
AGENDA 
REGUAR MEETING OF THE BIRMINGHAM PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY NOVEMBER 10th, 2021 
151 MARTIN ST., CITY COMMISSION ROOM 205, BIRMINGHAM MI* 
************************7:30 pm*********************** 

 
The highly transmissible COVID-19 Delta variant is spreading throughout the nation at an alarming rate.  As a result, the CDC is recommending that 
vaccinated and unvaccinated personnel wear a facemask indoors while in public if you live or work in a substantial or high transmission area.  Oakland 
County is currently classified as a substantial transmission area.  The City has reinstated mask requirements for all employees while indoors. The mask 
requirement also applies to all board and commission members as well as the public attending public meetings. 
 

A. Roll Call 
B. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of October 27th, 2021 
C. Chairpersons’ Comments 
D. Review of the Agenda 
E. Unfinished Business 
F. Rezoning Applications 
G. Community Impact Studies 
H. Special Land Use Permits 
I. Site Plan & Design Reviews 
J. Study Session 

1. The Birmingham Plan 2040 – Review of the Introduction, Future Land Use & Chapter 
One (Connect the City) 

2. Outdoor Dining 
K. Miscellaneous Business and Communications: 

1. Communications 
2. Administrative Approval Correspondence 
3. Draft Agenda – December 8th, 2021 
4. Other Business 

L. Planning Division Action Items 
1. Staff Report on Previous Requests 
2. Additional Items from Tonight’s Meeting 

M. Adjournment 
 

*Please note that board meetings will be conducted in person once again.  Members of the public can attend in person at Birmingham City Hall OR may 
attend virtually at: 
 
Link to Access Virtual Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/111656967 
Telephone Meeting Access: 877-853-5247 US Toll-Free 
Meeting ID Code: 111656967 
 
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 algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión pública deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-
1800 o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunión para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964). 

https://zoom.us/j/111656967


 

 

City of Birmingham 
Regular Meeting of the Planning Board 

Wednesday, October 27, 2021 
City Commission Room 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on October 27, 
2021. Chair Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m.  
 
A. Roll Call 
 
Present: Chair Scott Clein; Board Members Robin Boyle, Stuart Jeffares, Bert Koseck,  

Daniel Share, Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate Board Members 
Jason Emerine, Nasseem Ramin; Student Representative Jane Wineman 

     
Absent: Student Representative Daniel Murphy  
  
Administration:  

Nick Dupuis, Planning Director 
Brooks Cowan, Senior Planner 

  Laura Eichenhorn, City Transcriptionist 
  Paul Wells, Fire Chief 
 

10-163-21 
 

B. Approval Of The Minutes Of The Regular Planning Board Meeting of October 13, 
2021 
 
On page two, Mr. Jeffares stated ‘should also should’ should be changed to ‘should also show’. 
 
Mr. Jeffares noted that when the Board referred to the ‘north side’ in the discussion of Jax they 
were referring to the one along Woodward, ie, the northeast side. He recommended that be 
clarified in the minutes. He said that it should also be clarified that Mr. Share was referring to the 
north wall along Brown when referring to the break in the wall in the motion on page three.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce asked that her preference that the frontage be on Woodward be added to her 
comments about removing ‘Kar Wash’ on page two.  
 
Motion by Mr. Jeffares 
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce to approve the minutes of the Regular Planning 
Board Meeting of October 13, 2021 as amended. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Share, Williams, Whipple-Boyce, Jeffares, Boyle, Clein, Koseck 
Nays: None  
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10-164-21 
 
C. Chair’s Comments  
 
Chair Clein welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the meeting’s procedures.  
 

10-165-21 
 
D. Review Of The Agenda  
 

10-166-21 
 

E. Unfinished Business  
 

None. 
 

10-167-21 
 
F. Rezoning Applications  
 
None. 
 

10-168-21 
 
G. Community Impact Studies  
 
None. 
 

10-169-21 
 

H. Special Land Use Permits 
 

1. 203 Pierce St. – Toast – Request to amend hours of operation from previous Special 
Land Use Permit approval and contract. 

 
SP Cowan presented the item. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Share to receive and file the email from Sean Kammer of the 
Birmingham Shopping District dated October 26, 2021. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Share, Whipple-Boyce, Jeffares, Boyle, Clein, Koseck 
Nays: None  
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SP Cowan summarized the concept of a social district for the Board.   
 
Kelly Allen, attorney, and Regan Bloom, owner, spoke on behalf of request.  
 
Ms. Allen said she could not think of any other SLUPs that specify required hours. She specified 
that Toast would be opening at 8 a.m.  
 
Ms. Bloom stated that the model of Toast has always been breakfast and brunch. She said she 
was opening at 8 a.m. instead of 7 a.m. since many people are working from home and no longer 
trying to get breakfast before getting into the office. She confirmed that if there was more demand 
for a 7 a.m. opening she would be willing to open then.  
 
