REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY — APRIL 27, 2016
7:30 PM
CITY COMMISSION ROOM
151 MARTIN STREET, BIRMINGHAM

Roll Call

Review and Approval of the Minutes of the regular meeting of April 13, 2016
Chairpersons’ Comments

Review of the Agenda

Courtesy Review

moow»

1. Chesterfield Fire Station, 1600 W. Maple — Courtesy Review of proposed
construction of new fire station.

F. Unfinished Business — Special Land Use Permit Review

1. 835-909 Haynes, Fred Lavery Porsche/Audi — Request for a Special Land
Use Permit Amendment to allow the temporary expansion of the existing SLUP
at 835 Haynes to include 909 Haynes to allow an Audi sales facility for a
maximum of one year (Postponed from March 23, 2016).

G. Unfinished Business - Final Site Plan Review

1. 835-909 Haynes, Fred Lavery Porsche/Audi — Request for a Special Land
Use Permit Amendment to allow the temporary expansion of the existing SLUP
at 835 Haynes to include 909 Haynes to allow an Audi sales facility for a
maximum of one year (Postponed from March 23, 2016).

H. Rezoning Applications

1. 404 Park Street, Parcel No. 19-25-451-021 (vacant) — Request to rezone from
R2 (Single Family Residential) to TZ1 (Transition Zone).

2. 191 N. Chester (Former First Church of Christ, Scientist) - Request to rezone
from TZ1 (Transition Zone) to TZ3 (Transition Zone). (Application Withdrawn)

I.  Final Site Plan Reviews

1. 191 N. Chester (Former First Church of Christ Scientist) — Request for
Preliminary Site Plan approval to add a second floor addition to the existing
building. (Application Withdrawn)

J. Meeting Open to the Public for items not on the Agenda

K. Miscellaneous Business and Communications:
a. Communications
b. Administrative Approval Correspondence
c. Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting (May 11, 2016)
d. Other Business

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 sesién 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).



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

M. Adjournment
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AGENDA

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
PLANNING BOARD ACTION ITEMS
OF WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 2016

Item

Page

No motions were made.




CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 2016
City Commission Room
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan

Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on April
13, 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

Absent: Alternate Board Members Lisa Prasad, Daniel Share; Student
Representative Colin Cusimano

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

04-58-16

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING
OF MARCH 23, 2016

Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce
Seconded by Mr. Williams to approve the Minutes of March 23, 2016 as presented.

Motion carried, 5-0.
VOICE VOTE
Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Williams, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares
Nays: None
Abstain: Koseck, Lazar
Absent: None
04-59-16
CHAIRPERSON’'S COMMENTS (none)
04-60-16

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA (no change)



04-61-16

STUDY SESSION
Glazing

Mr. Baka recalled that the Planning Board has been holding study sessions on this topic
to explore ways that the ordinance requirements can be altered so that fewer variances
are sought but the intent of the window standards remains in place. The intent of the
glazing requirements has been to activate the streets and public spaces of Birmingham
by creating an interactive relationship between the pedestrians and the buildings in
commercial areas.

Since the last study session an error was discovered in the Zoning Ordinance that has a
significant effect on how the existing language is enforced. However, the Planning
Division is of the opinion that this clerical error correction would bring the regulations
back in line with the original intent of the window standards. This would eliminate the
need for creating definitions for primary and secondary facades as discussed at the last
study session. It will reduce the amount of glazing required on non-street facing facades
and will reduce the number of variance requests, but will still provide glazing on
elevations of buildings that face the street. The question is whether the board wants to
add more requirements for non-street facing facades.

Board members decided to strike 4.90 WN-01 (C) (e) that states glazing on the ground
floor facade shall not be reduced to less than 50% between 1 and 8 ft. above grade.
Discussion considered whether glazing should be required on buildings where a public
entrance not on the frontage line is in the back. It was thought there must be a
minimum of 30% glazing between 1 and 8 ft. above grade.

Mr. Baka agreed to write out the changes for the board to see one more time before this
topic goes to a public hearing.

04-62-16

DESIGN REVIEW
Outdoor display and storage

Mr. Baka provided background. He noted that over the past several years, the Planning
Board has been holding study sessions aimed at creating standards to add to the
Zoning Ordinance that would regulate outdoor displays and storage. They have talked
about coming up with a ratio similar to the way the allowable amount of signage is
calculated. The square footage of signage is determined by a ratio of 1/1 from the
linear footage across the principal building frontage.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought it should be required that outdoor display be so many feet
away from the entry door.

Ms. Ecker advised that if the board wants all gas stations to come to the Planning Board

for outdoor storage review, the ordinance language should specify that as not all
existing gas stations currently operate under a Special Land Use Permit ("SLUP").
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Other types of establishments would have to get approval from the Design Review
Board. The board then discussed at what point display turns into storage. Ms. Ecker
defined outdoor display as the placement of any item or items outside of a building for
decorative display and that are accessible to the public for the purpose of sale or
exhibit. Locked ice and propane containers are therefore outdoor storage as they are
not accessible to the public. Board members thought that storage of propane and ice
should not be permitted on the front of a building.

Draft language has been written to allow three (3) sq. ft. of display area for each foot of
principal building frontage. It was thought that was too much. Consensus was that
displays can change without the business having to come back before a board for
further review.

Mr. Baka agreed to bring examples next time so the board could see the difference
between 1, 2, and 3 sq. ft. of display space for each foot of linear frontage.

04-63-16

STUDY SESSION
Transitional Zoning TZ-2

Ms. Ecker recalled that on March 9, 2016, the Planning Board discussed the history of
the transitional zoning study and the direction from the City Commission for the
Planning Board to further study the portion of the ordinance related to TZ-2, as well as
those properties that had been recommended for rezoning to the new TZ-2 Zone
District. The consensus of the Planning Board was to limit continued study to the
ordinance language for TZ-2 along with the TZ-2 parcels unless the City Commission
says otherwise. Board members requested staff to present charts comparing the
proposed uses in TZ-1, TZ-2 and TZ-3 at the next meeting, and to prepare aerial maps
for each of the proposed TZ-2 properties to assist the board in understanding the
neighborhood context in each case. Charts, maps and aerial photos were included in
this month’s materials for review by the board.

Ms. Ecker noted that the only difference between TZ-2 and TZ-3 is that TZ-3 allows a
veterinarian office and a 1,000 sq. ft. larger commercial space without needing a
Special Land Use Permit ("SLUP").

Mr. Williams recalled there were a number of former Commissioners who felt that all of
TZ-2 should have SLUPs for permitted uses. He has no idea what the new City
Commission wants to do with TZ-2. Personally, he is opposed to a SLUP for
everything. He thought the SLUP should only come into play if the uses go beyond
what was originally permitted in the underlying zoning. What is developed in TZ-2 is not
a significant expansion, but it is a consolidation. All of the properties coming from the
categories where it is not a significant expansion would stay as TZ-2. Create a TZ-4,
basically three or four properties along Fourteen Mile Rd., and give them SLUPs. In his
view a few properties caused TZ-2 to be derailed by the former City Commission. Now
the only unknown is what this City Commission wants. He doesn't think the Planning
board was that far off in its original presentation to them.



Chairman Clein wondered if TZ-2 should be a bit more restrictive with fewer permitted
uses so there is more of a separation between TZ-2 and TZ-3.

Mr. Boyle thought TZ-2 should be simplified so there is the intent of having a modest
amount of mixed uses with some commercial activity, and there are not lots of
regulations which is what a SLUP is. Discussion concerned making health club a SLUP
use because of the need for parking, and its effect on the neighborhood. Mr. Williams
suggested making anything a SLUP that impinges on the neighborhood in terms of its
demands. Leave many of the uses the way they are because they are not that
controversial.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce felt differently. She wanted to take some of the SLUP uses and put
them into permitted uses because she thinks the whole idea is to activate the buildings
and get small business owners into the spaces. She feels the board went wrong by
taking some of the permitted uses away, and they have become too restrictive with what
is being proposed for TZ-2. Mr. Jeffares thought that once you restrict the uses you will
end up with empty stores.

Mr. Williams recalled that back in history the board took out some of the most
objectionable uses Their mistake was that they didn't report on that to the City
Commission as part of this package. Now when they go forward to the Commission
they have to go back and tell the whole story because the Commission needs to
understand the original charge years ago and what has happened since. Mr. Boyle
added that in the joint session it behooves this board to be very clear about what it
wants and not apologize.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought there could be a way to clean up the uses so there is a
better distinction between TZ-2 and TZ-3. Mr. Boyle said that understanding the long
history is important along with presenting it in a logical simplified way to the
Commission.

The group's consensus was to remove from TZ-2 drycleaner, grocery store,
delicatessen, parking structure; make health club a SLUP; move coffee shop and
bakery up from uses requiring a SLUP to permitted uses. All TZ-2 requirements kick in
upon a change in use. A 3,000 sq. ft. limitation applies to permitted uses. Larger
permitted uses require a SLUP.

It was agreed to look at the revised list of uses and start talking about them at the next
study session.

04-64-16
MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
Mr. Harvey Salizar, 564 Purdy, said the City Commission is looking to the Planning
Board for direction and this issue goes back and forth and nothing has been

accomplished because no one wants to take the responsibility to make a move. Let's
get something done. Mr. Williams countered that the Planning Board did approve TZ-1,



TZ-2, and TZ-3 and sent them to the City Commission. Chairman Clein noted that good
planning takes time and this is a complicated issue.

04-65-16

MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS AND COMMUNICATIONS

a.

b.

Communications (none)

Administrative Approval Correspondence

» 1800 W. Maple Rd., Lutheran Church of the Redeemer - Replace the existing

wood privacy fence along the east, north, and west side of the property.

300 Strathmore Rd., communication facility - AT&T swapped out three existing
antennas on their existing communication monopole.

Phase Il of the District Lofts - Ms. Ecker reported they want to add landscaping
and trees and vegetation to the walkway between Phase 1 and Phase 2.
Everyone was in favor of granting administrative approval.

2400 E. Lincoln - The applicant was told that they could not use combustible
material above 40 ft. Therefore, they want to replace that with fire retardant
treated wood. Board members thought whatever wood is chosen should all
have the same finish and color so it looks the same. Some of the other things
the applicant is proposing are:
e to add new vents;
change the rhythm of windows, still meeting the glazing requirement;
switch to inoperable windows at the bottom;
add mechanical screening;
place two columns to hold up the canopy, rather than having it totally
supported by the building;
e on the assisted living side, change to more and smaller condenser units
so each room has its own controls; and
e on the opposite side of the memory care they are going with bigger
units.

All were in agreement with the proposed changes, with the condition that all of

the wood used should have the same finish and color.

C.

04-66-16

Draft Agenda for the Reqular Planning Board Meeting on April 27, 2016

» 404 Park, rezoning to TZ-1;
» 191 Chester, First Church of Christ Scientist, Site Plan Review and rezoning from
TZ-1to TZ-3;



» 835-909 Haynes, Fred Lavery request for SLUP;
» Fire Station, Courtesy Site Plan Review.

Mr. Williams thought with respect to the Fire Station the one important issue that needs
to be addressed is this huge, highly congested facility on half of the property that is so
close to residential.

d. Other Business

Ms. Ecker reported that five bistro applications were submitted and reviewed by the City
Commission at their last meeting. None were selected to move forward.

04-67-16

PLANNING DIVISION ACTION ITEMS

a. Staff report on previous requests (none)

b. Additional items from tonight’s meeting (none)
04-68-16

ADJOURNMENT

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

Jana Ecker
Planning Director
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GENERAL CIVIL NOTES

1. PRIOR TO SUBMITTING PROPOSAL, VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS GOVERNING OR AFFECTING THE CIVIL WORK;
‘OBTAIN AND VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS TO ENSURE THE PROPER FIT AND LOCATION OF THE CIVIL WORK, TAKE
ADDITIONAL DIMENSIONS AS REQUIRED; REPORT TO THE ENGINEER ANY AND ALL CONDITIONS WHICH MAY
INTERFERE WITH OR OTHERWISE AFFECT OR PREVENT THE PROPER EXECUTION AND COMPLETION OF THE
WORK; FAMILIARIZE YOURSELF WITH THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS OF THE CIVIL WORK, ACCESS TO THE SITE,
AVAILABLE STORAGE SPACE, FACILITIES AND OBSTRUCTIONS THAT MAY BE ENCOUNTERED DURING THE
PROGRESS OF WORK.

2. CONTRACTOR TO FURNISH ALL NECESSARY LABOR, MATERIAL, EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES TO FURNISH,
FABRICATE AND PERFORM THE REQUIRED CIVIL WORK.

3. ANY EXISTING CONSTRUCTION TO BE MODIFIED AS A PART OF THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE REBUILT AS REQUIRED
TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE OWNER/ENGINEER

4. EXISTING CONSTRUCTION NOT LTERATION IS TO REMAIN L [ERE SUCH
CONSTRUCTION IS DISTURBED AS A RESULT OF THE OPERATIONS OF THIS CONTRACT, THE EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED BY THE CONTRACTOR AS REQUIRED AND TO THE
SATISFACTION OF THE OWNER/ENGINEER,

5. ALL WORK SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS MAY BE CHECKED BY AN INDEPENDENT TESTING AGENCY RETAINED
BY OWNER TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL PROVIDE ACCESS AS REQUIRED FOR TESTING PURPOSES.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE ALL NECESSARY FIELD VISITS FOR INSPECTION, MEASUREMENTS AND
VERIFICATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS.

7. THE GENERAL CIVIL NOTES ARE INTENDED TO AUGMENT THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS. SHOULD
CONFLICTS EXIST BETWEEN THE DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATION, ANDIOR THE GENERAL CIVIL NOTES, THE
STRICTEST PROVISION AS DETERMINED BY THE ENGINEER SHALL GOVERN.

8. WORK THE CIVIL DRAWINGS IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL, STRUCTURAL, AND.
ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS.

9. ALLWORK SHALL CONFORM TO APPLICABLE STATE AND LOCAL CODES.

10. SOIL BORINGS: SOILS WFORMATION WiLL BE AVALLABLE FROM THE GIVIL ENGIVEER (SIDOCK ARCHITECTS), THE
REPORT WILL BE BY TESTING & ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC., DATE IE BORING LOGS

SHOW SUBSURFACE GONDITIONS AT THE DATES AND LOCATIONS INDICATED.ANB T7S NOT WARRANTED THAT
THEY ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOGATIONS AND THES

11, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CONSTRUCTION SAFETY STANDARDS AND THE OCCUPATIONAL
'SAFETY STANDARDS (OSHA) AS ISSUED BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT
OF LABOR (MIOSHA) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO COMPLY TO REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
SPECIFIC SAFETY PLA

12. MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL COMPLY WITH CITY OF BIRMINGHAM STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS
AND OTHER APPLICABLE CODES, SPECIFICATIONS, LOCAL ORDINANCES, INDUSTRY STANDARDS AND UTILITY
COMPANY REGULATIONS.

13, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FAMILIARIZE THEMSELVES WITH ALL THE EXISTING CONDITIONS AT THE SITE

INGLUDING UTLITES, SERVICES, ETC. AND SHALL BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DAMAGES THEY CAUSE TO
BOTH EXISTING, N . PROPERTY AND ANY U TO ADJACENT

OWNERS NORMAL USE OF UTILITES. SERVIES AND THE SURROUNDING FACILITES

14. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN AUTHORIZATION PRIOR TO MAKING CHANGES TO, OR INTERRUPTIONS OF
UTILTIES AND SHALL COMPLY WITH SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FROM THE OWNER TOMINMIZE THE EFFECT ON
ERATIONS. PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION, EARTH MOVING WORK OR REMOVAL OR REMOVAL OF ANY
PIPE TROM SERVICE. THE GONTRACTOR SUALL REVIEW WITH THE OWHER'S REPRESENTATIVE THE LOCATION
UTILITES, SERVICE N THE AREA WHERE THE WORK S BEING
PERFORMED. PROVIDE FULL TIME ING A
AND TAKE AL RESPONSIBLE PRECAUTIONS 0 PROTECT EXISTING TILMIES. SERVICES AND OPERATIONS
FROM DAMAGE OR DISRUPTION.

16, PROVIDE BARRIER FOR VEHICULAR
ND ROUTING SHALL BE

OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR 10 CONSTRUGTION

TRAFFIC AT MPORARY
WITH AND APPROVED £ THE

16, UTILITIES THE SHALL CALL "MISS DIG" AT
SO0 oRS 511, AMNIMUN TOF THREE DAYS PRIOR T EXCAVATION ON THE ST AL IS DIG"
S WILL Y BE NOTIFIED. THI

CONTRACTOR OF NOTIFVING UTILITY OWNER'S WH MAY NOT BE A PART OF THE MISS DIG" ALERT
SYSTE

17. DISPOSE OF ALL EXCAVATED SOILS AND WASTE MATERIALS (NEW AND EXISTING) OFF SITE IN A LEGAL MANNER.
18. PERFORM FINAL CLEANUP OF WORK AREAS,

CONTROL

TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION: EXISTING INFORMATION IS BASED ON A TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY BY
NOWAK & FRAUS ENGINEERS DATED 10-07-15. SUPPLEMENTED BY FIELD OBSERVATIONS.

2. VERTICAL CONTROL: ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE BASED ON USGS/NAVDSS DATUM. THE BENCH MARKS USED
ARE IDENTIFIED ON THE TOPOGRAPHIC & BOUNDARY SURVEY SHEET.

3. LAYOUT: LOCATE BUILDING ADDITIONS BY MEASUREMENTS FROM CONNECTING AREAS OF EXISTING
BUILDINGS, & SURVEY. CONFIRM HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL CONTROL POINTS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
COORDINATES ARE FOR UTILITY LOGATIONS AND OVERALL COORDINATION ONLY.

CLEARING, GRUBBING, & EARTHWORK

AT THE START OF LL SURFACE SHALL BE CLEARED AND THE EXISTING
TOPSOIL AND ANY OTHER ORGANIC SOILS SHALL BE REMOVED IN THEIR ENTIRETY FROM BELOW THE

PROPOSED BUILDING AND PAVEMENT AREAS. EXISTING RANDOM CONCRETE AND OTHER DEBRIS SHALL BE
REMOVED FROM WITHIN THE BUILDING AREA. REMOVE STUMPS TO 12 INCHES BELOW FINAL GRADE. DISPOSE OF
VEGETATIVE MATTER AND DEBRIS OFFSITE.

THE SUB-GRADE SHOULD BE THOROUGHLY PROOF-ROLLED WITH A HEAVY RUBBER-TIRED VEHICLE SUCH AS A
LOADED SCRAPER OR LOADED DUMP TRUCK. ANY AREAS THAT EXHIBIT EXCESSIVE PUMPING AND YIELDING
DURING PROOF-ROLLING SHOULD BE STABILIZED BY AERATION, DRYING AND COMPACTION IF WEATHER
CONDITIONS ARE FAVORABLE, OR REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT WITH ENGINEERED FILL.

ALL EXCAVATIONS ARE SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE WHO SHALL BE
CONSULTED WHEN POOR SOIL, WATER, OBSTRUCTIONS, PIPING, EXISTING FOOTINGS, EXCAVATIONS, ETC., ARE
ENCOUNTERED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH ALL REQUIRED DEWATERING EQUIPMENT TO MAINTAIN A DRY EXCAVATION UNTIL
BACKFILL IS COMPLETE.

MATERIAL FOR BACKFILL OR ENGINEERED FILL REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE DESIGN GRADES SHOULD CONSIST OF
NON-ORGANIC SOILS. THE ON-SITE SOILS THAT ARE FREE OF ORGANIC MATTER AND DEBRIS MAY BE USED FOR
ENGINEERED FILL WITH ENGINEER'S APPROVAL.

BACKFILL MATERIAL SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF ITS' MAXIMUM DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY THE
MODIFIED PROCTOR METHODS (ASTM D1557), IN LIFTS NOT EXCEEDING 12-INCHES IN LOOSE THICKNESS.

FROZEN MATERIAL SHALL NOT BE USED AS FILL, NOR SHALL FILL BE PLACED ON FROZEN SUB-GRADE.

DO NOT PLACE BACKFILL AGAINST FOUNDATION WALLS UNTIL BASEMENT FLOOR LEVEL AND FIRST FLOOR LEVEL
'SLABS ARE IN PLACE AND HAVE REACHED 75% OF THEIR SPECIFIED DESIGN STRENGTH. SHORE AND BRACE
WALLS AS REQUIRED IF BACKFILLING OPERATIONS ARE TO BE CARRIED OUT PRIOR TO PLACEMENT OF FLOOR

PLACE BACKFILL AGAINST BOTH SIDES OF GRADE BEAMS AND FOUNDATIONS AT EQUAL ELEVATIONS OF
FILL, EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS.

0. CRUSHED SLAG USED AS BACKFILL SHALL BE AGED, ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE PROCESSED BLAST FURNACE
SLAG

1. CONSTRUGTION DRAINAGE: STORM WATER ACCUMULATED IN THE PROJECT SITE EXCAVATIONS IS TO DRAIN
BY NATURAL PERCOLATION.

CLEARING, GRUBBING & EARTHWORK CONT.

12. SLOPE SMOOTHLY BETWEEN INDICATED ELEVATIONS TO ACHIEVE POSITIVE DRAINAGE. SLOPE ALL EARTH
BANKS 41 OR FLATTER,

13. NEW GRADES SHOWN ARE FINISHED GRADES AND INCLUDES TOP OF TOPSOIL OR SURFACES SUCH AS
PAVEMENTS AND WALKS.

14. PROVIDE 6 INCHES OF TOPSOIL, SEED AND MULCH AT DISTURBED LAWN AREAS, EXCEPT AS NOTED
OTHERWISE.

15. TREES: TREES NOT INDICATED TO BE REMOVED OR TRANSPLANTED SHALL BE FENCED OFF WITH 4 HIGH
ORANGE CONSTRUCTION FENCE 10' FROM THE DRIP LINE OF THE TREE. TREES INDICATED TO BE REMOVED,
'SHALL BE TRANSPLANTED WHERE SHOWN ON THE PLANS AND AS DIRECTED BY THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE.

16, GREAT GARE SHALL BE TAKEN BY CONTRAGTOR' 0 AVOID DAMAGE TOVEGETATION OUTSIDE THE LMITS
EAS TO A MINIMUM. DRIVING SHALL NOT BE

PERITTED OUTSIDE THE LTS OF GONTRUCTION

17. TOPSOIL (REUSE EXISTING) SEED, FERTILIZE AND MULCH LAWN AREAS DISTURBED BY NEW
CONSTRUCTION. MATCH EXISTING LAWN SPECIES OR SEE LANDSCAPING PLANSISPECS.

UTILITIES

1. MINIMUM COVER OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES:

WATER 55FT
NATURAL GAS 25FT
SANITARY SEWERS 30 FT
ALL OTHERS 25FT

PRESSURE UTILITIES MAY BE LAID APPROXIMATELY PARALLEL TO FINISH GRADE, EXCEPT AS INDICATED, WITH
LOCAL DEEPENING TO AVOID OTHER UTILITIES OR OBSTRUCTIONS. MAINTAIN COVER BELOW DITCHES AND
SURFACE DEPRESSION:

PROVIDE TEMPORARY PROTECTION AS REQUIRED UNTIL COVER IS COMPLETED.

INFORM OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE IF AVAILABLE COVER, AT INDICATED ELEVATIONS, IS LESS THAN

MINIMUM. VERTICAL CLEARANCE FOR ALL PIPES SHALL BE 18° MINIMUM FROM THE OUTSIDE OF PIPE,

2. EXISTING UTLITIES: INFORMATION HAS BEEN OBTANED FROM EXISTING AVAILABLE DRAWINGS AND SURFAGE
N THE TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY. VERIFY THE INFORMATION BEFORE CONSTRUCTION.

NOTFY THE ORNER'S

3. WATER MAIN RESTRAINTS: PROVIDE ANCHORAGE AS INDICATED AND AS REQUIRED TO RESTRAIN PIPING AND
APPURTENANCES DURING PRESSURE TEST AND SERVICE. RODS AND CLAMPS SHALL BE PROVIDED AS
INDICATED AND MAY BE USED ELSEWHERE FOR OPTIONAL ANCHORAGE, BUT SHALL NOT BE SUBSTITUTED.
FOR THRUST BLOCKS AND ANCHORED DEFLECTIONS.

4. ADJUST THE FRAME AND COVER OF CATCH BASINS AND MANHOLES THAT ARE NOT INDICATED TO BE
ABANDONED OR REMOVED, TO FINISH GRADE ELEVATION. ADJUSTMENTS SHALL BE MADE  USING
PRECAST GRADE RINGS.

5. THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS

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.

6. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, EXISTING UTILITIES AT PROPOSED CONNECTIONS AND CROSSINGS SHALL BE
FIELD EXCAVATED TO VERIFY LOCATIONS, ELEVATION AND SIZE. THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE MAY
CONFIRM, ADJUST OR REVISE DESIGN ELEVATIONS OF THE PROPOSED UTILITIES.

7. UNDERDRAIN: PROVIDE TYPICAL UNDERDRAIN UNDER PAVEMENT AT NEW CATCH BASINS OR MANHOLES
RECEIVING SURFACE DRAINAGE. UNDERDRAIN SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 26" COVER AND A MINIMUM SLOPE
OF 0.5%. SEE DETAIL ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS.

8. PROVIDE A VALVE AND BOX ON FIRE HYDRANT ASSEMBLIES.

GENERAL PAVING NOTES

1. AL HOT MIX ASPHALT & CONCRETE PAVEMENT SHALL CONFORM TO THE 2012 MDOT SPECIFICATIONS FOR
CONSTRUCTION,

2. SURFACE RESTORATION: RESTORE PAVEMENT & OTHER SURFACES DISTURBED BY CONTRACT OPERATIONS
TO THEIR ORIGINAL CONDITION OR BETTER

3. PAVEMENT STRIPING: PROVIDE 4 INCH WIDE WHITE PAINT STRIPING FOR PARKING SPACES. ALL PAVEMENT
MARKINGS SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THE MDOT 2012 STANDARD SPECIFICATION FOR
REGULAR DRY PAINT MARKINGS. RAILROAD SYMBOLS, LANE MARKINGS, "ONLY" SYMBOLS, STOP BARS, ETC.
SHALL BE COLD PLASTIC. ALSO CONFORMING WITH THE MDOT SPECIFICATION. ANY CURING COMPOUND ON
THE NEW CONCRETE PAVEMENT SURFACE MUST BE REMOVED PRIOR TO APPLICATION OF ANY MARKINGS. AL
PAINT SHALL BE LEAD FREE, & APPLIED PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATIONS,

4. PROVIDE TEMPORARY INTERMITTENT MARKING FOR NEW PARKING AREA WHILE PAVEMENT CURES AND
SEALING COATING IS APPLIED.

5. EXISTING PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED SHALL BE SAW CUT, FULL DEPTH, & RECTANGULAR
6. EXISTING MARKING INDICATED FOR REMOVAL SHALL BE SAND BLASTED OR POWER WIRE BRUSHED.

7. WHEN PLACING NEW PAVEMENTS, MAINTAIN SLOPE OF EXISTING SURROUNDING SURFACES.

ASPHALT

1. AFTER FINAL ROLLING, PROTECT PAVEMENT FROM VEHICULAR TRAFFIC UNTIL THE SURFACE HAS COOLED
SUFFICIENTLY TO ELIMINATE SURFACE ABRASION.

CAST.IN-PLAGE CONCRETE

1. ALL CONCRETE WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF ACI 301- LATEST REVISION,

"SPECIFICATIONS FOR STRUCTURAL CONCRETE FOR BUILDING', EXCEPT AS MODIFIED BY STRUCTURAL
REQUIREMENTS NOTED ON THE DRAWINGS.

2 ALLCONGRETE SHALL HAVE AMNMIUAI 28 DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH AS NOTED BELOW.
A INTERIOR FOOTINGS AND FOUNDATIONS: 3500
B. INTERIOR SLAB ON GF
& NTERIOR SUPPORTED SLABS: 4000
D EXTERIOR GONGRETE EXPOSED TO WEATHER: 4500 psi
E. EXTERIOR FOUNDATIONS NOT EXPOSED TO WEATHER: 3500 psi
F. GRADE WALLS: 4000 psi

3. ALL EXTERIOR CONCRETE INCLUDING WALLS SHALL BE AIR ENTRAINED 5% +/- 1%.

4. ALL EXTERIOR CONCRETE EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL HAVE A MAXIMUM WATER TO CEMENTITIOUS RATIO
OF 0.45.

5. UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, MINIMUM CONCRETE COVER SHALL BE:

CONCRETE CAST AGAINST EARTH 3INCHES
CONCRETE EXPOSED TO EARTH OR WEATHER 2INCHES
CONGRETE NOT EXPOSED EARTH OR WEATHER 3U4-INCHES

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT THE CONCRETE MIX DESIGN(S) TO THE ENGINEER FOR REVIEW.
PROPORTION MIX DESIGNS AS DEFINED IN ACI 301 SECTION 4. THE SUBMITTAL SHALL INCLUDE AS A MINIMUM
CEMENT TYPE AND SOURCE, CEMENT CUBE STRENGTH, AGGREGATE GRADATIONS, WATER TESTS,
AD-MIXTURE CATALOG INFORMATION AND CYLINDER STRENGTH TEST RESULTS FOR THE CONCRETE.

7. ALL REINFORCEMENT TO BE DETAILED, FABRICATED AND ERECTED ACCORDING TO THE ACI STANDARDS:
"DETAILS AND DETAILING OF CONCRETE REINFORCEMENT", ACI 315 - LATEST REVISION AND "MANUAL OF
ENGINEERING AND PLACING DRAWINGS FOR REINFORCED CONCRETE STRUCTURES', ACI 315R - LATEST
REVISION.

LAPS, ANCHORAGES AND SPLICES SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF ACI 318-LATEST REVISION,
SECTIONS 12.2 AND 12.15. LOCATIONS AND SPLICES SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION
JOINT LOCATIONS, DETAILS AND AS SHOWN ON THE REINFORCING STEEL SHOP DRAWINGS,

. PROVIDE DOWELS OF SAME SIZE AND SPACING AS VERTICAL REINFORCEMENT AT ALL COLUMNS AND
WALLS.

cas

ACE CONCRETE CONT.

10. UNLESS OTHERWISE SHOWN OR NOTED, AS A MINIMUM, PROVIDE TWO #5 BARS (ONE EACH FACE) AROUND
UNFRAMED OPENINGS IN SLABS AND WALLS. PLACE BARS PARALLEL TO SIDES OF OPENINGS AND EXTEND
THEM 24 INCHES BEYOND CORNERS.

11. ALL CONSTRUCTION JOINTS SHALL BE FURNISHED WITH KEYWAY CENTERED ON MEMBERS. WHERE THE
SIZE OF KEY IS NOT SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS, THE KEY DEPTH SHALL BE 10% OF THE CROSS SECTION
DIMENSION OF THE MEMBER - MINIMUM 314",

12. LOCATE ALL SLEEVES, OPENINGS, EMBEDDED ITEMS, ETC., AS INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS. THE
CONCRETE CONTRACTOR SHALL CHECK WITH ALL OTHER TRADES TO MAKE SURE THE SLEEVES, OPENINGS
AND EMBEDDED ITEMS THAT ARE TO BE PROVIDED AND SET BY THEM ARE IN PLACE PRIOR TO PLACING OF
CONCRETE IN THE AREA INVOLVED.

13. CONTRACTORS SHALL OBTAIN APPROVAL FROM THE ENGINEER, PRIOR TO PLACING OPENINGS OR SLEEVES,
NOT SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS, THROUGH ANY STRUCTURAL MEMBERS, ROOF, WALLS OR FOUNDATIONS,
REVIEW ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS FOR BASES, OPENINGS, SLEEVES,
ANCHORS, INSERTS, CONDUITS, RECESSES AND OTHER DEVICES IN CONCRETE WORK BEFORE CASTING

CONCRETE

14. PROVIDE POCKETS OR RECESSES IN CONCRETE WORK FOR STEEL COLUMNS AND BEAS AS REQUIRED
ANDIOR AS CALLED FOR IN THE SPECIFICATIONS EVEN IF NOT SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS. PROVIDE
CONCRETE FILL AFTER STEEL ERECTION TO SEAL OPENINGS.

15. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR SLAB RECESSES AND/OR FLOOR FINISH MATERIALS.

16. WELDING OF REINFORCING STEEL IS PROHIBITED UNLESS SPECIFICALLY DETAILED. WELDING SHALL
CONFORM TO AWS D1.4 SPECIFICATION.

17. THE CONCRETE SHALL BE THOROUGHLY COMPACTED BY VIBRATION SUFPLEMENTED BY SPADING,
PUDDLING OR AGITATION, TO PREVENT HONEYCOMBING AND TO INSURE THE ELIMINATION OF VOIDS.
VIBRATION MUST BE DIRECT ACTION IN THE GOMGHETE AND NOT AGANST FORHS OR REIFORGEMENT.
HONEYCOMBING, VOIDS AND LARGE AIR POCKETS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTABLE.

SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL

1. COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE OAKLAND COUNTY DRAIN COMMISSION EROSION &
SEDIMENTATION CONTROL PERMIT ALONG WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, COUNTY, AND CITY LAWS,
‘CODES, AND REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE IMPLEMENTATION, MAINTENANCE, AND DOCUMENTATION OF
SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL PRACTICES.

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR IMPLI  AND DOCUMENTATION OF
'SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL AND STORMWATER QUALITY ISSUES RELATED TO THE PROJECT, AS
REQUIRED AND AS NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE LAWS, CODES, AND REGULATIONS.

3. INSPECTIONS SHALL BE MADE WEEKLY AND AFTER RAIN EVENTS TO DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
ROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES. ANY NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS OR REPAIRS SHALL BE
PERFORMED WITHOUT DELAY.

