E , Bloomfield Twp , now WARREN VANFLETEREN
CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, Qakland County, Michigan
Plat recorded in LIBER 2, PAGE 50, Oakland County Records -810-646-8745
SUBJECT to easements and restrictions of record, 1f any
GU ARANTY SURVEY CO.
| HEREBY CERTIFY that | have surveyed and REGINTFRI D T AND SUIRN Y ORS
‘mapped the property bherein described; and that 1023 SOUTH WASHINGTO!
said survey was performed with a relative error ROYAL OAK MICHIGAN 48067
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Czt)" 0f Bzrmmgbam e
151 Martin Street - P.O. Box 3001
Birmingham, Michigan 48012

January 31, 1989

MEMORANDUM

TO: Lawrence W. Ternan, City Attorney
FROM: Larry L. Bauman, City Planner

RE: Van Fleteren Vs. City of Birmingham

Case No. 88-345562-CH (412 Frank Street)

Dear Mr. Ternan:

At the time of our recent deposition we were asked to provide
information regarding: 1) the history of the B-1 Zoning District
classification at 412 Frank Street (The subject parcel); 2) the
date that the existing medical clinic at 420 Frank Street was
developed; 3) the date of adoption of the Birmingham Future Land
Use Plan; 4) a catalogue of Zoning Ordinance amendments put into
place within the year following Future Land Use Plan adoption.

Our responses to these items follow:

The history of the B-1, Neighborhood Business Zoning
classification at 412 Frank originated in 1960 when the site was
rezoned to B-1 from a previous multiple family residential zone
classification which had been established in 1935. The B-1,
Neighborhood Business zoning has been maintained since 1960 to

the present.

The adjacent site to the east at 420 Frank was also zoned
Multiple-family residential until 1960, when it was rezoned to B-
1 Neighborhood business. The existing medical <clinic was
developed in 1960.

The Future Land-Use Plan for the City of Birmingham was adopted
by the Birmingham City Commission on March 24, 1980. The
following ordinances were adopted within the year following the
adoption of the Future Land-Use Plan:

Date Ordinance Action
4-14-80 1092 Adopted definition of "Family"
Area Code (313)
General Information 644-1800 Assessor 644-3814 Lincoln Hslls Golf Course 6474468
IC’Z?‘ Pusi ml 300 Building Department 644-3869 Public Services 644-1807
lice Dusiness 3405 . .
POLICE EMERGENCY 644-3400 City Manager 646-6454 Springdale Golf Course 644-2254
Fire Business 646-1127 Engineering/Planning ~ 644-3865 Treasurer 644-3830

FIRE & EMS. EMERGENCY 644-1616 Ice Arena 645-0731 Water Department 644-3800



Page Two - Van Fleteren Vs, City ot Birmingham

5-5-80 1094 . Adopted Cluster Housing Program
in Single Family Residential zones.

8-11-80 1108 Changed zoning requirements for
schools and churches in R-1 Single
Family Zone District from being
permitted principal uses formerly
requiring BZA permit.

8-18-80 1109 Added 1219 Quarton to Zoning Map.
11-24-80 1125 Adopted definitions of "basement",
"grade", '"building height", and
“story".

1-5-81 1133 Rezone Lots 12-22 Bird and Stanley
: Sub. from R-8, Single-Family (S.
side of Brown between Southfield to
East of Stanley) to R-2, Single-

Family

1134 Amend R-7 2zone requirement for
setbacks and landscaped open space.
Establish R-8 Attached Single
Family Residential Zone District.

2-9-81 1138 Adopted fence requirements in
Zoning Ordinance.

2~-17-81 1140 Lots 4-7, Torrey, Hood's, Smith's,
Addition Sub. from R-8 Attached
Single Family to R-2 Single Family
(s. side of Brown St. west of
Chester)

3-16-81 1142 Rezone Grand Trunk Depot from
Industrial to B-2 General Business
(245 S. Eton).

In addition to the responses above, we were asked to provide a
copy of the analysis and recommendation relating to 412 Frank
Street which we prepared earlier for the City of Birmingham City
Commission.

We trust that you will find the information provided sufficiently
complete. However, should additional information be required,

please call.
Respectfully submitted,

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM

L ueee———

Larry L. Bauman
City Planner

LLB/nn
cc: R.S. Kenning, City Manager
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AREA 11
ZONING

T3

| R-5

5.“ NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

N

-

Single-Family Residential

O 38

1 7/?7

c.C.

CURRENT ZONING: (A) R-7 Multi Family

(B) R-6 Multi Family

(C) R-5 Multi Family

(D) B-1 Neighborhood Business
MASTER PLAN: Single Family

CURRENT USES: ,660 Purdy - Single Family

666 Purdy - Multi-Family

"A" 223 E. Frank - Single Family
259,275,283 E. Frank - Office
564 Purdy - Single Family

"B"<<:::588 Purdy - Single Family
608 Purdy ~ Single Family
645-53, 647-55,
649-57 Purdy - Multi-Family

"c" 663 Purdy - Single Family
675 Purdy - Single Family
Lot 4 - Vacant/Parking
566/8 Ann - Two Family

"D" 412 Frank - Single Family

420 Frank - Office-Medical

ADJACENT ZONING: R-3 Single Family,

(19-36-203-012)LEBoNED Te £
(19-36-203-025)
(19-36-203-022)
(19-36-203-028/b23)
(19-36-203-012)
(19—36-203—013)%553@UED To &
(19-36-203-014)

teZon€ D
-3

{19-36-205-005)
(19-36-205-006
(19-36-205-007 R £LEZCAED To «
(19-36-205-008)
{19-36-205-034 :
(19-36-253-001)REZcncD Te ¢
(19-36-253-002)ge2onicn To 4

B-2B General Business.

Adjacent zoning is compatible with Master

Plan.

HISTORIC: None

RECOMMENDATION: See Attached



[}
]
1

e
4 _72°1
1]

]

140 |

-"_FI;‘.IQI ol ~

!

2ot Y L2 alk '
8 GEORGE -
et < Y] do Jéte 4: el
: 28,',00‘21 g %) g | R
Q )
-0 | « -l
3 27/41/:2 o N ﬁ
-008 & e
‘ %‘“ X /4_“’ln: 1: g
. <od ggi T Y
2Isu 14 15-000 3 “t *
kel P 1)
3 28-006 < (%))
q
Q

TALANOON-

40

-
W
1930

b

MR




PN

Birmingham, Michigan
Date _ 3> AQA NS , P

TO THE CITY COMMISSION: CITY OF BIMANGNAM
i o NITY

i ENT%
The undersigned hereby make application to the City Commission to:

Change premises described as L\\& T. F(‘Q\(\\ﬁ
(No.) (Street)

et Yo of Lais D\ e 2] ok eslee's @&m(\

(Legal Description)

*\%\Q\\\\\\Q ok %\VN\(\\A\\\W\ from its present zoning

(Location)

classification of G\-.?% to Q\-—\

A sealed land survey showing location, size of lot and placement of
building (if any) on the lot to scale must be attached.

Statements and reasons for request, or other data having a direct
bearing on the request.

See %3Q<%¢£Nva%5 ‘\eﬁkfiC
RINNON AN \\-K;m\,

ARNGE e 58 L gy Ve Ky

EDQKQ}\ Nav _\;\\V\QL\ Sidgnature 6{ Applicant

Yooy V- KO

Print Name

Name of Owner \\a.cy\| \’\ K\Q\Q\ AN \\&(\F\G)TQ(‘Q(\

Address of Owner ‘-\Ag LQ\\\QS\QQ Tel No: (5\7\ 3451310 \\
We st Baath, W - ‘\X G\ (5V0) 2MS -Soy W)

A letter of authorlty, or powver of attorney, shall be attached in

case the appeal is made by a person other than the actual owner of

the property.

Date Received Received by
Resolution No. Approved/Denied
Application Fee: $500.00 Receipt No:

12-17-91 3



VE,

RAYMOND L. KING l —
Attorney at Law ko2 OUNITY GMM‘ ;
DEPARTMENT
342 E. Houghton Ave. Telephone
(517) 345-KING

West Branch, M1 48661
(517) 345-5464

FAX: CALL FOR NUMBER

November 12, 1994

Ms. Patricia McCullough
City Planner

City of Birmingham

151 Martin Street

P.O. Box 3001

Birmingham, MI 48012-3001

RE: Rezoning request for 412 E. Frank
Dear Ms. McCullough:

Sorry that we were unable to make contact by phone
but I do appreciate your attempts to return my several
calls.