Mr. Jeffares noted that the Board and the Commission had differing opinions on Toast’s request 
to shorten their hours in the past and said he wanted his reasoning for supporting the request 
minuted. He noted The Whistle Stop Cafe was permitted by the Commission to only stay open 
until 3 p.m. He also noted that Bella Piatti is only open half the hours of Toast. He said that 
activation of the streets before 11 a.m. should be a consideration for the City, and stated he had 
bought a good amount at neighboring retailers while waiting to be seated at Toast. Mr. Jeffares 
stated that Toast activates the streets earlier whereas other dining establishments activate the 
streets later. He said that Toast wakes Birmingham up while other establishments put Birmingham 
to bed. He said the City should not be in the business of forcing businesses out of business, and 
that if the requested hours work for Toast their SLUP should be amended. 
 
Mr. Boyle noted that Toast’s outdoor deck makes seem Pierce dark in the afternoon and evening. 
 
PD Dupuis stated that the outdoor dining deck would be taken down for the outdoor dining off-
season. 
 
Chair Clein directed Ms. Bloom to maintain the required five-foot pedestrian clearance. He stated 
that if it required the removal of the circular high-top in front of the restaurant then that should 
be done.  
 
Chair Clein then said he concurred with Mr. Jeffares. He stated he saw no land planning reason 
to require Toast to stay open for dinner.  
 
Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce 
Seconded by Mr. Boyle to recommend approval to the City Commission of the Special 
Land Use Permit Amendment for 203 Pierce – Toast with the minimum operating 
hours of 8 a.m. to 3 p.m. on weekdays and 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Williams, Share, Jeffares  
Nays: None  
 

10-170-21 
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I. Site Plan & Design Reviews 
 

1. 203 Pierce St. – Toast – Request to amend hours of operation from previous Special 
Land Use Permit approval and contract. 

 
Discussed as part of previous item. 
 
Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce 
Seconded by Mr. Boyle to recommend approval to the City Commission of the Final 
Site Plan Review for 203 Pierce – Toast with the minimum operating hours of 8 a.m. 
to 3 p.m. on weekdays and 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Clein, Koseck, Williams, Share, Jeffares  
Nays: None  
 

10-171-21 
 

J. Study Session 
 

1. Wall Art 
 
SP Cowan presented the item. 
 
PD Dupuis confirmed for Chair Clein that small edits could be made without needing to hold an 
additional public hearing. 
 
Under ‘TO AMEND ARTICLE 9 – DEFINITIONS TO DEFINE WALL ART AND DETERMINE 
PERMITTED LOCATIONS FOR WALL ART’, Mr. Share recommended that ‘Wall art is not permitted 
in an alley’ be changed to ‘Wall art is not permitted facing an alley’. 
 
From the same section, Messrs. Boyle and Share recommended that the last line be changed from  
‘an alley, passage or via that abuts’ to ‘an alley, passage, or via, any of which abuts’. 
 
Motion by Mr. Share 
Seconded by Mr. Williams to recommend Zoning Ordinance amendments to Article 7, 
Section 7.41-7.44 and Article 9, Section 9.02, as contained on pages 71 through 74 of 
the Planning Board’s October 27, 2021 agenda packet and as revised during the 
present meeting, to define wall art and require a review process involving the Public 
Arts Board for recommendation and Design Review Board for final approval. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
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Yeas: Share, Williams, Jeffares, Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Clein, Koseck  
Nays: None  
 

2. Outdoor Dining 
 
PD Dupuis presented the item. 
 
FC Wells described aspects of the Fire Code relevant to outdoor dining.  
 
Chair Clein summarized that there seemed to be Board, Commission and public consensus that 
the on-/off-season distinction for outdoor dining should be eliminated, thus allowing those 
permitted for outdoor dining to maintain it year-round.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce and Messrs. Jeffares, Boyle, and Share were in favor of prohibiting dining 
decks for some period during January, February, and March, and allowing them all other times. 
 
Mr. Jeffares said restaurants that only had an option for dining decks for outdoor dining could 
potentially pursue a variance in that case. 
 
Mr. Koseck said he would also be concerned about the damage that could potentially be done to 
the decks by snow plows in winter. 
 
PD Dupuis noted that decks could be required to be slimmer in order to be less effected by snow 
plows. He also noted the Board would have to clarify whether the Board was discussing all decks 
or only decks in the street. 
 
Chair Clein and Mr. Williams were initially not in favor of restricting the use of decks during the 
winter. Chair Clein noted that decks were popular with both the Commission and the public, and 
cautioned that restricting their use might not be what the Commission wanted. 
 
There was discussion that the decks would likely be underused in the coldest parts of winter and 
would lead to deactivation of the streets. 
 
Chair Clein and Mr. Williams said they would be willing to consider a deck prohibition that starts 
on January 1, with an end date in February or March to be determined. 
 
Mr. Williams said the requirements of fire suppression might affect where establishments are able 
to locate their outdoor dining. 
 
Mr. Koseck said fire suppression would not likely overly affect establishments, saying that the 
requirements may be relatively simple in many cases. 
 
Mr. Jeffares concurred, citing a conversation with a restaurant owner who retrofitted their outdoor 
dining area for fire suppression and said that it was simpler and less costly than anticipated. 
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Mr. Share noted the Board need not create an ordinance that allows every establishment to have 
outdoor dining year round. He suggested that the Board could recommend a trial without decks 
and then could add them the following year if they remained in demand. 
 
Mr. Jeffares agreed with Mr. Share’s recommendation of a trial. 
 