4. SEDIMENT AND EROSION FROM ALL WORK AREAS SHALL BE CONTAINED ON THE SITE, AWAY FROM
WETLANDS, OUTFALLS, WATERWAYS, AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS. WATERWAYS INCLUDE
BOTH NATURAL AND MAN-MADE OPEN DITCHES, STREAMS, STORM DRAINS, LAKES, AND PONDS.

5. MAINTAIN EROSION CONTROL MEASURES UNTIL CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETE AND LAWN AREAS ARE FULLY
DEVELOPED.

6. PROVIDE JUTE MATTING OR NETTED MULCH ON TEMPORARY SLOPES 2:1 OR STEEPER. SEED AND MULCH
OTHER SLOPES TO REMAIN UNFINISHED FOR MORE THAN 14 DAYS,

7. REMOVE SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL MEASURES UPON COMPLETION OF PROJECT.

EQUENCE OF EROSION CONTROL OPERATIONS:

1. APERIMETER DEFENSE WILL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION TO CONTAIN RUNOFF FROM ALL
PROPOSED DISTURBED AREAS. SEDIMENT CONTROL WILL BE INITIATED WHICH WILL CONSIST OF
MAINTAINING AL EXISTING VEGETATION AND DIRECTING ALL RUNOFF ON SITE,

2. DURING CONSTRUCTION THE ENDS OF ALL OPEN PIPES WILL BE PROTECTED BY FILTER FABRIC, STONE
FILTERS OR OTHER APPROVED MEANS.

3. ANY REMAINING DENUDED AREA SHALL BE SEEDED AND MULCHED DAILY, UPON COMPLETION OF FINAL
ADING.

4. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE CONSTRUCTION, TEMPORARY CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE REMOVED AND
COMVERTED 10 PERMANENT CONTROLS. FINAL GRADING WIL BE COMPLETED AND THE GROUND WL BE
PERMANENTLY STABILIZED. FILTER FABRIC FENCES SHALL BE REMOVED AND ANY BARE SPOTS W|
SEEDED. CATCH BASING AND DRAN NLETS WILL BE CAREFULLY UNCOVERED AND ANY SEDNIENT OR DEERIS
WILL BE REMOVED.

5. CONTRACTOR IS TO SEED CRITICAL AREAS IDENTIFIED BY OWNER OR OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE DALLY,
WHEN THOSE AREAS ARE SUBJECT TO EARTH CHANGES. CONTRACTOR IS ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR REGULAR
MAINTENANCE OF PLANT COVER IN THESE AREAS. COVER SHALL BE MAINTAINED SO AS TO CONTROL SOIL
EROSION,

6. AT THE CONCLUSION OF CONSTRUCTION, THE OWNER WILL ASSUME THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR
PERMANENT MAINTENANCE OF THE EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES.

7. PROVIDE DUST CONTROL WITH AN ON-SITE WATER WAGON. WATER SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED AS NEEDED AND
AT THE DIRECTION OF THE CITY AGENT.
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Birmingham Fire Station
Chesterfield Branch

1600 West Maple Road
Birmingham, Michigan

Existing Site Condition

Site Data

« Site Address 1600 W Maple Road
» Current Zoning/ Use B- Business

» Adjacent Zoning PP/ P/ B-1
Building Height

Main Level 16’

Garage 24

Mezzanine 29'6”

Parapet (Flag) 31

Building Use Data

Level Parking
Main Level 9675 SF 12 Spaces
Mezzanine 1220 SF

Glazing Data

Elevation Main Level (70% Min) Above 8’ (50% Max)
North 2.74% 9.52%
South 14.51% 5.53%
East 8.47% 14.06%
West 22.13% 40%

Site & Project Data Site Site Location

43155 Main Street, Suite 2306, Novi, M| 48375



Birmingham Fire Station
Chesterfield Branch

1600 West Maple Road
Birmingham, Michigan

£

23

43155 Main Street, Suite 2306, Novi, M| 48375

West Maple Rd and Chesterfield Ave
Facing South

West Maple Rd between
Chesterfield Ave and Fairfax St
Facing West




Birmingham Fire Station
Chesterfield Branch

1600 West Maple Road
Birmingham, Michigan

West Maple Rd between
Chesterfield Ave and Fairfax St
Facing North

West Maple Rd .and Chesterfield Ave
Facing North

43155 Main Street, Suite 2306, Novi, M| 48375



Birmingham Fire Station
Chesterfield Branch

1600 West Maple Road
Birmingham, Michigan

West Maple Rd and Chesterfield Ave
Facing East

West Maple Rd,
West of Chesterfield Ave
Facing North

43155 Main Street, Suite 2306, Novi, M| 48375
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ORDINANCE TABLE

PROPERTY IS CURRENTLY ZONED PUBLIC PROPERTY (PP). THE EXISTING AND PROPOSED USE IS ESSENTIAL
'SERVICES (ES), AND AS OUTLINED IN ARTICLE 04, 4.09 ES-D1 IS EXEMPT FROM THE ZONING ORDINANCE. THE TABLE

PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING

ARTICLE 04,420 LAY, F
57,500 SF

ELOW REFLECTS THE REFERENCE FOR REVIEW.
ORDINANCE REFERENCE REQURED PROVIDED
use ARTICLE 02, 227 GOVERNMENT USE FIRE STATION
FRONT, REAR, SIDE =0 NA
SETBACKS
ARTICLE 02,22581 REAR =20 FT 2456 FT
NIA +-1,100 FT FROM
FLOODPLAN E
ARTIOLE 04 4 1aFpar | WA ITOFTEROM N
LANDSCAPING ARTICLE 04, 420 LA-O1,E PARKING ONLY SHOWN NEXT ROW.
REQURED PLANTINGS
LANDSCAPING )t NA
NOT REQD FOR LOTS [EES——

REAR = 4,125 SF

ARTICLE 04,420 LA01, G

7] TREE PER 40 FT OF ROW.
CHESTERFIELD: 221 FT, 6 TREES
MAPLE: 314 FT, 8 TREES
BXSTNGDECIDUOLS TREES LARGER

CHESTERFIELD
(1)22" SILVER MAPLE = 3 TREES
1) 26" SILVER MAPLE = 3 TREES
(6) TREES PROVIDED BY EXISTING

ROPOSED SITE PLAN.DWG PLOT DATE: 412212016 1:3231 PM CLEACH

FIRE

LANDSCAPING N 6" DIA-ARE CREDITED AS (3)
STREET TREES Thees
o AMERCAN B3
(12) TREES PROVIDED BY Ex\sTlNG
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Planning Department

DATE: April 21, 2016
TO: Planning Board
FROM: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Fred Lavery Special Land Use Permit amendment (SLUP) for temporary
expansion of the SLUP of 835 Haynes to include 909 Haynes Street.
(All changes in Blue type)

Executive Summary

The subject site is located at 909 Haynes St, on the north side of the street between Woodward
and Elm St. The parcel is zoned B-2, General Business and MU-5 in the Triangle Overlay District.
The applicant, Fred Lavery Company, owns the adjacent property to the west, 835 Haynes
Street, which received a Special Land Use Permit in 2010 to operate a Porsche car dealership
within the B2 Zone and MU-7 Triangle District Overlay.

The applicant is conducting renovations to the existing Audi dealership at 34602 Woodward,
and wishes to amend its existing SLUP at 835 Haynes to temporarily include 909 Haynes Street.
The applicant is requesting temporary use of the first floor of 909 Haynes Street as office space
and business operations for their Audi car dealership for no more than 12 months. Along with
the dealership, there is an existing beauty salon on the second floor of 909 Haynes Street, Spa
Mariana.

Spa Mariana is classified as a beauty salon, which is a commercially permitted use in the B2
General Business District. Auto sales agencies require a Special Land Use Permit to operate in
the B2 District, which can be obtained as long as long as they meet their obligations required by
the City. Failure to do so can result in the revocation of their SLUP.

The Birmingham Zoning Ordinance requires that the applicant obtain a Special Land Use Permit
Amendment and approval from the City Commission to expand the auto sales agency and
showroom to temporarily include the property at 909 Haynes. Accordingly, the applicant will be
required to obtain a recommendation from the Planning Board on the Final Site Plan and Special
Land Use Permit amendment, and then obtain approval from the City Commission for the Final
Site Plan and Special Land Use Permit amendment.

On March 23, 2016 the Planning Board reviewed the proposal to temporarily expand the SLUP

to include 909 Haynes for one (1) year. However, at that time the architect indicated that the

property owner would like the expansion to be permanent. The Planning Board and Planning

Staff indicated that a permanent expansion would not be considered without the level of details

normally provided for a SLUP amendment. The applicant was postponed until the April 27,

2016 meeting to allow them time to consider how they wish to proceed. The applicant has now
1



indicated that they intend to proceed with the temporary proposal and apply at a later date for

a permanent expansion of the SLUP.

1.0 Land Use and Zoning

1.1  Existing Land Use — First floor is vacant, second floor occupant is Spa Mariana.

Land uses surrounding the site are retail, commercial.

1.2  Existing Zoning — The property is currently zoned B-2, Business-Residential, and

MU-5 in the Triangle Overlay District. The existing use and surrounding uses
appear to conform to the permitted uses of each Zoning District.

1.3  Summary of Land Use and Zoning - The following chart summarizes existing land

use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of the subject site.

2.0

North South East West
Existing Land Office Commercial Commercial Commercial /
Use (Parmely’s (Walgreens) (Goodwin & Retail
Paint and Body Scieszka Law) (Porsche)
Works)
Existing B-2, General B-2, General B-2, General B-2, General
Zoning Business Business Business Business
District
Triangle MU-3 MU-7/MU-5 MU-5 MU-7
Overlay
Zoning
District
1.4 Proposed Use — All proposed uses within the building are permitted in the

Birmingham Triangle District as of right or with a Special Land Use Permit. At
this time, the applicant is requesting approval of a SLUP Amendment for 835
Haynes to temporarily allow an auto sales agency.

Screening and Landscaping

2.1

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. However, the Planning Board may permit landscaping as an alternative
if it is determined that a permanent visual barrier is provided. The applicant is
proposing to utilize the existing landscaping along the front property line as
screening. At the March 23, 2016 Planning Board meeting it was determined
that the existing landscaping did not provide a permanent visual barrier as
required. The applicant is now proposing to plant twenty-four (24) 32” high Box
2



2.2

Yews along the front of the parking lot to provide a permanent visual barrier as
required. A row of Yews are also proposed to be planted at the northwest
corner of the site to screen the parking lot in that area.

Landscaping— The existing site has 5 planting beds along the front edge of the
property with trees, green shrubs, and flower plants of various colors.

The size of the parking area exceeds 7,500 sq. ft. (approximately 14,908 sq ft),
thus in order to be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance the applicant must have
landscaping that equals 5% of the parking lot size. (14,908/0.05= 745 square
feet of required landscaping). Measurements from aerial imagery show a total of
775 square feet for plantings at the front of the property.

Article 04 section 4.20 LA-0O1 states that the interior planting areas shall be
located in a manner that breaks the expanse of paving throughout the parking
lot interior. Each interior planting area shall be at least 150 square feet in size,
and not less than 8 feet in any single dimension. Current landscaping is only
located at the front of the property, and does not break up the expanse
of the parking lot interior. The Applicant must place landscaping
plantings no smaller than 150 square feet, and not less than 8 feet in
any single dimension throughout the parking lot in a manner that
breaks the expanse of paving throughout the parking lot interior, or
obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.

Article 04 section 4.20 LA-01 also states there shall be at least one canopy tree
for each 150 square feet or fraction thereof of interior planting area required.
The applicant is required to plant 5 canopy trees (745 /150=4.9)
within the parking lot area, or obtain a variance from the Board of
Zoning Appeals.

The applicant is now proposing to install the five required canopy trees and
create three new landscaped areas in the interior of the parking lot. The
applicant must provide the dimensions of the landscaped areas to
determine if they meet the size requirements mandated by the Zoning
Ordinance.

3.0 Parking, Loading, Access, and Circulation

3.1

Parking — The floor space plans indicate 3,500 sq. ft. for Audi office space on the
first floor, as well as 3,500 sq. ft. on the second floor for Spa Mariana. In
accordance with Article 4, section 4.46-PK-02 (A) of the Zoning Ordinance, the
applicant is required to provide one parking space for each 300 sq. ft. of floor
area of sales room plus one space for each auto service stall, not to be used for
new or used car storage. For the Spa the applicant is required to provide two
(2) spaces for every booth, bed, or chair; or 1 space per 300 sq ft of floor area,
whichever is greater. In this case 1/300 applies. Accordingly, the applicant is
required to provide 24 parking spaces (2*(3,500/300)) = 24 parking spots. The



3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

property at 909 Haynes Street location has 36 dedicated parking spots provided
(including three (3) on-street spaces).

The Zoning Ordinance requires that the 24 parking spaces required be
available for employees and customers of the businesses within the
909 Haynes St building, and cannot be used as car storage for
dealership inventory. Multiple photos and site visits indicate 909
Haynes Street is being used for storage of excess cars from the
dealership. Site photos submitted by the applicant indicate dealership
cars are being parking in the 909 Haynes Street lot as well. Please see
attached photos submitted by the applicant below.

All of the proposed parking spaces meet the minimum requirement of 180 sq. ft
stated in the Zoning Ordinance.

Loading — Article 4, section 4.24 LD-01 of the Zoning Ordinance requires one
usable loading space for commercial uses between 5,001-20,000 square feet.
The applicant is proposing 7,000 square feet of commercial use at 909 Haynes
Street, therefore must provide one loading space, or obtain a variance from the
Board of Zoning Appeals. The plans do not indicate a designated loading space,
but the parking lot area on the north side of the building exceeds the minimum
dimensions of 40 feet long, 12 feet wide and 14 feet high, and does not stop the
flow of parking traffic. The plans now include the previously approved loading
space directly to the east of the Porsche building.

Vehicular Access & Circulation - Vehicular access to the building will not be
altered. The existing vehicular access is via two curb cuts, both on Haynes on
the east and west side of the building.

Pedestrian Access & Circulation —Pedestrian access is via sidewalks along Haynes
and Elm. City sidewalks will connect to a pedestrian walkway along the front of
the building.

Streetscape — This site is located within the Triangle District, and in accordance
with Article 3, section 3.06, the new use proposed on the site requires the site to
be brought into compliance with the requirements of the Triangle Overlay District
to the maximum extent practical. Walkability and streetscape are key elements
within the Triangle District Urban Design Plan. The Triangle District Plan states
that the sidewalk environment should accommodate ample space for
pedestrians, street furniture and prominent storefronts. The Plan also states that
there should be ample space for sidewalk cafés, street trees, pedestrian scale
lights, benches and other elements in order to create a comfortable pedestrian
experience.

The applicant is not proposing any changes to the existing streetscape. The
current streetscape in front of the subject building does not match the Triangle
District standard as installed on the Porsche site. The proposed use is proposed
to be temporary, and the current proposal doesn’t not have any implications on
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4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

the long term implementation of the Triangle plan. However, the Planning
board may want to consider whether the applicant should be required
to bring the sidewalk up to the current standard that exists along the
frontage of the Porsche dealership and Walgreen’s across the street.

Lighting

The applicant is not proposing any changes to the existing lighting on site. However,
the Planning Division observes that the existing wall packs on the east and west side of
the building do not comply with the light standards of the Zoning Ordinance as they are
not full cut-off fixtures. The Planning Division suggests that the applicant
replace the existing fixtures with cut-off fixtures as required by the
Birmingham Zoning Ordinance. The applicant is now proposing to replace the
existing wall packs with cut-off 400w metal halide light fixtures.

Departmental Reports

6.1 Engineering Division — No concerns were reported by the Engineering Division.

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

6.3 Fire Department — No concerns were reported from the Fire Dept.

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

6.5 Building Division —Standards Comments were provided by the Building
Department.

Design Review

Facade
No changes to the facade are proposed.

Sighage Review

The applicant has applied to add four signs to the west wall of 909 Haynes Street. This
includes a 23.28 sq. ft. Audi symbol, a 6.83 sqg. ft “Audi” sign, a 17.27 sq. ft. “Fred
Lavery” sign, and a 20 sq. ft. “Spa Mariana” sign. On the east facing wall, one 20 sq. ft
“Spa Mariana” sign is proposed. The total amount of signage proposed is 87.38 sq. ft.
The 909 Haynes Street building has 40 ft. of street frontage, therefore a cumulative of
40 sq. feet of signage is allowed on site as per The City of Birmingham’s Sign Ordinance,
Business Sign Standards, Table B. The applicant has been informed that they
will be required to reduce the total amount of signage on the site to no more
than 40 sq. ft. They have indicated that they intend to comply with the
requirements of the Sign Ordinance and have asked permission to apply for
sign approval administratively. The Planning Division suggests that the
Planning Board require that the applicant submit a proposal that is compliant
with the Sign Ordinance prior to appearing before the City Commission for
final approval. The applicant has revised their signage proposal to bring the
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9.0

amount of signage down to 40 square feet. The sign proposal now complies
with the regulations of the sign ordinance.

Birmingham Triangle District

The site is located within the MU-7 zone of the Triangle District. The MU-7 zone
encourages mixed use, seven to nine story buildings. Auto sales agency and showrooms
are permitted under within the Triangle land use matrix. The area of Elm at Haynes
where this site is located is identified in the Triangle Plan as a gateway from Woodward
Ave (E). The plan states “Several small open spaces are proposed along Woodward
Avenue to provide relief from the building mass and serve as gateways to the Triangle
District ... These open space gateways must be carefully designed with landscaping and
wayfinding signage to create a welcoming effect” (pg. 10).

As the proposed use is to be temporary, the current proposal doesn’t not have
any implications on the long term implementation of the Triangle plan.
However, the Planning board may want to consider whether the applicant
should be required to bring the sidewalk up to the current standard that
exists along the frontage of the Porsche dealership and Walgreen’s across the
street.

Approval Criteria for Final Site Plan

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

(1) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that
there is adequate landscaped open space so as to provide light, air and access to
the persons occupying the structure.

(2) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that
there will be no interference with adequate light, air and access to adjacent lands
and buildings.

(3) The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that
they will not hinder the reasonable development of adjoining property not diminish
the value thereof.

(4) The site plan, and its relation to streets, driveways and sidewalks, shall be such as
to not interfere with or be hazardous to vehicular and pedestrian traffic.

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

(6) The location, shape and size of required landscaped open space is such as to
provide adequate open space for the benefit of the inhabitants of the building and
the surrounding neighborhood.

10.0 Approval Criteria for Special Land Use Permits
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11.0

12.0

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

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

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

Suggested Action

Based on a review of the site plans submitted, the Planning Division recommends that
the Planning Board RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the applicant’s request for Final Site Plan
and a SLUP amendment allow the expansion of the Auto sales agency and showroom at
835 Haynes to include 909 Haynes with the following conditions:

(1) Applicant provides the dimensions of the parking lot landscaping islands to verify
that they comply with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinanc.

Sample Motion Language

Based on a review of the site plans submitted, the Planning Division recommends that
the Planning Board RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the applicant’s request for Final Site Plan
and a SLUP amendment allow the temporary expansion of the Auto sales agency and
showroom for up to one (1) year at 835 Haynes to include 909 Haynes with the
following conditions:

(1) Applicant provides the dimensions of the parking lot landscaping islands to verify
that they comply with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

OR

Motion to recommend DENIAL of the Final Site Plan and SLUP amendment to the City
Commission for Lavery Porsche at 835 & 909 Haynes for the following reasons:

aorOdDE




OR

Motion to POSTPONE the Final Site Plan and SLUP amendment to the City Commission
for Lavery Porsche at 835 & 909 Haynes, with the following conditions:

Aerial Image of 909 Haynes Street, Birmingham, MI 48009




Photos Submitted by Luckenbach Ziegelman Architects PLLC indicating car storage at 909
Haynes Street.

LOOKING WEST ON HAYMES ST.

o
e

VIEW FROM HAYMNES S5T.

Google Street View Images from August, 2015 indicating car storage at 909 Haynes Street.
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2010
Commission Chamber, City Hall
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan
09-170-10

SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT (“SLUP”) REVIEW
835 Haynes St., Porsche Showroom and Sales
Request approval of a SLUP to allow an automobile sales agency in an existing building

FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW
11



835 Haynes St., Porsche Showroom and Sales
Request approval of a SLUP to allow an automobile sales agency in an existing building

Mr. Baka explained the subject site is located on the east side of Woodward Ave., on the
northeast corner of Haynes and EIm. The parcel is zoned B-2 Business-Residential and MU-7 in
the Triangle Overlay District. The applicant, Fred Lavery Company, is seeking approval of an
auto sales agency and showroom. The Birmingham Zoning Ordinance requires that the
applicant obtain a SLUP and approval from the City Commission to operate an auto sales
agency and showroom in the MU-7 District. Accordingly, the applicant will be required to
obtain a recommendation from the Planning Board on the Final Site Plan and SLUP, and
then obtain approval from the City Commission for the Final Site Plan and SLUP.

Mr. Baka explained that the applicant is planning minimal changes to the actual site. They are
basically looking at some improvements to the screening, lighting and also landscaping. The
parking lot is over 7,500 sq. ft., which would kick in the 5 percent landscaping rule. However,
because this area is identified as one of the gateways to the Triangle District, the Planning
Division thought it would be more beneficial to pedestrians to locate the landscaping at the west
end of the site on the outside of the screenwall.

The materials board was passed around for viewing.

The applicant proposes to install two name letter signs and one two-sided ground sign. The
total linear building frontage is 165 ft. This permits 165 sq. ft. of sign area per the requirement
of Article 1.0, section 104 (B) of the Birmingham Sign Ordinance, Combined Sign Area. The
total area of all signs will be 128.59 sq. ft. which meets this requirement.

The proposed Porsche and Fred Lavery sign letters will be constructed of silver finished
fabricated aluminum. The proposed Porsche ground sign will be a fabricated aluminum cabinet
with an internal aluminum frame.

The Porsche name letter sign will be internally lit with 15mm red neon lamps.
The Fred Lavery name letter sign will be halo backlit with 15mm white neon tubes.
The Porsche ground sign is proposed to be internally backlit with fluorescent tubes.

Mr. Robert Ziegelman, Luckenbach Ziegelman Architects, PLLC, was present with Messrs.
Lavery and Lavery; Mr. Pat Taylor from his office; along with Mr. Mark Daringowski,
representing Porsche Cars North America. Mr. Ziegelman indicated they are not touching the
footprint of the building. Mr. Koseck observed that floor plans would help to understand why the
entry points are where they are.

Ms. Lazar arrived at this time.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce received clarification that the applicant is proposing roughly 700 sq. ft. of
landscaping in the parking lot. 600 sq. ft. is required. Moving the screenwall to the inside of the
landscaping would take the requirement down significantly.

Chairman Boyle suggested a Porsche display in the parking lot would be astonishingly

attractive.
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Mr. Fred Lavery, the owner and operator of the Porsche dealership, said they did not consider a
car display because it wouldn’t be seen as a result of the screenwall requirement.

Mr. Williams was not in favor of the display because it is not easy to negotiate out onto
Woodward Ave. from Haynes and the display might be a distraction.

Mr. Koseck noted the existing aisles in the parking lot are 24 ft. wide and they exceed the
required width by 4 ft. He thought the width could be reduced and that would allow additional
room for landscaping. Further, he expected the main entrance to the building would be at the
southwest corner so a pedestrian would not be forced to walk through the parking lot to enter.
Mr. Lavery explained there are two pedestrian entrances. The second pedestrian entrance is
also used for vehicles. He noted they adhere to the Porsche standards which they have no
control over. The entire inside of the showroom is oriented towards the main entrance. Mr.
Koseck then pointed out that the upper left hand section shows a thin wall that extends up, as
opposed to wrapping around. The elevation that faces to the north is even thinner yet and they
both look as though they were glued onto the building.

Ms. Lazar thought perhaps Porsche could offer the applicant some latitude given the fact that
they are rehabbing the building.

Mr. Lavery went on to state that parking is an important part of their operation. His experience
has been that the parking standards are minimal for a car dealership. They have always utilized
other parking spaces in addition to those that have been required on-site.

Mr. Daringowski explained the Porsche concept of a jewel box with all of the Porsches
illuminated inside that box. Their flexibility for change is minimal, but they will work with the
comments that have been made tonight.

The chairman took the discussion to members of the public at 8:25 p.m.

Mr. James Ellsman, owner of the building immediately to the north, expressed his concern that
this building offers no consistency with the concept of the Triangle District. At the entrance point
to the Triangle District only a one-story renovated building is being considered. He asked about
the longevity of the project.

Mr. Ted Mitchell, the owner of the building, verified that the term of the lease is five years.

Mr. Williams noted this is an area of at times very high traffic congestion and people driving too
fast. So he is not troubled by moving access to the building away from Elm, far away from the
intersection, He doesn’t think that many people will actually walk to the Porsche car dealership.

Mr. Clein was not in favor of giving up on the pedestrian. Rather, implementing the streetscape
improvement standards in conjunction with moving the screenwalls should be considered.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought that Mr. Koseck’s proposal makes a lot of sense; but that said, the
main entrance is further east where the interior of the building is oriented. She thinks Mr.
Lavery made it clear that rather than turning the three extra parking spots that aren’t required
into landscaping, he needs the parking. However, she agrees that the screenwall should be
moved to the interior of the parking lot so that the pedestrian side gets all of the greenery.
Landscaping might look better than benches along the sidewalk.
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Chairman Boyle said he is glad to see that the applicant is coming in to improve this property. A
little trees and grass doesn’t really help the attractiveness of this particular piece of property.
Benches are to be encouraged. This dealership should be vibrant, colorful, lit at night, and have
a red, shiny Porsche on display.

Mr. Williams thought the reality is that a five-story building is not going to be built on that site
right now. This proposal is a significant improvement over what exists.

Motion by Mr. Williams

Seconded by Mr. Clein that the Planning Board recommends approval of the applicant’s
request for Final Site Plan and a SLUP to permit an auto sales agency and showroom at
834 Haynes with the following conditions:

1) The applicant adds a canopy tree to each of the two landscaped areas;

2) The applicant moves the west facing screenwalls to expose the landscaped
areas to the street; and

3) The applicant install tree grates around street trees and implement sidewalk

standards along Haynes and Elm.

Mr. Koseck reiterated that the extended fascia doesn’t return on itself and he thinks it will look
weird from two vantage points. Mr. Lavery indicated they will certainly suggest that to Porsche.
He thinks the return on Elm St. is more critical than the return on Haynes because the building
to the east screens that side of the fagcade. Mr. Daringowski is sitting in the audience and will
ultimately be involved in that decision. Mr. Williams was not inclined to make the return on the
parapets a condition of his motion.

Mr. Koseck said he will not approve the motion because there are subtle things that can be
done that would make huge improvements to the plan.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce expressed her feeling that it is important for the parapets to become part of
the motion because as proposed they are unlikely to be attractive to the community. She
cannot support the motion without that addition.

The chairman opened discussion to the audience at 9 p.m.

Ms. Dorothy Conrad, 2252 Yorkshire, said that as a resident of the City of Birmingham she
hopes that the motion will include the suggestions that have been discussed in great detail
tonight. Shame on the board if it doesn't.

Motion failed, 3-3.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Clein, Boyle

Nays: Koseck, Lazar, Whipple-Boyce
Absent: DeWeese

Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce
Seconded by Ms. Lazar based on review of the site plan submitted the Planning Board
recommends approval of the applicant’s request for Final Site Plan and SLUP to permit
an auto sales agency at 835 Haynes with the following conditions:

1) The applicant adds a canopy tree to each of the two landscaped areas;
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2) The applicant moves the west facing screenwalls to expose the landscaped
areas to the street;

3) Install tree grates around street trees and implement sidewalk standards along
Haynes and Elm; and

4) Create returns on the parapet wall on both Haynes and EIm to disguise the
bracing.

Mr. Williams indicated he would vote in favor of the motion because he thinks the project needs
to move forward. Mr. Koseck did not see the urgency. He was uncomfortable because the
board has not been provided with readings or a floor plan.

There were no final comments from members of the public at 9:05 p.m.

Mr. Ziegelman said they would be more than happy to discuss improvements with staff.

Motion carried, 5-1.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Lazar, Boyle, Clein, Williams

Nays: Koseck
Absent: DeWeese
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 2016
City Commission Room
151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan

Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on March 23,
2016. Board Member Robin Boyle convened the meeting at 7:33 p.m.

Present: Board Members Robin Boyle, Stuart Jeffares, Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Bryan
Williams; Alternate Board Members Lisa Prasad, Daniel Share

Absent: Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Bert Koseck, Gillian Lazar; Student
Representative Colin Cusimano

Administration: Matthew Baka, Senior Planner
Brooks Cowan, Planning Intern
Jana Ecker, Planning Director
Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary

03-52-16

SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT ("SLUP"™) REVIEW

FINAL SITE PLAN REVIEW

835 - 909 Haynes St., Fred Lavery Porsche/Audi

Request for a SLUP Amendment to allow the temporary expansion of the existing
SLUP at 835 Haynes St. to include 909 Haynes St. to allow an Audi sales facility for
a maximum of one year.

The subject site is located on the north side of the street between Woodward Ave.

and Elm St. The parcel is zoned B-2 General Business and MU-5 in the Triangle Overlay District.
The applicant, Fred Lavery Co., owns the adjacent property to the west, 835 Haynes St., which
received a SLUP in 2010 to operate a Porsche car dealership within the B-2 Zone and in the MU-
7 Triangle District Overlay.

Mr. Baka advised that the applicant is conducting renovations to the existing Audi dealership at
34602 Woodward Ave., and wishes to amend its existing SLUP at 835 Haynes St. to temporarily
include 909 Haynes St. The applicant is requesting temporary use of the first floor of 909
Haynes St. for office space and business operations for their Audi car dealership for no more
than 12 months. Along with the proposed auto dealership sales office, there is an existing
beauty spa on the second floor of 909 Haynes St.

Auto sales agencies require a SLUP to operate in the B-2 District. The Birmingham Zoning
Ordinance requires that the applicant obtain a SLUP Amendment and approval from the City
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Commission to expand the auto sales agency and showroom to temporarily include the property
at 909 Haynes St. Accordingly, the applicant will be

required to obtain a recommendation from the Planning Board on the Final Site Plan and SLUP
Amendment, and then obtain approval from the City Commission for the Final Site Plan and
SLUP Amendment.

No new screening is proposed. The applicant is proposing to utilize the existing landscaping
along the front property line as screening for the parking lot. All parking facilities must be
screened in accordance with Article 4, section 4.53 of the Zoning Ordinance. A minimum 32 in.
masonry screenwall is required. The ordinance does grant the Planning Board authority to
approve landscaping in place of a screenwall.

Article 04 section 4.20 LA-01 states that the interior planting areas shall be located in a manner
that breaks the expanse of paving throughout the parking lot interior. Each interior planting
area shall be at least 150 sg. ft. in size, and not less than 8 ft. in any single dimension. Current
landscaping is only located at the front of the property, and does not break up the expanse of
the parking lot interior. The applicant must place landscaping plantings no smaller than
150 sq. ft., and not less than 8 ft. in any single dimension throughout the parking lot
in a@a manner that breaks the expanse of paving throughout the parking lot interior,
or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals ("BZA").

Article 04 section 4.20 LA-01 also states there shall be at least one canopy tree for each 150 sg.
ft. or fraction thereof of interior planting area required. The applicant is required to plant
five canopy trees (745 /150=4.9) within the parking lot area, or obtain a variance
from the BZA.

Design Review
No changes to the facade are proposed.

Signage Review

The applicant has applied to add four signs to the west wall of 909 Haynes St. This includes a
23.28 sq. ft. Audi symbol, a 6.83 sqg. ft “Audi” sign, a 17.27 sqg. ft. “Fred Lavery” sign, and a 20
sq. ft. “Spa Mariana” sign. On the east facing wall, one 20 sqg. ft “Spa Mariana” sign is proposed.
The total amount of signage proposed is 87.38 sq. ft. The 909 Haynes St. building has 40 ft. of
street frontage; therefore a cumulative of 40 sq. ft. of signage is allowed on site as per the
Birmingham Sign Ordinance, Business Sign Standards, Table B. The applicant has been
informed that they will be required to reduce the total amount of signage on the site
to no more than 40 sq. ft. They have indicated that they intend to comply with the
requirements of the Sign Ordinance and have asked permission to apply for sign approval
administratively. The Planning Division suggests that the Planning Board require that
the applicant submit a proposal that is compliant with the Sign Ordinance prior to
appearing before the City Commission for final approval.

Mr. Share indicated he is having trouble conceptualizing where interior plantings would go in a
parking lot with this configuration, other than perhaps in the far right corner. Mr. Baka
responded that requirement is part of Article 4 Development Standards. Chairman Boyle did not
think landscaping in the middle of the parking lot makes sense; but he did think screening,
preferably a wall, would be appropriate.
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Mr. Bob Ziegelman, Luckenbach Ziegelman Architects, clarified that the temporary use is for
office space for the dealership. He assumed the SLUP itself would be permanent. Mr. Baka
responded the request was for a 12 month temporary SLUP. Ms. Ecker added that right now
the SLUP only includes the Porsche site. This request would expand it to include the 909
Haynes St. building only for a period for up to one year. Mr. Lavery had told the City he only
needed to use that site for a period of approximately nine months while renovations are going
on at the Woodward Ave. site. Mr. Ziegelman explained that his belief was that Mr. Lavery was
seeking a permanent SLUP and the board should consider that request. Mr. Baka replied that
the application form did not request approval for a permanent SLUP. Ms. Ecker also stated that
the request was noticed as a temporary SLUP and thus could not be amended to a request for a
permanent SLUP without be renoticed in the newspaper and to the surrounding property
owners.

Chairman Boyle said that in order to grant a permanent SLUP the Planning Board would need to
see a site plan indicating the permanent use of the building. Mr. Ziegelman indicated there is
nothing planned now. Mr. Share explained they cannot have a permanent SLUP in the abstract.
It must be linked to a permanent use. If they have no idea what the permanent use is, there is
no reason to apply for a permanent SLUP.

Consensus was that Mr. Ziegelman should talk to Mr. Lavery in order to clarify his intention.