I am an attorney representing my wife, Mary Van
Fleteren King and my brother-in-law, Warren Van Fleteren.
Their mother, Marjorie Van Fleteren, is no longer able to
afford the cost or bear the pressure of this conflict and
has deeded her home over to my clients, her two children.

Perhaps some history of this property would be
helpful. My client's mother and father, Marjorie Haven Van
Fleteren, and Frank Van Fleteren were married on November
27, 1929. Frank Van Fleteren purchased the W 1/2 of Lots 31
and 32, Blakeslee Addition to the Village of Birmingham,
from his Aunt and Uncle, Victor and Emma van Fleteren, on a
Land Contract dated March 16, 1931 although they had earlier
rented the property from the sellers.

Put another way, the home at 412 E. Frank Street
was the only house this couple ever had. Marjorie
Van Fleteren is 86 at the present time. Both of her
children, my clients, were born and grew up in this house
and are very familiar with its history.

Mrs. Van Fleteren ran a custom drapery business
from this property and, as you know, the property was always
zoned B-1, Neighborhood Business, in modern time.



Ms. Patricia McCullough
November 12, 1994
Page Two.

The City of Birmingham, for reasons not clear to
me, and against the advice of the PHDC Planning Consultant,
on November 9, 1987, downzoned the property to R-3, Single
Family Residential.

Mrs. Marjorie Van Fleteren, by then the widow of
Frank Van Fleteren, a former City of Birmingham employee and
pensioner, commenced an appeal in Oakland County Circuit
Court. Unfortunately the strain was too much for her health
and her pocketbook and, at her request, the suit was
dismissed without prejudice on March 21, 1989.

It is not my desire to get into the merits of that
appeal. I was not the attorney in that case and Mrs.
Van Fleteren did not seek my advice about her appeal. If
she had I think I would have advised her to take it all the
way but I do understand how the elderly can have unfounded
fears about their security and even their pensions.

I believe that regardless of the decision made in
1987 the nature of the neighborhood has changed greatly
since that date. 1In 1987 directly to the North there was a
quaint little antique shop and across Frank Street to the
Northeast was a nine to five foreign car sales business.

The Antique shop is gone as is Estate Motors, the
Mercedes Dealership. They were demolished in 1992 and
replaced by Little Caesar's Pizza, Arbor Drug, Blockbuster
Video and a dry cleaning business. These businesses are open
all hours of the day and night and, I believe, the drug
store is open 24 hours a day.

Major new construction is taking place on the
Southwest corner of Frank Street and Woodward Avenue, the
nature of which is probably known to you but not to me.

In the summer of 1992 the Birmingham Planning
Board granted a Special Land Use Permit for the property
just across Woodward Avenue from Frank Street at 555 S.
Woodward to permit outdoor drinking and dining at the 01d
Woodward Grille. .

All of these changes have greatly contributed to
the noise and confusion in the area to the point that a good
night's sleep becomes impossible. I know because I have
tried to sleep there recently.

I should point out that the whole neighborhood,
North, East, South and West from the subject property, has



Ms. Patricia McCullough
November 12, 1994
Page Three

not been used for single family residence purposes for a
very long time. It has been multi-family or commercial in
fact if not in zoning for many. years.

The point is that the value of this piece of
property, which was zoned B-1 prior to November 9, 1987, has
been rendered almost useless for single family residential
use since that date.

This change in value was appropriately recognized
by the Birmingham City Assessor who dropped the S.E.V. on
this property by $7,700 from 1993 to 1994, an inadequate
amount but clearly a step in the right direction.

Mr. Kelly Sweeney of Weir, Manuel, Snyder & Ranke,
Inc. of Birmingham advised my client, Warren Van Fleteren,
in a letter dated September 3, 1994,

"I should point out to you that the subject
property suffers from significant economic
obsolescence due to its proximity to commercially
zoned properties on two sides and overlooking a
parking lot across the street. I would estimate
that the property would be worth approximately
fifty percent more than our estimate of value
contained herein should the property be rezoned
from its present classification of residential to
commercial."

I am advised that Mr. Sweeney served as Birmingham
City Assessor as well as having 19 years in the real estate
profession.

My wife, Mary, in her conversation with you last
week, advised me that you needed some background information
concerning this property. I trust this is the type of
information you need. We are going to be out of the State
for a few weeks but we will try to call your office next
week and see what else we need to do before asking the City
Commission to rezone this property. I hereby make a formal
request for a December Initial Hearing in this matter.

Sincerely,

Raymond L. King

cc: Mr. F. Warren Van Fleteren



BIRMINGHAM PLANNING BOARD PROCEEDINGS

Minutes of the regular meeting of the €ity of Birmingham Planning Board held on April 26,
1995. Chairman Roger Gienapp convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Present: Chairman Roger Gienapp, Brian Blaesing, Sheila McEntee, William McMachan,
Gary Rogers, Mary Steffy (arrived at 7:45 p.m.), Gordon Thorsby

Absent: None

Administration: Ms. Alisa Duffey Rogers, Asst. City Planner
Ms. Carole Salutes, Secretary

04-36-95
Approval of Minutes of April 12, 1995

Mr. McMachan substituted "seems to be" for the word "only" in the second sentence at the
top of page 9.

Ms. McEntee substituted the second sentence in the second to last paragraph at the bottom
of (;])age 9 for the following: "The Planning Board is supportive of residential development
in downtown."

Motion by Mr. McMachan.
Supported by Ms. McEntee to approve the Minutes from the meeting of April 12, 1995 as
corrected this evening.

Motion carried, 4-0
Abstain: Mr. Rogers and Mr. Thorsby.

04-37-95
Public Hearing

To consider an amendment to Chapter 126, the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City
of Birmingham, by amending Section 126-48, the Zoning Map, to rezone the property
described as: west 1/2 of lots 31 and 32 of Blakeslee’s Addition from R-3 Single Family
Residential to B-1 Neighborhood Business.

The Planning Department has received a request from the property owner to rezone the west
60 feet of Lots 31 and 32 of Blakeslee’s Addition from R-3 Single Family Residential to B-1
Neighborhood Business. This parcel is also known as 412 E. Frank, located on the southeast
corner of Frank and Ann Streets.

The parcel has a width of 60 ft. on Frank Street and a depth of 100 ft. on Ann Street for
a total of 6,000 sq. ft. The minimum land area required for the R-3 Residential district is
4,500 sq. ft. The current land area and dimensional constraints with providing parking on
the site will limit many of the uses identified as permitted uses in the B-1 district from being
developed on this site.

The 1980 Future Land Use Plan, otherwise known as the Master Plan, calls for single family
residences for the Frank/Ann/Purdy/ George block. This block is in an area defined by the
Master Plan as a "sensitive residential area," which merits special attention with its proximity



Birmingham Planning Board Proceedings
April 26, 1995

to commercial uses and a major thoroughfare.

In 1987, the City Commission directed the Planning Board to review and evaluate the
existing land uses in the City in comparison with the Master Plan recommendations. Fifteen
areas were identified as being contrary to the recommendations. From 1987 to 1989, the
Planning Board held a series of public hearings to consider the merits of retaining or rezoning
the identified areas. The area of Frank and Ann Streets was reviewed at that time to consider
rezoning to the single family residential classification as recommended. In 1987, the site in
question and the adjacent medical office property to the east were zoned B-1 Neighborhood
Business. After the Planning Board’s review, the Board recommended to the City
Commission retaining the medical office site at B-1 Neighborhood Business and rezoning the
current single family residence to R-3 Single Family at the corner.

On June 14, 1993, the City Commission accepted a Planning Board conceptual plan for
right-of-way design improvements on Frank Street between S. Woodward and Ann Street
with several amendments. The plan incorporates landscaping, brick paving, pavement
striping, signage and the elimination of on-street parking spaces as design modifications to the
right-of-way. Specifically, the plan was amended by the City Commission to remove the two
metered on-street parking spaces on Frank Street in front of the residential house on the
southeast comer of Ann and Frank Streets and to extend the green space between the
sidewalk and curb to match the proposed green space on the north side of Frank Street.

The Community Development Department has received four letters of objection from
residents as well as a letter from the Central Birmingham Residents Association expressing
their opposition to the rezoning. Two other letters in objection were received this evening.