It was confirmed that all decks would be evaluated according to building, plumbing, and other 
codes, including restroom-to-diner ratios. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce recommended that dining establishments be able to leave their furniture out 
overnight in winter. She also recommended that dining establishments be required to clear the 
snow from their frontage if they do leave their furniture out. 
 
As for outdoor weather protection, Mr. Boyle said he most preferred large, relatively immovable 
umbrellas. 
 
Mr. Jeffares and Ms. Whipple-Boyce said they liked the covering of the outdoor dining deck at 
Toast. 
 
Mr. Jeffares said he also liked retractable awnings, with the caveat that it not encroach into the 
five-foot pedestrian clearance.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce said she liked immovable umbrellas, shade sails, and butterfly awnings. She 
said she wanted more information on the housing sizes for retractable awnings. 
 
While there was Board unanimity that outdoor dining coverings should not encroach into the five-
foot pedestrian clearance, there was also some discussion that on larger sidewalks the outdoor 
dining coverings could be larger than the projection ordinance currently allows. 
 
Mr. Share recommended a minimum height be considered for outdoor dining coverings. 
 
Chair Clein said he did not like retractable awnings and said he did like umbrellas and some other 
coverage options. He noted that if most outdoor dining ends up adjacent to the building for part 
of the winter then the current projection ordinance would not afford the dining area much 
protection from the elements. 
 
PD Dupuis said he would return with photos of fire suppression at Bistro Joe’s and Market North. 
 
Chair Clein requested verification that the City Manager, Building Official and DPS want outdoor 
dining railings drilled into sidewalks. He also noted the importance of maintaining the five-foot 
pedestrian clear path for the benefit of pedestrians and those with disabilities. He noted that the 
Department of Justice had sent a letter to Birmingham and other communities about violations 
of the ADA stemming from outdoor dining platforms and encroachment into the five-foot 
pedestrian clear path by outdoor dining. 
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Board consensus remained on windbreaks, noting that they would have to maintain the five-foot 
pedestrian clear path, have a prescribed height, not attach to buildings, and be clear above 42 
inches.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce said she had grown more accepting of windbreaks, saying she would be willing 
to evaluate proposals on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Chair Clein said he would be willing to consider wind break proposals of up to four sides and 60 
inches in height. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce concurred. 
 
It was noted the Board still had to determine recommendations for wind break material. 
 
The Board agreed to further discuss whether an establishment should be permitted outdoor dining 
in the street and adjacent to the restaurant at the same time.  
 
PD Dupuis said he anticipated that the Birmingham Shopping District would be submitting their 
feedback to the Board in November. 
 
Chair Clein said he thought the Board could have outdoor dining ordinance recommendations to 
the Commission in Quarter One of 2022. 
 
In reply to the Commission request that the Board recommend options for outdoor dining during 
Winter 2021-2022, the Board suggested that outdoor dining be allowed to continue as-is beyond 
the November 15, 2021 date for this winter and that outdoor furniture be allowed to remain 
outside in the evenings. It was noted that this recommendation would be replaced by the finalized 
outdoor dining recommendations once they are completed. 
 
The Board said they would hold a public hearing on the recommendation on November 10, 2021. 
 

10-172-21 
 

 
K. Miscellaneous Business and Communications 

a. Communications  
b. Administrative Approval Correspondence 
 

PD Dupuis presented a request from Hearthside Condos on Southfield Road. 
 
After discussion, the Board said they needed more information about potential drainage issues in 
the rear of the building to know whether the request could be administratively approved or should 
be submitted to the Board. 

 
c. Draft Agenda for next meeting  
d. Other Business  
 



 
Birmingham Planning Board Proceedings  
October 27, 2021 

 

7 
 

Mr. Williams suggested the Board consider a special meeting on December 16, 2021 if there was 
a need to review site plans. 
 
Chair Clein said the could evaluate that option at the Board’s November meeting. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce reminded PD Dupuis of her previous request from the October 13, 2021 
meeting to review the ordinance regarding average setbacks of homes. 
 
PD Dupuis said he would follow up with BO Johnson and report back. 
 
Mr. Boyle recommended an article from May 31, 2021 on MLive entitled “2021 summer guide to 
outdoor social districts in Michigan” that described how various municipalities across Michigan 
used social districts over the summer. 
 

10-173-21 
 

 
L. Planning Division Action Items  

a. Staff Report on Previous Requests 
b. Additional Items from tonight's meeting 

 
10-174-21 

 
 
M. Adjournment 
 
No further business being evident, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:53 p.m. 
             
             
            
 
 
 
 
Nick Dupuis 
Planning Director 
 
 

https://www.mlive.com/michigansbest/2021/05/2021-summer-guide-to-outdoor-social-districts-in-michigan.html
https://www.mlive.com/michigansbest/2021/05/2021-summer-guide-to-outdoor-social-districts-in-michigan.html


MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   November 10th, 2021 
 
TO:   Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: The Birmingham Plan 2040 - Review of the Introduction, Future 

Land Use & Chapter One (Connect the City) 
 
 
The City of Birmingham received the second draft of The Birmingham Plan 2040 (“the Plan”) in 
October 2021 after nearly 2 years of review and input. On October 11th, 2021, the Plan was 
introduced to the City Commission and Planning Board at a joint meeting. During this meeting, 
City Staff and Planning Board members outlined a rough review timeline for the second draft that 
would consist of four meetings at the Planning Board, and at least one joint meeting of the 
Planning Board and City Commission to finalize the second draft and authorize distribution of the 
Plan for review by entities as required by state planning law. 