Motion by Mr. Williams

Seconded by Mr. Share to postpone consideration of the Special Land Use Permit
Review and Final Site Plan Review for 835 - 909 Haynes St., Fred Lavery
Porsche/Audi to April 27, 2016.

There were no comments from the public at 9:10 p.m.
Motion carried, 6-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Share, Boyle, Jeffares, Prasad, Whipple-Boyce

Nays: None
Absent: Clein, Koseck, Lazar
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Planning Division

DATE: April 19, 2016
TO: Planning Board
FROM: Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director

SUBJECT: 404 Park, Parcel #1925451021, lots 66 and 67 of Oak Grove addition —
Application for Rezoning from R-2 Single Family Residential to
TZ-1 Transitional Zone.

In accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance the property owner of Parcel
#1925451021, being lots 66 and 67 of Oak Grove addition, commonly known as 404 Park, is
requesting that the Planning Board hold a public hearing to consider the rezoning of said
property from R-2 (Single-Family Residential) to TZ-1 (Transitional Zone). 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 subject property is currently vacant. The property has been vacant since 1989 when a
previously existing single family home was razed.

History of Planning Board Review

The subject parcel has been considered for rezoning three times; in 1960, 1988, and 2013. The
application was denied on all three occasions. Relevant meeting minutes and City records from
previous applications have been included with this report.

Most recently, the subject property was discussed by the Planning Board on September 19,
2012 for a proposed contract rezoning request to allow development of a multi-family
residential building with 14 units on the existing vacant site. After much discussion, the
Planning Board voted to postpone the matter to give the applicant time to amend the plans to
address the comments of the Planning Board and to meet with the neighbors to address their
comments as well. Comments from the neighbors including requesting an Oakland Avenue
access drive, a reduction in density, an increase in the front and north side setbacks, a concern
regarding guest parking and concerns over renters living in the neighborhood. Specifically, the
Planning Board agreed there was strong support for residential uses on the site, but board
members identified the following concerns with the proposed building design:
(1) Access to the site for residents should be located on Oakland Avenue, not Park Street;
(2) The height of the building should be reduced, and the applicant should consider
designing the building with the tallest portions for the loft spaces facing Oakland, not
the rental home to the north;



(3) The applicant should consider reducing the density of the proposed building; and
(4) The applicant should meet with the neighbors to address their concerns.

After September 19, 2012, the applicant met with the neighbors on two occasions, and
amended their site plan and building design to address the concerns of the neighbors and the
comments of the Planning Board. On November 14, 2012, the applicant appeared again before
the Planning Board. The applicant continued to propose contract rezoning to B2C, with the
voluntary restriction to allow only residential uses on the site. If approved, no commercial uses
would be permitted on the site now or in the future unless the property was rezoned. The
applicant had amended the original plans to address all of the concerns addressed by the
Planning Board at the September meeting. Specifically, the applicant:

(1) Relocated resident vehicular access to the site to Oakland Avenue from Park Street as
requested by both the neighbors and the Planning Board;

(2) Reduced the height of the building from 42.6’ to 36’ in height and removed the
proposed loft spaces entirely to reduce the height and mass of the building as requested
by the Planning Board;

(3) Reduced the density of the building from 14 units to 11 units as requested by both the
neighbors and the Planning Board;

(4) Added two on-site guest parking spaces under the building to address the issue of guest
parking as requested by the neighbors;

(5) Increased the front setback along Park Street adjacent to the rental house to the west
from 3’ to 15’ as requested by the neighbors; and

(6) Increased the northern side setback adjacent to the rental house to the north from 14
to 15'.

In addition, the Planning Division provided a Draft Zoning Summary Sheet based on a request
of one of the Planning Board members, in order to determine if any variances would be needed
should this rezoning be approved.

When the applicant appeared at the November 14, 2012 meeting, they presented further
revised plans detailing a 6 unit row house concept. After much discussion, and extensive public
input, the Planning Board voted to continue the public hearing to January 9, 2013. The
following items were requested by the Planning Board to be provided for the January 9, 2013
meeting:

(a) A draft of the terms of the contract volunteered by the applicant as reviewed by
Mr. Currier;

(b) A rendering of the proposal with elevations showing how it would fit on the site
with the adjacency to the neighbors to the south, to the north, and to the west;

(c) A meeting with residents so they know what is being proposed.

(d) A letter of opinion from the city attorney outlining the nature of contract zoning
and what precedent it creates for similarly situated properties within the
neighborhood;

(e) A review of residential zoning in other zone districts and what they would
generally allow; and

(f) A history of rezoning to R-7 and R-8 on Brown St.



The applicant conducted another meeting with the neighbors on the evening of January 3,
2013. This meeting was originally scheduled for December 2012, but was postponed at the
request of the neighbors.

Accordingly, on January 9, 2013, the applicant again appeared before the Planning Board, with
a revised 2.5 story row house design (with a total of 6 units) showing the relationship of the
proposed building with the surrounding buildings. The Planning Board voted 4 to 2 in favor of
recommending the conditional rezoning request to the City Commission (one Planning Board
member recused themselves from voting on this matter).

On February 25, 2013, the City Commission held a public hearing on the proposed conditional
rezoning of the subject property from R-2 to B2C, with the condition that only residential uses
would be permitted on the site. After much discussion by members of the public and the City
Commissioners, the City Commission denied the rezoning request without prejudice, and
directed the Planning Board to study the site as it should be addressed as it is an unusual
transition zone. The City Commission asked the Planning Board to study both the vision for this
area in the future, and whether or not contract zoning should be permitted.

Accordingly, the Planning Board sought approval for and hired a planning consultant to conduct
a study of the Oakland and Park area to study existing conditions, and to develop a vision and
plan for the future. The Oakland/Park Subarea Study was completed by LSL Planning in the
spring/summer of 2013 (please see attached plan). With regards to 404 Park Street, the study
found that attached, owner-occupied residential units, with approximately 4 units per building,
would be the most appropriate use for the site which acts as a transition from the high density,
mixed use central business district on the south side of Oakland and the residential
neighborhood to the north. Several other parcels within this subarea were identified as
transitional parcels as well between the central business district and the Little San Francisco
neighborhood.

After reviewing the LSL study, the Planning Board determined that 404 Park was only one of
many transitional parcels in need of further study throughout the city. Accordingly, over the
next several years, the Planning Board embarked on a study to identify all of the transitional
parcels located within the City, and to create new transitional zoning districts to address the
unique characteristics of these sites, and corresponding development standards.

On June 24, 2015, the Planning Board conducted a public hearing on the proposed transitional
zoning ordinance amendments, as well as the potential rezoning of numerous parcels
throughout the City to TZ-1, including 404 Park Street. After much discussion on all of the
proposed zoning amendments and properties considered for rezoning, the Planning Board voted
to recommend approval of the creation of TZ-1, TZ-2 and TZ-3 Transitional Zoning districts to
the City Commission, and voted to recommend approval of many properties for rezoning to
these new districts.  Specifically, the Planning Board voted to recommend to the City
Commission that 404 Park Street be rezoned to TZ-1 Transitional Zone to allow development of
the property with attached single-family units.

Finally, on September 21, 2015, the City Commission approved the creation of both the TZ-1
and TZ-3 Transitional Zoning districts, and approved the rezoning of several properties into
these new zoning classification. With regards to 404 Park, the City Commission discussed



rezoning the site to TZ-1 as recommended by the Planning Board, but a motion to do so failed
as several commissioners felt that adjacent properties along both Oakland and Park Street
should also have been included for consideration of rezoning to TZ-1.

Current Request for Rezoning from R-2 to TZ-1

At this time, the applicant is seeking a rezoning of the subject property from R-2 Single Family
Residential to TZ-1 Transitional Zone, as originally recommended by the Planning Board on June
24, 2015.

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

o Rezoning to TZ1 would allow the Subject Property to be developed in a manner
consistent with the 2016 Plan goals.

o The Planning Department has previously aavised the Planning Board that
development of the Subject Property as a single family home “has proven
improbable.”

o The Subject Property is bound by three major streets.

o The side facing Woodward does not have screening.

2. An explanation of why the existing zoning classification is no longer
appropriate.

Response

o The existing Zoning should be updated so that a residential use can be built that
complies with TZ-1 District Intent and the 2016 Plan.

o The development of the Subject Property would be pursuant to an ordinance
that was enacted to establish, encourage and foster buffers between commercial
and residential areas.

o Redevelopment of Subject Property as a single family residence does not
accomplish any of the important goals of the TZ-1 Zoning District or the goals of
other land use plans which are the basis for the Zoning Ordinance.

3. An explanation of why the proposed rezoning will not be detrimental to
surrounding properties.

Response
o [t will protect the single family neighborhood to the north by providing a clear
buffer between traditional single family uses and commercial uses.



o [t will allow for the development of a modern and attractive residential structure.

o The contemplated plans for the Subject Property are at a height, density, and
aesthetic that coordinates with the surrounding properties.

o The intended use developed in a modern way is a great improvement over its
current vacant condition.

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:

PwNE
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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.
11.

Location and size of existing water mains, well sites and building service.

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 has submitted a plot plan as a part of their application package including all
of the necessary requirements.

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 current master plan and the City’s 2016 Plan.

b. Existing uses of property within 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.

Departmental Reports

1. Engineering Division — No concerns were reported by the Engineering Division.

2. Department of Public Services — No concerns were reported from DPS.

3. Fire Department — No concerns were reported from the Fire Dept.

4. Police Department - No concerns were reported from the Police Dept.

5. Building Division — No comments have been provided by the Building Department at
this time.

Planning Division Analysis and Recommendations

A. The objectives of the City’s current master plan and the City’s 2016 Plan.

The Birmingham Plan, 1980 identifies the R-2 area surrounding the subject parcel in the
Birmingham Future Land Use plan as a “Sensitive Residential Area” that should be protected
against non-residential encroachment. Specifically, The Birmingham Plan states:

“Because of its proximity to the downtown area and the fact that it is surrounded by
Hunter Boulevard and Woodard Avenue, the neighborhood may be under repeated
pressure for piecemeal rezoning to non-residential use. Such rezoning could
destroy the area’s sound residential character and result in a deterioration of property
values for remaining homes. (Emphasis added.)

Thus, The Birmingham Plan advises that the residential area north of Oakland remain as
residential, and should be protected from commercial encroachment.

Portions of the Downtown Birmingham 2016 Vision Statement relevant to the proposed
rezoning of 404 Park state:

The Downtown Birmingham 2016 Master Plan must:

e Strengthen the spatial and architectural character of the downtown area and ensure
buildings are compatible, in mass and scale, with their immediate surroundings and the
downtown’s traditional two to four story buildings.

e Ensure good land use transitions and structural compatibility in form and mass to the
traditional, residential neighborhoods surrounding downtown.

The proposed TZ-1 Transition Zone would only allow attached single family residential uses,
and would not allow any commercial uses if the rezoning was approved.



The TZ-1 Transition Zone was established to provide for a reasonable and orderly transition
from, and buffer between commercial uses and predominantly single family residential areas or
for property which either has direct access to a major traffic road or is located between major
traffic roads and predominantly single family residential areas. The subject property has direct
access to a major traffic road and is located between major streets and the residential
neighborhood to the north.

B. Existing uses of property in the general area of the property in question.

The existing uses within the general area of the Subject Property include Single-Family
Residential and Multiple-Family Residential to the north, Single-Family Residential and General
Business to the west, Public Parking and Business-Residential to the south and General
Business, Single-Family Residential, and Multiple-Family Residential to the east.

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-2 and R-4 to the
north, R-2 and B-2 to the west, B-4 and PP to the south, and B-2, R-2, and R-7 to the east.

D. The suitability of the property in question to the uses permitted under the
existing zoning classification.

The existing zoning of the property is R-2, Single-Family Residential. The vacant subject parcel
is situated with frontage on three streets, two of which carry significant amounts of traffic,
Woodward and Oakland. While a single family home can be built on the property, the applicant
makes the case that having the side yard and rear yard exposed to the two high traffic streets
is a detriment to the safety and privacy of any single family home that may be built there. This
is evidenced by the fact that the parcel has been vacant since 1989 and available for purchase
yet a willing buyer has not come forward to develop the property as a single family home.

As discussed above, the subject property was a part of the Oakland/Park Subarea Study
completed by LSL Planning in 2013. The Oakland/Park Subarea Study stated the following with
regards to 404 Park Street:



While Birmingham has a strong single family market, we do not believe this
site can be expected to redevelop as a single family home due to site factors
(location, shallow lot depth along Oakland, lack of screening along
Woodward, views of multi-story buildings across Oakland, and traffic volumes
along Oakland). These site characteristics are unique only to this lot. Under these
conditions, attached, owner-occupied residential units (approximately 4 units per
building) seem to be the most appropriate use.

Thus, the most recent study of the Oakland/Park Subarea found that 404 Park was a unique
site with numerous challenging conditions that would not be favorable for the development of a
single family home. Rather, this study recommends attached single-family residential uses to
protect the residential neighborhood to the north, to minimize impacts from parking facilities
and to strengthen Oakland as a gateway into Downtown.

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.

The general area in question is currently fully developed and unlikely to be re-developed in the
near future. The single family homes to the north and west are stable and unlikely to change in
the future. The adjacent area in the overlay to the south is zoned to go up to 5 stories. The
existing office buildings and parking structure are well maintained and unlikely to be
redeveloped in the immediate future.

Recommendations

The Oakland/Park Subarea Study completed by LSL Planning in 2013 provided the following
specific recommendations for the site at Oakland and Park known as 404 Park:

The dimensional characteristics, parcel configurations, proximity to the downtown and
location along higher volume streets will influence the potential development. Our
recommended approach would be to allow modest density, attached
residential types (4-unit buildings) at a density higher than what is allowed in
the R-2 district, to be offset to some degree with higher quality screening and
overall development quality. The following discuss the various ways that this could
be achieved and our suggested approach:

1. Grant Variances. The City has the authority to grant variances of the
dimensional and use restrictions in the Zoning Ordinance. Use and dimensional
variances should only be issued in extremely unusual cases, and should be
avoided where the desired redevelopment is expected to require several
variances. In this case, the shape of the parcel alone does not prevent
development into single-family homes according to the requirements of the R-2
district. However, there are some physical factors that make development of a
single family home questionable. We believe an alternative development option,
attached single-family units, is more reasonable and can serve as a buffer for the
adjacent residences. A use variance, along with dimensional variances, is an



option. Even if the property owner can demonstrate there is a “demonstrated
hardship” to warrant a use variance, such a procedure is often not viewed as a
good policy approach.

2. Rezone the Property. Rezoning of the site from R-2 to a higher intensity
designation, such as the R-8 zoning district would allow additional uses including
multiple-family uses, but not commercial uses, which can help alleviate concern
from the neighborhood residents. In addition, the dimensional requirements are
less than those in the R-2. Particularly, the minimum lot size is reduced to 3,000
s.f., the rear setback is reduced to 20’, and open space and lot coverage
requirements are eliminated, which could accommodate more intense uses. They
could also, however, create a development that, without performance standards,
may not achieve the compatibility, transitions and buffers desired for this site.

3. Establish a New District or Overlay. The recommended approach is to
develop a new, urban residential district that could be applied to select sites in
anticipation of redevelopment. The provisions could apply if sites are rezoned, or
it could be applied as an overlay. The primary benefit of this option is that the
City can establish the provisions it feels appropriate for these sites rather than
trying to force them into an existing district. Key aspects of this district could
include:
a. Shifting of the approval focus from the dimensional requirements to a
set of performance based standards. If chosen, standards including but
not limited to the following should be included:
1) The development includes building heights, screening and
landscaping that consider adjacent land uses and development
patterns to ensure proper transition to nearby residential
neighborhoods; and
2) The development provides an alternative housing type not
typically found in the City, such as senior housing, attached
single-family, or other targeted types.
b. Because the conditions of the 404 Park Area are not specific to that
study area, applicability provisions could be included to allow this district
to be applied to other sites that either:
1) Abut both a single-family residential district and a non-
residential district, or
2) Are located along a major non-residential road that abuts a
single family district.
c. Specific standards of the district should include design considerations
such as:
1) Additional screening standards for transitional sites, such as
inclusion of additional landscaping, building step-backs, and other
provisions that we expect will be needed,;
2) Additional parking location options, which are limited to on-site
facilities in the R-2 district; and
3) Maximum illumination levels, limits on late-night activity, noise
restrictions or other standards that may help protect nearby
residents.



4) Incentives or other market-based zoning approaches that are
more likely to result in the development activity that is desired.
d. A development agreement should be required with each approval, to
detail the parameters for development relative to the specific conditions
and factors for each site.

In accordance with the recommendations contained in the Oakland/Park Subarea Study noted
above, the Planning Board conducted a study of 404 Park and other such transitional properties
throughout the City, and developed three new transitional zoning classifications limiting use,
mass, scale and hours of operation, as well as incorporating specific development standards to
address buffering issues, landscaping, lighting and screening. Specifically, the intent of the TZ-
1 Transition Zone is outlined in Article 2, Section 2.41 of the Zoning Ordinance is as follows:

A. Provide for a reasonable and orderly transition from, and buffer between
commercial uses and predominantly single-family residential areas or for
property which either has direct access to a major traffic road or is located
between major traffic roads and predominantly single-family residential areas.

B. Develop a fully integrated, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented environment between
residential and commercial districts by providing for graduated uses from the less
intense residential areas to the more intense commercial areas.

C. Plan for future growth of transitional uses which will protect and preserve the
integrity and land values of residential areas.

D. Regulate building height and mass to achieve appropriate scale along
streetscapes to ensure proper transition to nearby residential neighborhoods.

E. Regulate building and site design to ensure compatibility with adjacent
residential neighborhoods.

T

. Encourage right-of-way design that calms traffic and creates a distinction between
less intense residential areas and more intense commercial areas.

The property at 404 Park Street clearly has direct access to a major traffic road, and is located
between major traffic roads and a residential area, and thus qualifies as a transitional property
that should be zoned TZ-1 to protect and preserve the integrity of the residential area to the
north by allowing a graduated attached single family use to transition from the mixed use
downtown to the adjacent neighborhood. On June 24, 2015, the Planning Board followed the
recommendation of the Oakland/Park Subarea Study and recommended approval of 404 Park
Street for rezoning to the newly created TZ-1 Transitional Zone as part of the transitional
zoning study. The TZ-1 Transitional Zone allows only residential uses, and limits the height,
mass and density permitted in accordance with the recommendations of the Oakland/Park
Subarea Study.

The Planning Division finds that the proposed rezoning of the subject property at 404 Park from
R-2 to TZ-1 would create an appropriate transition from the five story central business district
to the south to the two and a half story residential neighborhood to the north. Such a buffer
would not adversely affect the surrounding property and would provide a suitable transition
from the commercial zone to the south, while protecting the stable neighborhood to the north.
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Planning Board Minutes
September 19, 2012

REZONING REQUEST

404 Park St. Parcel ID#1925451021

Lots 66 and 67 Oak Grove Addition (currently vacant land at Park, Oakland and Woodward
Ave.)

Ms. Ecker explained that in accordance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, the
property owner of parcel #1925451021, being lots 66 and 67 of Oak Grove addition (vacant
property on the corner of Park, Oakland, and Woodward), commonly known as 404 Park, is
requesting that the Planning Board hold a public hearing to consider the rezoning of said
property from R-2 (Single-Family Residential) to B-2C (General Business). The applicant
included a letter from the property owner in the application package indicating that there is a
binding purchase agreement in place.

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.

The Planning Division finds that the proposed rezoning of the subject property at 404

Park from R-2 to B-2C would not adversely affect the surrounding property. When

considering the existing development in the area, development of this parcel as a single-family
home has proven improbable and would result in a home that is less desirable then the
neighboring homes. The development of the parcel as a multi-family building provides a strong
buffer for the single-family homes if property executed. Considering the applicant’s proposal to
offer contract zoning providing exclusively residential uses, the Planning Division has concluded
that the proposed rezoning would provide a suitable transition from the commercial zone to the
south, while protecting the stable neighborhood to the north.

Mr. Williams was not clear why the applicant applied for this particular zoning designation
rather than some other. Ms. Ecker said it had to do with development standards for other
zoning districts that didn't seem to work with what they wanted to do. Mr. Koseck observed
that the criteria in terms of how the board evaluates this contract rezoning is probably different
than with a regular rezoning. Chairman Boyle noted this contract rezoning gives the board an
indication of footprint, bulk, height, etc. Ms. Ecker added with contract zoning the applicant
volunteers to restrict their uses.

Discussion considered whether the applicant would be likely to get a variance from the Board of
Zoning Appeals (“BZA™) for their setbacks with a regular rezoning. Ms. Ecker said they would
have to show a hardship before the BZA. They would be better with contract rezoning as
opposed to wondering how the BZA would rule. The proposal is to lock the development down
to residential only; no commercial.

Ms. Ecker advised the subject parcel has been considered for rezoning twice before, once in
1960 and once in 1988. The application was denied on both occasions. The property has been
vacant since 1989 when a previously existing single-family home was razed. The applicant’s
letter indicates the property has been for sale since 2006. Mr. Williams thought it is part of the
Planning Board's task to understand the history of surrounding properties as well as the
property in question. Mr. Clein wanted to see a complete site plan analysis of the proposal. Ms.
Ecker explained the setbacks are zero and there isn't a specific standard for parking in the B-2C
Zoning District.



Mr. Chuck DiMaggio from Burton Katzman; Mr. Tom Phillips, Architect from Hobbs & Black; and
Mr. Frank Flynn, the broker representing the property owners, were present. Mr. DiMaggio
listed a number of Burton Katzman developments in Birmingham and gave a PowerPoint that
showed the site layout, floor plans, and conceptual elevation of the proposed project. With this
request for contract zoning the petitioner is offering to restrict the site to multi-family housing
that the board will approve. The B-2C classification allows the building to be sited on the
property so the applicants don’t have to go before the BZA and show a hardship for a setback
variance. The proposal is for 14 units w/grade-level parking.

Mr. DiMaggio listed reasons why a rezoning is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of
the rights of usage associated with property ownership, as the current R-2 Single-Family
Residential zoning does not provide the owner with a reasonable use of its property. The long-
time vacancy of the property, negative land use and traffic impacts, and similar placement to
other adjacent property zoned for high density multiple-family purposes exacerbate the
difficulty of the current zoning.

Mr. DiMaggio maintained the existing zoning classification is no longer appropriate because of
the non-residential land use changes which have occurred on adjacent properties. The
premises are no longer ingrained within an established neighborhood, but have become an
edge property.

The proposed rezoning will not be detrimental to surrounding properties because it will not be
harmful to the Downtown properties to its south or the five-story apartment building to its east.
It will form the narrowest and least intrusive edge to the south side of the Ravines
Neighborhood and offer it protection from non-residential uses and encroachments. Lastly, the
conditional rezoning assures the residential use of the premises.

Mr. Williams inquired why they constructed the higher portion of the building to the north rather
than to the south. Mr. DiMaggio responded that is something that could be changed as they
move through the process. Mr. Williams inquired further whether they developed alternate
plans with ingress and egress off of Oakland rather than Park, because he would not like to see
more traffic on Park than necessary. Mr. DiMaggio’s reply was they had concerns about the
difficulty of achieving a curb cut on Oakland because there would be safety considerations with
turning.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce said the height of this building concerns her.

Mr. Koseck asked if the property has been marketed as a single-family home since 2006. Mr.
Flynn replied it has been marketed as a single 80 ft. lot that could be split into two 40 ft.
parcels. The asking price today is in the mid-$300s. Mr. Koseck then questioned if one family
doesn’t want to live there, why would 14 families? Mr. Flynn explained this is a gateway parcel
conveniently located just steps from Downtown. He has had no single-family inquiries for the
property. Mr. Koseck concluded that he understands the challenges of this property, but
doesn’t see that 14 units with all the associated parking is an attempt to be sensitive to the
neighbors.

Mr. DiMaggio explained the proposal is for a multiple-family apartment building with for rent
units. There are many people who would like to live in such a high quality neighborhood close
to Downtown.



Chairman Boyle took comments from the public at 8:53 p.m.

Ms. Enid Livingston who lives in the Ravines neighborhood said the proposed rezoning serves to
maximize the footprint. She hopes the board would have setback requirements that will not
annihilate the property to the north of the proposal.

Ms. Catherine Gates, 343 Ferndale, was not in favor of an entrance on Park. She was cautious
about an environment with 14 families moving in and out every year.

Ms. Debby Frankovich, 467 Park, listed concerns for the community:
» Having the entrance on Park really adds to the traffic there;
» The property on Poppleton is isolated and not comparable to this property;
» The project should not be a 14-unit apartment building with people living there who are
not invested in the neighborhood. The applicant should take others living in the
neighborhood into consideration.

Ms. Dorothy Conrad, 2252 Yorkshire, spoke to support a single-family development. This
proposal is not single-family residential and she encouraged the board to hold to the single-
family classification because of the need to preserve that neighborhood.

Ms. Kate Safford, 211 Ravine, hoped the Planning Board would consider that people need guest
parking passes. There is no place for those cars to go. Additionally, the entrance and exit to
the parking is a concern to her.

Mr. Michael Shuck, 247 Oakland, spoke in opposition to the rezoning because it is too dense for
the neighborhood. Even townhouses would be a better transition. This will really change the
neighborhood. The problem they are having with selling the property is the price.

Mr. Paul Gillen, the owner of three duplexes in the neighborhood, thought the tallest portion of
the building should be on Oakland. People will use Park to cut through. There needs to be
retention of all the water that would come down Park and flood the lower area. Also, he was
not in favor of an entrance on Park.

Mr. Matt Wimble, the owner of 452 Park, was opposed to the rezoning. The lot was priced at
$380 thousand which is too high and that is why it didn’t sell. He had concerns about parking,
sewers, and traffic. People don't take care of rentals as well as homeowners.

Mr. Brad Host, owner of 416 Park next door, said the rezoning request is an attempt that will
compromise the integrity of their family-oriented neighborhood by allowing a looming structure
as the entrance to the neighborhood and by creating a traffic nightmare. If the property were
appropriately priced, it could be sold.

Mr. Jim Wilhite, 376 Ferndale, agreed that the property would sell if they would price it suitably.

Mr. Hab Chan, 330 Ferndale, observed that rental apartments aren’'t well taken care of by their
occupants.

Ms. Ecker noted for the record that the Planning Division has received five letters with the same
format that are against the rezoning request. Four other letters also expressed opposition.



Mr. Clein said he doesn't see the proposed building as being appropriate and he is not
comfortable with this level of density on the site.

Mr. Williams shared those concerns. Fourteen apartment units is too many for the site and he
won't support that or anything that has ingress and egress on Park. Also, three stories is too
high for the parcel.

Chairman Boyle said the elephant in the room is the current market that provides opportunity
for rentals of this type. The question is whether the proposed rezoned building is too big or too
high or too intrusive to fit into this neighborhood. He suggested that the developer has come
forward with something that doesn't fit the neighborhood. He urged them to explore less
density, less height, access off of Oakland, and ownership.

Mr. Williams concurred. The extent of the development and the height concerns him. Mr.
Koseck indicated this proposal seems wrong to him.

Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce

Seconded by Mr. Williams to postpone the rezoning request for 404 Park St. Parcel
ID#1925451021 to November 14.

Motion carried, 5-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Williams, Boyle, Clein, Koseck

Nays: None

Absent: DeWeese, Lazar

Mr. DiMaggio appreciated the opportunity to work on this further with the board.

Mr. Williams suggested that the developer meet with the neighborhood association officers
before coming back.

Chairman Boyle summed up that there is strong support for this site to be developed for
residential use.

The board took a brief recess at 9:35 p.m.



Planning Board Minutes
November 14, 2012

OLD BUSINESS

404 Park St.

Request to rezone property from R-2 Single-Family Residential to B-2C General
Business

Ms. Ecker summarized that in accordance with the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance the property owner of parcel #1925451021, being lots 66 and 67 of Oak
Grove addition (vacant property on the corner of Park, Oakland, and Woodward Ave.),
commonly known as 404 Park, is requesting that the Planning Board hold a public
hearing to consider the rezoning of said property from R-2 (Single-Family Residential) to
B-2C (General Business). The applicant included a letter from the property owner in the
application package indicating that there is a binding purchase agreement in place. The
subject parcel has been considered for rezoning twice before, once in 1960 and once in
1988. The application was denied on both occasions.

The subject property has been vacant since 1989 when a previously existing single
family home was razed. The applicant’s letter indicates the property has been for sale
since 2006.

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.

The applicant appeared before the Planning Board on September 19, 2012 to discuss
the proposed contract rezoning request to allow development of a multi-family
residential building on the existing vacant site. Under the contract zoning that the
applicant is proffering, the property would be deed restricted as well as zoning restricted
to residential uses only, and no commercial uses would be permitted at the site. The
suggestions of the Planning Board included relocating access to the site from Park St.

to Oakland Ave.; reducing the proposed building height; and reducing the density of the
building.

After much discussion, the Planning Board voted to postpone the matter to give the
applicant time to amend the plans to address the comments of the Planning Board and
to meet with the neighbors to speak to their comments as well. Comments from the
neighbors included requesting an Oakland Ave. access drive, a reduction in density, an
increase in the front and north side setbacks, a concern regarding guest parking and
concerns over renters living in the neighborhood. Numerous neighbors have signed a
petition based on their concerns for the area.

Thus, since September 19, 2012, the applicant has met with the neighbors on two
occasions, and has amended their site plan and building design to address the
concerns of the neighbors and the comments of the Planning Board.

Mr. DeWeese said it bothers him to have a business classification even with a
residential restriction because this is a sensitive neighborhood. Ms. Ecker replied that
classification was selected by the applicant based on the setbacks.



Mr. Koseck inquired what the applicant would be held to with the rezoning. Ms. Ecker
said basically they are committing to a footprint, the number of units, and the agreement
outlining those particulars for the contract rezoning. If the City Commission decides the
rezoning can go through, then the proposal would come back to the Planning Board

with plans and layouts and the board would do a full Preliminary and Final Site Plan
Review on it.

Mr. Chuck DiMaggio with Burton Katzman recalled at the conclusion of the last meeting
they indicated that through this rezoning process they wanted to strike a balance
between what they think is appropriate for the site and what respects the neighborhood.

At that meeting a number of concerns were voiced about the project.

Through meetings with the neighbors on two occasions they have attempted to address
the concerns. They have now come up with a row house type of project with six units,
three on the ground floor and three on the upper floor. The bulk has been reduced 40
percent from what was originally proposed. Height is residential in scale — 26 - 28 ft.
Access is off of Park St., two parking spaces/unit, two guest parking spaces, a 15 ft.
setback off of Park St., a 20 ft. setback from Woodward Ave., and a 7 ft. setback off of
Oakland Ave. They believe the price points this rental will demand will bring in residents
of the caliber this City would desire to have.

Ms. Ecker noted the applicant is exceeding the nine space parking requirement by five
spaces. Mr. Williams observed the previous proposal required traffic from 30 cars out
onto Park, and now there will only be 14.

Mr. DiMaggio presented several slides showing residences in the Ravines
neighborhood built in the shadow of office buildings, or against Woodward Ave.

The chairman invited comments from the audience at 8:48 p.m.

Ms. Michelle Irwin, 356 Ferndale, said she doesn't know how the board could consider
rezoning when they don’'t understand what the building will look like. She had concerns
about the potential increase in density to their neighborhood. If this proposal goes
through, it would set a precedent for other homeowners that back up to Woodward Ave.
to level their homes and then apply for rezoning. That would really change the flavor of
the area. She presented more petitions from neighbors opposing commercial rezoning.

Mr. Benjamin Gill, 520 Park St., observed there is a whole row of houses along
Woodward Ave. Six units is way too much density. It is hard to get through on Park St.
when people are parked on both sides of the street. A fire engine could not get through
to go behind the building. The applicant can work within the zoning as it is now to
develop the property. Lastly, Mr. Gill expressed his opinion that staff is biased towards
the developer.

Mr. Jason Yert, 490 Park St., said the developer wants to rezone to commercial
because it will make him more money. It is not better for the community or for the
residents. Unless the developer can prove why the property should be rezoned, Mr.
Yert doesn't think the board should consider it.

Mr. John Gleason, 356 Ferndale, described beautiful homes that have been developed
in his neighborhood despite the surroundings. He feels rental apartments have the



potential to tank the property values for the rest of the area. They are simply not
appropriate.

Mr. Matt Wimble, 452 Park St., said the applicant bought the property as a single-family
zoned lot, raised the price, and that created the problem being used as a justification for
this project. Mr. Wimble did not think people should be allowed to create a problem and
then benefit from it. He cautioned the board not to rezone until they actually have a
plan.

Mr. Brad Host, owner of 416 Park St., the rental house next door to the property in
guestion, believes the square footage of this property only allows three units if it is
rezoned. Commercial entrances to the Ravines neighborhood were there before new
houses were built.

Ms. Dorothy Conrad, 2252 Yorkshire, commented this is a special neighborhood and it
needs to be protected. Taking the proposed action isn't helping to protect it. The
proposal is spot zoning that would create a special zoning classification for someone to
come in and overbuild on a piece of property. She objects to it and is sure a beautiful
house can be built there.

Mr. Reed Bennett, 271 Euclid, said the neighbors have a high standard for what they
expect to go in on the subject property. He doesn’t see the burden of proof for

rezoning. A high quality single-family residence can be constructed there. He went on

to say the opinion of staff is going to look like it is the opinion of the City. The chairman
told him that the Planning Board makes the decisions. Ms. Ecker added the previous
decisions that were made with regards to two rezoning requests were in the initial report
that was given to the board and discussed at the presentation.

Ms. Bev McCotter, who owns the house at 287 Oakland, said she opposes any multifamily
zoning. She thinks it would forever change the character of the Little San

Francisco area of Birmingham. It would add extra traffic and put people in there who

are not financially tied to the neighborhood. She knows of a party who is interested in

the property to build a single-family home, but their offer was not accepted.