Mr. Raymond King, attorney representing the owners of the property, offered a history of
the parcel and the surrounding neighborhood. The neighborhood has changed considerably
since 1987. The little antique shop on the north side of Frank Street is gone. Estate Motors
is gone and was replaced by Little Caesar’s Pizza, Arbor Drug, Blockbuster Video, and a dry
cleaning business. Major new construction has taken place on the southwest corner of Frank
Street and Woodward Ave. In 1992, a Special Land Use Permit was granted to permit
outdoor drinking and dining at the Old Woodward Grill. All of these changes have altered
the potential of this property to be a single-family residence. It is located just 6 ft. from the
first step to the parking meters. Mr. King’s realtor pointed out to him that the subject
property suffers from significant obsolescence due to its proximity to commercially zoned
properties on two sides and overlooking a parking lot across the street. The realtor estimated
the property would be worth approximately 50 percent more, should it be rezoned from its
present classification of Residential to Commercial. Mr. King opined the property would be
ideal for a neighborhood type business such as a little yam shop, an antique business, or a
small professional office. As it is now, Mr. King described the property as a residential
beachhead into a commercial area.

Ms. Duffy Rogers clarified the zoning history of the parcel. From 1929 until 1959 the
property was zoned Multi-Family. In 1959 a change of zoning was made (effective in 1960)
from R-6 Multi-Family Residential to B-1 Non-Retail Business.
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Mr. Blaesing noted the uses Mr. King mentioned as "neighborhood businesses” are things
which would not be used solely by the surrounding neighborhood. He thought Mr. King’s
examples were more the types of businesses which would not be disruptive to a
neighborhood, rather than neighborhood businesses.

Mr. Blaesing asked Mr. King to explain how the change he recommends would be in the best
interests of Birmingham. Mr. King offered an example from his home town of West Branch.
Converting old houses along the main street to offices and multi-family was economically
viable, and so the properties were maintained and kept up. Now, what was a declining area
looks very beautiful.

Chairman Gienapp opened the public discussion at 8:05 p.m.

Ms. Christa Wingrich stated that increasing the commercial properties will not help the rest
of the block.

Ms. Maureen VanDine, president of the CBRA, spoke for the Association. They are

concerned this is a symbol of what can happen to the whole residential neighborhood. There

are attempted commercial encroachments all the time. We have to be ever vigilant. We

cannot allow the economic problem of a single individual to justify modifying the Master Plan

gnd changing the whole residential district to something other than what it was intended to
e.

Ms. Susan Welsh, board member of the CBRA, thinks that a nice residential house could be
built on that lot after Frank Street has been narrowed and given more of a neighborhood
feeling. When they bought their house they did so because they knew the limits defined by
the Master Plan. They put a lot of money into the property, believing the City Commission
\l\ll1oullcil ::)bidke by the limits that it set down. The line has been drawn, and she thinks that it
should be kept.

Mr. Rodney Shackett, 870 Purdy, said that is truly a very poorly zoned comer. He feels the
answer for that whole first block would be R-8 row houses with garages along the back. This
zoning should increase the value of the property and be a good buffer between the
commercial and the residential.

Mr. Sameer Eid said he owns the property next to Mr. King’s. He has had it for sale for the
last eight years. He has changed real estate agents, changed price, tried to sell it on his own.
He has not, in all of that time, received one single offer. He agreed with Mr. Shackett that
making that block R-8, Attached Single Family, would help the whole neighborhood.

Mr. Sal Bitonti, 709 Ann Street, said that street was always zoned for duplexes. Mr. Dave
Conlin petitioned to change to single family because he was supposed to tear the houses
down and build new homes. Instead, he just cosmetically painted them up and boosted the
price.

M:s. Diane Kant, 864 Ann, said there are a lot of single-family dwellings on that street and
she would say the majority of the single-family dwellings are owner occupied.
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Mr. John Mehan from Chester Street said this is a very fragile area and he encouraged the
board to stick to the Master Plan.

Ms. Ann Honhart, 197 E. Frank, sees it as a snowball effect if the City were to change the
zoning on that piece of property to B-1. The people next door would feel their property is
devalued because that property is B-1. They might request a change in their zoning too, and
it would snowball on down the street. She is definitely opposed to the changing of that
property to B-1. It was a long struggle back in 1987 to get the property rezoned to
residential. This is a fragile neighborhood, and we do not need to have any commercial
erosion. She hopes the board members will stand by the decision that was made by their
predecessors in 1987. Two years ago the neighbors struggled long and hard to try to change
the environment of that house. They felt very badly that lady had to be faced with two
parking meters and a lot of concrete. That is one of the reasons they came before this
Planning Board time and time again, to try to change that half of the street. The only hope
of improving the situation at the end of the street is to add some green space, pull out the
meters, get the cars away from that poor woman’s house, and make it more of a residential
neighborhood. :

Mr. Shackett pointed out there are four single-family dwellings on the west side of Ann
Street. There are five on the east side of Ann Street. Everything else is apartments and
multiple. He feels the petitioners are entitled to B-1 if R-8 is not put in there.

Mr. Bitonti said he lived on Ann Street for 20 years. The street should be reconsidered.
Duplexes would not create any more traffic than there is now.

Mr. King indicated the reason they are requesting B-1 zoning is because that is what it was
prior to being changed. If the best use of the whole area is a buffer zone of multi-family,
they would have no objection to that.

Chairman Gienapp noted the R-8 zoning they are talking about is Single-Family Attached; not
Multiple-Family. Mr. King had no objection. He just would like to see something happen
that would make that property marketable.

There being no further comments from the audience, Chairman Gienapp closed the public
hearing at 8:30 p.m.

Mr. McMachan commented the City is about to embark on a whole new Master Plan. He
personally would not be in favor of rezoning the street until the consultants which are hired
come back with their report. :

Chairman Gienapp explained the City will ask the planners, when they are hired, to look at
the issue of separating the uses. Through their study, the planners will undoubtedly
understand the nature of this neighborhood, and will have some recommendation for the use
of this property. Ms. Duffey Rogers added the planning consultant should be on board by
August and the study should be completed within 18-24 months. Mr. King was glad to hear
of the long-range plans.
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Mr. Rogers noted that very pleasing local uses for this property were described. However,
what would stop a video arcade or a party store that sells liquor from moving in?

Ms. Duffey Rogers explained property is rezoned to a district, not a use.

Mr. Blaesing stated the area between residential and commercial is the hardest thing to deal
with in any city. It’s the transition zone where we always come to loggerheads. You need
higher density residential to get the same value when it is abutting a business area than when
you are further away. He liked the idea of R-8 zoning as a transition. In his mind, on this
particular issue there is no other way to go but to keep this as a residential lot and not go
back to commercial or business of any kind.

Moved by Mr. Blaesing.
Supported by Ms. McEntee that the request to rezone portions of lots 31 and 32 of
Blakeslee’s Addition at 412 E. Frank be denied due to the following:

1. Based on the Master Plan for the City.

2. Based on the desire of the City to strengthen and enhance the single-family
nature of the area west of Woodward and south of Brown Street.

3. This change would not further the residential character of the neighborhood.

Ms. Mary King, petitioner, asked if it would be prudent to table her appeal in order to see
what the new planner will come up with. Ms. King continued they have already spent
$1,000 to come here tonight. She would hate to think they would have to redo their appeal
a year and a half from now.

Ms. Duffey Rogers explained that when the consultants look at the neighborhood and if they
make a recommendation for anything other than detached, single family, that will be part of
the recommendation that will ultimately be adopted by this board and the City Commission.
Therefore, it will not cost the petitioner any more money.

Chairman Gienapp said that part of zoning the property into the R-3 district was to establish
a direction for the district. What we are hoping to do through the Master Plan is to
encourage a residential use. We feel that should be some form of residential use, as opposed
to a business use. Given the petition was for a business use, Chairman Gienapp, personally,
supports the motion. The impact of what we are proposing to do with narrowing Frank
Street is somewhat of an unknown at this time. The condition that makes Ms. King’s
property unusable as a single family home in its present state may be, in fact, improved by
the stlrleet improvement that should be done this summer. The issue of R-8 also has potential
as well.

Vote on the motion:

Motion carried, 7-0.
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Fax Number: Fax Number:
Email: Email:

3. Project Information

Address/Location of Property: 7¢g ]U. OM LQ:QLM Mame of Historic District site is in, if any:

Date of HDC Approval, if any:

Name of Development: _ -\, Date of Application for Preliminary Site Plan:

Parcel ID #: - Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval:

Current Use: Date of Application for Final Site Plan;

Area in Acres: Ke*&-x\ Date of Final Site Plan Approval:

Current Zoning: Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:

4. Attachments

« Warranty Deed with legal description of property *  Two (2) folded copies of plans including an itemized list of all
« Authorization from Owner(s) (il applicant is not owner) changes for which administrative approval is requested, with

* Completed Checklist the changes marked in color on all elevations

» Material Samples
» Digital Copy of plans

. 5. Details of the Request for Administrative Approval
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The undersigned st the above information is true and correct, and understands that it is the responsibility of
the applicant to advise the Planning Division and / or Building Division of any additional changes to the approved
site plan.