On October 13th, 2021, the Planning Board discussed a detailed review timeline for the second 
draft of the Plan, and requested a new Future Land Use Map document to better guide the four 
review meetings. At this meeting, the Planning Board adopted the following public review 
timeline: 

• November 10th, 2021 - Introduction, Future Land Use Map, and Chapter 1 (Connecting 
the City) 

• December 8th, 2021 – Chapter 2 (Embrace Managed Growth) 
• January 12th, 2022 – Chapter 3 (Retain Neighborhood Quality) 
• February 9th, 2022 – Chapter 4 (Support Mixed-Use Districts) and Chapter 5 (Advance 

Sustainability Practices) 

As a reminder, digital copies of the first and second draft of the Plan, frequently asked questions, 
Future Land Use Map, other documents pertaining to the review of the Plan, and a comment 
submission portal may be found on www.thebirminghamplan.com. In addition, you can find much 
of the same information, plus an online interactive Future Land Use Map on the Planning Division’s 
Citywide Master Plan webpage. You may also sign up for news and updates on the Plan (and 
other City business) through the City of Birmingham Constant Contact Service.  

Introduction, Future Land Use Map, and Chapter 1 (Connecting the City) 

Based on comments received at the October 11th and 13th meetings, the city and consultant team 
have provided several documents to aid the review process of the Introduction, Future Land Use 
Map, and Chapter 1 discussion (all documents attached to this memorandum): 

http://www.thebirminghamplan.com/
https://www.bhamgov.org/government/departments/planning/2019_city_master_plan.php
https://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin?v=001M3cgesz-8J8nt2BxnKCipq3r6WKexA41BU5B06Zzk8gBj02Beio8RE28QmSG09iCdaC4sKlN8M8_112F_x094w%3D%3D


• DPZ summary letter of recommendations from the review of the first draft of the Plan 
• Frequently Asked Questions – October 2021 
• Updated Future Land Use Map – New color scheme, added street names 
• Map of proposed Future Land Use changes related to seams and commercial destinations. 
• Introduction, Future Land Use Map, and Chapter 1 (Connecting the City) 

The City has also received some public comments in the form of letters/emails that are attached 
to this report. As always, the City encourages public participation at each review meeting. Those 
who are unable to attend, or wish to provide any additional comments to the Planning Board are 
welcome to submit a letter or email to the Planning Director, Nicholas Dupuis 
(ndupuis@bhamgov.org), who will compile and submit all comments received to the Planning 
Board at the next available meeting.    

 



April 13, 2021


City Commission Members, Planning Board Members

City of Birmingham

151 Martin St.

Birmingham, MI 48012


1st Draft Master Plan Recommendations, April 19, 2021 Joint City Commission 
and Planning Board Meeting


Dear City Commission and Planning Board Members,

Following-up upon the brief discussion held during the March 22nd City Commission 
meeting, this memo provides some additional information concerning the Planning 
Board’s recommendations for changes to the Master Plan First Draft. During the 
March 22nd City Commission meeting, more detail was desired concerning the 
recommendations of the Planning Board, both explanatory in nature and recounting 
the degree to which the recommendation reflects primarily Planning Board direction, 
primarily public direction, or a combination thereof. The explanatory detail provided 
below remains brief and can be expanded upon by the consultants as necessary 
during the upcoming joint meeting.


In addition to the expanded details, a general summary of public input received is 
included as a separate memo from McKenna. 


Further detail concerning the high-level direction from the Planning Board follows, 
retaining the order and numbering of the prior memo for ease of discussion.

General Direction


These items are not specifically related to a physical location or area of the city 
and are therefore considered more general in nature.

1. The length of the Master Plan should be significantly reduced.


• Source: City Commission, Planning Board, and public comment


• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail.
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2. The Master Plan should provide clear prioritization of recommendations, 
including the Themes created during the review process.


• Source: Planning Board direction concerning the Themes. Prioritization as 
direction came from the City Commission, Planning Board, and public 
comment, specifically in October of 2019.


• Detail: Further details concerning the direction is not necessary as it is general 
and clear. However please note that this was discussed as an original goal for 
the Second Draft by the consultant when presenting the First Draft in 2019. 
The consultant considers this a step in the process. The First Draft collects 
and explains all of the recommendations assembled through the Charrette 
process, to be accepted, rejected, or augmented. The Second Draft 
organizes and prioritizes the recommendations and timelines.


3. Language should be as plain as possible, where technical language is required, 
it should be clearly defined. This extends to terms that can be vague like 
sustainability.


• Source: City Commission, Planning Board, and public comment


• Detail: This item is a distillation of comments from the Commission and 
Board, as well as public comment. It was not presented as a single 
recommendation originally, rather this is inferred direction across many 
comments which has been validated by the Planning Board.