Mr. Frank Flynn spoke to represent Mr. Richard Lambert, the property owner. The
parcel is on the market for $379 thousand and he does not think the price is too high. A
vacant property less than one-half the size recently closed for $299 thousand. The offer
that was mentioned earlier was low ball and not considered. He concluded by saying
high-end rental properties are extremely rare.

Mr. Jim Wilheight, 376 Ferndale, noted the property is very valuable. If the price is right,
it will sell.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce received clarification that if a developer were to build a two, three,
or four unit development there, rezoning would be necessary.

Mr. Williams wanted to see a history of how Brown St. was rezoned.

Mr. DeWeese did not see a compelling case for rezoning without looking at the whole
area. There is considerable opposition from the neighbors.



Mr. Clein pointed out that contract zoning is a legal land use tool in this state. This
contract rezoning has been requested for a classification where no variances are
required because they may not be granted on the basis of self-created hardship.
Discussion centered on the contract for rezoning. Consensus was that it would be
tough to support the proposal tonight without seeing the terms of the agreement.
Chairman Boyle did not think enough progress has been made for the board to make a
decision. Enormous progress has been made; however the board still does not have
enough information to make a decision.

Motion by Mr. Williams

Seconded by Mr. Koseck to continue the hearing for 404 Park St. to January 9,
2013.

No comments from the public were voiced at 9:46 p.m.

Motion carried, 6-0.

VOICE VOTE

Yeas: Williams, Koseck, Boyle, Clein, DeWeese, Whipple-Boyce

Recused: Lazar

Nays: None

Absent: None

Board members listed the information they would need for the January 9 meeting:

From the applicant —

(g) A draft of the terms of the contract volunteered by the applicant as reviewed

by
Mr. Currier;

(h) A rendering of the proposal with elevations showing how it would fit on the

site
with the adjacency to the neighbors to the south, to the north, and to the west;
() A meeting with residents so they know what is being proposed.
From staff —

() A letter of opinion from the city attorney outlining the nature of contract zoning
and what precedent it creates for similarly situated properties within the

neighborhood;

(k) A review of residential zoning in other zone districts and what they would
generally allow;

(1) A history of rezoning to R-7 and R-8 on Brown St.

Ms. Ecker noted the complete agenda information is posted on the City’s website the
Friday before the meeting. Additionally, it was affirmed the protest petition from the
property owners remains active as long as the public hearing continues.

The board took a short recess at 10:03 p.m.



Planning Board Minutes
January 9, 2013

01-04-13

REZONING APPLICATION

404 Park St.

Request for Contract Zoning (continued from the meetings of September 19 and November
14, 2012).

Ms. Lazar recused herself because of a relationship with the listing company.

A petition to deny the rezoning application and signed by the seven 100 ft. neighbors has been
received by the Planning Dept.

Ms. Ecker re-introduced the rezoning application. In accordance with the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance, the property owner of parcel #1925451021, being lots 66 and 67 of Oak
Grove addition (vacant property on the corner of Park St., Oakland Ave., and Woodward Ave.),
commonly known as 404 Park St., is requesting that the Planning Board hold a public hearing to
consider the rezoning of said property from R-2 (Single-Family Residential) to B-2C (General
Business). With the existing Single-Family Zoning the building envelope is very restrictive. The
petitioner has selected B-2C Zoning because it offers a significant enough floor plate to allow
the multi-family development they are looking for. The subject parcel has been considered for
rezoning twice before, once in 1960 and once in 1988. The application was denied on both
occasions.

The subject property has been vacant since 1989 when a previously existing single-
family home was razed. The applicant’s letter indicates the property has been for sale
since 2006.

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.

Under the contract zoning that the applicant is proffering, the property would be deed restricted
as well as zoning restricted to residential uses only.

After appearing before the Planning Board on September 19 and November 14, 2012, the
petitioner’s application was continued to January 9, 2013. They are now proposing a six-unit
row house concept designed to complement the neighborhood’s “Little San Francisco” image by
modeling the units after the symbolic row houses for which San Francisco, CA is known. All of
the information requested by the Planning Board at the last meeting has been provided.
Further, the applicant has advised that a meeting with the neighbors was held on the evening
of January 3, 2013.

A Conditional Rezoning Agreement has been voluntarily offered by the developer as required for
conditional rezoning. They propose to rezone the property to a limited specific use, six units of
multi-family residential. The Agreement binds them to that use and ties them to all other
standards particular to that zone district. The City Attorney has stated that any development
beyond those limitations, such as a commercial use, would require further approval from the
City.



Mr. Chuck DiMaggio with Burton Katzman presented slides depicting the site plan and building
elevations showing three units on the first floor and three units on the second floor. The units
are 1,376 sq. ft. on the first-floor and 1,620 sq. ft. on the second floor.

He explained there are four points of access to the Ravines neighborhood which are dominated
by office buildings. The properties immediately behind have very nice residential construction
despite the office buildings and their size. By extension, their row house project would fit into
the area without a detrimental impact. They chose elevations that begin to project the San
Francisco image to the district. It is felt this will help enhance the property values and provide
a tangible benefit. Signage is proposed for the corner of Oakland Ave. and Park St. announcing
the Little San Francisco District.

Mr. DiMaggio indicated the City Engineer was very positive towards the idea of having parking
along Oakland Ave. One lane can be turned into on-street parking. That would provide an
additional six or seven parking spaces. Also, they have thought about adding a diverter marked
“No Right Turn” at Park St. to divert the traffic towards Oakland Ave. Through interaction with
the City and the neighborhood they have hopefully arrived at a product that can work for
everybody.

Chairman Boyle announced this will be the beginning of a site plan review process. The
discussion tonight will evaluate to what extent the petitioner’'s proposal fits into this particular
part of the City. If they move forward, this board will look at a proper site plan in much more
detail. He took comments from the public at 8:10 p.m.

Mr. Benjamin Gill, 520 Park St., had a problem with the zoning. He felt the two lots should
continue to be zoned Single-Family. Two single-family homes can be built there with the right
setbacks. He is not in favor of accommodating the seller in getting more money for the lots
because of what the developer can or cannot do.

Mr. Randy Stafford, 211 Ravine, said he is one of the directors of the newly formed Little San
Francisco Neighborhood Assoc. The reason the neighborhood has its name is because of the
hills and not the architecture. He doesn’'t think the proposed elevations are necessarily
consistent with the architecture in the neighborhood. He urged the board to consider requiring
the petitioner to downscale their development even further. He noted the Neighborhood Assoc.
was formed in part to be a party to the Conditional Zoning Agreement. The developer has
offered to deed restrict the property and he asked that be put into the Agreement to provide
additional protection to the property owners.

Mr. Brad Host said that he and his wife own the Brown house to the north. He represented the
seven property owners within 100 ft. of the subject property. He stated the design has too
much density, lot coverage, height, traffic, and water runoff. One of the seven nearby
residents attended one of the public meetings. Otherwise they have had no contact with the
developer. Thirty-nine other families have offered to sign their petition. In conclusion, the
landowner has had a problem selling his property; but that is not the neighborhood’s problem.
Mr. Matt Wendel, 452 Park St., said if the lots are left as-is, a single-family house will go there.
The property owner tore the original house down instead of refurbishing it. Then he set a
commercial price for the parcel and claimed his other offers were low-ball. Special privileges
should not be given to people who create empty lots in order to increase their value. The
concern about conditional rezoning is that if it is not done correctly it turns into spot zoning.



Ms. Dorothy Conrad, 2252 Yorkshire, did not think that developers who claim they cannot get
their money back should be rewarded. She believes that a single-family home or homes are
what belong on this property. She urged the board to reject the idea of a conditional rezoning
classification for these lots.

Mr. Hon Chen, 330 Ferndale, spoke to say he does not support the rezoning because he doesn’t
want any negative effect on the neighborhood.

Mr. Benjamin Gill spoke again to add that the six units will make a huge impact on parking
along Park St. even with possible parking on Oakland Ave. He feels condominiums should be
offered rather than apartments because renters don't care about the property.

Mr. Randy Stafford said he forgot to mention that Mr. DiMaggio has agreed to include as part of
the proposal that the tenants in the six units will not be issued parking permits. They will be
required to park in the Parking Structure.

Ms. Sharon Self, owner of the duplex at 227 and 229 Euclid, said the value of her property is
comparable to the single-family values in that community. She thinks applicant’s proposal is a
sorry, sad thing to do to their very small 90-home community. It is a permanent solution to
what could be a very temporary economic problem. She hopes the board will carefully consider
the impact of their decision.

Mr. Williams said his view is that the City Commission should look at the general proposition of
conditional rezoning before the specifics go to the Planning Board.

Mr. DeWeese agreed. He was uncomfortable with supporting a favorable motion. The
applicant has stated the current zoning classification is no longer appropriate, but that is due at
least in part to the action of taking the houses down and clearing the property. There is also
the question of increasing density in this sensitive neighborhood. Finally, he was uncomfortable
with taking one little piece of property without looking at the whole context and how it fits
overall. The issue of conditional rezoning will not go away and it should be added to the
Planning Board'’s Priority List.

Mr. Clein emphasized that contract zoning is a legal tool in the State of Michigan. The board
should at least give fair consideration to it. The only question he thinks should be discussed is
density of the project.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought a multi-family development is the right thing for this location.
However, the density does concern her a little. She thinks there is a need for rental units, and
does not necessarily agree that renters or landlords don't take care of their property. Neither
does she agree that too much traffic or too tall buildings are very relevant in this case,
particularly given the news from the Engineering Dept. that they could potentially add seven
spaces along the street. There is a parking structure across the street, and everything
surrounding this neighborhood is taller than this proposed residential building. Further, water
runoff is not a concern for her because she doesn't think the Engineering Dept. will allow a
project that would cause the surrounding homes to flood.

Mr. Koseck tended to think contract zoning is generally a good thing because it allows people to
negotiate about what is in their best interest as a group. He thinks the petitioner has done a
pretty good job of analyzing the neighborhood and making a case for their development. He



agreed that Little San Francisco is not about the architecture or the proposed sign. However,
that would be for another meeting.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce commented it is better to have something there than to have empty lots.

Mr. Williams said his sense is that the whole effort on Brown St. with multiple parcels up-scaled
the development in the area. The neighbors were generally supportive because the investment
would enhance the value of the properties to the south. In his

view, what is generally being proposed here doesn’t increase the value of adjoining properties.

Motion by Mr. DeWeese
Seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend denial of the proposed rezoning of 404
Park St. from R-2 to B-2C to the City Commission.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought this possibly should not be approved because of the density issue
and everything that will be going on in the space. Some of that was alleviated for her tonight
when she learned about the possibility to increase parking spaces and the fact that these
people won't be issued parking permits.

Mr. DeWeese said he is uncomfortable with the precedent the rezoning sets as far as getting
around other zoning classifications in terms of setbacks, etc.

Chairman Boyle felt the question here is whether this development is compatible and fits in with
the neighborhood, and whether it will have a detrimental impact on the neighborhood. His
opinion is that in each case this is a compatible use in an area that is deemed residential.
There will be some impact on the area, but compared to the office developments that line the
neighborhood, the impact is small. For those reasons he was in favor of moving this forward.

The chairman took comments on the motion from members of the audience at 9:03 p.m.

Mr. DiMaggio noted that under many other zoning classifications they could achieve more units
than what they are proposing tonight. Their biggest constraint is complying with the setback
requirements. They are attempting to pull the building away from the north property line and
put it up on the street where it really belongs. This not an effort to get around the Zoning
Ordinance in order to achieve a greater density than permitted.

Mr. Gill said the main reason his development on Brown St. went through was because they
had the endorsement of the community to the south. In this case, at least half of the
homeowners have said “no,” and he hopes the board will take that into consideration.

Mr. Stafford commented that if the petitioner used alternate zoning such as R-5 or R-7 he
would be denied by the Board of Zoning Appeals because of the required setbacks.

Motion failed, 2-4.

ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: DeWeese, Williams

Nays: Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Whipple-Boyce
Recused: Lazar

Absent: None



Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce
Seconded by Mr. Koseck to recommend approval of the proposed rezoning of 404
Park St. from R-2 to B-2C to the City Commission.

The chairman opened up further discussion by the audience at 9:08 p.m.

Mr. Randy Stafford noted there is unanimous opposition to the proposal by all of the residents
within 100 ft. of the location. He was advised by Ms. Ecker that a three-quarters vote in favor
is required by the City Commission in order to pass the rezoning request. Tonight the Planning
Board is just making a recommendation to the City Commission, and they will make the final
decision.

Motion carried, 4-2.

ROLLCALL VOTE

Yeas: Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Whipple-Boyce
Nays: DeWeese, Williams

Recused: Lazar

Absent: None

Chairman Boyle recalled the Planning Board has reviewed and debated on three separate
occasions this proposal to develop the site for contract residential zoning. He feels the board
has done its job. If this goes through the City Commission successfully, it will come back to this
board for further site plan and design review.

The board took a short recess at 9:15 p.m.



City Commission Minutes
January 28, 2013

01-32-13 SET PUBLIC HEARING

404 PARK
Dorothy Conrad stated that the state zoning law requires a 2/3 vote when abutting
property owners are opposed. She noted that the Planning Board approved this by a 4-2
vote.

Mr. Currier explained that the Planning Board makes recommendations to the City
Commission. To adopt a rezoning would require a super majority vote of the City Commission.

Ms. Conrad expressed concern with conditional zoning. She objected to the Public
Hearing. She asked when the Commission had passed an ordinance regarding conditional
zoning. Mr. Currier explained that conditional zoning is allowed under state law.

MOTION: Motion by Rinschler, seconded by Nickita:

To set a public hearing date for February 25, 2013 to consider approval of a
Conditional Rezoning request for the rezoning of the vacant property at 404 Park Street
from R-1 (Single- Family Residential) to B2C (General Business), with the voluntary
restriction of the applicant to allow only residential uses on the site.

VOTE: Yeas, 6
Nays, None
Absent, 1
(Moore)



City Commission Minutes
February 25, 2013

01-62-13 PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER REZONING
404 PARK STREET

Mayor Dilgard opened the Public Hearing to consider approval of a Conditional Rezoning request
for the rezoning of the vacant property at 404 Park Street from R-2 (Single-Family Residential)
to B2C (General Business), with the voluntary restriction of the applicant to allow only
residential uses on the site at 7:38 PM.

Ms. Ecker presented the request to rezone the property at 404 Park to B2C as requested by the
applicant. She pointed out that the applicant has voluntarily agreed to enter into an agreement
limiting the site to residential use only. Ms. Ecker explained the proposal is for a six unit multi-
family, two story building. She confirmed for Mayor Dilgard that each unit contains a two car
garage.

Commissioner Rinschler noted that the proposal is a preliminary site plan that would still have
to go for final approval. He stated the contract would limit the site to six units.

Chuck DiMaggio, Burton Katzman, presented the proposed development. He explained that
each unit is approximately 1500 square feet. He discussed the transitional function of the
property and the other rental properties in the neighborhood. The traffic pattern was discussed.
Mr. DiMaggio stated that they have agreed to install a no right turn sign.

Commissioner Hoff questioned what type of buffer will be utilized between the rear of the
building and the residential home next door. Mr. DiMaggio explained that there will be an
access drive, a screening wall and landscaping.

The Commission discussed conditional rezoning. Ms. Ecker confirmed that the Planning Board
review of conditional rezoning would take a minimum of three to four months. Mr. Currier
explained that the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act allows for conditional rezoning and explained
the process.

Mayor Pro Tem Moore and Commissioner Sherman agreed stated that this is a policy decision
and that the City should develop its standards first. Commissioner McDaniel suggested the
Planning Board review the appropriate zoning for the property in question.

The following individual spoke in opposition:
Benjamin Gill, 520 Park

Frida Gill, 520 Park

Gordon Nelson, 576 Park4 Eebruary 25, 2013



Richard Nadjarian, 439 Park

Dorothy Conrad

Randy Safford, 211 Ravine

Brad Host, owner of house next door
Kristen Tait, 692 Brookside

Paul Gillin, 391 Ferndale

Hong Jiang, 330 Ferndale

David Bloom agreed transition areas need additional review.

Bob Ziegelman, Ziegleman Architects, stated that there are many options to integrate the area
with what is currently there and what it should grow to.

The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 9:21 PM.

Commissioner Nickita expressed that the site should be addressed as it is an unusual transition
zone. He stated this needs to be handled proactively, not reactive. He stated that the two
issues that need to be discussed are contract zoning and the vision of this area in the future.

MOTION: Motion by Hoff, seconded by McDaniel:

To deny the conditional rezoning request without prejudice and to ask the Planning Board to
consider in the short term zoning for this particular area and in the long term the overall plan
on conditional rezoning.

Carroll Deweese, 923 Purdy and member of the Planning Board, commented that the motion
gives the Planning Board direction and they will work with due diligence on both issues.

VOTE: Yeas, 7
Nays, None
Absent, None

The Commission received communications opposed to the proposed conditional rezoning.



Planning Board Minutes
June 24, 2015

PUBLIC HEARINGS
Chairman Clein re-opened the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. (continued from May 27)

1. An ordinance to amend Chapter 126, Zoning, of the Birmingham City
Code as follows:

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND
SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.41, TZ1 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 2.42,
TZ1 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND
SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.43, TZ2 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION
2.44, TZ2 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT,;

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND
SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.45, TZ3 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION
2.46, TZ3 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.53, PARKING STANDARDS, PK-
09, TO CREATE PARKING STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE
DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.58, SCREENING STANDARDS,
SC-06, TO CREATE SCREENING STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND TZ3
ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.62, SETBACK STANDARDS, SB-
05, TO CREATE SETBACK STANDARDS FOR TZ1 ZONE DISTRICTS;
TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.63, SETBACK STANDARDS, SB-
06, TO CREATE SETBACK STANDARDS FOR TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE
DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.69, STREETSCAPE STANDARDS,
ST-01, TO CREATE STREETSCAPE STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND
TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.77, STRUCTURE STANDARDS,
SS — 09, TO CREATE STRUCTURE STANDARDS FOR THE TZ1 ZONE
DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.78, STRUCTURE STANDARDS,



SS — 10, TO CREATE STRUCTURE STANDARDS FOR TZ2 AND TZ3
ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 5, SECTION 5.14, TRANSITION ZONE 1, TO
CREATE USE SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR THE TZ1 ZONE DISTRICT;
TO ADD ARTICLE 5, SECTION 5.15, TRANSITION ZONES 2 AND
3, TO CREATE USE SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR THE TZ2 AND TZ3
ZONE DISTRICTS;

AND

TO AMEND CHAPTER 126, ZONING, OF THE CODE OF THE CITY
OF BIRMINGHAM, ARTICLE 4, ALL SECTIONS NOTED BELOW,
TO APPLY EACH SECTION TO THE NEWLY CREATED TZ1, TZ2
AND/OR TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS AS INDICATED:

Ordinance Section Name Section Number Applicable Zone to be
Added

Accessory Structures

Standards (AS)

4.2 TZ1,TZ2, TZ3
4.3 TZ1
4.4 TZ1,TZ2, TZ3

Essential Services
Standards (ES)
4.09 TZ1,TZ2, TZ3

Fence Standards (FN)
4.10 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3
411 TZ1

Floodplain Standards (FP)
4.13 T71,T72,TZ3

Height Standards (HT)
4.16 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3
4.18 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Landscaping Standards
(LA)
4.20 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Lighting Standards (LT)
4.21
4.22

TZ1,TZ2,TZ3
TZ1,TZ2, TZ3



Loading Standards (LD)
4.24 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Open Space Standards
(0S)
4.30 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Outdoor Dining Standards

(OD)

4.44 TZ2,TZ3
Parking Standards (PK)

4.45

4.46

4.47

TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Screening Standards (SC)
4.53 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Setback Standards (SB)
4.58 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Structure Standards (SS)
4.69 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Temporary Use Standards
(TU)
4.77 TZ1,TZ2,TZ3

Utility Standards (UT)
4.81 TZ2,TZ3

Vision Clearance Standards
(VC)
4.82 TZ1,TZ2, TZ3

Window Standards (WN)
4.83 TZ2,TZ3

AND

TO AMEND ARTICLE 9, DEFINITIONS, SECTION 9.02 TO ADD
DEFINISTIONS FOR BOUTIQUE, PARKING, SOCIAL CLUB,



TOBACCONIST, INDOOR RECREATION FACILITY AND SPECIALTY
FOOD STORE.

3. To consider a proposal to rezone the following transitional parcels that are
adjacent to residential zones throughout the City as follows:

300 Ferndale, 233, 247, 267 & 287 Oakland, 416 & 424 Park, Parcel #
1925451021, Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning from R-2 Single-Family Residential to TZ1 - Attached Single-Family to
allow attached Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential which are compatible
with adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

191 N. Chester Rd. Birmingham, M.

Rezoning from R-2 Single-Family Residential to TZ1 - Attached Single-Family to

allow Attached Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential uses which are

compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

400 W. Maple Birmingham, MI. - O1 Office to TZ3 Mixed Use to allow

Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential
uses.

564 and 588 Purdy, 115, 123, 195 W. Brown, 122, 178 E. Brown
Birmingham, MI. Rezoning from O2 Office to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow
Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-
Family Residential uses.

1221 Bowers & 1225 Bowers Birmingham, M.

Rezoning from O1- Office/ P - Parking to TZ1 - Attached Single-Family to allow
Attached Single-Family, Multi-Family Residential uses which are compatible with
adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

1111 & 1137 Holland; 801, 887, 999, 1035 & 1105 S. Adams Rd.; 1108,
1132 & 1140 Webster; 1137 & 1143 Cole St.; 1101 & 1120 E. Lincoln.
Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning from 02 Office to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow Commercial and Residential
uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

500, 522 & 576 E. Lincoln; 1148 & 1160 Grant; 1193 Floyd; Parcel #
1936403030, Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning from B-1 Neighborhood Business to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow
Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-
Family Residential uses.

36801, 36823 & 36877 Woodward, Parcel #’s 1925101001,
1925101006, 1925101007, 1925101008, 1925101009, Birmingham MI.
Rezoning from O1- Office & P-Parking to TZ3 - Mixed Use to allow Commercial
and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential
uses.
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1775, 1803, 1915, 1971, 1999, 2055, 2075 & 2151 Fourteen Mile Rd.,
Parcel # 2031455006, Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning from O1- Office to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow Commercial and Residential
uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

100, 124, 130 & 152, W. Fourteen Mile Rd. & 101 E. Fourteen Mile Rd.
Parcel #1936379020, Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning from B1-Neighborhood Business, P-Parking, R5-Multi-Family Residential
to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow Commercial and Residential uses which are
compatible with adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

880 W. Fourteen Mile Rd., 1875, 1890 & 1950 Southfield Rd.
Birmingham, MI.

Rezoning fromB1-Neighborhood Business, O1-Office to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow
Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-
Family Residential uses.

1712,1728,1732,1740, 1744, 1794 & 1821 W. Maple Rd. Birmingham,
MI.

Rezoning from B1-Neighborhood Business, P-Parking, O1-Office to TZ2 - Mixed
Use to allow Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent
Single-Family Residential uses.

2483 W. Maple Rd. Birmingham MI.

Rezoning from B1-Neighborhood Business to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow
Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-
Family Residential uses.

151 N. Eton, Birmingham MI.

Rezoning from B-1 Neighborhood Business to TZ2 - Mixed Use to allow
Commercial and Residential uses which are compatible with adjacent Single-
Family Residential uses.

412 & 420 E. Frank, Parcel # 1936253003, Birmingham MI.

Rezoning from B1-Neighborhood Business, B2B-General Business, R3-Single-
Family Residential to TZ1 — Attached Single-Family Residential to allow Attached
Single-Family and Multi-Family Residential uses which are compatible with
adjacent Single-Family Residential uses.

Ms. Ecker advised that a typo has been corrected in the draft ordinance amendments for the
TZ-2 development standards, and that is the only change to the draft ordinance language from
the last meeting.

Mr. Baka recalled last time he covered the basics of each zone and started to get into each
individual parcel. At the board's request, his presentation tonight will focus much more on
individual properties and how each individual location would be affected by the proposed
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amendments as far as use and density. He briefly described the TZ-1, residential zone, and
the TZ-2 and TZ-3 zones that are mixed-use. Any currently existing use or building would be
grandfathered in as long as it doesn't close for six months or the building is destroyed more
than 75%. When a new use is established within an existing building the new zoning
regulations would go into effect. The new zoning will apply to any expansion of an existing use
or a building that requires site plan approval from the Planning Board. Where a new building is
proposed the new proposed ordinance would apply.

7Z-1 Properties
» E. Frank - R-3/B-1/B-2B to TZ-1
Total property area - approximately 15,000 sq. ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - 1 unit on R-3 parcel
0 units on B-1 parcel
No limit on B-2B parcel
# of units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 5

It was discussed that if Frank St. Bakery goes out of business they would be allowed to
establish another bakery within 6 months or go to a residential use.

= 412 E. Frank - R-3to TZ-1

= 420 E. Frank (Frank St. Bakery) - B-1to TZ-1

= E. Frank Parking - B-2B to TZ-1

» Park and Oakland - R-2 to TZ-1
Property area per lot on Oakland - approximately 7,500 ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - 1
# of residential units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 2
Property area of 404 Park - approximately 14,000 sq. ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - 2
# of residential units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 4
Property area per lot on Park - approximately 7,200 sq. ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - 1
# of residential units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 2

It was discussed that TZ-1, three stories, would have a similar impact as the current R-2
three story structures.

» Willits and Chester - R-2 to TZ-1 (Church of Christ Scientist)
Total property area - approximately 17,000 sq. ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - 2
# of residential units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 5

» Bowers/Post Office - 0-1/P to TZ-1
Total property area - approximately 125,000 sq. ft.
# of residential units currently permitted - no limit
# of residential units permitted under TZ-1 zoning - 41
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At 8:10 p.m. Chairman Clein invited the public to come forward and comment on
anything related to the potential rezoning of the TZ-1 parcels.

Ms. Patti Shane who lives on Purdy did not understand why there has to be a major
overhaul of all the zones when every issue could be approved by the Planning Board as
it comes through. The neighborhood is thrilled with the little bakery at the corner of
Frank and Ann and they don't want it to go away.

Mr. Benjamin Gill, 520 Park, received confirmation this is a continuation of the public
hearing that began May 27 to discuss whether the Planning Board will recommend
approval to the City Commission of the ordinance changes including the rezonings. The
City Commission would consider the recommendation and hold a public hearing before
making its decision.

Mr. Salvatore Bitonti, 709 Ann, said he is the owner of the Frank St. Bakery building.
He asked for reassurance that if the bakery moves out he will not have to pay taxes on
an empty space. Ms. Ecker observed this is a difficult site with the three parcels that all
allow different things. The parcels are not big enough to develop each one separately.

Mr. Brad Host said he and his wife own the house next to 404 Park which under this
proposal could be developed into four condo units. They see this as an expansion of
the city. If TZ-1 is enacted, it would take away part of their neighborhood. The only
advocate for this is the developer. Everyone else has said they don't want it. Density
has always been their biggest issue and the TZ-1 proposal will exacerbate that problem.

Ms. Ann Stolcamp, 333 Ferndale, echoed what Mr. Host said. People in her
neighborhood have asked not to be rezoned. Parking is an issue there. The
suggestion that her neighborhood is a transition zone is disturbing to her.

Ms. Bev McCotter, the owner of 287 Oakland, urged the board to remove Little San
Francisco from the TZ-1 zoning recommendation. Under TZ-1, future property owners
could join together and sell their properties to a developer of multi-family residences.
That would change the whole flavor of this neighborhood of single-family homes.

Ms. Gina Russo, 431 Park, said she also would appreciate a recommendation for
removal of Little San Francisco from TZ-1. It would be a shame for their neighborhood
to increase 100% in density.

Mr. Paul Reagan thought the problem isn't with crowding in Little San Francisco; the
problem is with the principles of zoning that are being considered, which do not fit
across the town. It is not an appropriate buffer concept anywhere in town.

Mr. Larry Bertolini, 1275 Webster, had concerns about traffic on Bowers if the Post
Office moves out. Forty-one units seems dense for that small area. He received
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clarification that if the Post Office wants to make modifications to their building there are
no restrictions because they are the Federal Government.

Mr. David Bloom said it looks to him like there has been an attempt to simplify zoning.
Each of the properties has unique differences and presents a challenge with trying to fit
it into TZ-1 zoning. He thinks more research is needed to maybe take each area and
find some zoning for it that is individualized rather than crammed into TZ-1.

Mr. Michael Shook, owner of 247 and 267 Oakland, said it seems to him the only
reason they are talking about rezoning is because of the vacant lot between Park and
Ferndale. When the issue came up about rezoning the empty lot, the initial reaction of
the board was they did not want to do spot zoning. So it looks like they got around spot
zoning by rezoning the neighborhood. Theirs isn't a transitional zone; there is no reason
to rezone them. The neighbors oppose it and therefore, he asked that they be removed
from that consideration.

Ms. Sharon Self, 227 Euclid, observed that it is such a small neighborhood that anything
that is done along Oakland or anywhere else in the area affects everyone.

Mr. Benjamin Gill noted theirs is a neighborhood and not a commercial place where
people invest and just sell houses.

Mr. DeWeese expressed his opinion that area is clearly inappropriate for rezoning.

TZ-2 Properties
» Brown at Pierce/Purdy - 0-2 to TZ-2; P to TZ-2; R-3to TZ-2

S. Adams, Adams Square to Lincoln - O-2 to TZ-2
Lincoln at Grant - B-1to TZ-2
E. Fourteen Mile Rd. east of Woodward - O-1to TZ-2

Fourteen Mile Rd. at Pierce - B-1, P, and R-5to TZ-2

Southfield at Fourteen Mile Rd. - O-1to TZ-2
Mills Pharmacy Plaza/W. Maple Rd. and Larchlea - B-1, O-1, P to TZ-2

>

>

>

>

» Market Square and Pennzoil - B-1to TZ-2
>

>

» W. Maple Rd. and Cranbrook - B-1 to TZ-2
>

N Eton - B-1to TZ-2
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Mr. DeWeese received clarification that when single-family residential is developed, it
falls under the R-3 specifications in all of the zones.

The chairman called for comments from the public on TZ-2 properties at 9:13 p.m.

Ms. Patti Shane talked about the density in her area on Purdy and reiterated that it
seems every case is unique. Again, she does not understand why parcels cannot be
considered on a case-by-case basis and then determine what the community thinks.
She doesn't know what the development of the Green’s Art Supply property will do to
her neighborhood, let alone adding all the new allowances.

Mr. David Bloom received clarification that for the Market Square property, if it were to
change to TZ-2, the use could continue but if they ever came up for site plan review
they would have to do it under a Special Land Use Permit ("SLUP").

Mr. Paul Reagan stated with respect to the north side of Purdy there is no apparent
reason to rezone residential into TZ-2. The best he can tell is someone is planning to
have a large, multi-family apartment building going in there. This looks like it is
developer driven. It is completely unacceptable to that neighborhood.

Mr. Harvey Salizon, 564 Purdy, said he understands if the owner of the corner building
at Pierce and Brown did not get a two-level building approved he could put up a four-
story structure at the south side of the parking lot. Mr. Baka explained under the R-7
standards the P Zone allows multi-family. Mr. Salizon thought putting up a four-story
building would literally block off the neighborhood.

Mr. Larry Bertolini saw some inconsistency with the streetscape when commercial
development is allowed on Adams along with residential. In response to Mr. Bertolini's
guestion, Ms. Ecker advised there is no annual review for SLUPs. If there is a
complaint and a violation is found the SLUP could be revoked.

TZ-3 Properties
» W. Maple Rd. and Chester - O-1to TZ-3

» Quarton and Woodward - O-1to TZ-3
There were no comments from the audience on TZ-3 at 9:28 p.m.

Mr. Williams was comfortable with the concepts of TZ-1, TZ-2, and TZ-3 and thought
they should remain.
= He did not think there is any dispute over the TZ-3 classifications on both
properties.
= For TZ-2 itis pretty clear they tried to go to more neighborhood type uses.
Where there may be questions a SLUP is attached. The only properties that
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raise a concern for him are the two residences on Purdy. The intent for including
them is because the parcel to the west (P) could be developed to four stories.
From his perspective in most instances TZ-1 is an improvement from what
currently exists. The only area where there is a significant increase in density
from what exists presently is at Park and Oakland. He is inclined not to include
that parcel.

The only properties he would leave out of the recommendation are the parcels
along Oakland.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce agreed with a lot of what Mr. Williams said.

TZ-3 seems not to be controversial, however, she would add veterinary clinic to
uses with a SLUP.

At Fourteen Mile and Pierce it may be a mistake to include the parking lot directly
behind it. Given the conditions that surround it, it would be more appropriate as
an R-2 classification and leave the others as TZ-2.

A lot of problems might be solved if Frank St. was zoned TZ-2.

She is not sure that the entire area at Oakland and Park should be removed from
the consideration of TZ-1. Brownstones would be a real benefit to the community
directly behind it.

Mr. Koseck said he is in support of what he has heard. He doesn't mind pulling
properties out of the bundle because there are no advocates. Mr. Williams thought this
ordinance language should permit development but not prohibit what is there now. The
existing uses in some cases are there and are acceptable to the neighborhood and the
owners. It seems to him to be a mistake that if an existing use disappears for 181 days
it can't come back. He is troubled by the language being mandatory, it should be
voluntary.

Chairman Clein agrees with the TZ-1, TZ-2, and TZ-3 concepts in general.

He agrees that TZ-3 is a simple thing.

He has no issue with the Parking designation at Fourteen Mile and Pierce being
removed.

He thinks the R-3 designation at Purdy should be removed. It is an example of
good intention to square off a block.

At Oakland and Park, remove the parcels between Park and Ferndale. Keep 404
on the corner in. Remove the two properties to the north that he thinks were
added to square off a block.

As to the parcel at Frank and Ann, he supports TZ-2. If that is done, the whole
guestion of mandatory and voluntary might go away. He thinks mandatory
makes more sense.