Signature of Applicant: Date: _ / /

L Office Use On : -
Application #; l 6 ~ 7073 Date Received: | /lS; g1 Fee: _ﬁ I 00 ya
Date of Approval: l/ Q?A L Date of Denial: Reviewed by: / 'j -
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ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL APPLICATION CHECKLIST — PLANNING DIVISION

Applicant: Date:

Address: Project:

All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for administrative approval shall be prepared in accordance with the following
specifications and other applicable requirements of the City of Birmingham. [Fmore than one page is used, each page shali be
numbered sequentially. All plans must be legible and of sufficient quality to provide for quality reproduction or recording.

Administrative Approval of Design Changes

1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

Name of Development {if applicable);

Address of site and legal description of the real estate;

A separate location map;

Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;
A list of all requested design changes;

Elevation drawings with all requested design changes marked in color;

S T A o

A list of all new materials to be used, including size specifications, color and the name of the manufacturer.

Administrative Approval of Site Plan Changes

A full site plan detailing the proposed changes for which administrative approval is requested shall be drawn at a scale no
smaller than 1”7 = 100" (unless the drawing will not fit on one 24 X 36” sheet) and shall include:

1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;
Name of Development (if applicable);

Address of sit¢ and legal description of the real estate;
Name and address of the land surveyor;

Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;

BRI

A separate location map;

7. A map showing the boundary lines of adjacent land and the existing zoning of the area proposed to be
developed as well as the adjacent land;

8. A list of all requested changes to the site plan;
9. All changes requested marked in color on the site plan and on all elevations of any building(s);

10. A chart indicating the dates of approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Final Site Plan; Revised Final Site
Plans, and any dates of approval by the Historic District Committee (“HDC");

1. Existing and proposed layout of streets, open space and other basic elements of the plan;

12. Existing and proposed easements and their purpose;



L5} SIETIIp
MW ' *C ty of gzmm ham

.
.

CONSENT OF PROPERTY OWNER

//7 Ioéddr/ /lzémzf/ /Zm'—)‘ﬁ , OF THE STATE OF ﬂrcérﬁqmn COUNTY OF

{Name of property owner)

ﬁdﬁﬁﬂdq/_ STATE THE FOLLOWING:

1. That I am the owner of real estate located at ?’f 7 '#ﬂ A/ M /4 / ‘{ w MWM

(Address of affected propenty)

S8

17 d
{(Narne of npphcam)

Tha;'hhav read and g/d the Appllcatlon for Administrative Approval made to the City of Birmingham by:

,

3. That I have no objections to, and consent to the request(s) described in the Application made to the City of
Birmingham.

Dated: _ {- /q /(I i M-o’r\acl ’-lrvytrf Jeoaith

Owner’s Name (Please Print)

I

Owndr’s Signature  \
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SHARPE ROOFING

40939 Irwin Drive
Harrison Township, MI. 48045
(586) 329- 1604

January 22, 2016

City of Birmingham

Attn: Mario Mendoza \

151 Martin Street VIA EMAIL

Birmingham, MI. 48012 mmendoza@bhamgov.org

RE: 798 N Old Woodward

Dear Mr. Mendoza,

In regards to the above property Sharpe Roofing will be removing the existing black rubber
roof and replacing with a new Firestone black rubber. We will also be installing all new sheet
metal and gutters.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

U [
Mike S‘ﬁérpe

President

MAS/rir

Flint Nights, Inc (Haliday inn) ~ Permit Application
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3. Project Information

Address/Location of Property: ’L 3 0 f”ief /[ r{ / Name of Historic District site is in, if any:
. Date of HDC Approval, if any:
Name of Development: S ecar— Date of Application for Prefiminary Site Plan
Parcel ID #: MO Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval;
Current Use: _p~#A Date of Application for Final Site Plan:
Area in Acres: _NMB P ol Date of Final Site Plan Approval:
Current Zoning: f//)- Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:
4. Attachments
» Warranty Deed with legal description of property +  Two (2) folded copies of plans including an itemized list of all
» Authorization from Owner(s) (if applicant is not owner) changes for which administrative approval is requested, with
» Completed Checklist the changes marked in color on all elevations

» Material Samples
= Digital Copy of plans

5. Details of the Request for Administrative Approval N
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The undersigned states the above information is true and correct, and understands that it is the responsibility of
the applicant to advise the Planning Division and / or Building Division of any additional changes to the approved
site plan.

Signature of Applicant: 4 Date [ / L 3,} f e
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Application #: {é ‘OOSJ Date Received: / /& Fee:- / —
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ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL APPLICATION CHECKLIST — PLANNING DIVISION

Applicant: Date:

Address: Project:

All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for administrative approval shall be prepared in accordance with the following
specifications and other applicable requirements of the City of Birmingham. 1f more than one page is used, each page shall be
numbered sequentially. All plans must be legible and of sufficient quality to provide for quality reproduction or recording.

Administrative Approval of Design Changes

1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;
. Name of Development (if applicable);
. Address of site and legal description of the real estate;

. A separate location map;

. A list of all requested design changes;

2

3

4

5. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;

6

7. Elevation drawings with all requested design changes marked in color;
9

. A list of all new materials to be used, including size specifications, color and the name of the manufacturer.

Administrative Approval of Site Plan Changes
A full site plan detailing the proposed changes for which administrative approval is requested shall be drawn at a scale no
smaller than 1” = 100” (unless the drawing will not fit on one 24 X 36” sheet) and shall include:

1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

0]

Name of Development (if applicable);
Address of site and legal description of the real estate;
Name and address of the land surveyor;

Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;

A

A separate location map;

7. A map showing the boundary lines of adjacent land and the existing zoning of the area proposed to be
developed as well as the adjacent land;

8. A list of all requested changes to the site plan;
9. All changes requested marked in color on the site plan and on all elevations of any building(s);

10. A chart indicating the dates of approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Final Site Plan; Revised Final Site
Plans, and any dates of approval by the Historic District Committee (“HDC");

11. Existing and proposed layout of streets, open space and other basic elements of the plan;

12. Existing and proposed easements and their purpose;
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Administrative Approval Application

Planning Division

Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out

1. Applicant

Name:

Address: 1964 SOUTHFIELD RQAD
—BIRMINGHAM, MI 48009

Property Owner
Name: ___JOHNNY KARMO / MARKET SOUARE PROPERTIES

Phone Number: 248-644-4641
Fax Number: 248-844-1849
Email: JKARMO@MARKETSQUARESTORES.COM

2. Applicant’s Attorney/Contact Person

Name: SAROKIARCHITECTURE

Address: 430 N, OLD WOODWARD
BIRMINGHAM, MI 48009

Address: 1964 SOUTHFIFLD ROAD
BIRMINGHAM, Mi 48009

Phone Number: _ 248-644-4641

Fax Number: 248-644-1849

Email: JKARMO@MARKETSQUARESTORES.COM

Project Designer
Name: SAROKI ARCHITECTURE

Address: 430N OLD WOODWARD
BIRMINGHAM, M1 48009

Phone Number; 248-258-5707
Fax Number:  248-258-5515
VSAROKI@SAROKIARCHITECTURE.COM

Email:

3. Project Information
Address/Location of Property: 19684 SOUTHFIFI D ROAD

Name of Development: ___MARKET SQUARE

Parcel ID #: _ 18-35-481-029. 18-35481-030

Current Use: _ BUSINESS

Area in Acres: 0.172 ACRE + 0.310 ACRE = 0482 ACRE TOTAL
Current Zoning: _ B-1. P

4. Attachments

_* Warranty Decd with legal description of property .

+ Authorization from Owner(s) (if applicant is not owner)
+ Completed Checklist

= Material Samples

+ Digital Copy of plans

Phone Number: 248-258-5707
Fax Number: _ 248-258-5515
VSAROKI@SAROKIARCHITECTURE.COM

Email:

Name of Historic District site is in, ifany:_N/aA
Date of HDC Approval, if any;_ N/A
Date of Application for Preliminary Site Plan: _06-20-2014

Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval:__07-08-2014
Date of Application for Final Site Plan: _ 02-23-2015
Date of Final Site Plan Approval: __04-08-2015

Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:

Two (2) folded copies of plans including an itemized list of all
changes for which administrative approval is requested, with
the changes marked in color on all elevations

5. Details of the Request for Administrative Approval

EE ENCLOSED DOCUMENT O N CHANGES

The undersigned states the above information is truc and correct, and understands that it is the responsibility of
the applicant to advise the Planning Division and / or Building Division of any additional changes to the approved

site plan,
Signature of Applicant: __; > Date: /- -8
p 1. L
e Ofice Lise Opnly | 1]
Application #: ’6 - 006 Date Received: < QA’C Fee: ﬁ/O o 2 e

Date of Approval: 2 / 5 // /4 ;

—Date-of Denial:
et
! P

FEB 02 2016

Revicwed bg:_?j'?._ : o

e S e

=T | [25 13
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CONSENT OF PROPERTY OWNER

1 JOHNNY KARMO / MARKET SQUARE PROPERTIE§ OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN AND COUNTY OF
_(Namc of property owner)}

OAKLAND STATE THE FOLLOWING:

1. That ] am the owner of real estate located at 1964 SOUTHFIELD ROAD
{Address of affecied property)

2. That I have read and examined the Application for Administrative Approval made to the City of Birmingham by:

JOHNNY KARMO / MARKET SQUARE PROPERTIES ;
{Name of applicant)

[¥3 ]
v

That 1 have no objections to, and consent to the request(s) described in the Application made to the City of
Birmingham.