4. Adjust and clarify the correction to growth projections (2,000 people not 2,000 
units).


• Source: Consultant, supported by Planning Board and public comment


• Detail: During the course of review the consultant identified that the growth 
projection as stated in the First Draft was incorrect. During Planning Board 
review, the consultant corrected this information publicly. Some public 
comment specifically referred to the growth projection numbers. That 
comment in some instances is related to following items concerning the form 
and location of growth, and other comments sought clarity.


Page  of 2 16



5. Infrastructure should be addressed (the details of this request require 
discussion).


• Source: Public comment


• Detail: This item was brought up through public comment, specifically relating 
to stormwater, unimproved streets, and sewer capacity. It is identified as 
requiring further discussion (clarity) by the consultants. At the beginning of 
this contract the consultants asked for clarity concerning how infrastructure 
was to be addressed in the Master Plan. The City Manager at the time stated 
that infrastructure included only the surface, principally the details of streets, 
and did not include sub-surface infrastructure.


6. Increase the focus on sustainability.


• Source: Planning Board principally, with some public comment


• Detail: This item is general in nature as it appears in a few places within the 
First Draft, along with in the introduction, and touches on natural areas like 
the Rouge, on streets and stormwater, on public buildings and grounds, on 
practices like recycling and composting, and on energy use and pollution. 
These points are spread-out in the First Draft. Some items like reduction of 
greenhouse gasses from vehicles were not discussed as they are inherent in 
the physical form of Birmingham inviting walking, and should be discussed 
along with other stated items in a collected goal of greater sustainability.


7. Acknowledge Covid-19, including a prologue to ground the document in the 
current condition (occurred after the Master Plan First Draft).


• Source: Planning Board principally, with some public comment


• Detail: Concerning the source, Planning Board members discussed physical 
attributes and concerns in the city related to Covid-19, social distancing, and 
workplace dynamics. Initially this was brought up through public comment 
and revisited more than once by the Planning Board. While the current 
protocols surrounding Covid-19 are temporary there are a number of real 
items to discuss going forward. Concerning the disease, while it is expected 
that Covid-19 can be successfully mitigated, infectious diseases of this type 
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are anticipated to increase in frequency and severity in the future. A number 
of other recent diseases like H1N1 in 2009 luckily did not reach pandemic 
levels, but they have come close. Trends indicate that infectious disease has 
been steadily on the rise. A number of prior pandemics have led to changes in 
the built environment, including the Spanish Flu, Cholera, and Plague. The 
statement to acknowledge Covid-19 comes in part that preparing a 20 year 
plan without at least acknowledging such a significant event is considered a 
mistake but also that there are serious considerations which Covid-19 brings 
to a number of Master Plan recommendations. There is a general consensus 
that office space demand will be reduced going forward, and a greater 
demand for spaces to work some of the time within the home. Today’s 
response may be an overreaction, with many tech companies abandoning or 
significantly reducing office space. However the technology available to work 
and meet more effectively in a remote manner has become well established in 
the workplace. Some change is anticipated, which may result in office space 
that should be converted to housing. In Downtown, this further supports the 
recommendation to allow residential permit parking in garages. In homes it 
may mean that definitions of home occupation should be revisited. That is one 
example of many, including allowances for dining decks, shared streets that 
provide more pedestrian space, and a demand for more seating opportunities 
in parks. Most of these items are included within the First Draft to some 
extent, but warrant revisiting the recommendations in consideration of recent 
experiences. Luckily Birmingham is a good location to weather Covid-19, and 
for many of the reasons that Birmingham is a great place to live generally.


8. Focus on the bold moves, like Haynes Square and perhaps more aggressive 
fixes for Woodward, so the plan is forward-looking.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item is both organizational and directing content. From an 
organizational perspective, a focus on bold moves can garner support. 
Recommendations can be organized in many ways - by location (as current), 
by theme, by goal, by department, by change versus stability, etc. Along with 
the comment on prioritization, this comment is about making the document 
motivating. The second piece is being more aggressive on some of the key 
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items, Woodward in particular. For Woodward, some detail was lost in the 
large document as comments made by the Board were already covered in the 
First Draft. But Woodward would also benefit from additional crossing 
improvements and focus on speeds as was discussed extensively. Other 
areas like Haynes Square are similar.


9. Schools should be more prominently featured in the plan expressing a shared 
vision between the City and the School District.


• Source: Planning Board principally, with some public comment


• Detail: Schools came up numerous times in discussion. It was recommended 
that the consultants coordinate with the School District concerning their future 
plans, including any considerations needed ahead of potential changes, 
closures, or expansions. Additionally, aspects of the plan had addressed 
schools with relation to population diversity and housing options, however the 
schools were a bullet point within those discussions instead of being the other 
way around. Schools may be better addressed in a goal-oriented 
organizational format.


10. The senior center proposal should be more prominently featured in the plan.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The plan included direction to establish a more prominent senior 
center, as had been discussed at length during the Charrette. As with some 
other items, this had become a side note to the plan, addressed presently on 
pages 65 and 66.


11. Further address connections to surrounding communities.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail.


12. Include recommendations for new historic districts and strengthening of existing 
districts.


• Source: Planning Board, Historic District Commission, and a few public 
comments
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• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail.


13. Ensure all considerations for walkability address older adults and people of 
varying abilities.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Aspects of walkability are discussed throughout the First Draft. While 
aimed at multiple users, they may not clearly address how multiple users 
should be considered.