Mr. Jeffares said condos for empty nesters are very scarce. At Woodward and Oakland
Woodward is loud and busy and not palatable for someone building a single-family
house,; it is suitable for a four unit condo.
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Ms. Lazar agreed with Ms. Whipple-Boyce. TZ-1 zoning for Frank and Ann is a little
more passive than it needs to be.

Mr. DeWeese thought everyone agrees they have the right form in these places. There
has been some question that the uses are not appropriate. But looking at the uses, in
most instances either stronger controls are recommended, or the uses have been cut
back. Also there is the possibility of developing residential in every location. He agrees
with the Chairman that the property on Purdy should remain residential and not be
rezoned to TZ-2.

Ms. Whipple-Boyce felt the language needs to be mandatory and not optional and she
wouldn't support it if it was optional. In her opinion If the overlay is allowed to be
optional the board would not be doing its job, which is to find a way to protect the
residents that are adjacent to all of these properties.

Mr. Williams advocated looking at all the parcels again to make sure the same mistake
hasn't been made of putting them in the wrong classification. The chairman felt
comfortable going forward with the modifications that have been discussed, knowing
there will be a public hearing at the City Commission.

Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce
Seconded by Ms. Lazar to adopt the package as written with the exceptions of:
= 404 Park in only; the two parcels north and the parcels between Ferndale
and Park are out.
= The three properties on Frank that are triple-zoned, switch from TZ-1to TZ-
2 which would allow some of the commercial uses to continue.
= Take out the parking lot zoned P on Pierce near Fourteen Mile and Pierce
that was previously proposed to be TZ-2.
= Add veterinary clinic as a permitted use with a SLUP in TZ-3.

The chairman called for discussion from the public on the motion at 10:12 p.m.

Mr. Brad Host said should this be put through on 404 Park he is the real victim because
he lives next door and it will lower his property values. He doesn't want to live next door
to a four unit condo project.

Mr. Salvatore Bitonti said he wants to be able to rent his property if the bakery moves
out. Chairman Clein explained the TZ-2 recommendation would allow him to build
single-family and a small amount of multi-family and also keep the limited commercial
uses that are there now.

Mr. Larry Bertolini still had concerns about the post office site on Bowers and the
amount of units that could be permitted there.
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Mr. Harvey Salizon asked for clarification about the parcel at Purdy and Brown. If the
residences are eliminated, the land is too valuable to develop a two-story structure on
that limited parcel. The owner will probably construct a four-story building at the south
side of the parking lot. Chairman Clein clarified that tonight's motion would not allow the
four-story building to be built.

Mr. Michael Shook thought if four units are allowed at the Woodward and Oakland
corner parcel there is no way a developer will put up anything as nice on that corner as
along Brown.

Mr. David Bloom did not understand the reasoning for leaving the Pierce parking section
off. He thought the reason for rezoning that whole area was so no one could put a four-
story parking deck there. Ms. Whipple-Boyce explained she omitted the parking area
on Pierce because she believes R-2 zoning is more appropriate than TZ-2. The board
can come back to that at a later date.

Mr. Frank Gill, 520 Park, commented on the property at 404 Park. If the property wasn't
selling it was probably priced too high. If it is unique as far as its location at Woodward
and Oakland then the price should reflect that. Some developer could build a single-
family house or a duplex and still come out with a profit. He hopes the board will
understand that the market, if it is allowed to, will take care of it and develop a building
that is appropriate for that corner.

Ms. Patti Shane spoke about Purdy again, The biggest nightmare to her would be if
someone would put up multiple dwelling units on the property at the corner of Brown
and Purdy. They have a density issue and it would impact their neighborhood.

Mr. Chuck Dimaggio with Burton Katzman spoke to represent the owners of 404 Park.
He urged the board to recommend to the City Commission that they keep 404 Park in
the Transitional Overlay. He assured that when they come back for site plan approval
the board will be very pleased with the four unit building they will propose, and it will
become a real asset for the City as one enters off of Park.

Ms. Ann Stolcamp said the people here from Little San Francisco are all homeowners
that are representing themselves and what they care about. The developer sent a
representative.

Mr. DeWeese commented he will not be supporting the motion. He supports the
concept but thinks the Park area should be removed; Purdy at the minimum should be
588; and he agrees that Frank should not be optional but still have flexibility somehow.

Motion carried, 4-3.

ROLLCALL VOTE
Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Lazar, Clein, Jeffares
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Nays: DeWeese, Koseck, Williams
Absent: Boyle

Chairman Clein thanked the public for their comments which are definitely taken to
heart. This is not the last hearing on the rezoning, as it will go to the City Commission
and there will be more opportunities to provide further input. He closed this public
hearing at 10:26 p.m.
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City Commission Minutes
September 21, 2015

09-204-15 CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER ZONING ORDINANCE
AMENDMENTS TRANSITIONAL ZONING

Mayor Sherman reopened the Public Hearing to consider amendments to Chapter 126, Zoning,
of the Code of the City of Birmingham at 7:44 PM.

Planner Baka explained the recent revision to TZ1 requested by the City Commission prohibits
garage doors on the front elevation. Commissioner Rinschler pointed out the previous
discussion to eliminate all non-residential uses from TZ1. City Manager Valentine noted that any
modifications to TZ1 could be addressed tonight.

Mr. Baka explained that TZ1 allows for attached single-family or multi-family two-story
residential and provides transition from low density commercial to single family homes. He
noted the maximum height is thirty-five feet with a two-story minimum and three-story
maximum.

Commissioner McDaniel questioned why other properties on Oakland Street were removed from
the original proposal. Mr. Baka explained that it was based on the objections from the
homeowners as the current residents did not want their properties rezoned. Commissioner
Rinschler pointed out that the rezoning is not about what is there currently, but what could be
there in the future.

Mayor Pro Tem Hoff commented that the setback in TZ1 is required to have a front patio or
porch which is very limiting with the five foot setback. She questioned why one-story is not
allowed. Planner Ecker explained that two-stories will allow for more square footage and it is
intended to be a buffer from the downtown to residential.

Commissioner Rinschler suggested that post office, social security office, school, nursing center,
and church be removed from the list of uses so it is only residential use. He noted that the City
is trying to create a buffer so there are no businesses abutting residential. He suggested a
future Commission review the residential standards. Commissioners Dilgard and McDaniel
agreed.

Ms. Ecker commented on the front setback requirement. She noted that the development
standards include a waiver which would allow the Planning Board to move the setback further if
a larger patio or terrace is desired.

Commissioner Nickita commented on the additional uses in TZ1. He noted that this is a zoning
designation which is essentially residentially focused allowing for multi-family. He stated that
those uses which stand out to be residential are independent senior living and independent
hospice which are aligned with multi-family residential uses. The Commission discussed the
intensity of each use including assisted living.
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Mayor Sherman summarized the discussion from the Public Hearing at the previous meeting. He
explained that the three ordinances were presented to the Commission — TZ1 which is strictly
residential; TZ2 which is residential, but allows for some commercial; and TZ3 which does allow
for residential, but is more commercial in nature. At the hearing, people were comfortable with
the language in TZ2 and TZ3. There were concerns and questions with TZ1 and the
Commission requested staff make revisions to TZ1. The Commission then discussed the parcels
that were proposed to be rezoned into the TZ2 and TZ3 categories. Discussion was not held
regarding the TZ1 parcels at that time.

Commissioner Nickita suggested that in considering the commercial permitted uses and the
Special Land Use Permit (SLUP) uses that several uses would be better served with a SLUP such
as convenience store, drug store, and hardware store. Commissioners Rinschler and Hoff
agreed.

Commissioner Rinschler noted the trouble with defining uses. He questioned why not let all the
uses require SLUP’s. Commissioner McDaniel suggested developing standards to evaluate
SLUP’s. Commissioner Nickita noted that it is not a one size fits all.

Mayor Sherman summarized the discussion that TZ1 would be restricted to solely residential; in
TZ2 residential would be allowed, but any commercial uses would require a SLUP; in TZ3 would
remain as drafted.

Bill Finnicum, 404 Bates, stated that having zero to five foot setbacks is unpractical. He
suggested that the biggest danger is losing the character and rhythm of the streets.

Michael Murphy, 1950 Bradford, stated that the suggestion to require a SLUP is an acceptable
compromise.

In response to a question from Commissioner Moore regarding parking, Ms. Ecker explained
that commercial entities must provide for their own parking on-site if they are not in the parking
assessment district. On-street parking can only be counted if the property is located in the
triangle district.

Reed Benet, 271 Euclid, stated that changing the zoning from single family residential to protect
single family residential is illogical.

Ms. Ecker confirmed for David Crisp, 1965 Bradford, that the parcels on 14 Mile would not be
able to count the on-street parking unless they came through a separate application process
and tried to get approval of the City Commission.

A resident at 1895 Bradford stated that the more uses which are subject to a SLUP would
decrease the predictability of the neighborhood in the future and the value of the zoning effort.

Benjamin Gill, 520 Park, stated that the height of the buildings should be controlled by the
neighborhood.
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Irving Tobocman, 439 Greenwood, questioned the restriction on the depth of a porch relative to
the setback on the street.

David Kolar, commercial real estate broker, expressed concern with the unintended
consequences of making everything a SLUP. He noted that a SLUP is a high barrier of entry for
small businesses. He suggested defining the appropriate uses in the TZ1, TZ2, and TZ3
districts.

Erik Morganroth, 631 Ann, expressed support of the idea of limitations and commented that the
SLUP is most appropriate.

Mr. Baka discussed the parcels proposed in TZ1. He noted the proposal increases the number of
units currently permitted at 404 Park from two to four, increase the number of units currently
permitted on the parcel at Willits and Chester from two units to a maximum of five, and set the
number of units currently permitted on the post office parcel from no limit to one unit for every
3,000 square feet. He discussed the lot area and setbacks.

Mr. Baka confirmed for Mayor Pro Tem Hoff that if the post office moved, a single family
residential would be permitted.

Commissioner Rinschler expressed concern that only one lot was included in the 404 Park area.
He suggested either extend it to the other parcels on Oakland Street or direct the Planning
Board to reopen the hearing to redo the process including all three parcels.

Commissioner Moore stated that there is still a strong potential of economic viability to having
those remain single family residential. The purpose of the ordinance is not to invade or lessen a
neighborhood, but to enhance the neighborhood by protecting it and ensuring it will be
contextual and there are building standards. Commissioner McDaniel agreed.

Commissioner Dilgard stated that the Planning Board was correct with the proposed zoning on
404 Park.

Mayor Sherman pointed out that Commission Nickita recused himself from 404 Park as he was
involved with a project with someone who has an interest in 404 Park.

Mayor Sherman agreed with Commissioner Rinschler and noted that the zoning that is
suggested does not make a lot of sense.

The following individuals spoke regarding 404 Park:

< Debra Frankovich expressed concern with sectioning out one double lot as it appears to
support one property owners best interest.

 Tom Ryan, representing the Host's who are the property owners just north of 404 Park,
commented that to single out one parcel is not appropriate.

* Benjamin Gill, 525 Park, expressed opposition to the rezoning of this parcel.

e Bill Finnicum, 404 Bates, commented that the rezoning will only benefit the property
owner and will harm the adjacent property owner.
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e Chuck DiMaggio, with Burton Katzman Development, explained the history of the property
and noted that the Planning Board has spent thirty months studying 404 Park and the
other transitional properties.

« Brad Host, 416 Park, stated that the residents are not interested in being rezoned.

Kathryn Gaines, 343 Ferndale, agreed that Oakland is the buffer. She questioned what

four units on that corner bring to the neighborhood that two could not.

Bev McCotter, 287 Oakland, stated that she does not want the development of this lot into
four units.

Jim Mirro, 737 Arlington, stated that Oakland is the buffer and stated that the parcel
should not be rezoned as proposed.

Ann Stallkamp, 333 Ferndale, stated that she is against the TZ1 rezoning on Park and
stated that 404 Park should be taken off the list.

David Bloom questioned the number of units which would be allowed on the Bowers
property.

Reed Benet, 271 Euclid, commented that it is illogical that this has gone on for three
years.

Chuck DiMaggio, with Burton Katzman Development, noted that they want to do
something that benefits the community and provide the proper transition and lead in to
the downtown and is compatibility with the neighborhood.

Tom Ryan, representing the Host's who are the property owners just north of 404 Park,
commented that this is not a transition zone and there are ways to put more than one
unit on the parcel.

The Mayor closed the Public Hearing at 9:21 PM.

MOTION: Motion by Rinschler, seconded by Dilgard:

To adopt the ordinances amending Chapter 126, Zoning, of the Code of the City of
Birmingham as suggested with the following modifications: to modify TZ1 with the
changes presented plus the elimination of all non-residential uses; to modify TZ2 that
all commercial uses require a SLUP, and TZ3 would remain as proposed: (TZ2 RESCINDED)

e TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.41,
TZ1 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

e TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 2.42, TZ1 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

e TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.43,
TZ2 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT,;

e TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 2.44, TZ2 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT,;

e TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DISTRICT INTENT, PERMITTED USES, AND SPECIAL USES, SECTION 2.45,

TZ3 (TRANSITION ZONE) DISTRICT TO CREATE A DISTRICT INTENT AND LIST PERMITTED
AND SPECIAL USES IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT,;
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TO ADD ARTICLE 02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SECTION 2.46, TZ3 (TRANSITION ZONE)
DISTRICT TO CREATE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THIS ZONE DISTRICT;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.53, PARKING STANDARDS, PK-09, TO CREATE PARKING
STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.58, SCREENING STANDARDS, SC-06, TO CREATE SCREENING
STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.62, SETBACK STANDARDS, SB-05, TO CREATE SETBACK
STANDARDS FOR TZ1 ZONE DISTRICTS;

TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.63, SETBACK STANDARDS, SB-06, TO CREATE SETBACK
STANDARDS FOR TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

« TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.69, STREETSCAPE STANDARDS, ST-01, TO CREATE STREETSCAPE
STANDARDS FOR TZ1, TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

 TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.77, STRUCTURE STANDARDS, SS — 09, TO CREATE STRUCTURE
STANDARDS FOR THE TZ1 ZONE DISTRICT;

« TO ADD ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.78, STRUCTURE STANDARDS, SS — 10, TO CREATE STRUCTURE
STANDARDS FOR TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

 TO ADD ARTICLE 5, SECTION 5.14, TRANSITION ZONE 1, TO CREATE USE SPECIFIC STANDARDS
FOR THE TZ1 ZONE DISTRICT;

e TO ADD ARTICLE 5, SECTION 5.15, TRANSITION ZONES 2 AND 3, TO CREATE USE SPECIFIC
STANDARDS FOR THE TZ2 AND TZ3 ZONE DISTRICTS;

Commissioner Moore commented that an important part of this package is the building
standards for the transitional areas where commercial abuts residential. Requiring SLUP’s in
the TZ2 district will be more cumbersome for the small proprietor. There may be some
unintended consequences.
VOTE: Yeas, 7
Nays, None

Absent, None
MOTION: Motion by Rinschler, seconded

MOTION: Motion by Dilgard, seconded by Moore:

To approve the rezoning of Parcel # 1925451021, Known as 404 Park Street, Birmingham,
MI. from R-2 Single-Family Residential to TZ1 - Attached Single-Family to allow attached Single-
Family and Multi-Family Residential which are compatible with adjacent Single-Family
Residential uses.
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Commissioner Rinschler stated that if a buffer zone is being created, it should include properties
further down Oakland. He stated that he considers rental properties as commercial
development.

Mayor Pro Tem Hoff stated that she will not support the motion. She noted that the plans look
good, however she has heard from residents who are very unhappy about this.

Mayor Sherman noted that he will not support the motion. If a buffer zone is going to be
created, it should be the entire side of the street. He noted that Oakland is an entranceway into
the City. Eventually, there may be that transition, but now is not the time.

VOTE: Yeas, 3 (Dilgard, McDaniel, Moore)
Nays, 3 (Hoff, Rinschler, Sherman)
Absent, None
Recusal, 1 (Nickita)
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Min. Lot Min. Max. Min. Min. Min. Min. Side Min. Floor Max. Max
Area Open Coverage Front Rear Combined Setback Area Building Floor
(sg/unit) Space (%) Setback Setback Front & (ft.) (sg/unit) Height Area
(20) (ft.) (ft) Rear (ft.) (20)
Setback
R1A 20,000 40 30 Average 30 55 5 (99 or 1,500 30 (to -
within 10% of lot midpoint
2000  or width for 1 for sloped
25 side) roofs)*
R1 9,000 40 30 Average 30 55 5 (9 or 1,500 30 (to -
within 10% of lot midpoint
200" or width for 1 for sloped
25 side) roofs)*
R2 6,000 40 30 Average 30 55 5 (9 or 1,000 (1 30 (to -
within 10% of lot story) midpoint
2000 or width for 1 1,200 (> 1 for sloped
25 side) story) roofs)*
R3 4,500 40 30 Average 30 55 5 (9 or 1,000 (1 30 (to -
within 10% of lot story) midpoint
200" or width for 1 1,200 (> 1 for sloped
25 side) story) roofs)*
R4 3,000 - - 25 30 - 5 (9 or 800 35 & 25 40
25% of lot stories
width for 1
side)
R5 1,500 @ - - 25 30 - 5 (99 or 600 (1 30 & 2 40
bed), 2,000 25% of lot bed), 800 stories
(2 bed), width for 1 (2 bed),
2,500 3 side) 1,000 (3
bed) bed)
R6 1,375 @ - - 25 30 - 5 (9 or 600 1 40 & 3 -
bed), 1,750 25% of lot bed), 800 stories
(2 bed), width for 1 (2 bed),
2,250 3 side) 1,000 (3
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R7

R8

bed)

1,280

3,000

Average

within
200’
25

or

Average

within
200°
25

or

30

20

Y2 building
height  per
side yard

7  (interior
lots)

10 (corner
lots)

14’ or 25%
of lot width
between
residential
buildings on
adjacent lots

bed)
500 1
bed), 700
(2 bed),
900 (3 bed)
900

50 & 4
stories

30 & 25
stories
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Zoning Summary Sheet
404 Park St.
R-2 / TZ-1 Development Standards

Existing Site: 404 Park Street

Zoning: R-2, Single-Family Residential, proposed for rezoning to TZ-1
Transitional

Land Use: Vacant lot

Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties:

North South East West
Existing Residential Commercial/ Multi-Family | Single Family
Land Use Office Residential Residential
Existing R2 Single - B4 — Business | R7 — Multi- R2 Single-
Zoning Family Residential Family Family
District Residential Residential Residential
Land Area: existing: 0.29 acres (12,480 sq. ft).
proposed: same as above
Land Use: existing: Vacant
proposed:  Attached single-family residential
Minimum Lot Area: R-2: 6,000 sq. ft. per unit
TZ-1: 3,000 sq. ft. per unit
Minimum Floor Area: R-2: 1,000 sq. ft. (one story), 1,200 sq.ft. (>one story)
TZ-1: N/A
Floor Area Ratio: R-2: N/A
TZ-1: N/A
Open Space R-2: 40% Minimum
TZ-1: N/A
Front Setback: R-2: Average of homes within 200 ft.
TZ-1: 0-5 ft.
Side Setbacks: R-2: 39 ft. (25% of 155 ft.)
TZ-1: 0 ft. from interior side lot line

10 ft. from side street on corner lot



Zoning Summary Sheet
404 Park Street
November 14, 2012
Page 2 of 2

Rear Setback:

Max. Bldg. Height &

Number of Stories:

Parking:

Loading Area:

Screening:

Roof-top Mech Units:

TZ-1:

R-2:

TZ-1:

TZ-1:

R-2:

TZ-1:

R-2:

TZ-1:

30 ft.
10 ft.
20 ft. abutting single-family zoning district

30 ft. to the midpoint for sloped roofs, 24 feet to
the eaves for flat roofs

3 stories, 35 ft. maximum

2 stories minimum

2 or less room unit = 1.5 spaces per unit

3 or more room unit = 2 spaces per unit

2 spaces per unit, cumulative total of all
frontages occupied by parking shall be no more
60 ft.

N/A
N/A

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

Where off street parking is visible from a street,
it shall be screened by a 3 foot tall screenwall
located between the parking lot and sidewalk.
Where a parking lot is adjacent to a single family
residential district, a 6 foot tall brick screenwall
shall be provided between the parking lot and
residential use. Screenwall must meet all
requirements of section 4.54 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

Screen walls to fully obscure all mechanical
units constructed with building materials
compatible with building
Screen walls to fully obscure all mechanical
units constructed with building materials
compatible with building




Since 1973

Williams Williams Rattner & Plunkett, P.C.
Atterneys and Counselors

380 North Old Woodward Avenue

Suite 300

Birmingham, Michigan 48009

Tel:(248)642.0333
Fax:{248)642-0856

Richard D. Rattner
March 11, 2016 rdr@wwrplaw.com

Hand-Delivered

Planning Board

City Commission

City of Birmingham

151 Martin St.
Birmingham, MI 48009

Re:  Application to Include 404 Park St., Birmingham, MI (“Subject Property” or
“Property”) in the TZ1 Zoning District (“Application”} — 404 Park, LLC
(“Applicant”)

Dear Members of the Planning Board and City Commission:

This letter supplements the Application filed by the Applicant on February 4, 2016. In
filing the Application, the Applicant requests the rezoning of the Subject Property from R-2
Single-Family to TZ1. The rezoning requested in the Application is intended to allow the long-
time vacant Subject Property to be redeveloped into an attractive, 4 unit residential structure,
consistent with the 2016 Master Plan.

The Subject Property and Chronoelogy of Rezoning History

The Subject Property is located on the north side of Oakland Avenue between Woodward
Avenue and Park Street, just to the north of “Downtown Birmingham” as identified in the 2016
Plan. The Property has approximately 80 feet of frontage on Woodward Avenue, 80 feet of
frontage on Park Street and 155 feet of frontage on Oakland Avenue. It contains approximately
12,560 square feet. The Property has been vacant since 1989, when the then-owner razed a
deteriorating single family structure. See survey, attached hereto and incorporated by reference
as Exhibit 1, and aerial photographs, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibits
2A and 2B.

Applicant seeks to rezone the Subject Property to permit its development as a four (4)
unit residence pursuant to the TZ1 zoning classification. Two recent attempts have failed to
rezone the Subject Property to permit either a multiple-family dwellmg or such uses as permitted
under the new TZ1 zone. One such rezoning attempt was initiated-by-the ant-and-the-gther
attempt to rezone was initiated by the City itself. The followi
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regarding the Subject Property:

August 30. 2012, Burton-Katzman Manager LLC, an affiliate and on behalf of Applicant,
makes application to the City for a “Conditional Rezoning” of the Property from R-2
Single Family Residential to B2C General Business for the sole and express purpose of
entering into a conditional zoning agreement with the City to permit construction of a 14
unit apartment building. In its September 13, 2012 memorandum to the Planning Board,
the City’s Planning Department concludes that the rezoning “would not adversely affect
the surrounding property”, that “development of this parcel as a single family home has
proven improbable” and that the proposed conditional rezoning “would provide a suitable
transition from the commercial zone to the south while protecting the neighborhood to
the north.”

January 9. 2013, the Planning Board, after an extensive 5 month study of the Conditional
Zoning Request, recommended to the City Commission that it approve a Conditional
Rezoning of the Property to permit a 6 unit residence.

February 25, 2013, the City Commission denied the Conditional Rezoning, but in its
motion to deny, the City Commission requested that the Planning Board “...consider in
the short term...” which zoning would be proper for this Property, and, “... in the long
term, the overall plan on conditional rezoning.”

February 27, 2013, the Planning Board began the planning and zoning task assigned to it
by the City Commission. As part of its work, the Planning Board retained a planning
consultant company, LSL Planning, Inc. to prepare the Oakland/Park Subarea Study (the
“Study™).

May 8. 2013, LSL Planning, Inc. presented its study, attached as Exhibit 3, to the
Planning Board. In part and specifically as to the Subject Property, the Study, at Pg. 11,
provides:

*While Birmingham has a strong single-family market, we do not believe this site
can be expected to redevelop as a single family home due to site factors (location,
shallow lot depth along Oakland, lack of screening along Woodward, views of
multi-story buildings across Oakland, and the traffic volumes along Oakland).
These site characteristics are unique only to this lot. Under these conditions,
attached, owner occupicd residential units (approximately 4 units per
building) seem to be the most appropriate use.” (Emphasis added)

The Study further provides, at Pg. 13:
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“We were asked to explore zoning options for the 404 Park area in more detail, to
provide more specific guidance to the City for the site at Oakland and Park. The
dimensional characteristics, parcel configurations, proximity to downtown and
location along higher volume streets will influence the potential development.
Our recommended approach would be to allow modest density, attached
residential types (4-unit buildings) at a density higher than what is allowed in
the R-2 district, to be offset to some degree with higher quality screening and
overall development quality.” (Emphasis added)

. May 8. 2013 to April 23, 2014, the Planning Board continued to work on the task
assigned by the City Commission.

. April 23, 2014, the Planning Board recommended to the City Commission that it
establish and apply various Transitional Overlay Zones to numerous properties through
the City. The Planning Board concurred with the recommendation of LSL Planning, Inc.
and recommended a Transitional Overlay Zone that would, among other things, permit
development of a 4 unit residence on the Property.

. June 9, 2014, the City Commission received the Planning Board Transitional Zoning
Overlay recommendations, but postponed action, referring the matter back to the
Planning Board due to concerns regarding legal noticing of public hearings and changes
to be recommended by the City Administration.

. October 8, 2014 to June 24, 2013, the Planning Board held additional public hearings and
deliberations on transitional zoning. During these deliberations the Planning Board
determined that transitional zoning districts should not be in the form of optional
overlays, but rather in the form of new zoning districts. The Planning Board also
determined that 7 additional properties in the Oakland/Park area should be included in its
transitional zoning recommendations to the City Commission. These consist of 2
properties north of the Subject Property and 5 properties immediately west of the Subject
Property along Oakland Avenue.

= June 24. 2015, the Planning Board adopted transitional zoning recommendations for
approximately 80 properties, including the Subject Property. As to the Subject Property,
the Planning Board again recommended that it be rezoned to permit a 4 unit residence;
i.e. TZ1 Attached Single Family. However several of the 7 property owners that had their
properties included in the transitional zoning recommendations for the Qakland/Park area
during the October 8 to June 24 study period, requested to have their properties removed.
The Planning Board obliged, leaving 404 Park as the sole property in the Oakland/Park
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area recommended for transitional zoning; i.e. TZ1 Attached Single Family.

. July 13, 2015, the City Commission received the Planning Board recommendations and
set a public hearing for August 24, 2015,

) August 24, 2015, during the public hearing several property owners in the area of the
Subject Property objected to the rezoning, and alleged a rezoning to TZ1 was *“spot
zoning” on the basis that the Property was the sole property in the Qakland/Park area
recommended to be rezoned to TZ1. To correct this misuse of the term *“spot zoning”,
the Birmingham City Attorney opined that the rezoning of 404 Park does not constitute
“spot zoning,” citing the Planning Board’s 3-year long comprehensive planning process
which preceded its recommendation. The City Commission adjourned the public hearing
on September 21, 2015.

. September 21, 2015, the City Commission voted on rezoning the Property. A motion is
made to approve the rezoning of 404 Park from R-2 Single Family to TZ1, which failed
on a 3-3-1 vote. The result of the vote is a denial of the Planning Board’s
recommendation to rezone the Subject Property. In reviewing the meeting minutes and
video it should be noted that while the Mayor and Commissioner Hoff were opposed to
the rezoning, they each spoke well of the proposed 4 unit residence.

Secction 1.04 — Compliance with the Goals, Objectives and Strategies of the Master Plans

Section 1.04 of the Birmingham Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning Ordinance”) provides that
the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance is to “...guide the growth and development of the City in
accordance with the goals, objectives and strategies stated within the Birmingham Master Plan
(*Birmingham Plan”), and Downtown Birmingham 2016 Plan (“2016 Plan™).” A review of the
Birmingham Plan (1980) and the 2016 Plan (1996) reveals that the request in the Application to
rezone the Subject Property to. TZ1 meets the spirit and intent of the Zoning Ordinance as well as
“The Downtown Birmingham Vision Statement” (“Vision Statement”) of the 2016 Plan (See p.
181 of the 2016 Plan). A copy of the Vision Statement is attached hereto and incorporated by
reference as Exhibit 4. This rezoning will provide for residential uses and encourage an updated
pedestrian friendly development to coordinate a transitional buffer zone between the higher
density office and commercial uses to the south and the mature single family uses to the north, as
provided for in the 2016 Plan Vision Statement

Although the 2016 Plan does not specifically include the Subject Property, the proposed
rezoning of the Property is consistent with the Vision Statement from that Plan. It is also
consistent with recently enacted planning objectives of the City regarding transitional areas as set
forth in the “District Intent” for the TZ1 Transitional zone (See, Section 2.41) of the Zoning
Ordinance.
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One of the applicable bullet points of the Vision Statement is to “[e]nsure good land use
transitions and structural form and mass to the traditional residential neighborhoods surrounding
downtown.” The new TZ1 Transitional Zone was created, in part, to accommodate this concept
as expressed in the Vision Statement. A TZ1 zoning for the Property is clearly appropriate as it
fulfills the planning principal of buffering and providing orderly “good land use” transitions and
structural form and mass between the higher density office, commercial and public (a parking
structure) uses, on the one hand, and the “...traditional residential neighborhoods...” on the
other.

A second part of the Vision Statement is to “[c]reate and reinforce identifiable districts
within the downtown to provide a sense of place and a variety of experiences.” Although the
Property sits just north of Downtown Birmingham, the rezoning of the Property and its
transitional location respects and protects the identifiable residential neighborhood to the north.
Said another way, it acts as a protection for that residential neighborhood as it creates a natural
transitional buffer that shields those residents from higher density uses to the south.

Further, the Vision Statement encourages “...a diverse mix of uses...especially
residential.” The 2016 Plan deals mainly with the Property to the south (across Oakland).
However, this rezoning will accomplish a goal of the 2016 Plan by allowing, as a permitted use,
a structure that is obviously intended for use in a transitional area.

Simply stated, the proposed rezoning complies with the spirit and intent of the Vision
Statement regardless of the fact that the 2016 Plan does not specifically study the Property. The
principals of the 2016 Plan, together with the District Intent of the TZ1 Zoning District
(discussed below) give clear and convincing guidance for the planning vision of Birmingham,
The rezoning of this Property to TZ1 accomplishes the City’s carefully created Master Plan for
land use.

The TZ1 Zoning District

Transitional zoning districts were the result of the planning consultant’s (LSL Planning,
Inc.) Study of the Oakland/Park subarea. As the project proceeded from a general discussion of
the use and zoning of the properties in that area to a TZ1 zoning district, the Planning Board
created a statement of the District Intent. Section 2.41 of the Zoning Ordinance contains the
stated intent of the TZ1 Zoning District (the “District Intent”). The pertinent provisions of
Section 2.41 provide as follows:

(a) Provide for a reasonable and orderly transition from, and buffer between
commercial uses and predominantly single-family residential areas or for property
which either has direct access to a major traffic road or is located between major
traffic roads and predominantly single-family residential areas.



Planning Board |
City Commission W ‘W‘ R i P
City of Birmingham

March 11, 2016

Page 6 of 14

(b) Develop a fully integrated, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented environment
between residential and commercial districts by providing for graduated uses
from the less intense residential areas to the more intense commercial areas.

(©) Plan for future growth of transitional uses which will protect and preserve the
integrity and land values of residential areas.

(d)  Regulate building height and mass to achieve appropriate scale along
streetscapes to ensure proper transition to nearby residential neighborhoods.

(e) Regulate building and site design to ensure compatibility with adjacent
residential neighborhoods.

(f) Encourage right-of-way design that calms traffic and creates a distinction
between less intense residential areas and more intense commercial arcas.

(Emphasis added)

The rezoning of the Subject Property to TZ1 from R-2 fulfills each of the six part
statement of the “District Intent” adopted by the City. This statement of District Intent provides
a solid foundation and plan for zoning and rezoning property in those areas designated as
transition zones. The rezoning of this Property will: (a) provide a reasonable and orderly
transition, and a buffer between commercial use to the south and the mature single family
residential to the north; (b) provide a fully integrated, mixed-use, pedestrian environment
between residential and commercial districts; (c) provide for future growth of transitional uses
and thereby serve to “...protect and preserve...” the single family use to the north; (d) “’achieve
an appropriate scale along streetscapes...”; (e) “...regulate building and site design to ensure
compatibility ...” with residential neighborhoods to the north; and (f) create a “...distinction
between less intense residential areas and more intense commercial areas...”.

In summary the rezoning of the Property is in compliance with all principals of the
relevant portions of the City’s Master Plans and Zoning Ordinance statements of intent for land
use. Further a specific planning study and three years of hard work on the part of the Planning
Board and the City Commission have clearly identified this Property as one that should be
rezoned to TZ1, as was originally recommended. This Application is an opportunity to amend
the Zoning Ordinance so that this Property is allowed to enjoy the uses that the Master Plan and
District Intent statement clearly anticipated was a fair, just and reasonable zoning that would
benefit of the health, safety and welfare of this community..

Rezoning Amendment — Sec, 7.02B.2.b.i.iii,

The Zoning Ordinance, at Sec. 7.02, requires that as part of an application for rezoning,
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the petitioner address certain issues to be considered by the Planning Board and the City
Commission, in addition to the unambiguous guidance set forth in the City Master Plans. Please
consider the following comments with respect to these issues.

See. 7.02B.2.b.i. — An Explanation of Why the Rezoning is Necessary for the Preservation
and Enjovment of the Rights and Usage Commonlyv Associated with Property Ownership

The Applicant has been unable to develop the Subject Property in accordance with the
Master Plan and the 2016 Plan, depriving the Applicant of the enjoyment of a right commonly
associated with property ownership. The rezoning of the Subject Property from R-2 to TZ!
would result in the preservation and enjoyment of such rights of property ownership. These
rights of usage include, among others, the right to develop the Subject Property in a manner
consistent with the 2016 Plan. The Planning Department has advised the Planning Board that
development of the Subject Property as a single family home “has proven improbable.” During
the first attempt to rezone the Property with conditions the Planning Department also advised
that the then-proposed conditional zoning “would provide a suitable transition from the
commercial zone to the south while protecting the neighborhood to the north.”