Dated: /"’30 ",.-_-"’:é %/ﬂ/y 74 %‘m o

Owner’s Name (Please Print)

%M———’—'

[B%]
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A Walkuble Commimity

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL APPLICATION CHECKLIST — PLANNING DIVISION

pican: JSOHANY KRMo /ARKET SCUAKE. PROPERTESwe:_OZ ~Oi 201,
Address:_| (¢4 SOUTHRIELD ROADY  Project:MARKET SUMRE.

All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for administrative approval shall be prepared in accordance with the following
specifications and other applicable requirements of the City of Birmingham. If more than one page is used, each page shall be
numbered sequentially. All plans must be legible and of sufficient quality to provide for quality reproduction or recording.

Administrative Approval of Design Changes

. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

. Name of Development (if applicable);

. Address of site and legal description of the real estate;

. A separate location map,

. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;
. A list of all requested design changes;

. Elevation drawings with all requested design changes marked in color; ( PUBELED IN E’/ V\D

. A list of all new materials to be used, including size specifications, color and the name of the manufacturer.

CKERRRKR

smaller than 1” = 100" (unless the drawing will not fit on one 24" X 36 sheet) and shall include:

—

. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;
Name of Development (if applicable);

Address of site and legal description of the real estate;
Name and address of the land surveyor;

Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;

O

USRI

. A separate location map;

L~ 7. A map showing the boundary lines of adjacent land and the existing zoning of the area proposed to be
developed as well as the adjacent land;

8. A list of all requested changes to the site plan;
L7 9. All changes requested marked in color on the site plan and on all elevations of any building(s);( ﬁ/ W)

v/ 10. A chart indicating the dates of approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Final Site Plan; Revised Final Site
Plans, and any dates of approval by the Historic District Committee (“HDC");

+/_ 11. Existing and proposed layout of streets, open space and other basic elements of the plan;
12. Existing and proposed easements and their purpose;



\/ 13. Location of natural streams, regulated drains, 100-year flood plains, floodway, water courses, marshes,
wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, wetlands, historic features, existing structures, dry wells, utility lines,
fire hydrants and any other significant feature(s) that may influence the design of the development;

i4. General description of, location of, and types of structures on the site;
v/ 15. Details of existing or proposed lighting, signage, landscaping, and other pertinent development features;

\/ 16. Any other information requested in writing by the Planning Division, the Planning Board, or the Building
Official deemed important to the development.

PLEASE NOTE: All requests for administrative approval must comply with Ordinance No. ,
which outlines the terms and conditions under which administrative approval may be granted.



Saroki Architecture

430 N. Old Woodward
Birmingham, Michigan 48009
248.258.5707 T
248.258.5515F

Market Square
1964 Southfield Rd.
Birmingham, Michigan

February 1, 2016

Addendum — Architectural Revisions for Building Permit Resubmittal & Administrative
Approval

INTENT AND CONDITIONS

The items listed below are to supplement and clarify the revisions to the construction documents,
dated February 1, 2016. Some items apply specifically to the Administrative Approval request,
and are listed separately below.

Administrative Approval Revisions:

SHEET A000:

1. Revised Approval date for Final Site Plan Approval from March 25", 2015 to April 8%,
2015 (second and final Planning Commission meeting).

2. Bubbled Basement area addition SF (no change) to address planning memo dated Nov.,
18", 2015 comment re: basement storage area size decrease from 2,950 SF to 2,839 SF.
The original figure mistakenly included new excavation area for the access corridor
rather than utilizing existing area, but existing conditions were not fully documented
(accurately) at the time.

SHEET A001:
1. Landscape revisions per Lauren Wood, Director of Public Services reflect
recommendations for approval of City of Birmingham parce! lease terms.
2. Added (4) qty. new 18°-20" tall white pine trees as recommended by Lauren Wood.

SHEET A110:
1. Phase 1 & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall
regarding windows, sliding door, and awning (per Joe Valentine — pending lease
agreement).

SHEET Al1l:
1. Added (4) qty. new 18’-20’ tall white pine trees as recommended by Lauren Wood.
2. Phase | & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall
regarding windows, sliding door, and awning (per Joe Valentine — pending lease
agreement).



SHEET 120:
1. Extended mechanical screen wall (to match existing) for new roof equipment screening at
roof addition and provide access by cutting opening at existing screen wall.
2. Existing (2) qty. exhaust fans at west/alley to be relocated behind existing screen wall.

SHEET A200:

1. Revised awning product specification due to manufacturer limitations of original
specified product, and replaced with a superior performance product. Color change is
due to limited available options (see enclosed specification sheet with swatches).

2. Indicate Phase 1 distinction for awning at North Elevation.

3. Illustrate existing mechanical screen wall at roof (beyond).

SHEET A201:
1. Phase 1 & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall and
City of Birmingham parcels (per Joe Valentine — pending lease agreement).
2. Illustrate extended mechanical screen wall at roof.

SHEET A202:
1. Illustrate extended mechanical screen wall at roof.

SHEET A410:
1. Added light fixture above sliding door for Phase 2.

END OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL REVISIONS REQUESTED

Building Permit Resubmittal Revisions:

SHEET A000:

1. Revised Approval date for Final Site Plan Approval from March 25", 2015 to April §*
2015 (second and final Planning Commission meeting).

2. Bubbled Basement area addition SF (no change) to address Planning Memo dated No.
18™, 2015 comment re: basement storage area size decrease from 2,950 SF to 2,839 SF.
The original figure mistakenly included new excavation area for the access corridor
rather than utilizing existing area, but existing conditions were not fully documented
(accurately) at the time.

H

SHEET A001:
1. Landscape revisions per Lauren Wood, Director of Public Services reflect
recommendations for approval of City of Birmingham parcel lease terms.
2. Added (4) qty. new 18°-20 tall white pine trees as recommended by Lauren Wood.
3. Relocated gas riser location to building rear.

SHEET A100:
1. Relocated gas meter location to building rear.
2. Reworked existing restrooms to be single occupant male & female and comply with
barrier-free requirements.
3. Created wall opening to addition at restroom corridor.



SHEET A110:
1. Phase 1 & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall
regarding windows, sliding door, and awning.
Relocated gas riser location to building rear.
Added small private office to NE comer of building.
Modified coffee counter and relocated floral display.
Eliminated wall bump out at oven.

il I

SHEET Alll:
1. Added (4) qty. new 18°-20° tall white pine trees as recommended by Lauren Wood.
2. Phase 1 & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall
regarding windows, sliding door, and awning.

SHEET 120:
1. Extended mechanical screen wall (to match existing) for new roof equipment screening at
roof addition and provide access by cutting opening at existing screen wall.
2. Existing (2) qty. exhaust fans at west/alley to be relocated behind existing screen wall.
3. Located (3) qty. exhaust fans per mechanical drawings.

SHEET A200:

1. Revised awning product specification due to manufacturer limitations of original
specified product, and replaced with a superior performance product. Color change is
due to limited available options (see enclosed specification sheet with swatches).

2. Indicate Phase 1 distinction for awning at North Elevation.

3. Illustrate existing mechanical screen wall at roof (beyond).

SHEET A201:
1. Phase 1 & 2 distinctions have been made for construction elements at the north wall and
City of Birmingham parcels.
2. Illustrate extended mechanical screen wall at roof.

SHEET A202:
1. Illustrate extended mechanical screen wall at roof.
2. Relocated gas riser location to building rear.

SHEET A400:
1. Reworked existing restrooms to be single occupant male & female and comply with
barrier-free requirements.
2. Created wall opening to addition at restroom corridor.

SHEET A410:
1. Added light fixture above sliding door for Phase 2.