14. Growth should be focused in Downtown, the Triangle District, and a small 
amount in the Rail District.


• Source: Planning Board and public comment


• Detail: Aspects of this will re-appear later concerning Seams. This was a 
growth strategy that was discussed across numerous meetings and in 
reaction to public comment. The recommendation could be stated in the 
opposite manner, recommending that growth not be focused within or 
between neighborhoods.


15. More outdoor gathering spaces are needed in light of Covid-19, including 
covered outdoor spaces in parks.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Details surrounding this item were covered previously.


16. Increase the focus on connecting across Big Woodward and pedestrian safety.


• Source: Planning Board, and public comment


• Detail: This item was addressed above concerning bold moves. It is listed 
separately as it was a common area of concern and discussion among Board 
members and the public.


17. Big Woodward north of Maple should be further investigated for traffic calming, 
in addition to the portion between 14 and Maple.


• Source: Planning Board
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• Detail: In Board discussions concerning traffic calming on Big Woodward, the 
higher-speed condition of Big Woodward north of Maple was identified as a 
condition that requires specific consideration.


18. Retain the reduction of parking regulation complexity, but recommend that it be 
further studied by committee rather than proposing the solution.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The general idea of simplifying on-street parking regulation was 
supported but the Board believes it should be studied by a committee rather 
than providing a specific solution within the Master Plan. The Master Plan 
would retain the problem statement and recommend a committee be 
established to carry on the work.


19. More broadly address the Rouge natural area, including bank restoration, 
removal of invasive species, improving the natural condition, and trail 
modifications to increase accessibility without detracting from the natural 
environment.


• Source: Planning Board principally, with some public comment


• Detail: The item is clear but note that the character of the trail is an area of 
conflict. Some members of the public feel that the trail should remain as it is 
with wood chips. Other members of the public, and the Board, feel that the 
trail should be accessible to users of all abilities. The direction as stated is to 
improve the trail but recommend strategies to limit the impact that such 
improvements would have to the existing natural character.


20. Consider the future of the public golf courses.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: There is no specific direction to this item. The golf courses were not 
addressed in the First Draft and the recommendation is to consider their 
potential to remain as is, to improve, or to be used in some other manner.
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Direction Related to Mixed-use Districts

1. Generally


1. Consider more shared streets and pedestrian-only areas, including 
Worth Park as a potential piazza.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The First Draft included some shared streets and the Board 
recommended that the concept be expanded beyond the areas 
identified in the First Draft. The recommendation also identifies that 
Worth Park is an opportunity to provide greater variety in open space 
types by recommending a plaza instead of a green.


2. Consider dining decks in light of Covid-19.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item was discussed previously.


3. EV charging and other similar sustainable strategies should be 
considered in mixed-use districts.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item is related to a previous discussion point on increasing 
the focus on sustainability.


2. Downtown


1. Bates Street should be included in recommendations.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: At the beginning of the Master Plan process, a proposal for the 
Bates Street extension was going through public review. As such it was 
not included in the Master Plan. The recommendation is to include a 
proposal in the Master Plan since the prior measure was rejected.


Page  of 8 16



2. Revisit the pilot parking program for downtown housing in light of 
Covid-19 changing business demand and potential future office space 
demand.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item was discussed previously.


3. Retail district standards (redline) should be lightened on side streets.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The area of very high standards for ground floor uses within 
Downtown extends to most street frontages. The First Draft 
recommended that two sets of standards be created, one of higher and 
one of slightly lower specificity. This recommendation is to expand the 
slightly lower standards to side streets like Hamilton and Willits.


3. Haynes Square / Triangle District


1. Adams Square should be included in recommendations.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail.


2. Consider live-work buildings.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Live-work buildings are like a townhome with a small business 
space on the front. They are typically service uses like attorneys. Live-
work buildings are common in historic towns and in some newly built 
neighborhoods but often not allowed in zoning. The recommendation is 
to consider where, if anywhere, live-work buildings should be allowed 
or encouraged. The most likely outcome is consideration for the type 
within the Triangle District and the Adams Square shopping center, in 
addition to the Rail District where they are currently allowed.
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3. Add a pedestrian or vehicular connection from Worth to Bowers.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail, however the 
consultant strongly supports the recommendation.


4. Address how the abandoned portion of Old Woodward south of Haynes 
should transfer ownership with concern for the existing property owners 
with frontage on Old Woodward. Also address the City’s ability to vacate 
property by ordinance.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This is a process-related detail of the recommendation to 
terminate Old Woodward at Haynes in order to improve traffic safety 
and increase the viability of commercial properties south of Haynes.


5. Focus Missing Middle housing principally in Haynes Square and Adams 
Square.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This is related to allowing more townhomes, duplexes, and small 
multi-family housing units. The recommendation is to encourage these 
types of housing in limited areas rather than along most Seams.