The other properties in the area of the Subject Property are not similarly situated. None
of them are bounded by three major streets. None of them are located on a shallow lot {from
north to south). None of them have a side facing Woodward with no screening. In fact, the
development Applicant intends to build, once the Subject Property is rezoned TZ1, is not only in
total accord with the District Intent but also with the 2016 Plan. The rezoning to TZ1 zoning
allows the Applicant the preservation and enjoyment of the rights and usage commonly
associated with property ownership.

Sec. 7.02B.2.b.ii. — An Explanation of Why the Existing Zoning Classification is No Longer
Appropriate

After reviewing the 2016 Plan, the Zoning Ordinance and the minutes of the Planning
Board during the three years of transitional zoning deliberations, it is clear that the existing
zoning should be updated so that a residential use can be built that complies with the TZ1
District Intent and the 2016 Plan. The TZI zoning allows the contemplated use. The
development of the Subject Property would be pursuant to an ordinance that was enacted to
establish, encourage and foster buffers between commercial and residential areas. A vacant lot
cannot effectively buffer or protect the residential neighborhood to the north. Redevelopment of
the Subject Property as a single family residence does not accomplish any of the important goals
of the TZ1 Zoning District or the goals of other land use plans which are the basis for the Zoning
Ordinance.
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Redevelopment as a single family residence does not: provide for a reasonable and
orderly transition from, and buffer between commercial uses and predominantly single-family
residential areas; develop a fully integrated, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented environment
between residential and commercial districts; plan for future growth of transitional uses which
will protect and preserve the integrity and land values of residential areas; regulate building
height and mass to achieve appropriate scale along streetscapes to ensure proper transition to
nearby residential neighborhoods; regulate building and site design to ensure compatibility with
adjacent residential neighborhoods; or encourage right-of-way design that calms traffic and
creates a distinction between less intense residential areas and more intense commercial areas.
The current zoning of the Property is not in compliance with the City’s master plan and is no
longer appropriate. A rezoning to TZ1 would remedy this problem.

It is fair and reasonable that the Subject Property should be able to enjoy the same
benefits that other properties in the surrounding areas enjoy. The simple R-2 zoning is no longer
appropriate because of the incredibly sophisticated development that has occurred to all
properties in the area of the Subject Property. The use of the Subject Property for a single family
residence is not only inconsistent with the Zoning Ordinance and 2016 Plan, but it limits the use
of the Subject Property so that its value to the community and to the Applicant is unfairly
diminished.

Inclusion of the Subject Property in the TZ1 Zoning District will enhance the form based
zoning that has reinvigorated Birmingham. The R-2 zone is simply no longer appropriate in this
area as a part of this dynamic mixed use, pedestrian friendly, urban setting.

Sec. 7.02B.2.b.iii. — An Explanation of Why the Proposed Zoning will not be Detrimental to
the Surrounding Properties

Rezoning the Subject Property to TZ1 will not be detrimental to the surrounding
properties, in fact, it will protect the single family neighborhood to the north by providing a clear
buffer between traditional single family uses and commercial uses. Therefore this rezoning will
be a positive development for all the citizens of Birmingham. The rezoning of the Subject
Property will allow for the development of a modern and attractive residential structure which
will be enjoyed by all of the residents of Birmingham. The contemplated plans for the Subject
Property, which comply with the TZ1 requirements, are at a height, density and aesthetic that
coordinates with the surrounding properties. Certainly the intended use developed in a modern
way is a great improvement over its current vacant condition.
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Conclusion

All of these facts taken together with the coordination of streetscape and use of future
development lead to the conclusion that the rezoning of the Subject Property from R-2 to TZ1
will be a clear benefit to the health, safety and welfare of all the citizens of Birmingham.

Applicant respectfully requests that this Petition for rezoning the Subject Property from
R-2 to TZ1 be approved.
Respectfully submitted,

WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS, RATTNER & PLUNKETT, P.C.

5y A Dbl >

Richard D. Rattner
Attorney for Applicant
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH
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EXHIBIT 3

LSL PLANNING, INC. STUDY



EXHIBIT 6
Oakland/Park Subarea Study

Purpose

The Oakland/Park area in Birmingham, like much of the city, has some unique features. Tucked behind
wooded views along Woodward and the shops and offices along Old Woodward and Oakland is atightly
knit historic neighborhood. Most passersby do not even realize there is a quality historic neighborhood.
Woods along Woodward Avenue provide an effective screen along the neighborhood's east edge. Other
edges between the mostly single-family neighborhood and non-residential uses are generally fairly well
buffered, through fandscaping, walls and setbacks. There are, however, some lots adjacent to the
neighborhood “edges” that are not as well buffered or have distinct site conditions that make them
candidates for a possible land use change. Those parcels are the focus of this study.

One such lot, at the northeast corner of Park and Oakland Streets, was recently the topic of a rezoning
request. The applicant proposed a conditional rezoning to B2C to allow a reduced front yard setback for
a set of six attached residential units. In response to extensive neighborhood comments voicing
opposition to the rezoning, and feeling any zoning action on an individual parcel would be premature,
the City Commission recommended that the area first needed an overall planning study,

Scope and Methodology
LSL Planning, Inc. was retained by the City of Birmingham to create a subarea analysis for the study area
fllustrated below. The subarea is bounded by Oakland to the south, N. Old Woodward to the west,
Woodward Avenue to the east and the % '

neighborhood south of Oak Street, This
study evaluates the types of land uses,
views, transition areas, traffic, access,
pedestrian conditions, building heights
and setbacks, and zoning.

S

Our technical analysis also considered
the ideas and concerns of the
neighborhood expressed at public
meetings. While there were a variety of
comments, all of which were
thoughtfully considered, the key topics
emphasized are listed below:

1. Protecting the integrity of the
neighborhood and property
values;

2. Strong preferences for single-
family development on the
vacant lot at Oakland/Park and a
belief that it is a reasonable use;

5 tdy areg
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3. Desire by some to retain the Brookside Terrace condominiums;
4. Ideas or support for traffic calming and pedestrian crossing improvements; and
5. Concern about rentat housing especially if there are more than four units {which the City

Assessor stated is classified as "commercial").

We also considered information from the City Assessor on factors that influence property values,
Typically, assessed values are based on standard factors such as comparable sales in the vicinity. When
a single family home is adjacent to another use, there can be a 5 to 15% drop in the assessed value, The
extent of the impact depends on factors such as, condition of the structure, traffic, and adjacent uses
(type, condition, buffering, views). Different types of adjacent land uses can be made more compatible
through site design and buffering aimed at reducing or avoiding negative impacts on assessed values.

Edges and Transitions

In land use planning, an Important consideration is
to manage land use arrangements to minimize
conflicts. Land use conflicts may occur when
incompatible uses are adjacent, The result can be
short- and long-term consequences or nuisances
that can influence the desirability and value of one
or more properties. In a downtown or mixed use
district, the buyers are aware that the array of uses
Is part of the appeal. But in single-family
neighborhoods near the downtown or mixed use
district, there is an expectation of solidarity among
uses in the neighborhood.

There are a number of factors that influence the extent of the
conflict and its impacts. A key factor is the intensity of the
use. Certain more intense uses are generally directed to be
separated from other uses. Thisis one reason why in
planning and zoning communities have a series of land use
classes or zoning districts that specify the permitted uses.

Due to the impacts of non-single-family uses {views, noise,
traffic, parking, late-night hours, etc.} single-family
neighborhoods are often separated from retail,
entertainment, and service businesses by uses transitioning
the intensity between the districts - higher density housing or
offices are typical applications of these transitional buffer
uses {see diagram at right). In more urban/mature cities like
Birmingham, residential uses often abut commercial uses
with little room for transitional uses. In such cases, the uses
can be more compatible by incorporating design features
such as setbacks, landscaping, parking and access location,

Ockland/Park Subarea Study 2

TypicalLand Use Transition Pattern

Y

Tpical
Bufivr Uies

Typical Transitional Land Uses between
Single-Family and Commerdial

* Single-family detached homes {with
suitable buffers as defined below)

¢ Attached single-family homes

*  Muiltiple-family residential at an
appropriate scale and density {see
design considerations below)

¢ Single-family homes converted to
offices

s Offices (with suitable buffers as
defined below)

¢ Parks/open space

* Institutional uses (schools, libraries,
etc)

» Buffers: setbacks, walls, landscape,
etc,

Draft 5/3/2013




lighting, or building design. Typically, the buffering is provided on the lot of the more intense use.

Where single-family or lower density residential neighborhoods directly abut higher intensity uses, the
edges of districts {on both the commercially zoned side and residential side) are often the focus of a
city’s master plan and zoning regulations. These lots are scrutinized to ensure a suitable transition
between the districts exists. Properties on the edges of districts may feel deveiopment pressures from
adjacent zoning districts typically from the more intense district. Having well-defined transitional uses or
design buffers can preserve the integrity of single-family neighborhoods from encroachment of
unwelcome uses, Birmingham has dozens of examples where single-family has long remained stable
when abutting non-single-family. But there are also other examples where former owner-occupied
single-family homes have been converted to rentals, duplexes, or offices. In many cases, these non-

single-family uses have long served as a transitional use.

Design Considerations for Transitions

One of the objectives of the City is to protect its
neighborhoods. Changes in use and zoning can potentially
erode that character. But the City also has goals for vibrant,
mixed use districts, a walkable city and a diversity of land
uses for fiscal security. In the neighborhood edge area
where the single or two-family abut other uses, the non-
residential use should be designed so that it provides a
transition but also forms a solid demarcation for a zoning
boundary.

These design considerations were taken into account when
analyzing the subarea’s key parcels susceptible to change in
the next section.

Typlcal site design buffers between
residentlal and non-residential uses

e Landscaping
¢ Attractive, well-maintained walls
and fences

* Some additional setbacks
especially for buildings with more
height or mass than neighbors

e Low lighting impact

Site Analysis of Key Parcels Susceptible to Change

The areas In the Qakland/Park Subarea that front or are adjacent to commercial uses are defined on the
following map (titled “Adjacency Analysis”) in green as parcels most susceptible to change, This does not
mean a change is necessary, just that those are the parcels that should be focused on in a land use
evaluation such as this report. Seven properties were identified for further study to determine if on-site
design considerations provide sufficient buffers to support long-term viability of the uses, or if a change
in land use, zoning, or site design may be appropriate to provide an appropriate buffer between the
uses. These properties were evaluated for buffering design considerations, as described above, to
determine what can be done to prevent change or what might be changed to protect the adjacent uses.

Each parcel classified as susceptible to change was evaluated and classified as follows:
1. Buffering sufficient, no change in land use is warranted or recommended;
2. Generally the uses are compatible and some buffering exists, but could be greatly enhanced; or
3. Conditions unique to the parcel (traffic, views, lot size, etc) warrant a consideration of a change
in the land use; the condition may be beyond a buffering solution.

The findings for each such parcel are provided on the following pages.

Owakland/Park Subarea Study 3
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Generoally, when a rear lot line
abuts a conflicting use it is of
less concern than if a front or
™| side lot line are adjacent to a
—| conflicting use
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@ Brookside/Ravine Area

Existing Conditions

The attached condos on the north side of Ravine at N. Old Woodward are a good transitional use
between the retail uses on N, Old Woodward and the single-family homes in the subarea, The condos
are buffered from the retail by the wooded area adjacent to the Rouge River. This wooded area also
does a very good job of buffering between the shops along N. Old Woodward and the homes on
Brookside, but ends at the lots edge.

Recommendation
e There is no reason to support any change of land use or zoning in this area.

+ While the views from
il homes on Brookside to
k¢ the businesses along

@& N. Old Woodward are
less obstructed in
winter months with
less faliage, what
remains of the
vegetation decently
screens the rear
loading/parking areas
of the businesses.

Ookland/Park Suborea Study 5 Draft 5/3/2013



@ Ravine/Ferndale Area

Sign

ificant setback between buildings

Existing Conditions

The site contains a brick wall and depressed parking lot. It is well landscaped, contains a substantial
setback, and is closely tied to adjacent residential.

Recommendation

* There is no reason to consider land use changes in this area.

* Additional landscaping along Ravine would help with views of the parking/loading from the
street.
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@ Euclid Area

Existing Conditions

This site has a shallow setback with parked
cars adjacent to the front yard. Minimal
buffers do not Include a wall or significant
landscaping, as is ideally desired.

Recommendations

¢ No change in land use is suggested.

¢ Work toward additional buffer with
larger parking setback with
landscaping and/or screen wall.

* Consider traffic calming treatments,
such as curb bump outs to better
distinguish cffice from residential
street.

Consider improvements to
Euclid that will help calm
traffic. See the Complete
Streets and Traffic Calming
Concepts section of our
report for more information:

1.Curb-bump outs

2.5peed table

3.Clearly marked crossings
4.5ignage

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 7 Draft 5/3/2013



@ Brookside Terrace Area

Existing Conditions

The Brookside Terrace condominiums front onto N. Old Woodward, with a large setback from the street,
which provide a nice greenspace along N. Old Woodward. The site backs onto the river, providing nice
vistas, both of the river and residential homes on the other bank. Parking, via a structure and on-street
facilities are provided to accommodate the moderate density on the site.

Recommendations
¢ Plan for redevelopment into office or mixed-use.
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® Ferndale Area

Existing Conditions

This site includes an office building. A substantial landscaped area and setback separates the residential
from the office. Rear yard parking, located adjacent to the garage/drive, includes a hedgerow buffer.

Recommendation
¢ No changes are recommended in this area.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 9 Draft 5/3/2013



® Oakland Area

Existing Conditions

The properties fronting Oakland are somewhat buffered
from the parking deck across the street by the width of
the right-of-way and the landscaped median. Unlike most
of the homes in the neighborhood, the views from those
lots look onto a four story office building and multi-story
parking deck. These properties have historically been
residential (2 are rentals) but the traffic volumes on
Oakland are high for residential uses.

Recommendations While the median contains some landscaping, the
As a key entrance to downtown from Woodward, Oakland tall trees are insufficient to fully block the view of
Avenue could suppart more intense uses along its the Imposing parking deck acrass the street.

frontage, similar to those on the westernmost block of
Ozkland at N. Old Woodward. From an urban design
perspective, this street could benefit from shallow setbacks
on both sides of the street to better frame Qakland as a
gateway to downtown. Should the current single-family
houses (a mixture of renter- and owner-occupied homes)
redevelop, a logical extension of that zero-foot front yard
setback characteristic would be acceptable at the other
borders of the neighborhood and across Oakland, with
deeper rear yard setbacks adjacent to single-family o i

residential. Similar to those office/commercial and attached  cgnsider marked pedestrian crossings with
residential buildings fronting Old Woodward, businesses or *Failure to Yield to Pedestrians, minimum
attached residential units (no more than 3 stories) would $50 fine” signs

complement the character of other conditions located at

the periphery of downtown while protecting the established single-family neighborhood behind. This
would provide a better transition to the neighbors to the rear than the current houses fronting Oakland
have as a transition. Some additional zoning suggestions are provided later in this report.
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@ 404 Park Area

While the median contains some

Existing Conditions landscaping, the tall trees do not
This vacant property Is located at the corner of busy Woodward Avenue fully block the view of the office
and Oakland. The views across Oakland of the office building and building

across the street.

parking structure are not weli shielded by the landscaped median.
Unlike the other lots along the east side of Park Street, there are no
woods to help screen views and noise from Woodward Avenue. The
addition of screening along Woodward may be limited in order to
protect sight distance along easthound Oakland given the skewed
intersection angle.

Recommendations

While Birmingham has a strong single family market;we do:not
belfeve this:site can be' expected toredevelop as'a single family
home due to site factors (location, shallow ot depth along Oakland,
lack of screening along Woodward, views of multi-story buildings

This study area measures 150° wide by
80’ deep, which is a challenge to
redevelopment.

across Qakland, and the traffic
volumes along Oakland). These site
characteristics are:unique.only to
this lot. ‘Under these conditions,
attached, owner-occupied
residential units (approximately 4.
units'per building) seem to be the
most appropriate use. If designed to
complement the existing
neighborhood architecture and
bousing types, this site could have

Examples of 3- and 4-unit buildings at Brown and Bates shows how
attached single-family residential types can be compatible with
residential. Materials and buildings would need to be revised to fit on
more potential to redevelop into a the study site, but these images illustrate the type of quality that can

more complementary development. b€ achieved.

Development that can present a residential fagade along both Oakland and Park, parking located closer
to Woodward, and setbacks consistent with established development, could help accomplish two
important goals in this area to protect the single-family neighborhood; minimize impacts from
associated parking facilities; and strengthen Oakland as a gateway into downtown,

Cakland/Pork Subaren Study 11 Draft 5/3/2013



Complete Streets and Traffic Calming Concepts

Generally the neighborhood streets are designed for appropriate low speed auto travel. Sidewalks are
pravided along both sides of the streets. To help prevent non-residents from parking in the
neighborhood, on-street parking requires a permit. The City has made many improvements to calm
traffic and improve the environment for pedestrians, especially along North Ole Woodward. The angled
parking, medians and signalized pedestrian
crosswalks have helped transform this district into
another City asset. We did hear or see some
comments from the neighborhood about cut-through
traffic, but traffic speeds do not seem to be a
problem. There are some additional enhancements
that could help meet the City’s objectives for
“Complete Streets” designed for all types of users,
and also to better distinguish the residential and non-
residential segments.

*  Curb-bump outs. At critical neighborhood
entry points, where commercial uses end,
curb bump-outs and perhaps a band of

different pavement could help better mark Curb-bump outs, such as the one recommended

the neighborhood and discourage cut- along Euclid Avenue, can help distinguish the

through traffic. Some of the streets, such as entry into the neighborhood. It may also allow

Park, are too narrow for a bump out, but installation of a tree to improve screening for

others, such as Euclid, can accommodate a the adjacent home. This could also include some

shallow bump-out. type of decorative pavement or a speed table as
¢ improved crossings. An additional shown below.

pedestrian crossing of Oakland at Ferndale
could be evaluated by the City’s Engineering
Department. This could include a marked
crosswalk and a sign to yield to pedestrians.

* Speed tables. A speed table is a slightly
raised (2 to 3 inches) segment of pavement
that combined with a change in pavement or
a bump out can help distinguish the
residential part of the street, These traffic
calming measures can help discourage cut-
through traffic and slightly lower speeds. A
differentiation in pavement calor and levels
requires the motorist to notice their speed
and reduce it to drive over the tables.
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Zoning Analysis and Recommendations

Current Zoning and Dimensional Requirements. With the exception of the Brookside/Ravine parcel
(@), which s zoned 8-1, Neighborhood Business, and the Brookside Terrace (@) which is zoned R-6,
Multiple-Family Residential, parcels evaluated are zoned R-2, Single Family Residential, Key dimensional
standards for these districts are as follows:

Min. Lot | Min.Front | Minimum Side Setback | Min. Rear Max

Allowed Uses Size Setback Setback Helght

= SF Residential Average ® One slde =9’ or 10% of 26 to
R-2 | = Adult Care 6,000 s.f. along block lot width 3 a3

* Limited Institutional or 25 = Both sides = 14’ or 25%

of lot width

® SF Residential 1,375 s.f. » Lots over 100’ wide =
R-6 * Duplexes to 25 10’ for one side and 25° 30 30'/2

s Multi-Family 2,500 s.f. for both stories

* Minlmum 5’

® |nstitutional Uses

= Dffices , 30'/2
81 e Limited retail & L) 0 0 20 stories

service uses

Current Buffer Requirements. As noted, required setbacks, screening, building height, and other design
can influence a development’s compatibility with adjacent uses. The following summarize the key
requirements in the Birmingham Zoning Ordinance as they might relate to the evaluated parcels:

* Screening., Section 4.05 requires screening around waste receptacles and mechanical
equipment, and a six foot tall masonry screen wall between parking lots and abutting single-
family residential zoning districts.

* Landscaping. Section 4.20 requires multiple family projects to provide one deciduous and one
evergreen tree for each two units proposed, in addition to one street tree for each 40 feet of
road frontage,

* Lighting. There is very little regulation for parking lot lighting in the Zoning Ordinance that
would relate to redevelopment within the study area.

Recommendations

We were asked to explore zoning options for the 404 Park Area (@) in more detail, to provide more
specific guidance to the City for the site at Oakland and Park. The dimensional characteristics, parcel
configurations, proximity to the downtown and location along higher volume streets will influence the
potential development. Our recommended approach would be to allow modest density, attached
residential types {4-unit buildings) at a density higher than what is allowed in the R-2 district, to be
offset to some degree with higher quality screening and overall development quality. The following
discuss the various ways that this could be achieved and our suggested approach:

1. Grant Variances. The City has the authority to grant variances of the dimensional and use
restrictions in the Zoning Ordinance. Use and dimensional variances should only be issued in
extremely unusual cases, and should be avoided where the desired redevelopment s expected
to require several variances.

In this case, the shape of the parcel along does not prevent development into single-family
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homes according to the requirements of the R-2 district. However, there are some physical

factors that make development of a single family home questionable, We believe an

alternatives development option, attached single-family units, is more reasonable and can serve
as a buffer for the adjacent residences. A use variance, along with dimensional variances, is an
option. Even if the property owner can demonstrate there is a “demonstrated hardship” to
warrant a use variance, such a procedure Is often not viewed as a good policy approach.

2. Rezone the Property. Rezoning of the site from R-2 to a higher intensity designation, such as
the R-8 zoning district would allow additional uses including multiple-family uses, but not
commercial uses, which can help alleviate concern from the neighborhood residents. In
addition, the dimensional requirements are less than those in the R-2. Particularly, the
minimum lot size Is reduced to 3,000 s.f,, the rear setback is reduced to 20’, and open space and
lot coverage requirements are eliminated, which could accommodate more intense uses. They
could also, however, create a development that, without performance standards, may not
achieve the compatibility, transitions and buffers desired for this site.

3. Establish a New District or Overlay. The recommended approach is to develop a new, urban
residential district that could be applied to select sites in anticipation of redevelopment. The
provisions could apply if sites are rezoned, or it could be applied as an overlay. The primary
benefit of this option is that the City can establish the provisions it feels appropriate for these
sites rather than trying to force them into an existing district. Key aspects of this district could
include:

a. Shifting of the approval focus from the dimensional requirements to a set of performance-
based standards. If chosen, standards including but not limited to the following should be
included:

1) The development includes building heights, screening and landscaping that consider
adjacent land uses and development patterns to ensure proper transition to nearby
residential neighborhoods; and

2) The development provides an alternative housing type not typically found in the City,
such as senior housing, attached single-famlly, or other targeted types.

b. Because the conditions of the 404 Park Area are not specific to that study area, applicability
provisions could be included to allow this district to be applied to other sites that either:

1) Abut both a single-family residential district and a non-residential district, or

2) Arelocated along a major non-residential road that abuts a single family district,

c. Specific standards of the district should include design considerations such as:

1) Additional screening standards for transitional sites, such as inclusion of additional
landscaping, building step-backs, and other provisions that we expect will be needed;

2) Additional parking location options, which are limited to on-site facilities in the R-2
district; and

3) Maximum illumination levels, limits on late-night activity, noise restrictions or other
standards that may help protect nearby residents.

4) Incentives or other market-based zoning approaches that are more likely to result in the
development activity that is desired.

d. A development agreement should be required with each approval, to detail the parameters
for development relative to the specific conditions and factors for each site. The agreement
should address issues such as maximum density, buffer quality, architecture, etc.
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“ Downtown Birmingham 2016

APPENDIX 1

THE DOWNTOWN BIRMINGHAM
VISION STATEMENT

Because downtown Birmingham piays such an integral
part in the lives of its residents and serves as a regional
destination for so many others, those determining the
course of our downtown must continue to build on our
treasured heritage when addressing the challenges of the
future.

The Downtown Birmingham 2016 Master Plan must:

* Ensure the economic viability of the downtown
business community.

* Be designed for the safety, comfort, convenience,
and enjoyment of pedestrians, rather than vehicular
trafTic.

+  Strengthen the spatial and architectural character of
the downtown area and ensure buildings are
compatible, in mass and scale. with their immediate
surroundings and the downtown's traditional two- to
four-story buildings.

* Ensure good land use transitions and structural
compatibility in form and mass to the traditional,
residential neighborhoods surrounding downtown,

* Recognize Birmingham's unique past through
architecture, landscape, signage, lighting, and/or
public art.

* Create and reinforce identifiable districts within the
downtown to provide a sense of place and a variety
of experiences.

* Encourage a diverse mix of uses including retail,
commercial, entertainment, cultural, civic, and
especially residential

*  Encourage first floor retail businesses, services, and
other activities which are required for everyday
living.

VISION STATEMENT

Enhance the natural environment and integrate park
land and green space into the downtown experience.

» Create a strong identification for civic buildings and
public spaces and contextualism in the design of
public projects.

» Strengthen residents civic life by promoting private
and public cultural and civic events, and providing
sites for civic and public buildings.

* Cultivate the development of cultural and artistic
resources, both public and private, and create
appropriate and contextually designed spaces for the
integration of art and music into the downtown area.

* Provide easily accessible, identifiable, and
convenient parking in an amount to support
downtown density and use,

* Recognize the types of vehicular traffic, both
regional and destination, circulating in and around
downtown and attempt to facilitate that vehicular
traffic without sacrificing downtown's pedestrian
experience.

* Provide for the future by maintaining and enhancing
the infrastructure for necessary services and future
technologies.

* Develop plans and set strategies for the downtown's
success by utilizing the resources of Birmingham's
business, civic, and governmental organizations.

»  Strive to achieve a downtown for people of all ages,
ethnic backgrounds, and incomes.

Adopted by the Downtown Planning Advisory
Committee on October 10, 1996.

& 1996 The City of Birmingham + Final Report « 1 November 1985 (Revised)

Page 181



Japuary 12, 1860

Planning Board
Birmingham, Michigan

SUBJECT: Zone Change Request ~ Archie Addison - 404 Park

Gentlemen:

At the December 21, 1939 City Commission meeting a communi-
cation was received requesting a zome change for the property
described as 404 Park by Mr., Archie Addison from R~2 Single
Family Zome District to commercial classification. The
subject propertiy comprises lots 66 and G7, Oak Grove Addition,
and is located on the northeast cormer of Park and Oakland.
The zone change request was referred to the Planning Board
for report and recommendation. Mr. Addison advises in the
petition that the property is no longer suitable for res-
idential dwellipg due to heavy traffic and noise.

It is suggested that the matter be scheduled for an informal
public discussion with the abutting property owneirs and

subject property owner at the meeting of Wednesday, Jaouary 20,
1960 at 8 p.m. in Room 200 of the Municipal Building,

Respectfully submitted,

Y

Herhert Herzberg
City Plapner

BH/sf



February 11, 1960

Planning Board
Birmingham, Michigan

SUBJECT: Zone Change Request - Archile aAddition, LOL Park

Gantlemen:

At the December 21, 1959, City Commission meetlng a
communication was recelved requesting a zone change for

the property described ss }Of4 Park by Mr. Archie Addison,
from R-2 Single Family Resldential Zone District to

a commercial clessification. The subject property comprises
Lots #66 & #67, Oakgrove Addition and 1s located on the
northeast corner of Psrk and Oakland. The zone change
request was referred to the Planning Board for report and
recommendation,

In Mr. Addison'z zone change request he states that, in his
opinion, the property 1ls no longer suitable for residential
dwelling due to the heavy trafiic and noilse,

The Planning Boerd conslidered the zone change request at

the reguler meeting of Wednesday, February 3, 196C.

Mr. Addlson was represented by Mr., Harry Wise, Legal
Counsel. HMr.Wise advised that Mr, Addison requests &
rezoning to B-l Non=Retall Business Zone Distrlet. Several
property owners in the immediate area end Mr. George W.
Talburtt¢, representing the subdivision group north of
Oakland west of Hunter Blvd. and east of Woodward,

submitted a petition of property owners opoosed to the

sub jeet rezoning.

The Planning Board decided to teke the matter under advisement
and conslder the zone chenge request at a later date,

Respectfully submitted,

Yy . ;447/17/

Herbert Herzbagg
City Planner

HH /o
cc: Harry Wise

4 ¢ (2)



May 18, 1560

City Commission
Birmingham, Michigan

SUBJECT: ZONE CHANGE REQUEST - MR. ARCHIE ADDISON

Gentlemen:

At the City Commission meeting of December 21, 1959, Mr. Archie
Addison submitted a petition dated December 14, 1959, requesting
that Lots 66 and 67, Oak Grove Addition (404 Park Street), be
changed in zoning from the present R-2 Single Family Residential
zone district to a commercial classification., The petition was
referred to the Planning Board for report and recommendation.

The subject property is generally described as being located on
the northeast corner of Cakland and Park. The Planning Board
has held several informal public discussions with the property
owner and the abutting property owners. As a result of these
meetings, it has been determined that the property owner desires
a B-1 Non-Retail Business zone district classification.

The Planning Board has just concluded its study on the need for
additional B-1 Non-Retail Business zone district properties in

the City of Birmingham and, as a result of this survey, recommends
to the City Commission that the subject zone change request be
denied.

Based upon the B-1 Non-Retail Business zone district needs study,
properties to be considered for rezoning to B-1 Non-Retail Busi-
ness would have to gbut an existing retail business zone district
classification. All abutting zone classificationms are Single
Family Residential.

Respectfully submitted,

L Fobet %@Z:;n

Robert W. Page, Ch
Planning Board

5/23/60
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March 28, 1988

?

Planning and Historic District Commission
Birmingham, Michigan

From: Larry L. Bauman, City Planner

Re: Proposed Rezoning of 404 Park Street from R-2, Single-
Family Residential to R-8, Attached Single-Family
Residential

Dear Commissioners:

The petitioner is seeking to rezone the parcel referenced above
from R-2, single-family residential to R-8, Attached single-
family residential. The purpose of the proposed rezoning is to
permit development of two-story townhouses at the higher density
permitted in the R-8 district. The 14,120 square foot lot would
yield four dwelling units, based upon the 3,000 square feet of
lot area per unit required in the R-8 district.

EXISTING LAND USE

The subject parcel is the site of an existing single family home.
This existing frame structure is in relatively poor repair,
conmpared to other single family homes in the immediate vicinity,
both north and west. The lots are flanked on the east by Hunter
Boulevard and on the south by two large-scale office buildings
(300 Park and the Great American Building) and a city parking
structure.

FUTURE LAND USE PLAN

The Birmingham Future Land Use Plan designates the neighborhood,
of which the subject parcel is a part, as a Sensitive Residential
Area, The Future Land Use Plan observes:

The City of Birmingham contains no declining neighborhoods.
In fact, many of the older residential areas of the city
have experienced dramatic reinvigoration due to the
substantial improvements made by private homeowners.
However, there are certain residential areas of the city
which merit special attention from the Planning Board and
the city administration in order to ensure continued
preservation and enhancement of residential gquality. These
areas are delineated on the map entitled "Sensitive

Residential Areas."

The plan goes on to note that %the residential area between
Hunter Boulevard and Woodward Avenue, north of Oakland contains
many fine old homes."™ The Plan, however, cautions that



Pagé Two - Proposed Rezoning of 404 Park Street

because of its proximity to the downtown area and the fact
that it 1is surrounded by Hunter Boulevard and Woodward
Avenue, the neighborhood may be under repeated pressure for
piecemeal rezoning to non-residential use. Such rezoning
could destroy the area's sound residential character and
result in a deterioration of property values for remaining
homes.

It should be noted that one block north of the subject parcel on
the north side of Euclid, between Ferndale and Park, there are
three existing two-family dwellings on a site currently zoned R-
4, two-family residential. The City is considering rezoning this
site to R-2 to bring it into conformance with the Future Land
Use Plan. This rezoning is being considered in an effort to
maintain the single~-family character of the surrounding
neighborhood, including the subject parcel.

ZONING MAP

The subject parcel 1is currently zoned R-2, Single-Family
Residential, as are other single-family homes in the
neighborhood. The only non-single-family zoning in the interior
of the neighborhood is the two~family site on Euclid which was
discussed earlier. The neighborhood's Woodward frontage is zoned
B-2, General Business, as is the Oakland Street frontage, between
Woodward and Ferndale. Zoning of parcels on the south side of
Oakland, across from the subject parcel consists of B-4,
Business-Residential and Public Property.

RECOMMENDATION

The analysis above documents that the subject parcel is currently
developed and zoned single-family and is part of a "sensitive"
neighborhood.

The analysis also documents that the City's intent has been to
effect rezonings only in conformance with Future Land Use Plan

recommendations.

With these facts and conditions in mind, we recommend that the
present R-2 Single-Family Residential zoning of the subject
parcel be maintained. We further recommend that the request for
rezoning to R-8, Attached Single-Family Residential be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

Loy U oo

Larry L4 Bauman
City Planner

LLB/nn
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FUTURE LAND-USE PLAN
The City of Birmingham, Michigan
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LPR PROPERTIES
404 Park

kl

Summary Sheet - R-8 Attached Single Family Residential
Regulations. :

Total Lot Area - 14,120 sq. ft.

Minimum Lot Area - regquired: 3,000 sq. ft./1 dwelling unit
- permitted: 14,120 sq. ft./4 dwelling units

Maximum Building Height - permitted: 28 ft., 2 stories

Front setback - required: 25 ft. or ave. of neighbors

(Park St.) ‘ within 200 ft.
Side setback - required: 10 ft.
(Cakland Ave.)

Side setback - required: 7 ft.

Rear setback - required: 20 ft.

(Hunter Blvd.)

Parking - required: 2 spaces per unit or 8 space total to be
supplied in a garage or carport or in the principal building.

*Rear Open Space - required: 180 sgq. ft. private open space

enclosed with a wood/masonry fence
of at least . 6 ft.

Reguired Conditions:

A variation of front setbacks of at least 4 feet is required.

Front yard screening shall be provided to shield parking from the
street.

No accessory buildings/structures other than a garage or carport
shall be placed in the rear yard setback.