DOCUMENTS ISSUED

The following sheets were issued in this Addendum:
A000, A0O1, A100, A110, Al11, A120, A200, A201, A202, A400, A410



* NOTE: The Planning Memo dated Nov. 18™, 2015 indicates that a detailed landscape plan was
not included in submitted materials (for Building Permit). This is not required beyond
what is already indicated on the plans (plant locations, species, and sizes). If you prefer
the plantings illustrated and noted on a separate plan, please let us know and we will
create a new sheet.

DISTRIBUTION

Planning Department — City of Birmingham

Building Department — City of Birmingham

Johnny Karmo (owner)

Jonna Construction Company {construction manager)
Saroki Architecture file

ISSUED
Eavan Yaldo, Associate

Saroki Architecture
EYaldo@SarokiArchitecture.com




Planning Division

*th of {Birming'/mm

Administrative Approval Application

Date D2/03/2016 2:44:12 PN
Ref 00123259

Feceipt 299550

fimount $100.,60

Form wilf not be processed until it is completely filled out

1. Applicant

Name: _ FRAMNLAN HamM 1 Tonl

Property Owner
Name: O.P W, OFFICE Lic

Address: .0, BoX. [ BCF
'&lmm&ée«_n_,wﬁw_

Address: .0 st
hone Nuimb =G f'"%la?i iy
Phone Number: 24485 ~ iy — & o
Fax Nulmhcr'_ﬁg - '-1_—_,38&’[5____,__
Iimuil:ﬂ“:—ci_g@ DIPh = M'ICQM

2. Applicant's Attorney/Contact Person

Name: LéEE- PPPLICANT — QMM)
Address:

Phone Number:
Fax Number;

Email:

3. Project Information

Address/Location ol Property : 5%1 wmm&&)
Name of Development: ORIGHNAL PANCALE HousE

ParceliD#: 14 - -
Current Use: YACAE ReTAIL
Areain Acres: O .l - -

Current Zoning: ‘E—ZB_
4. Attachments

* Warranty Deed with Jegal deseription ol properts

* Authorization from Gwner(s) (if' applicant 15 not owner)
* Completed Cheeklist

* Material Samples

+ Digital Copy of plans

Phone Number: _( M%lm

t-ax Number:

Email:

Project Designer

Name: DENNIS DENHLE}_ARC—HIT&C.T

Address: Z19 38 WoRTHINGTON £T
ST. CUAIR SHoRES M1 48081

Phone Number: SR ~ 71112 ~ (800

Fax Nueber: 26 ~ ‘7‘1&_ 8040

I'mnil'd&U,}Ul AEWU‘ 1656&-14'[‘9&. cOM

Name of Historie District site is in, if any:

N/A
Date of HDC Approval, il any: N/A
NS
A.

/
Date of Application Tor Preliminary Site Plan /
Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval: y
Date of Application lor Final Site Plan; /
Dane of Final Site Plan Approval: N7/ P
PDitte of Revised Final Site Plan Approval: / e
Two (2) tolded copies of plans including an itemized list of ali

changes for which administrativ e approsal is requested. with
the changes marked in color on all elevations

3. Details of the Request for Administrative Approval

RERUESTING APPROV
OF BUILDING WITH

FOR A NEW GROUND - MTD A/C UNIT AT REAR.
SSOCAATED ENJERGREEN /

SCREENING HEDG£ |

The undersigned states the above information is true and correct, and understands that it is the responsibility ol
the applicant to advise the Planning, Division angd / or Building Division of any additional changes to the approved

site plan,

Signature of Applicant:

Da: A5 1 llo . e

Application #: IG -00"

Office Use Qv

~ Dae I(ccciwd:_ﬂ/ﬁ"{fﬁ - beo ﬁ/oo

{ Date of Approval: 2 f_g.f/é o Paaol Denial:

.Rl_".IL""-.'ﬂ:l:. M' .

(257259
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1 Mulkedde Coniminety

CONSENT OF PROPERTY OWNER

. O, P OFE(CE, L1 L C , OF THE STATE oF MICHIGAN AND COUNTY OF

(Name of propenty owner)

OA EL—A& STATE THE FOLLOWING:

R
v

LJ

That | am the owner of real estate located at_ 2 L] WD UARL ANENUE ;

{Adress of aflected property )

That I have read and examined the Application for Administrative Approval made to the City of Birmingham by:

N N i

{Name of applicant)

That I have no objections to, and consent to the request(s) described in the Application made to the City of
Birmingham.

Daed: 25 JAN. Zoit FrANkLIN HAMLCToN

Owner's Name (Please Pri

winer's (ifnatmc
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1 Iloadee & ommarnre

ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL APPLICATION CHECKLIST — PLANNING DiVISION

Applicant: £ P W ._OF'FIG‘E) LiL-c Date: 25 JAR) Z2o0\b

P.0. BoOx 1869 ORGINAL PARNCRIKE HolsF
Address: EHRMINGHAN, M| AROIZ  Projec: B IN(S TIRATING OFEICES
All site plans and clevation drawings prepared for administrative approval shatl be prepared in accordance with the lollowing
specifications and other applicable requirements of the City' of Birmingham, 11 more than one page is used, each page shall be
numbered sequentially. All plans must be legible and of sufficicnt quality 1o provide for quality reproduction or recording.

Administrative Approval of Design Changes

_X_ 1. Namc and address of applicant and proof of ownership;
_XA__ 2. Name of Development (if applicable):

X 3. Address of'site and legal description of the real cstate:
M __ 4. A separate location map;

25_ 5. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and daie;
Y _ 6. Alist of all reyuested design changes;
M 7. Llevation drawings with all requested design changes marked in color;

Y _ 9. A list of all new materials 1o be used, including size specifications, color and the name of the manufacturer.

Administrative Approval of Site Plan Changes
A full site plan detailing the proposed changes for which administrative approval is requested shall be drawn at a scale no
smaller than 1™ = 100" (unless the drawing will not [it on one 247 X 36™ sheet) and shall include:

I. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

!-J

Name of Development (if applicable);

Address of site and legal deseription of the real estate;

&

Name and address of the land surveyor;
. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;

5
_ 6. A separate location map:

_ 7. A map showing the boundary lines ol adjacent land and the existing zoning of the area proposed 1o be
developed as well as the adjacent land;
_ 8. A list of all requested changes to the sitc plan;

9. All changes requested marked in color on the site plan and on all clevations of any building(s);

10. A chart indicating the dates of approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Final Site Plan; Revised Final Site
Plans, and any dates of approval by the Historic District Committee (“1HDC™);

I'l. Existing and proposed layout of streets, open space and other basic clements of the plan;

12, Lxisting and proposed casements and their purpose;

Lad



“ 13. Location of natural streams, regulated drains, 100-year ffood plains, foodway, water courses, marshes,
wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, wetlands, histeric features, existing structures, dry wells, utility lines,
firc hydrants and any other significant feature(s) that may influence the design of the development;

14. General description of location of, and types of structures on the site;
——— 15, Details of existing or proposed lighting, signage, landscaping, and other pertinent development features;

16. Any other information requested in writing by the Planning Division, the Planning Board, or the Building
Ofticial deemed important 10 the development.

PLEASE NOTE: All requests for administrative approval must comply with Ordinance No. .
which outlines the terms and conditions under which administrative approval may be granted.
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N LIBER 47424 PAGE 771 0182144
1 HEREBY CDEI:'I‘II-‘Y Iilaf?]:,::'m no Tﬁsms urFI!I':I'.I‘;SE M .
l:;l:‘:r ;:E;nn ar ;.:y |na:1'=n'u ﬂmnn the wm:ln dlﬂ:ai'nﬂnll . e ?fssgo‘ggg -Pégfngrp}m
Sata of i€ Insurument a5 Sppears by the records i tha ofice 4,00 REMONUMENTATION
excapt as stated.
e e RS E e = Sat ot
E- . = and County,
AvDREW E%é."ci?myn:;‘&u Lisa Brown, Clerk /Register of Deeds

WARRANTY DEED

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That Mathew Napier, Trustee of the MATHEW NAPIER
LIVING TRUST, having an address at 1814 Shire Court, Roya! Oak, Michigan 48073 (“Grantor™)
conveys and warrants to OPH OFFICE, LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, having a mailing
address at P.O, Box 1809, Bimingham, Michigan 48012 (“Grantee™), the following described premises
situated in the City of Birmingham, County of Osklend and State of Michigan:

See attached Exhibit A
for the consideration, see the Reat Estate Transfer Tax Valuation Affidavit filed herewith

together with all buildings and other improvements situated thereon, all fixtures and other property
affixed thereto and all right, title and interest of Grantor in and to adjacent sireets, alleys and rights-of-
way, and all tenements, hereditaments, and appurtenances, including, without limitation, rights, if any, to
strips or gores between the real property described above, subject 10 casements and buildiog and use
restrictions of record.