6. Look more closely at the Haynes / Adams traffic situation with respect 
to the proposed modifications.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The First Draft recommends that southbound Adams traffic be 
diverted onto Haynes to meet Big Woodward in order to both improve 
traffic safety and increase the viability of the Triangle District. The 
recommendation is to add further detail for this condition to ensure that 
it is viable from a traffic management standpoint.
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4. South Woodward Gateway


1. Study the housing proposals along the South Woodward alleys more 
closely and consider other effective means of noise buffering.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The First Draft recommended townhouse-like housing be 
located along alleys in the South Woodward Gateway area. The alley 
proposal is aimed at activating alleys which provide a more comfortable 
means of walking along Big Woodward than the discontinuous 
sidewalks. Activating the alleys would increase noise which could affect 
adjacent homes. The First Draft recommended that housing be used to 
buffer noise as housing is very effective and doing so. These would be 
located along the alley where houses have previously been removed for 
additional parking area. The recommendation is to consider options in 
addition to housing, and to clarify or reconsider the housing 
recommendation.


Direction Related to Neighborhoods

1. Revise to define sub-areas of the City as “planning districts” and remove all 
recommendations related to neighborhood associations.


• Source: Planning Board and public comment


• Detail: There are two items here. The first is to use the term “planning 
district” rather than neighborhood to refer to the boundaries identified 
on Page 30. The second is straightforward, to remove any of the 
remaining details concerning neighborhood associations.


2. Seams should be significantly reduced in location, intensity, and building types 
allowed, and be thoughtfully located in the limited areas where they may be 
appropriate.


• Source: Planning Board and significant public comment


• Detail: The recommendations concerning Seams brought significant 
public pushback. This began early in the review process but 
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accelerated towards the end of the process as both information and 
misinformation about the Seams proposal spread throughout the 
community. Despite attempts at clarifying the concept, the public 
reaction was strong and emotional. Throughout the Planning Board 
review sessions, the subject had come up numerous times and the 
Board’s recommendation was to reduce the intensity of Seams and 
limit the types of housing allowed within them, targeting growth in the 
mixed-use areas. Towards the end of the review sessions, public 
comment increased. While some residents welcomed the 
recommendation, the majority did not. The Board re-affirmed their prior 
position and strengthened it. The concept of Seams as presented may 
be applicable in a few limited locations but the addition of housing type 
diversity along the edge of most planning districts should not be 
allowed.


3. Accessory Dwelling Units need to be revisited and should be severely limited 
should they be permitted anywhere.


• Source: Planning Board and public comment


• Detail: Both the Board and public shared concern about accessory 
dwelling units. Public comment varied from those with specific 
concerns, such as privacy where existing properties are small, to those 
with wished to not allow accessory units anywhere. The Board echoed 
the specific concerns, remaining open to consider conditions that 
accessory units may be allowed but generally skeptical. The 
recommendation is to have the consultant consider this input and 
revise where and to what extent accessory units might be allowed.


4. New neighborhood commercial destination locations should be reduced and 
thoughtfully considered while existing destinations strengthened; include more 
clarity on the uses that should be permitted.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Neighborhood commercial destinations were proposed in the 
First Draft in some areas that merit removal, like at Lincoln and 
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Southfield. The recommendation is to retain the concept and remove 
some instances mapped in the First Draft. Additionally, the Board would 
like additional detail concerning the types of uses that should be 
allowed, and other regulatory considerations.


5. Torry requires more amenities.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item requires no additional explanatory detail.


6. Include stronger reference to the Unimproved Streets Committee 
recommendations (completed after the Master Plan First Draft).


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The committee work on unimproved streets paralleled the 
Master Plan process. The First Draft references the committee which 
has now completed its study and recommendations. The direction is to 
include this within the Second Draft. While public comment isn’t 
mentioned in the source, the topic of unimproved streets was brought 
up by the public multiple times.


7. Completing sidewalks requires more focus and prioritization, could be handled 
similarly to the committee on Unimproved Streets.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The first draft recommends completing missing sidewalks. The 
Board feels that it may be lost in other recommendations and wishes to 
highlight the importance and priority.


8. Provide more detail on green infrastructure opportunities.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Green infrastructure (bio-swales) was briefly addressed in the 
First Draft. The recommendation is to include more specificity on green 
infrastructure in the Second Draft.
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9. Clarify the neighborhood loop, bicycle boulevards, and protected bike paths by 
including street sections and greater detail addressing different user types.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: This item requests further information concerning street design 
where new approaches and types are included. The neighborhood loop 
is one instance where the specific implications on street design are not 
clear to the Board. Some of the other questions come from items in the 
multi-modal plan that were included in the Master Plan within maps but 
detailed street sections were not included in the Master Plan.


10. Clarify the Kenning Park path recommendations concerning both pedestrians 
and cyclists.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Within the First Draft there is a paved bike path mapped in 
Kenning Park which was envisioned to be pedestrian and bicycle use 
but could be read as bicycle only. The Board suggested that it include 
pedestrian accommodations. This item is a clarification of the First 
Draft.


11. Increase aggressiveness of tree preservation and replacement 
recommendations.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: Tree preservation and replacement is briefly addressed in the 
First Draft. This item recommends that the process be prioritized and 
accelerated, particularly around preservation in consideration of new 
construction.


12. Provide more detail on non-financial incentives for renovation of homes over 
new construction and provide greater ability to add 1st floor master bedrooms. 
This topic is likely to differ between planning districts.


• Source: Planning Board
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• Detail: The First Draft recommends incentives be established to 
encourage home renovations instead of tear-downs. The Board is 
concerned that this will be construed as financial incentives and 
recommends that additional detail be provided concerning potential 
incentives that are not financial.