Parking, other than driveways, shall not be permitted in the
required front or side open space.

*Each dwelling unit shall have on the same lot and immediately
accessible to the 1living area a usable enclosed private open
space.

PM/nn
3/28/88



May 19, 1988

MEMORANDUM
To: Mr. R.S. Kenning, City Manager
From: Larry L. Bauman, City Planner

Approved:

R.S. Kenning, City Manager
Subject: Proposed Rezoning of 404 Park Street from R-2, Single-
Family Residential to R-8, Attached Single-Family
Residential
Dear Mr. Kenning:
The Planning Board recommendation regarding the proposed rezoning
referenced above 1is outlined in the attached letter dated May 18
from Mr. Blaesing, the Planning Board Chairman.

We have also attached the following items for the City
Commission's information:

- Public Hearing notice

- Approved April 27, 1988 Planning Board minutes
- March 28, 1988 Planner's review letter

- Various letters from nearby residents

Respectfully submitted,

Larry A Bauman
City Planner

LLB/nn



May 18, 1988

City Commission
Birmingham, Michigan

From: Brian L. Blaesing, Chairman Planning Board

Re: Proposed Rezoning of 404 Park Street from R-2, Single-Family
Residential to R-8, Attached Single Family Residential

Dear Commissioners:

The Planning Board convened a public hearing regarding the
proposed rezoning referenced above on April 27, 1988.

During the hearing, several single-family homeowners from the
neighborhood spoke against the rezoning, citing the fragile
nature of the neighborhood, erosion of the environment by intense
land use and increased traffic, and non-compliance with the
development gquidelines established in the Master Plan. 1In
addition, several letters opposing the rezoning were filed with
the Planning Department.

One neighborhood property owner did not object to the idea of the
rezoning, but was concerned with the potential on-street parking
burden. He thought that the proposed townhouses would improve
neighborhood property values.

The petitioner noted that the proposed rezoning would provide a
land use buffer between the residential neighborhood to the north
and the non-residential uses located on the south side of 0Oakland
Avenue. It was also pointed out that there are several areas
fronting the Ring Road which had been developed with townhouses,
similar to those proposed on the subject parcel.

Following an extensive discussion among the members, the Planning
Board voted as follows:

- Moved by Tholen, .Seconded by Kendall to recommend to
the City Commission that the present R~2, Single-Family
Residential zoning classification be retained.

- Vote on the Motion: Yeas 5 (Tholen, Kendall, Barr,
Rattner, Gienapp) Nays 2 (Blaesing, Steffy). Motion
passes.

»

Calculation of protest petitions reveals that.a 5/7 vote will
not be required on the part of the City Commission.

The adoption of this ordinances dces not require a public hearing
by the City Commission. The statutory requirement for a public



Page Two - Proposed Rezoning of 404 Park from R-2, Single-
Family Residential to R-8, Attached Single-Family
Residential

hearing was met by the Planning Board. The City Commission,
however, may hold a public hearing on this issue if it is deemed
desirable.

Respectfully submitted,

it LT e (1)

Brian L. Blaesing
Chairman Planning Board

BLB/LLB/nn
Attachments

-Public Hearing Notice/Area Map
—-Planner's letter

-Public Hearing Minutes
-Protest Letters
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LETTERS OF PROTEST

404 Park -
Opposed: Address:
Hartland Smith 467 Park

(19-25-452-011)

Bruce Thal 300 Ferndale
{19-25-452-025)

Mr. Wetsman ' 233 Oakland
(19-25-452~026)
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HARTLAND B. SMITH RECE‘VED
BIRMINGHAM, M1 48008 MAR 2 1 ]988
Maxch 19, 1988 '

CITY of 8I1RM
NGHa
PLANNING DEPRRTME:T

Planning And Historic District Commission
City of Birmingham

P.O. Box 3001

Birmingham, MI 48012

Gentlemen:

I wish to express my opposition to the proposed Zoning
Classification change from R-2 to Attached Single Family Residential
for lots 66 and 67, "Oak Grove Addition".

The small residential enclave north of 0Oakland and East of
Woodward has, through the years, been under pressure from
non-residents who have sought financial gain by making changes in this
pleasant neighborhood.

An amendment to the Zoning Classification north of Oakland will
be a signal to outsiders that all they need do is purchase property,
begq for a Zoning Change and then they'll be able to proceed with
whatever project they may envision.

Numerous <City Administrations and City Plans have sought to
maintain the section north of Oakland as Residential. This will be
more difficult to accomplish in the future, once a Zoning Change has
been approved here.

To demonstrate that the present R-2 Classification is entirely
adequate, for those who care to construct new housing units, I would
point to the home presently under construction at the corner of Euclid
and Park as well as to the home at 460 Park which was built a few
years adgo. These two structures definitely show that if someone
desires to erect residential housing in the area, they can do so
within the present R-2 Zoning Classification.

The recent fiasco at the NW corner of Oakland and.Ferndale should
be proof enough that the residents north of Oakland desire no further
speculative incursions into the area. A Zoning Change, even a minor
one, can only serve to further endanger the precarious existence of
the neighborhood.

Your decision AGAINST the proposed Zoning Amendment will be
appreciated.

Cordially.,

Bt ATy

Hartland B. Smith



BRUCE E. THAL o
200 Renaissance Centar - 16th Floor RECEIVE"‘"

Detroit, Michigan 48243 arR 25 1988

CATY of BINMINGHAM
BLANNING DEPARTMENT

Le: oot ok

April 22, 1988

Ms. Patricia McCullough
Assistant City Planner
City of Birmingham

151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48011

Dear Ms. McCullough:

Unfortunately, neither my wife nor I will be
able to attend the Birmingham Planning Board
public hearing on Wednesday, April 27, 1988,
However, we wish to express our very strong
objection to the change from R-2 Single Family
Residential to $-8 Attached Single Family
Residential for the property known as 404 Park
that is being considered at that meeting.

The residential areas on Park and Ferndale
are small and any intrusion on them will lead
to the erosion of the nature of the community.
As a conseguence, we are unalterably opposed
to this proposed change.

We reside at 300 Ferndale. Thank you for your
consideration in this matter,

Very truly yours,

.M’i-m

Bruce E, Thal
BET /mak



Phanes: 564-6800

642-5100 WILLIAM M. WETSMAN

WISPER and WETSMAN lInc.

132 NLWODDWARD * BIRMINGHAM, MICHIGAN 4801 1

MAILING ADDRESE: RQ. BOX 2DE6-282 « BRMINGHAM, MICHIGAN 48012

April 12, 1988

Mr. Larry Bauman
Planning Department
City of Birmingham
151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48012

Dear Mr. Bauman;

This letter is in response to your notice of Public
Hearing with regard to the possible rezoning of Lots 66
and 67, "0ak Grove Addition", commonly known as 404 Park St.
I am very much agailnst the rezoning of this parcel.
Our small community Iis a compact neighborhood of single
family (R-2) dwellings. Any inroads into the existing
single family (R-2) zoning, I fear, will be just the
beginning of the end for our community. There is 1little
enough land in the central clty for single family (R-2)
dwellings now and to further erocde this would, in my opinion,

be a major mistake.

Sincerely,

4(&6@’}724 m&% A
William M, et sman

233 OQakland

Birmingham, MI 48009



bt F7, (95E

4-2-88
Public Hearing.

Lots 66 and 67, "Oak Grove Addition" commonly known as 404 Park
Street - LPR Properties. These properties are located north of
Oakland Avenue between Park Street and Hunter Boulevard.

Mr. Bauman noted the pufpose of the hearing is to receive public
comments on a proposed amendment to Title V, Chapter 39, Zoning
and Planning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Birmingham, by
amending Section 5.7, the Zoning Map to rezone these properties
from R-2 Single Family Residential to R-8 Attached Single Family
Residential. Petitioner is seeking to rezone this so that four
two-story townhouses could be constructed there. Existing land
use on the site is a single family home that is in relatively
poor repair. The Birmingham Future Land Use Plan designates the
neighborhood as a Sensitive Residential Area.

Mr. Blaesing noted in his packet three letters in opposition to
the rezoning: Hartland Smith, 467 Park, William M. Westman, 233
Oakland, and Bruce Thal, 300 Ferndale. A fourth letter was
passed around this evening from C. Nicholas Kriete and Ellen
Kock, 367 Ferndale.

Dr. Marc Lindy spoke in opposition for himself, 343 Ferndale, the
Wetsmans at 233 oOakland, the Thals, and John Xasujian at 340
Ferndale. This is a sensitive neighborhood and a zoning change
would set precident.

Ms Pamela Livingston Hardy, 887 Ann Street was opposed. She
wanted the Board to consider the importance of maintaining the
neighborhood.

Mr. Nick Kriete read his letter of opposition. This neighborhood
is being slowly eroded by intense land use and increased traffic.

Mr. Bill Dwight, owner of the properties at 430, 436 and 452 Park
did not object to the change in principal. He was concerned that
the future tenants not be allowed parking permits on Park Street,
however. He thought the proposed structures would improve the
value of the neighborhood.

Mr. Steve Ike, 439 Park was opposed because there is a parking
problem on the street already.

Mr. Lambert represented LPR Properties and stated they purchased
the home a number of years ago and have rented it out with the
idea there was a better use, such as Georgetown style single
family attached structures with their own parking. The zoning
change would provide a clear definition between the existing
residential on Park and the commercial immediately across the



street. They believe denial of their petition would not be
consistent with what has taken place over recent years. They
feel specific problems associated with that corner were not
adequately addressed at the time the Master Plan was drawn up.

Dr. Lindy thought the highest and best use of the land in this
neighborhood is set down by the Master Plan. The property value
can still be improved by keeping a single family home on each
lot.

Ms Steffy determined this house lies on two buildable lots.

Mr. Rattner said that when there is a close call as to whether or
not a property should be rezoned, you have to lock at undue
hardship. Traffic and the close proximity to commercial would be
the closest we would get to undue hardship for this particular
property. He could not support the petition.

Mr. Blaesing said he is a strong believer in buffers. This is
not a departure to some other use, it would remain residential.
To remain a viable downtown we have to have as many residents
living close to downtown as possible. He could support a change
in zoning in this location.

Mr. Tholen feels this property could be developed on an
economically viable basis in its present zoning classification.
He supports the present zoning.

Moved by Mr. Tholen

Seconded by Mr. Kendall to recommend to the City Commission that
the present zoing be retained in 1its present zoning
classification of R-2 Single Family Residential.

Dr. Lindy thought the only hardship on these lots is an economic
hardship on the owners who cannot make as much money from two
single houses as they could off of four residences. The welfare
of this neighborhood should not be based on economic developers'
pockets,

Ms Steffy said we are looking at a very difficult site and felt
the proposed zoning would offer a buffer zone between the
commercial and the single family area immediately adjacent.

All were in favor of the motion with the exception of Mr.
Blaesing and Ms Steffy.

Motion passes 5-2 -~ The Planning Board recommends to the City
Commission that the «current zoning of R-2 Single Family
Residential be upheld.



LPR Properties

OO0 Park. St i .
MR kAl s April 5, 1988

Birmingharm, Michigan 48010
Telephone (313) 6448973
Mr. Larry Bouman
Engineering/Planning
City of Birmingham
Birmingham, MIX

Dear Mr. Bouman:

As you probably know from notices mailed to you by the
City of Birmingham, LPR Properties is attempting to rezomne
404 Park Street from single residential to attached single
family. We are attempting to construct two residential
structures consisting of two units each. These two
structures will be o0f Georgetown architecture and the
construction materials will consist largely of brick, with
some =iding, and an upgraded shingle roof.(See attached
drawings)

LPR Land Company has been involved in the construction of
custom single family residential houses, apartments, and
office buildings. The Company's principals own outright and
a major rortion of all projects it builds. The wunits
contemplated on Park Street will be no exception. Two of the
units will be retained by the owners and the other two will
be sold as residential units for owner occupancy.

We would like the opportunity to meet with all parties
concerned and outline our intentions for this project. This
will enable us to hear your views and incorporate those ideas
into our plans. We would appreciate your setting aside the
evening of April 21st so as we can meet as a group and
discuss this development.

Please call the undersigned before April 15th so as we
can accommodate those attending. For those unable to attend
the meeting, please call our office and we will gladly meet
with you at a time which is convient for your schedule.

Thank-you once again for your time and we hope to meet
you perscnally on April 21st.
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APPLICATION YOI 20NING MAP CHANGE

Birmingham, Michigan

- 1988 FEg 25‘ 1 20

BRI ot e gy oy T
T e e - B

CiTy ’
Date Feb. 25, 1988 0F BIRMINGHAp,
. ¥
TO THE CITY COMMISSION: 1
The undersigned hereby make application to the City Commisdion to: ; )

Change premises described as_ 404 Park Street; Lots 66 and 67, "Oak Grove Addition,
-(No.) (Street) :

recorded in Liber 7, pages 4 and 5 of plats, COakland County; Pérk Street-and Qakland
(Legal Description) S ) :

from its present zoming .

. (Location) :
classification of Single Family 10 _attached Single Familu L

A plot plan showing location, size of lot and placement of bullding (“13
any) on the lot to scale must be attached, '

Statements and reasons for request, or other data having a‘dtréct bearing -
on the request. ‘

The growth of commercial building located Iin area of said property, and best use
The requested zoning change

d, and Brown Street.

as a barrier between commercial and residential.
corresponds to format used along Oakland, Ring-RO

~

Name of Owner LPR Properties, Ltd.

Address of Owner 300 Park Street; Suite 215 Tel. No. 644-8973

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, 3

Date Received

Delivered by

Resolution No. ' Disposition




APPLICATION FOR ZONING MAP CHANGE

Birmingham, Michigan

Date Feb., 1, 1988

TO T™E CITY COMMISSION:

The undersigned hereby make application to the City CommisSion to

Change premises described as 404 Park Street; Lots 66 and 67, ,uw0ak Grove
(No.) (Street)

recorded in Liber 7,

Addition,"

pages 4 and 5 of plats, Oakland County,
(Legal Description) )

Park St. and Oakland from its present zonlng
(location)

Q}33361iﬁhm&aél‘jp,
e y

classification of Single Family

to

A plot plan 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
on the request. i

other data having a direct bearing

The growth of commercial building located in area of said property,
and best use as a barrier between commercial and residential.

' The
requested zoning change corresponds to format used along Oakland,
Ring Rd., and Brown Street,. 3

/
-~
/ (
:-;’T‘\-~"- P

' Signaturé of/Applicant”

R
7 ST

Name of Owner LPR Properties, Ltd.

Address of Owner 300 Park St,; Suite 215

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 ,3-23-¥¢ -— g‘sc‘iﬁﬁsg.c;o

Delivered by

Resolution No. Disposition
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Oakland/Park Subarea Study

Purpose

The Oakland/Park area in Birmingham, like much of the city, has some unique features. Tucked behind
wooded views along Woodward and the shops and offices along Old Woodward and Oakland is a tightly
knit historic neighborhood. Most passersby do not even realize there is a quality historic neighborhood.
Woods along Woodward Avenue provide an effective screen along the neighborhood’s east edge. Other
edges between the mostly single-family neighborhood and non-residential uses are generally fairly well
buffered, through landscaping, walls and setbacks. There are, however, some lots adjacent to the
neighborhood “edges” that are not as well buffered or have distinct site conditions that make them
candidates for a possible land use change. Those parcels are the focus of this study.

One such lot, at the northeast corner of Park and Oakland Streets, was recently the topic of a rezoning
request. The applicant proposed a conditional rezoning to B2C to allow a reduced front yard setback for
a set of six attached residential units. In response to extensive neighborhood comments voicing
opposition to the rezoning, and feeling any zoning action on an individual parcel would be premature,
the City Commission recommended that the area first needed an overall planning study.

Scope and Methodology
LSL Planning, Inc. was retained by the City of Birmingham to create a subarea analysis for the study area
illustrated below. The subarea is bounded by Oakland to the south, N. Old Woodward to the west,
Woodward Avenue to the east and the I WY

neighborhood south of Oak Street. This 5
study evaluates the types of land uses,
views, transition areas, traffic, access,
pedestrian conditions, building heights
and setbacks, and zoning.

Our technical analysis also considered
the ideas and concerns of the
neighborhood expressed at public
meetings. While there were a variety of
comments, all of which were
thoughtfully considered, the key topics
emphasized are listed below:

1. Protecting the integrity of the
neighborhood and property
values;

2. Strong preferences for single-
family development on the
vacant lot at Oakland/Park and a
belief that it is a reasonable use;

Study area

D LsL Manning. . Prepared by LSL Planning 1 Draft 5/3/2013



3. Desire by some to retain the Brookside Terrace condominiums;

&

Ideas or support for traffic calming and pedestrian crossing improvements; and

5. Concern about rental housing especially if there are more than four units (which the City

Assessor stated is classified as "commercial).

We also considered information from the City Assessor on factors that influence property values.
Typically, assessed values are based on standard factors such as comparable sales in the vicinity. When
a single family home is adjacent to another use, there can be a 5 to 15% drop in the assessed value. The
extent of the impact depends on factors such as, condition of the structure, traffic, and adjacent uses
(type, condition, buffering, views). Different types of adjacent land uses can be made more compatible
through site design and buffering aimed at reducing or avoiding negative impacts on assessed values.

Edges and Transitions

In land use planning, an important consideration is

Typical Land Use Transition Pattern

to manage land use arrangements to minimize
conflicts. Land use conflicts may occur when
incompatible uses are adjacent. The result can be
short- and long-term consequences or nuisances
that can influence the desirability and value of one
or more properties. In a downtown or mixed use
district, the buyers are aware that the array of uses
is part of the appeal. But in single-family
neighborhoods near the downtown or mixed use
district, there is an expectation of solidarity among
uses in the neighborhood.

There are a number of factors that influence the extent of the
conflict and its impacts. A key factor is the intensity of the
use. Certain more intense uses are generally directed to be
separated from other uses. This is one reason why in
planning and zoning communities have a series of land use
classes or zoning districts that specify the permitted uses.

Due to the impacts of non-single-family uses (views, noise,
traffic, parking, late-night hours, etc.) single-family
neighborhoods are often separated from retail,
entertainment, and service businesses by uses transitioning
the intensity between the districts — higher density housing or
offices are typical applications of these transitional buffer
uses (see diagram at right). In more urban/mature cities like
Birmingham, residential uses often abut commercial uses
with little room for transitional uses. In such cases, the uses
can be more compatible by incorporating design features
such as setbacks, landscaping, parking and access location,

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 2

Moderate to Higher
Density
Residential

Lower Density
Residential

Typical Transitional Land Uses between
Single-Family and Commercial

Single-family detached homes (with
suitable buffers as defined below)
Attached single-family homes
Multiple-family residential at an
appropriate scale and density (see
design considerations below)
Single-family homes converted to
offices

Offices (with suitable buffers as
defined below)

Parks/open space

Institutional uses (schools, libraries,
etc)

Buffers: setbacks, walls, landscape,
etc.

Draft 5/3/2013




lighting, or building design. Typically, the buffering is provided on the lot of the more intense use.

Where single-family or lower density residential neighborhoods directly abut higher intensity uses, the
edges of districts (on both the commercially zoned side and residential side) are often the focus of a
city’s master plan and zoning regulations. These lots are scrutinized to ensure a suitable transition
between the districts exists. Properties on the edges of districts may feel development pressures from
adjacent zoning districts typically from the more intense district. Having well-defined transitional uses or
design buffers can preserve the integrity of single-family neighborhoods from encroachment of
unwelcome uses. Birmingham has dozens of examples where single-family has long remained stable
when abutting non-single-family. But there are also other examples where former owner-occupied
single-family homes have been converted to rentals, duplexes, or offices. In many cases, these non-
single-family uses have long served as a transitional use.

Design Considerations for Transitions

One of the objectives of the City is to protect its
neighborhoods. Changes in use and zoning can potentially
erode that character. But the City also has goals for vibrant,

Typical site design buffers between
residential and non-residential uses

mixed use districts, a walkable city and a diversity of land e Landscaping

uses for fiscal security. In the neighborhood edge area e Attractive, well-maintained walls
where the single or two-family abut other uses, the non- and fences

residential use should be designed so that it provides a e Some additional setbacks
transition but also forms a solid demarcation for a zoning especially for buildings with more
boundary. height or mass than neighbors

e Low lighting impact

These design considerations were taken into account when

analyzing the subarea’s key parcels susceptible to change in
the next section.

Site Analysis of Key Parcels Susceptible to Change

The areas in the Oakland/Park Subarea that front or are adjacent to commercial uses are defined on the
following map (titled “Adjacency Analysis”) in green as parcels most susceptible to change. This does not
mean a change is necessary, just that those are the parcels that should be focused on in a land use
evaluation such as this report. Seven properties were identified for further study to determine if on-site
design considerations provide sufficient buffers to support long-term viability of the uses, or if a change
in land use, zoning, or site design may be appropriate to provide an appropriate buffer between the
uses. These properties were evaluated for buffering design considerations, as described above, to
determine what can be done to prevent change or what might be changed to protect the adjacent uses.

Each parcel classified as susceptible to change was evaluated and classified as follows:
1. Buffering sufficient, no change in land use is warranted or recommended,;
2. Generally the uses are compatible and some buffering exists, but could be greatly enhanced; or
3. Conditions unique to the parcel (traffic, views, lot size, etc) warrant a consideration of a change
in the land use; the condition may be beyond a buffering solution.

The findings for each such parcel are provided on the following pages.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 3 Draft 5/3/2013



Generally, when a rear lot line
abuts a conflicting use it is of
less concern than if a front or
r;- side lot line are adjacent to a
conflicting use
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® Brookside/Ravine Area
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Existing Conditions

The attached condos on the north side of Ravine at N. Old Woodward are a good transitional use
between the retail uses on N. Old Woodward and the single-family homes in the subarea. The condos
are buffered from the retail by the wooded area adjacent to the Rouge River. This wooded area also
does a very good job of buffering between the shops along N. Old Woodward and the homes on
Brookside, but ends at the lots edge.

Recommendation
e There is no reason to support any change of land use or zoning in this area.

- While the views from
.~ homes on Brookside to
-+ the businesses along
N. Old Woodward are
less obstructed in
winter months with
less foliage, what
remains of the
vegetation decently
screens the rear
loading/parking areas
of the businesses.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 5 Draft 5/3/2013



@ Ravine/Ferndale Area
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Existing Conditions
The site contains a brick wall and depressed parking lot. It is well landscaped, contains a substantial
setback, and is closely tied to adjacent residential.

Recommendation
e There is no reason to consider land use changes in this area.
e Additional landscaping along Ravine would help with views of the parking/loading from the
street.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 6 Draft 5/3/2013



® Euclid Area

Existing Conditions

This site has a shallow setback with parked
cars adjacent to the front yard. Minimal
buffers do not include a wall or significant
landscaping, as is ideally desired.

Recommendations

e No change in land use is suggested.

e Work toward additional buffer with
larger parking setback with
landscaping and/or screen wall.

e Consider traffic calming treatments,
such as curb bump outs to better
distinguish office from residential
street.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study

Limited
buffer

Consider improvements to
Euclid that will help calm
traffic. See the Complete
Streets and Traffic Calming
Concepts section of our
report for more information:

1.Curb-bump outs
2.Speed table

3.Clearly marked crossings
4.Signage

Draft 5/3/2013



@ Brookside Terrace Area

Existing Conditions

The Brookside Terrace condominiums front onto N. Old Woodward, with a large setback from the street,
which provide a nice greenspace along N. Old Woodward. The site backs onto the river, providing nice
vistas, both of the river and residential homes on the other bank. Parking, via a structure and on-street
facilities are provided to accommodate the moderate density on the site.

Recommendations
e Plan for redevelopment into office or mixed-use.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 8 Draft 5/3/2013



® Ferndale Area

Existing Conditions
This site includes an office building. A substantial landscaped area and setback separates the residential
from the office. Rear yard parking, located adjacent to the garage/drive, includes a hedgerow buffer.

Recommendation
¢ No changes are recommended in this area.

Oakland/Park Subarea Study 9 Draft 5/3/2013



® Oakland Area

Existing Conditions

The properties fronting Oakland are somewhat buffered
from the parking deck across the street by the width of
the right-of-way and the landscaped median. Unlike most
of the homes in the neighborhood, the views from those
lots look onto a four story office building and multi-story
parking deck. These properties have historically been
residential (2 are rentals) but the traffic volumes on
Oakland are high for residential uses.

Recommendations While the median contains some landscaping, the
As a key entrance to dOW”tOYV” from Woodwaer, Oakland  ta)| trees are insufficient to fully block the view of
Avenue could support more intense uses along its the imposing parking deck across the street.

frontage, similar to those on the westernmost block of
Oakland at N. Old Woodward. From an urban design
perspective, this street could benefit from shallow setbacks
on both sides of the street to better frame Oakland as a
gateway to downtown. Should the current single-family
houses (a mixture of renter- and owner-occupied homes)
redevelop, a logical extension of that zero-foot front yard
setback characteristic would be acceptable at the other
borders of the neighborhood and across Oakland, with
deeper rear yard setbacks adjacent to single-family _ 2\ .
residential. Similar to those office/commercial and attached  Consider marked pedestrian crossings with
residential buildings fronting Old Woodward, businesses or “Failure to Yield to Pedestrians, minimum
attached residential units (no more than 3 stories) would $50 fine” signs

complement the character of other conditions located at

the periphery of downtown while protecting the established single-family neighborhood behind. This
would provide a better transition to the neighbors to the rear than the current houses fronting Oakland
have as a transition. Some additional zoning suggestions are provided later in this report.
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@ 404 Park Area

While the median contains some
landscaping, the tall trees do not
fully block the view of the office
building across the street.

Existing Conditions
This vacant property is located at the corner of busy Woodward Avenue
and Oakland. The views across Oakland of the office building and

parking structure are not well shielded by the landscaped median.
Unlike the other lots along the east side of Park Street, there are no
woods to help screen views and noise from Woodward Avenue. The
addition of screening along Woodward may be limited in order to
protect sight distance along eastbound Oakland given the skewed
intersection angle.

Recommendations
While Birmingham has a strong single family market, we do not
believe this site can be expected to redevelop as a single family

This study area measures 150’ wide by

home due to site factors (location, shallow lot depth along Oakland, 80" deep, which is a challenge to
lack of screening along Woodward, views of multi-story buildings redevelopment.
across Oakland, and the traffic r s i3

volumes along Oakland). These site
characteristics are unique only to
this lot. Under these conditions,
attached, owner-occupied
residential units (approximately 4
units per building) seem to be the

most appropriate use. If designed to _— —
complement the existing Examples of 3- and 4-unit buildings at Brown and Bates shows how

neighborhood architecture and attached single-family residential types can be compatible with
residential. Materials and buildings would need to be revised to fit on
the study site, but these images illustrate the type of quality that can

housing types, this site could have
more potential to redevelop into a
more complementary development, P& achieved.

Development that can present a residential facade along both Oakland and Park, parking located closer
to Woodward, and setbacks consistent with established development, could help accomplish two
important goals in this area to protect the single-family neighborhood; minimize impacts from
associated parking facilities; and strengthen Oakland as a gateway into downtown.
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Complete Streets and Traffic Calming Concepts

Generally the neighborhood streets are designed for appropriate low speed auto travel. Sidewalks are
provided along both sides of the streets. To help prevent non-residents from parking in the
neighborhood, on-street parking requires a permit. The City has made many improvements to calm
traffic and improve the environment for pedestrians, especially along North Ole Woodward. The angled
parking, medians and signalized pedestrian
crosswalks have helped transform this district into
another City asset. We did hear or see some
comments from the neighborhood about cut-through
traffic, but traffic speeds do not seem to be a
problem. There are some additional enhancements
that could help meet the City’s objectives for
“Complete Streets” designed for all types of users,
and also to better distinguish the residential and non-
residential segments.

e Curb-bump outs. At critical neighborhood
entry points, where commercial uses end,
curb bump-outs and perhaps a band of
different pavement could help better mark

Curb-bump outs, such as the one recommended
the neighborhood and discourage cut- along Euclid Avenue, can help distinguish the
through traffic. Some of the streets, suchas  entry into the neighborhood. It may also allow
Park, are too narrow for a bump out, but installation of a tree to improve screening for
others, such as Euclid, can accommodate a the adjacent home. This could also include some

shallow bump-out. type of decorative pavement or a speed table as
e Improved crossings. An additional shown below.

pedestrian crossing of Oakland at Ferndale
could be evaluated by the City’s Engineering
Department. This could include a marked
crosswalk and a sign to yield to pedestrians.

e Speed tables. A speed table is a slightly
raised (2 to 3 inches) segment of pavement
that combined with a change in pavement or
a bump out can help distinguish the
residential part of the street. These traffic
calming measures can help discourage cut-
through traffic and slightly lower speeds. A
differentiation in pavement color and levels
requires the motorist to notice their speed
and reduce it to drive over the tables.
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Zoning Analysis and Recommendations

Current Zoning and Dimensional Requirements. With the exception of the Brookside/Ravine parcel
(®), which is zoned B-1, Neighborhood Business, and the Brookside Terrace (@) which is zoned R-6,
Multiple-Family Residential, parcels evaluated are zoned R-2, Single Family Residential. Key dimensional
standards for these districts are as follows:

Min. Lot Min. Front | Minimum Side Setback | Min. Rear Max

Allowed Uses Size Setback Setback Height

= SF Residential Average = One side =9’ or 10% of 26 to
R-2 = Adult Care 6,000 s.f. along block lot width 30’ 30

= Limited Institutional or 25’ = Both sides = 14’ or 25%

of lot width

= SF Residential 1,375 s.f. = |ots over 100’ wide = 30'/2
R-6 = Duplexes to 25’ 10’ for one side and 25’ 30’ .

= Multi-Family 2,500 s.f. for both stories

= Minimum 5’

B-1 N/A 0 0 20°

= |nstitutional Uses
= Offices 30/2
= Limited retail & stories

service uses

Current Buffer Requirements. As noted, required setbacks, screening, building height, and other design
can influence a development’s compatibility with adjacent uses. The following summarize the key
requirements in the Birmingham Zoning Ordinance as they might relate to the evaluated parcels:

e Screening. Section 4.05 requires screening around waste receptacles and mechanical
equipment, and a six foot tall masonry screen wall between parking lots and abutting single-
family residential zoning districts.

e Landscaping. Section 4.20 requires multiple family projects to provide one deciduous and one
evergreen tree for each two units proposed, in addition to one street tree for each 40 feet of
road frontage.

e Lighting. There is very little regulation for parking lot lighting in the Zoning Ordinance that
would relate to redevelopment within the study area.

Recommendations

We were asked to explore zoning options for the 404 Park Area (@) in more detail, to provide more
specific guidance to the City for the site at Oakland and Park. The dimensional characteristics, parcel
configurations, proximity to the downtown and location along higher volume streets will influence the
potential development. Our recommended approach would be to allow modest density, attached
residential types (4-unit buildings) at a density higher than what is allowed in the R-2 district, to be
offset to some degree with higher quality screening and overall development quality. The following
discuss the various ways that this could be achieved and our suggested approach:

1. Grant Variances. The City has the authority to grant variances of the dimensional and use
restrictions in the Zoning Ordinance. Use and dimensional variances should only be issued in
extremely unusual cases, and should be avoided where the desired redevelopment is expected
to require several variances.

In this case, the shape of the parcel along does not prevent development into single-family
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homes according to the requirements of the R-2 district. However, there are some physical

factors that make development of a single family home questionable. We believe an

alternatives development option, attached single-family units, is more reasonable and can serve
as a buffer for the adjacent residences. A use variance, along with dimensional variances, is an
option. Even if the property owner can demonstrate there is a “demonstrated hardship” to
warrant a use variance, such a procedure is often not viewed as a good policy approach.

2. Rezone the Property. Rezoning of the site from R-2 to a higher intensity designation, such as
the R-8 zoning district would allow additional uses including multiple-family uses, but not
commercial uses, which can help alleviate concern from the neighborhood residents. In
addition, the dimensional requirements are less than those in the R-2. Particularly, the
minimum lot size is reduced to 3,000 s.f., the rear setback is reduced to 20’, and open space and
lot coverage requirements are eliminated, which could accommodate more intense uses. They
could also, however, create a development that, without performance standards, may not
achieve the compatibility, transitions and buffers desired for this site.

3. Establish a New District or Overlay. The recommended approach is to develop a new, urban
residential district that could be applied to select sites in anticipation of redevelopment. The
provisions could apply if sites are rezoned, or it could be applied as an overlay. The primary
benefit of this option is that the City can establish the provisions it feels appropriate for these
sites rather than trying to force them into an existing district. Key aspects of this district could
include:

a. Shifting of the approval focus from the dimensional requirements to a set of performance-
based standards. If chosen, standards including but not limited to the following should be
included:

1) The development includes building heights, screening and landscaping that consider
adjacent land uses and development patterns to ensure proper transition to nearby
residential neighborhoods; and

2) The development provides an alternative housing type not typically found in the City,
such as senior housing, attached single-family, or other targeted types.

b. Because the conditions of the 404 Park Area are not specific to that study area, applicability
provisions could be included to allow this district to be applied to other sites that either:

1) Abut both a single-family residential district and a non-residential district, or

2) Are located along a major non-residential road that abuts a single family district.

c. Specific standards of the district should include design considerations such as:

1) Additional screening standards for transitional sites, such as inclusion of additional
landscaping, building step-backs, and other provisions that we expect will be needed,;

2) Additional parking location options, which are limited to on-site facilities in the R-2
district; and

3) Maximum illumination levels, limits on late-night activity, noise restrictions or other
standards that may help protect nearby residents.