N
N

Subject to real estate taxes and assessments for the year 2014 not yet due and payable and subsequent
years.

Dated as of: September 10, 2014

Signed
-2 & MATHEW NAPIER LIVING TRUST
25 = ; -
oF E_-;'_:-J = W s ?:;--J-L‘\
M o Napier, of the
-l A =
e = Mathew Napier Living Trust
22 =
=
OK - AN
{73853
S A ¢ . Az e‘n_u- lmﬁu—n_,.d;s‘u
“REVENUE TO BE AFFIED AFTER RECORDGRIE
OAKLAND,MI Page 1 of 3 Printed on 11/21/2014 3:19:03 PM

Document: DD WT 2014.182144



Brancl; JINT,User :MMAD Order: 673853 Title Officer: 00 Comment: Station Id :ACNS5

AN

OAKLAND,MI

LIBER 43424 PAGE 772

Suate of Michigan }
)85
County of Oakland )

On this 10th day of September, 2014, before me personally appeared Mathew Mapier, Trustee of the

Mathew Napier Living Trust, 1o me known 10 be the person described in and who execured the foregoing
instrument and acknowicdged that he executed the same on behalf of said Trust.

N:mry Public A
County, Michi

T MARBLDO-GOLDING
Nmmnmm'mw My Commission Expires;
O ecamber 22,2017 Acting in County

\y Comission Expires
Drafied by: When recorded return to: Grantee
Alexander J. Clark
Miller, Canficld, Paddaock and Stone, P.L-C.
840 West Long Lake Rd., Suite 200
Troy, Michigan 48098
Page 2 of 3 Printed on 11/21/2014 3:19:04 PM

Document: DD WT 2014.182144



Branch :INT,User MMAD Order: 673853 Title Officer; 00 Comment: Station Id :ACN5

-

LIBER 47424 PAGE 773
- E

EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

The land situated in the County of Oakland, City of Birmingham, State of Michigan, more particularly
described as follows:

Lots 1312 through 1315, both inclusive, and the South 5 feet of Lot 1316, EXCEPT the Easterly part of
cach taken for Woodward Ave., of LENBACH-HUMPHREY'S WOODWARD AVENUE SUB, according
to the plat thereof as recorded in Liber 27 of Plats, page 5, Ozakland County Records.

Tax ltem No. 19-36-426-046
Commonly known as: 33967 Woodward Ave., Birmingham, Michigan

OAKLAND,MI Page 3 of 3 Printed on 11/21/2014 3:19:04 PM
Document: DD WT 2014.182144
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18 NOVEMBER 2015

The following legal description is excerpted from construction drawings prepared by Clifford N. Wright &

Associates, Architects, of the 1981 building addition. There have been no further surveys performed on the
property, to the best of the Owner’'s knowledge:

_PROPERTY BESCRIPTION

. LOTS l3t‘2 1215, 1214, 1315 ANTY saum B.oc
FEBY OF. LoT =13 LE}HESACH- uumbumsrta
WOODWARE AVENUE SUESDIVIS N crr'r
oF bIEMfHG-HAM s QAE.LAND OOLIN Y
MICHIGAN, AS HRECORLDED IN I..I?;!E:E. '2'7,.5.
FPAGE 5% Or m.ATs, OAK.L.ANTD
CAUNTY . [RECORDS, . r

- Propewty | (SFCRMATION - Soppued
. P cwe pesrs. 1981 Do

DeWulf Associates Architects, LLC
27938 Worthington Court, St Clair Shores, M 48081 « Ph: 588 772.6800 « Fax: 586.772 8080 « E-mail: dewvulf@dewulfassociates.com
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WAMU 88.5 BLUEGRASS COUNTRY
. LLD a NOW PLAYING
, Here And Now
AMERICAN UNIVERSITY RADIO
Other ways to listen
HOME PROGRAMS SCHEDULE PODCASTS COMMUNITY

Quick Links School Closings And Delays (/news/16/01/21/school closings and _delays

Filed Under: DC (/topic/de)  Economy (/topic/econom: Property (/topic/prope

What's With Washington?

D.C. Has A New Zoning Code. Here's How
It Could Change The City's Look And Feel

By: Martin Austermuhle (https:/wamu.org/author/martin_austermuhle
January 20, 2016

comments

https://www.flickr.com/photos/14486460 @N00/4125822640/

https://wamu.org/news/16/01/15/after_eight_years_of_debate_dc_approves_new_zoning_regulations
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D.C. Has A New Zoning Code. Here's How It Could Change The City's Look And Feel | WAMU 88.5 - American University Radio

D.C. finally has a new zoning code, the first time the regulations governing how land is used has been fully revised since

1958.

D.C. residents may never have read the D.C. Zoning Code, but its impact is visible throughout the city. The
thousands of pages of granular rules and specifications determine how land can be used in D.C. — and,

consequently, how the city looks and feels.

Now those rules — for dwellings, downtown developments, corner stores and more — are changing. So, too, will the

city's neighborhoods.

Last week, the D.C. Zoning Commission quietly
approved an overhaul of the existing zoning code,
bringing to an end proceedings that began in 2007,
spanning three mayoral administrations and involving
hundreds of residents and stakeholders in dozens upon
dozens of public meetings.

Advocates for the rewrite say the code was hopelessly
out of date — the current version dates back to 1958 —
and was weighed down by a patchwork of 1,000
amendments made over the last six decades.

"D.C. just had a very old zoning code," says David
Alpert, founder of Greater Greater Washington
http:/greatergreaterwashington.org/) , @ blog that has followed
the zoning code debate and advocated for a number of
its proposed changes.

"While it had been changed at certain times, it was very
confusing. If somebody went to look for rules that
applied to their house, they would have to look in two or
three different chapters with conflicting rules," Alpert
says.

Beyond that, the D.C. Office of Planning argued that the
code no longer reflected the way D.C. is growing and
developing — and worse, they said, it interfered with
development patterns taking hold as the city added
thousands of new residents every year.

ZONING THAT MAY MATTER TO YOU

Accessory Dwelling Units: Have a basement,
garage or carriage house? Now it will be easier to
convert it into habitable space that can be rented
out.

Corner Stores: Want to quickly buy a gallon of
milk? You may soon be able to, as corner stores
will be allowed in R-3 and R-4 residential zones.
(But not in lower density R-1 and R-2 zones.) The
numbers of stores per block will be limited, as will
hours of operation.

Parking Minimums: In the past, every new
building needed to have a certain amount of
parking spots built for it. There are still
requirements in place under the revised code,
though they have decreased. And in the downtown
area, they have largely been eliminated.

Downtown: The size of D.C.'s officially designated
downtown is getting bigger. That means that more
areas — including NoMa, Farragut West and areas
south of the National Mall — will be able to take
advantage of zoning rules and advantages that are
meant to allow the downtown become more
vibrant.

The Office of Planning has a handy guide
(http//zoningdc.org/) to all the zoning changes being

The Changes implemented.

That prompted one of the more significant changes:

making it easier for residents to rent out "accessory

dwelling units," or carriage houses or basements that, in some neighborhoods, could not be used for residential

purposes.

"The Office of Planning felt, and | agree, that this was one of the best ways to be able to add more housing that
wouldn’t even really change very much the way the neighborhoods look, just let people better use space they had,"
says Alpert.

When the code was written in 1958, D.C. not only had more people than it has today — roughly 800,000 — but it also
had more people per household. Today, with more single-resident households and fewer families, households are
roughly 35 percent smaller. That means more housing is needed to reach the levels of density D.C. had six decades
ago. Allowing residents to rent out accessory dwelling units is one way to get there.

The new code approved by the Zoning Commission will also allow more corner stores in certain residential

https://wamu.org/news/16/01/15/after_eight_years_of_debate_dc_approves_new_zoning_regulations 2/5
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neighborhoods and expand the size of the city's downtown, among other changes to residential, commercial and
industrial zones in the city.

It also lowers the required number of parking spots
(http://wamu.org/news/13/07/31/proposed _dc_zoning_code_rewrite_could_shape_parking_patterns_in_future) required for new

developments, and fully does away with them throughout downtown — which, advocates say, is well served by transit
and doesn't need parking lots that can add significant expense to constructing new buildings.

But for all the changes that were made, plenty wasn't touched, said former director of planning Harriet Tregoning in
discussing the process on The Kojo Nnamdi Show (http//thekojonnamdishow.org/shows/2014-02-20/shaping-city-outgoing-dc-
planning-director-harriet-tregoning) in 2014. (Many of the proposed changes were largely settled by then.)