4) Incentives or other market-based zoning approaches that are more likely to result in the
development activity that is desired.

d. A development agreement should be required with each approval, to detail the parameters
for development relative to the specific conditions and factors for each site. The agreement
should address issues such as maximum density, buffer quality, architecture, etc.
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Administrative Approval Appllcatlon

Planning Division
Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out

1. Applicant Property Owner
Name: (VI0CCS Towder Name: { qunhroon  (Miragmens
Address: 51{1) iﬂ;hf;ﬁﬂﬁl R Address: 38 ateco Sexanpicid £d
Phone Number: Phone Number: ( 34y} 905 - Yoip
Fax Number: Fax Number:
Email: Pvimyain Shewnditr Lo Email: ___
2. Applicant’s Attorney/Contact Person Project Designer
Name: .Phll (cong Name:
Address: Address:
. Phone Number: { 313} 55~ %415 Phone Number:
Fax Number; Fax Number:
Email: _Beconkag Teuadie.com _ Email:
3. Project Information
Address/Location of Property: 315 Hurmilicn Bow Name 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:
| eain Acres: Date of Final Site Plan Approval:
urent Zoning: Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:

4. Attachments

* Warranty Deed with legal description of property *  Two (2) folded copies of pl
* Authorization from Owner(s) (if applicant is not owner) changes for which adminis
* Completed Checklist the changes marked in colo
» Material Samples

» Digital Copy of plans

iryY E: § ,",“.“qu

Ci
COMMUNITY BevzLopyeyT DEPARTMENT

5._ Details of the Request for Administrative Approval

%-r §al + abtad |

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: gy Mbyé"v Date: (gﬂjﬂﬂk

Oﬁ' ice Use Only,
Application #: |6 '0031/1 Date Received: / 5/1£ Fee: (ﬁl O O

3 . L
Date of Approval: HA ' /I é Date of Denial: Reviewed by: M éé
7 =
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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. 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.

1 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;

2
3
4
5. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;
6. A list of all requested design changes;

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:

—

. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

2

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 W

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;



February 26, 2016

Cranbrook Management Hamillon Row half of section 4
29500 Southfield Road 315 Hamilton Row
Southfield, Ml, 48076 Birmingham, MI. 48009

Attention: Keith Butler

Thank you for allowing us 10 quote on your new roofing project. The following is a short report
of the current roof and its conditional along with your new roof investiment quote.

Current Conditions:

Approximate Size: 1,400 Sq. Ft.

Sections: Rococo only. No canopy’s are included,
Type of Roof: BUR aad Duro-last

Type of Insulation: Fiberboard

During the rool inspection the following are itens of concern:

-Fumes from adhesives may enter the building through the roof vents,

-The area nceded for se-up during re-roofing may disrupt operations.

-Dust will enter the building during re-roof,

Noise from the re-roof operation may be distuptive to operations.

-We will need access to the existing parking lot for our crane for the duration of this project.

Dase Bid:

Preparation
¥The existing roofing and insulation will be removed down 1o a suitable sutface and disposed of

properly. The decking will be inspected for deterioration, if any is found, it will need to be
repalred on the below unit cost for the safety of personnel accessing the roof and working in the
facility.

Insulation:

Praposed new R Value =8.5

*New insulation will consist of 1 layer of 1.5" isocyanurate. The new insulation will be
mechanically fastened with screws and plates to the existing decking. All insulation at roof drains
to be tapered 4' x 4' to allow for the maximum drainage,

Membrane PVC:

A ncw single ply PVC raof system as manufactured by Firestone will be installed. Nesw roofing
will consist of .60 mill mechanically attached per the manufacturer’s requirements., The
membrane splice joints will have a minimum 2 overlap and be heat welded together. The heat
welded seams will allow for this system to withstand ponding water and not void your warranty.
New flashing details will be installed per the menufacturers specifications at the perimeter watls
and edges, as well as at all roof penetrations such as plumbing vents, heat stacks, equipment
support legs and roof drains,

Metnl
*Slip flash the back parking lot wall. Install metal term bar on each side of the expansion joint

flashing. Install 20° of gravel stap edge on the front of the building,



Warranty

*Upon completion of the roofing project we will submit a letter 1o the roofing manufacturer
requesting a final inspection. Once the final inspection is completed we will issue your 20 year
No Dollar Limit NDL warranty. Any guarantees are not in effect until the final payment is made.

Possible additional items not included in this propesal:

-The cost of a permit is included in this bid.

-We will take up all parking spaces. The cost is included in our price.

-The cost to replace rotted wood nailer is $4.00 per In fi.

-The cost to replace deteriorated decking is $6.00 per sq. ft.

*Note this will apply to any curbs no longer in use.

-The cost to install 18 gauge metal plate of damage decking is $4.00 per sq. fi.
-The cost to install nevv cast iron drains is $850.00 per drain.

-No snow removal is included in our bid.

Owner responsibilities:
This price is based on the following:
-Owner assumes all responsibility for damage if electrical conduit is struck with a roofing

fastener during the project,
-Interior protection is not included. Owner is responsible for all dust or debris entering the inside

of the building,

‘We hereby propose:
Cost to furnish labor and mategjals complete in accordance with the above scope of work for the
sum of: $17,150.00 Int \<

Thank you for letting us quote on this project. Prices quoted are valid for twenty 20 days. All
agreements are contingent upon strikes, government regulations or other causes beyond our

control.

The above price, specifications and conditions are satisfactory and are hereby accepted, You are
authorized to do the work as specified. Payment will be made as outlined herein. The attached

Terms are part of this proposal.

Signaturezgu,d;?_ Dguddla_Date: _L}.LL / i

Respectfully Submitted,
Tom Brown,
JD Candler Roofing
31111 Industrial Drive, Livonia, MI 48150 - www.jdcandler.com

24/7 Emergency Service (§66)930-2100 - Phoue (734) 762-0100 - Fax (734) 762-0669
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Project Contact Information

Project name Hamilton Row Rococo

Address 315 Hamilton Row

City Birmingham

State MI
Zip 48009

Owner Name Cranbrook Management
Address 29600 Southfield Road
City Southfield
State MI
Zip 48076
Office Contact Keith Butler
Phone 248-905-4010

Fax

Bill to Cranbrook Management
Address 29600 Southfield Road
City Southfield
State Zip 48076
Billing Contact Keith Butler
Billing Phone 248-905-4010
Billing Fax

Site Superintendent contact Keith Butler
Site Superintendent Phone 248-905-4010
Site Superintendent Fax

Estimator Bill Cronk

Architect

Phone

Consultant

Phone




Section Information

i

Unusual Details

Damage

Damage int.

Damagg ext.

Deck inside

Deck Inspection

Safety Issues

Length 70

Width 20 Totals
{Perimeter 4] 180 0 180
Squares - 0 14 0 14
Thickness 4" 4" 4"

Height 20 20 20'

Deck Metal Metal Metal

Bottom Roof BUR BUR BUR

Base

insulation perlite perilte

Attachment

Membrane APP Mod App

Surface Gravel Gravel _

Second Roof BUR “[TPO TPO

Insulation Perlie

Attachment

Mech.
Membrane APP Mod Attached
Surface Smooth Smooth Smooth




Roof Spacification
Sgs. 14 .Gﬂ

Estimator Bill Cronk

Work Location Hamilton Row Rococo
315 Hamilton Row
Birmingham

On site contact Keith Butler

Phone number 248-905-4010

New Roof System
Manufacturer Firestone

Warranty 20 year NDL

Type System Mech Attached

Existing roof Duro-trash over BUR

Type, thickness, 4" thick

Remove or overiay Remove to suit. Surface

New Roof information .60 MIL mech attached PVC

Insulation 1.5" iso 12 screws per sheet

Membrane 60 MIL —
Details Tie into bur roof with 5 course

on other durolast side term bar into wall

Metal Slip flash back parking lost wall and install a gs at front main
Extras
Decking $6.00
Nailers @ $4.00
Plating $4.00
Drains $850.00
Safety and other This job has close to 0 set up we must coordinate properly with all tenants and Aldian

heating and cooling for the removal of curbs.

Critical equipment?  cutters we must get permits and all parking spots we need bags for units
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Hamilten Row Rococo
315 Famiiton Row

Birmingham Revislon date & time =y 12/22107 7:28
M 48009 date Etime. = _FTEmEA
S 14
ofin r MH Days Hours Tatal n
yarg driver jabor 2 8 melal plates and deck C.00
1 seclion 18 sq 1 B4 Elecirical
Canopys 4 total 3 5q ol HVAC
Roof Area 0 Markup on Subcontractors 0.00;
Roof Area [0} Total Subcontractors 0.00
Supplemantal MHL*- Days Hours
Insiall Nailers 8 0,00l Summary
Interoir Protection 8 0.00]] Profit Dollars
Maasure/Punchiis! 8 Bid Price
Other Labor Days Hours Total Roof Material per Square er
| Teardown / Other Adi 0 8 Production
Operator Man Days 1 8 1 Pfice per Square 1
Total man days 11 Profit per Square
[FRate 545 Profit per man day s
Parking $1.00 a hour 408 00 P rofit % 1
Total Roofing Labar 6403 00§ Roof Production Assumption o]
Ditference Schedule-Assumption ~10.0
} Labor 1.800
(Rata 560 1007.54
Subsistence ;
Total sheet metal lzibor 1007 54
Al #1 17150 0
Markup on Roofing Labar 0.27 1]|Revised Contract 4259% 402 67
Markup on Sheet Metal Labor 0.62
Total Labor 9764 03 }{Alternate #2 17150 0
Revised Coniract 4259% 402 67
Roofing materials 58IT A2]1 Alternate #3 17150 i}
Sheet metal materials 1 iG]l Revised Conlract 4259% 402 67
Tax Rate 0.08 347, ;
Total Matarials 5145 80| Reviewed by
Qutside Job Cost
Bonds
Permits Parking 78018
Porta-john
Warranty 20 yr 450.00
|Misc. { Landsca,
Truck Load Fuel / Shipping
Total Job Cost 1240.18]
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Administrative Approval Applicationx

Planning Division

Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out

1. ApD"CEI‘It AT&T Mobility/Overland Contracting iInc,

Name;
Address: 600 N. Greenfiela Pkury

Garner, NC 27529

Propergx_ Owner

Name: AT&T Mobility

Address: 12555 Cingular Way
AlpRarefts, GA 30007

Phone Number: 800-790-2145

Fax Number: 248-594-5337

Emajl: ¥itzmanKebv.com

2. Applicant's AttorneYIContact Person

Name: Frysten Kitzman (B

ack & Veatch/Overland Contracti

Address: 30150 Telegraph, Suite 355

Bingham Farms, MI 480325

Phone NI.IITI'JCI': 317-462-22439
Fax Number: F7&
Email: gh9214@att . com

Project Designer

rﬁbme‘ Red Swing Group

Address: 4154 01d Willlam penn Hwy
Murraysville, PA 15663

Phone Number: 913-458-6775

Fax Number:  248-594-9337

Email: KitzmanKabv.com

'3. Project Information
Address/Location of Property: 401 5. 01d Woodward Ave

Birmingham, MI 48009

Name of Development:

Parcel ID #; 8-19-36-208-017

Current Use: Existing Wireless Communication Facility

Area in Acres:

Current Zoning:

4. Attachments

* Warranty Deed with legal description of praperty

* Authorization from Owner(s) (if applicant is not owner)
* Completed Checklist

* Material Samples/Specification Sheets

* Digital Copy of plans

Phone Number: 724-325-1215

Fax Number: 868-295-533€
Email; P.kennedy@redswinggroup. com

Name of Historic District site is in, if any: N/A
Date of HDC Approval, if any:
Date of Application for Preliminary Site Plan:
Date of Preliminary Site Plan Approval:
Date of Application for Final Site Plan:

Date of Final Site Plan Approval:
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

AT&T Mobility proposes to modify its existing wireless communication facility by adding 3 additional LTE antennag

along with 6 proposea antenna mounts.

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: m Date; 1248948
] LY e fF \ 'I ]
r 1.=. [
Office Use Oply STt 4.
Application #: I 5 - l q 1 Date Received: /-?ﬂ I’ / 5 Fee: #/oa /

Date of Denial:

Date of Approval: L’ /l "/ ’ é

DEC 11 2015

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEFAHTMEN_T‘
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ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL APPLICATION CHECKLIST — PLANNING DIVISION

Applicanl: AT&T Mobility/Overland Contracting Inc. Date: 12/8/15

. . Modification to existing wi facilit
Address: 401 s. 0ld Woodward AVe Project: i i existing wireless facility

All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for administrative approval shali 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

*_ 1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;

Name of Development (if applicable);

E]

- Address of site and legal description of the real estate;

=

*
NS E W

. 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;

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:

I. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership;
. Name of Development (if applicable);
. Address of site and legal description of the rea! estate;

2

3

4. Name and address of the land surveyor;

3. Legend and notes, including a graphic scale, north point, and date;
6

. 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. Al] 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;



. 13. Location of natural sty ns, regulated drains, 100-year flood plains,{  dway, water courses, marshes,
wooded areas, isolated pres.. vable 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;

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
Official deemed important to the development.

PLEASE NOTE: Al 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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CONSENT OF PROPERTY OWNER

LS B LMY\,u\(ﬁ’Ylm HB-Q d LNF_L,LQF THE STATE OF M&%}; AND COUNTY OF

(Name of property ownet) )

C Y QQ (A d STATE THE FOLLOWING:

1. That[am the owner of real estate located at ()| O\({ { D(\@du)ctr & :
(Address of affected property)

2. TharAha_F_e reg‘q__x‘md examined the Application for Administrative Approvat made to the City of Birmingham by:
3

(Name of apphcant)

3. That I have no objections 1o, and consent to the requesl(s) described in the Application made to the City of
Birmingham.

Dated: “]1 /jj] le M\Chﬁl‘(o L pﬁ&’\,‘hu

Owner's Name (Please Print)

MY we e r“X*:C Likg
Owner's Slgnature) (o (:;z e

12



m PAUL J. FORD
& COMPANY

BUILDING STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS REPORT
PJF Project Number: 80315-0015.001.5400

WALL MOUNTED ANTENNAS
401 S. Old Woodward Ave.
Birmingham, Ml 68009

SITE NAME: WOODWARD
AT&T SITE NUMBER: MI3165 / FA 10011534
RED SWING PROJECT NO: 11704

PREPARED FOR:

RED SWING GROUP

4154 OLD WILLIAM PENN HWY, SUITE 300
MURRYSVILLE, PA 15668

November 20, 2015

(L e, ANALYZED BY:

e OLIVER F. HONG, E...
by rEMI T STRUCTURAL DESIGNER

157 S £ ohong@pjfweb.com

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Columbus ,0 Orlando
250 E Broad 5t, Suite 400 ( L/ 3670 Maguire Blvd, Suite 250

Columbus, OH 43215 foars Orlando, FL 32803
Phone 614.221,6679 Phone 407.898.903%

Founded in 1955 www.PaullFord.com 100% Employse Owned




I?j PAUL J.FORD Page 2 of 4
& COMPANY e o i

Woodward; MI13165
Birmingham, MI

DESIGN STANDARD:

Paul ). Ford and Company has been requested to evaluate the existing building structure for the
proposed antenna loads. The structural analysis is in accordance with the 2012 Michigan Building
Code for the following design loads:

115 mph Ultimate 3-second Gust of Wind without Ice
40 mph 3-second Gust of Wind with 1.00” Radial Ice
Risk Category Il
Topographic Category 1
Exposure Category “B”

EXISTING STRUCTURE AT ANTENNA ELEVATION:

Paul ). Ford and Company was not provided with the original building drawings. Paul J. Ford and
Company performed a site visit on 10/21/2015 to gather information that was readily accessible for
analysis of the penthouse walis. This analysis is based upon field notes taken by PJF in addition to
the AT&T construction drawings dated 10/30/2015 by Red Swing Group. All telecommunication
equipment is through bolted across metal panels except for the proposed antenna in the Alpha
sector. The antenna in the alpha sector is through bolted across CMU located in a building
stairwell. The following table reflects the final antenna configuration that our building structural
analysis was based off of.

TABLE T — FINAL ANTENNA INFORMATION

ANTENNA
CENTERLINE STATUS NUMBER ANTENNA MODEL
ELEVATION
PROPOSED 3 ConMscoPE SBNHH-1D65C
PROPOSED 3 ALCATEL-LUCENT RRH4X25-WCS-4R
PROPOSED 3 RaycAPr DC2-48-60-0-9E
- EXISTING 3 * ANDREW SBNH-1D65C
LU ig EXISTING 3 * DECIBEL 731DG85
EXISTING 3 * POWERWAVE 7772
EXISTING 6 * EXISTING RRH’S
EXISTING 12 * EXISTING TMA’S

* Equipment not installed on affected mount and not considered in this analysis.

Founded in 1965 www.PaulJFord.com $00% Employee Owned



PJ PAUL J.FORD page 3 of 4
&E&COMPANY November 20, 2015

PJF 80315-0015.001.5400
Woodward; MI3165
Birmingham, Ml

RESULTS:

Our review and analysis of the structure supporting the telecommunications equipment has been
performed using the following assumptions:

The attached “Standard Conditions” have been verified and met. See Page 4.

Roof Beam is a minimum W6x16 conforming to ASTM A36.

Existing through bolts are 1/2" O.D. ASTM A36 Gr. 36, threaded rods.

Existing metal panels and attachments are adequate for wind loading prior to antenna
installation.

» Existing Alpha sector CMU walls have the following specifications

o 8" thick walls

o Minimum compressive strength of 1500 psi {f'm) with type S mortar

o Reinforced with #4 ASTM A615 Gr. 40 vertical rebar spaced at 48” O.C.

YW WY

The results of our analysis are summarized below in Table 2.

TABLE 2 — SUMMARY OF STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS RESULTS

AREA COMPONENT RESULTS
THROUGH BOLTS ADEQUATE
SECTOR ALPHA, CMU WaALL ADEglLJJATE
BETA & GAMMA
METAL PANELS ADEQUATE

This report indicates that the existing structure is adequate to support the proposed antenna
loading if installed in accordance to PJF drawings dated 11/20/15.

We at Paul J. Ford and Company appreciate the opportunity of providing our continuing
professional services to you and Red Swing Group. If you have any questions or need further
assistance on this or any other projects, please give us a call.

Sincerely,
PauL |. FORD AND COMPANY

Oliver F. Hong, E.1.
Structural Designer

Founded in 1965 www.PaulJFord.com 100% Employee Owned



PJE PAUL J.FORD
& COMPANY PIF 80315.0015.001.5400
Woodward; MI3165

Birmingharm, MI

STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR FURNISHING OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING
SERVICES ON EXISTING STRUCTURES BY PAUL J. FORD AND COMPANY

1) All existing conditions, dimensions, and elevations shall be field verified before proceeding
with the work. Should any discrepancies be encountered, PJF shall be contacted
immediately to evaluate the significance of the deviation.

2} No allowance was made for any damaged, missing, or rusted members. Given this
information, our analysis assumes no physical deterioration has occurred in any of the
structural components of the structure and that all the members have the same load
carrying capacity as the day the structure was erected.

3) The evaluation of the existing building structure was limited to those structural components
directly supporting the proposed antennas and equipment.

4) The rooftop structure under review has been analyzed for ice accumulation in accordance
with the governing building code as stated herein, Should a higher ice accumulation need
to be considered in the structural analysis, it is the responsibility of the owner to provide.

5) The rooftop structure under review has been analyzed for the minimum wind loading in
accordance with the governing building code as stated herein. Should a higher wind
loading need to be considered in the structural analysis, it is the responsibility of the owner
to provide.

Founded in 1965 www.PaulJFord.com 100% Employee Owned



RJF (20t

FIELD NOTES
Red Swing — Woodward Birmingham, MI 11704

Arrived 10/21/15, 1:30 pm
Clear skies, 55°
Antennas located on penthouse
Left 10/21/15, 3:00 pm
8” CMU penthouse walls w/ brick fagade
Phillip Duncan and Corey McCartney from PJF were on site
Building personnel at lobby provided keys and directions to the antenna locations
Alpha Sector
o (1) Proposed antenna and RRH to be installed on 8” CMU wall. Mount access located in
stairwell.
e Beta Sector
o (1) Proposed antenna and RRH to be installed on screen wall. Mount access located
“Cellular/Storage” room. All members are fireproofed and could not be determined.
e Gamma Sector
o (1) Proposed antenna and RRH to be installed on screen wall. Mount access located on
separate penthouse rooftop structure. Sketch attached.

Columbus ,@ Orlondo
250 E Broad St, Suite 600 (f ; 3670 Maguire Bivd, Suite 250
Columbus, OH 43215 Orlando, FL 32803
Phone 614.221.6679 @ Phone 407.898.9039

Founded In 1945 www.PaulJFord.com 100% Employee Owned
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PAUL |J. FORD AND COMPANY
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PAUL J. FORD AND COMPANY Page 1 of 1
STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS By OFH Date 11/20/2015
250 East Broad Street @ Suite 600 ¢ Columbus, Ohio 43215-3708 Project # Woodward

Local Shelf Angle Leg Bending (Minor Axis):

¢ - 0.9 < B N
Plate Grade = 36 |ksi N -
D= 0.5 in

B= 725 |in D

Be =| 7.25 |in
Elastic Sect. Mod. (5) = 0.30208 {in™3
Plastic Sect. Mod, {(Z) = 0.45313 {in™3

Mn = Mp = | 14.6813 <= [ 15.66 |k-in

Design Results:

Mmax = 24  (k-in  (LRFD, Factored)

[ Ratio = | 16.35% |




Date
Compa:
Addre
city
State
File
Woodwa

MecaWind Pro v2.2.7.0 per ASCE 7-10

Developed by MECA Enterprises, Inc. Copyright www.mecaenterprises.com

: 11/20/2018 Project No.
ny Name : Paul J Ford and Company Designed By
88 : 250 E Broad Street; Suite 600 Description
: Columbus Custcmer Name
Ohio Proj Location :

Location: G:\Architectural\A_Projects\Columbus Projects\B02 - Red Swing\2015\80315-0015 11704
rd\EngineeringiCalculatisnsi\Meca Wind Output . wnd

Directional Procedura Simplified Diaphragm Building (Ch 27 Part 2)

Bagic Wind Speed{V) = 115.00 wph
Structural Category = II Exposure Category = B
Natural Frequency = N/A Flexible Structure - No
Importance Factor - 1.00 Kd Directional Factor = 0.85
Damping Ratio (beta) = 0.01
Alpha = 7.00 Zg = 1200.00 ft
At - 0.14 Bt - 0.84
Am - 0.25 Bm - 0.45
Ce = 0.30 1 = 320.00 ft
Epsilon = 0.33 Zmin = 30.00 ft
Pitch of Roof - 012 Slope of Roof{Theta) = .00 Deg
h: Mean Roof Ht = 115.00 ft Type of Roof = FLAT
RHt: Ridge Ht = 116.00 ft Eht: Eave Height = 116.00 ft
OH: Roof Overhang at Eaves .00 fc Overhead Type =« No Overhang
Bldg Length Along Ridge = 260.00 ft Bldg Width Across Ridges 280.00 ft
Wind Pressure on Components and Cladding (Ch 30 Part 4}
2 2a
a d |
£ h 4
i 1 H 7
: : a2 3
‘ i (SR S - 2a
1 1 1 I
1 1 H 1 9
1 A N Bt i r=-
: : ; T '
]
[l 4‘ | 5 : \
h . | : | e e—
‘ I : :
i i H '
1 i ' '
' : : :
z { 1 ey $=-=
q 1 H 1
! : erpeemnesmonena 2
v ; ; 3 2 3
Walls Height > 60 ft. Roof
A1l pressures shown are based upon STRENGTH Design, with a Load Factor of 1
Width of Pressure Coefficient Zone "a" = = 26.00 fc
Exposure hAdjustment Factor = 0.790
Topegraphic Factor = 1.00
Description width Span Area ZoneReduction(-} Raductioni+} --Presa (psf}--
fr ft £t 2 Ltr / Pactor Ltr / Factor Casel Case2
Zone 1 10.00 1.00 10.0 1 3] / 1.00 N/A / 1.00 -46.87 .00
Zone 1 20.09 1.00 20.01 3] / 0.95 N/A / 1.00 -44.38 .00
Zone 1 50.00 1.00 50.0 1 a] / 0.88 N/A / 1.00 -41.09 .00
Zone 1 100.00 1.00 100.0 1 3] / 0.82 N/A / 1.00 -3B.59 .00
Zone 2 10.00 1.00 10.0 2 D / 1.00 N/A / 1.00 ~73.61 .00
Zone 2 20.00 1.00 20.0 2 D / 0.8 N/A / 1.00 ~69.69 .00
Zone 2 50.00 1.00 50.0 2 D / 0.88 N/A / 1.00 ~64.52 .00
Zone 2 100.00 1.00 100.0 2 3] J 0.82 N/A /1,00 -60.61 .00
Zone 3 10.00 1.00 10.0 3 D J/ 1.00 N/A / 1.00 -100.26 .00
Zone 3 20.00 1.00 20.0 3 D /0.35 N/A/1.00 -94.93 .00
Zone 3 50.00 1.00 50.0 3 D / 0.88 N/A / 1.00 -87.89 .00
Zone 3 100.00 1.00 100.0 3 D / 0.82 N/A / 1,00 -B2.56 .00
Zone 4 10.00 1.00 10.0 4 C / 1.00 o / 1.00 -32.04 32.04
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Pressures = ptable x Exposure Adjustment Factor x Reduction
All C&C to be designed for a minimum pressure of +/- 16 paf
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General Beam Analysis

Lic. # : KW-06002508
Penthouse Wail (No Ant)

Description :

General Beam Properties

Project Tithe;
Engineer;
Project Descr:

Project ID:

O3-NCOLUMB-11803 - Red Swing'2015\80315-0015 11704 Woodward\Engineering\Cakculations\60315-0015.ecs

ENERCALC. INC. 1983-2015, Buid.6.15.10.6, Ver.6.15.10.6
Licensee : PAUL J. FORD & COMPANY

Elastic Modulus 29.000.0 ksi
Span # Span Length = 7.50 # Area= 4,320.0 in*2 Moment of Inertia = 100.0 in*4
Span #2 Span Length = 100 # Area= 5,760.0 in*2 Moment of Inertia = 100.0 in™4
VD 18) AW 18)
v v v v v v v v v
Span=750R Epan= 10048
AppliEd Loads Service loads entered. Load Factors will be applied for calculations.
Load for Span Number 1
Uniform Load : W =0.0450 ksi, Tributary Width = 4.0 ft
Load for Span Number 2
Uniform Load : W =0.0450 ksi, Tributary Width = 4.0 ft
DESIGN SUMMARY
Maximum Bending = 1.828k-ft  Maximum Shear = 1.083 k
Load Combination +HD+W Load Combination +D+W
Location of maximum on span 7.5001t Location of maximum on span 7.500 ft
Span # where maximum occurs Span#1 Span # where maximum occurs Span#1
Maximum Deflection
Max Downward Transient Deflection 0.007 in 16401
Max Upward Transient Deflection 0.000 in 0
Max Downward Total Defiection 0.004 in 27335
Max Upward Total Deflection -0.000 in 411621
Maximum Forces & Stresses for Load Combinations
Load Combination Max Stress Ratios Summary of Moment Yalues Summary of Shear Values
Segment Length Span# M v Mmax + Mmax-  Ma-Max Mnx  Mnx/Omega Cb  Rm VaMax  Vnx Vnw/Omega
COverall MAXimum Envelope
Dsgn.L= 7501# 1 052 -1.83 1.83 1,08
Dsgn.L= 10001 2 1.43 -183 1.83 1,08
D+
Dsgn.L= 750# 1 052 -1.83 183 1.08
Dsgn.L= 10008 2 1.43 -1.83 1.83 1.08
Overall Maximum Deflections
Load Combination Span Max. - Defl  Location in Span Load Combination Max. “+"Defi  Location in Span
W Only 1 0.0008 2538 W Only -0.0004 6519
W Only 2 00073 5615 0.0000 6.519
Vertical Reactions Support notation : Far leftis #1 Values in KIPS
Load Combination Support 1 Support 2 Support 3
Overall MAXimum 043 2,002 o717
Qverall MINimum 0.194 0.901 0323
+D+H
+Del+H
+DeLreH
+D+S+H
+D+0.750Lr+0.750L+H
+D+0.750L+0 7508+H
+D+0 60W+H 0.25% 1.201 0430
+D+0.70E+H
+D0+0.750Lr+0.750L+0 450W+H 0.194 0,901 0323
+D+0.750L+0.7505+0 450W+H 0.194 0901 0323
+D-+0.750L+0.7508+0.5250E+H
+0.600+0.60W+0 60H 0.259 1.201 0430

+0 60D+0.70E+0 60H



Project Title:
Engineer. Project 1D:
Project Descr:

R e Rty SULY gt _ Primed 20 NOV 2015, 3587M
OJ-1\COLUME~11503 - Red Swingl2015180315-0015 11704 Woodward\EngineeringiCalculations\B0H 5001500 |
ENERCALC. INC. 1083-2015, Buid:6.15.10 6, Ver6.15.10.6
Licenses : PAUL'J. FORD & COMPANY

General Beam Analysis

i Lic. # : KW-06002508
Description : Penthouse Wall (No Ant}

Vertical Reactions Support notation : Far left is #1 Values in KIPS

Load Combination Support 1 Support 2 Support 3
D Cnly
Lr Only
L Only
S Only
W Only 0431 2002 o7
E Only
H Only



Project Title
Engineer: Project ID:
Project Descr:

OJ~NCOLUMB~1B03 - Red Swing\2015180315-0015 11704 Woodwarf\Engineering\Calculalions\60315-0015 ec
ENERCALC. INC. 1983-2015. Buid:6.15.10 6, Ver6.15.406
‘Licenses : PAUL J/FORD & COMPANY

General Beam Analysis

Lic. # : KW-06002508 .
Description : Penthouse Wall

General Beam Properties

Elastic Modulus 29,0000 ksi
Span f#1 Span Length = 7.50 ft Arga= 4,3200 in"2 Moment of Inertia = 100.0 in™
Span #2 Span Length = 100 # Area= 5,760.0 in"2 Moment of Inertia = 100.0 in*™4
WD 134 WS 188
v '
VU0 t8) YWD 18)
v v v v v v v v v
Span= 750 ft Span = 1301
Applied Loads Service loads entered. Load Factors will be applied for calculations.
Load for Span Number 1
Uniform Load : W = 0 0450 ksf, Tributary Width=4.01t
Load for Span Number 2
Uniform Load . W = 0.0450 ksf, Extent = 0.0 ~>> 5.0 ft, Tributary Width=40#
Point Load : W=0.1540k @ 6.0 ft, (Ant Bot)
Point Load : W=01680k @ 301, (Ant Top)
DESIGN SUMMARY
Maximum Bending = 1461k-ft  Maximum Shear = 08995 k
Load Combination +D+W Load Combinalion D+
Location of maximum on span 7.500f Location of maximum on span 7.500 ft
Span # where maximum occurs Span #1 Span # where maximum occurs Span& 1
Maximum Deflection
Max Downward Transient Deflection 0004 in 29931
Max Upward Transient Defection 0000 in 0
Max Downward Total Deflection 0002 in 49885
Max Upward Total Deflection -0.000 in 5220416
Maximum Forces & Stresses for Load Combinations
Load Combination Max Stress Ratios Summary of Moment Values Summary of Shear Values
Segment Length Span # M v Mmax + Mmax -  Ma - Max Mnx  Mnx/Omega Cb  Rm VaMax  Vax Vnx/Omega
Overall MAXimum Envelope
Dsgn.L= 7.50# 1 064 -1.46 1.46 0.90
Dsgn. L= 1000 # 2 079 -1.46 1.46 0.90
+D+W
Dsgn.L= 7.50f 1 0.64 -1.46 146 0.90
Dsgn.L= 10004 2 0.79 -1.46 146 0.90
Overall Maximum Deflections
Load Combination Span Max. "~ Defl  Location in Span Load Combination Max. *+* Defl  Location in Span
W Only 1 0.0015 3000 W Only 0.0000 7.154
W Only 2 0.0040 5385 0.0000 7.154
Vertical Reactions Support notation : Far leftis #1 Values in KIPS
Load Combination Support 1 Support 2 Support 3
Overall MAXimum 0.480 1.769 0.323
QOverall MINimum 0216 0.795 0145
+D+
+D+L+H
+D+Lr+H
+D+5+H
+D+{0.750Lr+0.750L+H
+D+).750L+0.7505+H
+D+) 60W+H 0.288 1.062 0.194
+D+{).T0E+H
+D+0.750Lr+0.750L+0.450W+H 0.216 0,796 0.145
+D+0.750L+0.7505+0.450W+H 0.216 Q.79 0.145

+D+0.750L+0.7505+0.5250E+H



Project Title
Engineer; Praject ID:
Project Descr:

Prstedt 30 NOW 2005, 4 kA

Od-1\COLUMB-11803 - Red Swing2015180315-0015 11704 WoodwanfiEngineering\Calculabons\B0315-0M5 act
ENERCALC, INC. 1683-2015, Buld:5.15.10.6, Ver£.45.106
Licenses : PAUL J, FORD & COMPANY

General Beam Analysis
i Lic #: KW-06002508

Description : Penthouse Wall

Vertical Reactions Support notation - Far left is #1 Values in KIPS

Load Combination Support 1 Support 2 Support 3
+0.600+0.60W+0 60H 0.268 1062 0194
+0.600D+0.70E+0.60H
D Only
Lr Only
L Only
S Only
W Only 0.480 1.769 0323
E Only
H Only
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4/19/2016 City of Birmingham MI Mail - Fwd: Fire Station

QC#J’ of @1’rmz’ngham Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

A Walkable Community

Fwd: Fire Station

1 message

Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 8:39 AM
To: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>, John Connaughton <Jconnaughton@bhamgov.org>

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Scott Bonney <zootpix@icloud.com>
Date: Mon, Apr 18, 2016 at 9:00 PM
Subject: Fire Station

To: Jvalentine@bhamgov.org

| have reviewed the revised illustrated elevations and illustrated site plan submitted for the 04-19-16 meeting,
and they all look good to me. | believe they have listened to our concerns and improved the design. | like the
brick and stone samples as well. | think these material are appropriate for the project.

Scott R Bonney, ARC

Sent from my iPad

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.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=4033b3ab11&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1542e888340ed31f&sim|=1542e888340ed31f
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