"95 percent of the code is not changing at all," Tregoning said. "So in the scheme of things, there's not much that is
changing."

Fights and compromises

So how come the process took so long?

Some of the proposed policy changes — including accessory dwelling units and corner stores — spurred opposition
from residents and groups concerned with increasing density and commercial activity in residential areas. Those
debates delayed final approval (http://wamu.org/news/14/04/16/dc_votes to_extend_public_comment_period_on_zoning_code_rewrite) ,
and also led to compromises.

One of those had to do with parking minimums. Some groups worried that eliminating requirements for parking spots
at new buildings near Metro stations would mean more people parking on already crowded residential streets. So, in

July 2013, Tregoning abandoned that proposal
(http://wamu.org/news/13/07/22/dc_officials _propose lowering_parking_spot_requirements for_developments) .

That, Alpert says, was an unfortunate concession. "The amount of new parking that will be required in new buildings
may still be higher than what’s necessary, especially near Metro stations."

But despite the time it took — “I know people have probably been waiting for this for a long time," deadpanned
Anthony Hood, the chairman's commission, before the vote — and some of the proposals and compromises that
ruffled groups on either side of the debate, members of the Zoning Commission hailed the rewrite as necessary to the
city's future.

"There were some torturous moments with marathon meetings and difficult discussions," said member Peter May. "
[But] we have a code that’s designed for the future of Washington."

The Office of Planning sounded a more celebratory note (http:/zoningdc.ora/2016/01/15/zoning-commission-unanimously-approves-
zrr/), writing on its blog that the new code would allow for "a healthy, vibrant, more diverse and more environmentally
sustainable city."

And though Alpert is happy that the new zoning code has been approved — it will formally take effect in September
— he says that it may not do enough to address the city's current need for housing.

"The zoning update makes a meaningful step forward, [but] it definitely isn’'t enough on its own. We're going to need

more zoning changes beyond the ones that are here to meet that demand," Alpert says. "Having spent eight years in
a big zoning fight, it may be a bit difficult to get everyone to turn around and start another zoning update, but in a lot

ways that’s what’s necessary."

That may be an uphill battle, because some residents have pushed to limit how much housing can be built in certain
areas.

Last year, the Zoning Commission approved restrictions

(http://wamu.org/news/15/03/31/dc_zoning_commission_approves_limit_on_pop_ups_in_certain_neighborhood) ON the construction of pop-
ups and the conversion of rowhouses into condo buildings in R-4 residential zones. Alpert and other urbanists
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opposed the change.

B B
NPR WAMU 88.5
Meet The Most Pampered Police Reform And The
Vegetables In America Emotions Shaping Our Local
(/news/16/01/25/meet_the most_pamper Politics
The Chef's Garden is a farm in Ohio that feels like Willy rograms/the kojo_nnamdi show/16/01/25/police_reform and the emotions shaping our Ic
Wonka's Chocolate Factory of vegetables. It grows
cutting-edge varieties for chefs like cucumelons and Conversations about police accountability and race
eggplants the size of a pea. have ignited emotions across the political spectrum in

the Washington region recently - running the gamut
from fear to frustration. But it's an open question as to

. whether those emotions are pushing people to engage
with local and national political systems to seek lasting,
NPR practical changes. Kojo explores the dynamics affecting
activism in our region and how emotions are pushing
Meet The MOSt PamDeI‘ed participation and skepticism with our criminal justice and
Vegetables In America political systems.

(/news/16/01/25/meet_the most pamper

The Chef's Garden is a farm in Ohio that feels like Willy
Wonka's Chocolate Factory of vegetables. It grows NPR

cutting-edge varieties for chefs like cucumelons and .
eggplants the size of a pea. Massive Space Telescope Is
Finally Coming Together

rograms/morning edition/16/01/24/massive_space telescope_is_finally coming together

In a NASA facility just outside
Washington, D.C., workers are building
the James Webb Space Telescope, an
$8 billion successor to the Hubble. It'll be

the largest ever, and it's set to launch in
égm_rams/morninq edition/16/01/24/massive space telescope is finally coming together)

Help keep the conversation civil. Please refer to our Terms of Use (fterms _of use) and Code of Conduct (/code of_conduct)
before posting your comments.

https://wamu.org/news/16/01/15/after_eight_years_of_debate_dc_approves_new_zoning_regulations 4/5



1/25/2016 D.C. Has A New Zoning Code. Here's How It Could Change The City's Look And Feel | WAMU 88.5 - American University Radio

0 Comments WAMU 88.5 - American University Radio

@ Recommend 2 Share

. Start the discussion...
i,

Be the first to comment.

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY RADIO

WAMU 88.5 is the leading public radio station for NPR news
and information in the greater Washington, D.C., area.

Visit: 4401 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Write: 4400 Massachusetts Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20016-8082
Call: (202) 885-1200

Toll Free:  (855) 885-8830

m | AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

W A 8 H | N G TOWMN, DC

WAMU 88.5 is licensed to American University.
ﬁ@n
PRI’

[ FCOUNTRY

O  omneitow

T
o
3
@

Z
@
=
@

rt
Programs

Community
Events

(2}
c
E

Contact Us
About
Help

Jobs
Directions
Listen
Mobile Site

https://wamu.org/news/16/01/15/after_eight_years_of_debate_dc_approves_new_zoning_regulations

‘ Login ~

Sort by Best v

Politics
Environment
Arts
Technology
More Topics

Bluegrass Country
The Diane Rehm Show

The Kojo Nnamdi Show
Metro Connection
Bandwidth.fm

Podcasts

facebook SN itted
| YouTube [N flick

When you give to WAMU, your tax-deductible
membership gift helps make possible award-
winning programs such as Morning Edition, All
Things Considered, The Diane Rehm Show, The
Kojo Nnamdi Show, and other favorites.

Copyright © WAMU 88.5 | American University Radio | Privacy Policy | Terms of Use

5/5



2/1/2016 Polka Dot Curb Extensions Help Pedestrians Reclaim Space in Austin - CityLab

From The Atlantic

CTITYLAB

Polka Dots Help Pedestrians
Reclaim Space in Austin

The colorful approach is part of a project to enhance safety for both people
and cars.

LINDA POON | ¥ @linpoonsays | Jan 29, 2016 | 8 4 Comments
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City of Austin

One of the busiest intersections in Austin, Texas, has gotten a makeover. White
stripes adorn the barren pavement that once made pedestrians hesitant to

cross, poles separate pedestrian space from the roadways, and stop signs now
Sit at every corner. Then there are all the polka dots, painted in green and baby

blue.

They aren’t there just for decoration, says Anna Martin, traffic engineer for the
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2/6


http://www.austintexas.gov/

2/1/2016 Polka Dot Curb Extensions Help Pedestrians Reclaim Space in Austin - CityLab
Austin Transportation Department. The whimsical polka dots at the corner of
East 6th and Waller Streets in East Austin are curb extensions, or "bulb outs,”
designed to “give space back to the pedestrians.” Evenings and on weekends,
the area, known for its walkability and bustling night life, is teeming with
people.

Yet residents have complained that the intersection there is anything but
friendly to pedestrians due to a lack of crosswalks or measures to slow down
traffic. This specific intersection has seen dozens of crashes in 2015, according
to local news channel KXAN.
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(City of Austin)

In response, the city council decided to install four-way stop signs and dedicate
what Martin calls “wasted no-man’s land” to pedestrians. But instead of
building out the curb with concrete, Martin says they opted for a low-cost
option using what they already had handy. And instead of reqular white paint,
they took colorful inspiration from various parklet and pedestrian plaza
projects in New York City and Los Angeles.
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The blue and green dots Austin is using, she adds, clearly define the pedestrian
space, and they stand out just enough to make drivers slow down without
causing a distraction. The upgrades debuted Wednesday, and so far the
feedback has been positive:

"= @DanKeshet

@ehsinatx @austinmobility | like how they managed to do super-
cheap bulb-outs with knock-down poles and creative paint.

2.3 Dan Keshet 27 Jan

Emily Hunter Smith Follow
@ehsinatx

@DanKeshet @austinmobility Same. I've crossed this
intersection on foot before, it was intimidating. Small things can
make a big difference

8:47 PM - 27 Jan 2016

3

“It's a testament to the character and energy of Austin,” says Marissa Monroy,
public relations specialist for the city of Austin. “People are really excited to
see a project that emphasizes safety but, at the same time, really shows that
we like to have a little bit of fun.”

About the Author
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Linda Poon is an editorial fellow at CityLab.
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