13. Review lot coverage standards and consider adjustments by lot size.


• Source: Planning Board and public comment


• Detail: Public comment brought up concerns about drainage in new 
construction and illuminated a concern about impervious lot coverage. 
The First Draft doesn’t address lot coverage in residential districts aside 
from a note related to incentives mentioned in the previous item.


14. Provide more detail on design controls that may be considered.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The First Draft recommends an approvals process for exterior 
design and materials for homes, along with a discussion suggesting 
objective and simple design controls that avoid stylistic restrictions. 
This item requests more information concerning the types of simple 
design controls referenced. Note that while the source states only the 
Planning Board that this was also discussed in the October 2019 joint 
meeting with the City Commission.


15. Remove lot combination areas but review the existing ordinance to provide 
better direction.


• Source: Planning Board


• Detail: The lot combination areas were a source of confusion initially 
because they were mapped along with the Seams. These are areas 
where lot combinations would be allowed rather than relying on the 
more subjective process in place today. This item recommends that 
specific areas for lot combinations be removed and that the existing 
ordinance be reviewed to produce better outcomes.
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We look forward to a discussion of this direction and to revising the Draft Master Plan; 
thank you.


Regards, 


Matthew Lambert 


Cc: Jana Ecker, Planning Director; Bob Gibbs, Gibbs Planning Group; Sarah Traxler, 
McKenna 
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Clarifications to Assist Public Review and 
Understanding of the Second Draft of the Master Plan 

 

What is the status of the Citywide 
Master Plan for 2040? 

The Master Plan process includes two full 
plan drafts that will be completed and 
reviewed before a third and final draft is voted 
on by the City Commission. Presently, the 
second draft has been released and will be 
reviewed  by the Planning Board at four 
upcoming meetings, and at one joint Planning 
Board and City Commission meeting. 

Following this review, the consultants will 
confirm the changes requested with the 
Planning Board and City Commission. 
Requested changes to the second draft will 
be incorporated into a final Master Plan for 
adoption next year. 

 
How is the second draft different from 
the first draft? 
 
The second draft is more concise, and a 
number of recommendations have been 
modified or removed. In addition to input 
received during public meetings, the 
consultants have collected public input 
provided through surveys, through the 
project website, and through emails sent to 
the City. The second draft of the Master Plan 
was written in consideration of all input 
received. 

 
What is Future Land Use? 

Future Land Use is a designation that 
conveys the City’s intended future character 
as communicated by the use of land, such  
as residential or industrial. Future Land Use 
is more general in nature than zoning. For 
instance, a future land use of residential may 
include numerous zones such as R-1, R1-A, 
and R-2. Future Land Use is the legal basis 
for zoning, and zoning must align with Future 
Land Use. Zoning may be more restrictive 
than Future Land Use, but not less 
restrictive. 

 

 
Is the Master Plan rezoning the City? 

No. The Master Plan will include a Future 
Land Use map, but not a new zoning map. 
The Master Plan recommends that the City 
study and revise its current zoning code, but 
does not establish any updated zoning. The 
Master Plan recommends that zoning be 
updated for two primary purposes: 1) to 
simplify but not substantively change zoning 
in the Downtown and Triangle District, and 2) 
to better align neighborhood zoning with 
existing character to avoid new houses that 
are out of character. Other zoning changes are 
recommended for further study by the City. 

 

What has changed with the “seams” 

concept? 
 
Since the review of the first draft of the Master 
Plan was finished in April of 2021, the seams 
concept has been drastically reduced in terms 
of development, especially in the low intensity 
seam areas. Instead, the Master Plan 
recognizes the low intensity seam areas as 
edges of Planning Districts, which typically 
exist on wider and higher-traffic roadways. 
Thus, the focus and recommendations within 
Draft 2 have shifted to multimodal 
improvements in these areas to focus on  
connecting neighborhoods. In addition to 
connectivity, medium and high-intensity 
seams have also been reduced in number 
based on public input, and are generally 
proposed in places where multi-family 
housing, attached single-family housing, and 
commercial uses have previously been built.



 

 
What are Accessory Dwelling Units? 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) are small 
residences that are located on the same site 
as a larger single family residence. ADUs 
may be within the main building, free standing 
in the rear yard, or part of the garage. 

 
Are ADUs still proposed within 
the Master Plan? 

Yes. However, the recommendation has 
been reduced drastically, and now proposes 
to permit ADUs in the already compatible 
zones of MX, TZ1, TZ3, and R4-R8. Based 
on public input, the Master Plan has 
recommended that the City form a committee 
to take its time to further study the benefits 
and best practices associated with ADUs and 
has not provided any further 
recommendations. ADUs are not 
recommended in any single family zoning 
district. 

 
Why does the Master Plan 
recommend more housing? 

The Master Plan recommends, but does not 
require, that new housing be accommodated 
due to regional housing growth and rapidly 
increasing housing costs. The amount of 
growth to accommodate has been in 
discussion with the Planning Board, where 
the board requests that future growth be 
directed to Downtown, the Triangle District, 
and the Rail District. 

 

 

 

How much more housing does 
the Master Plan recommend? 
The first draft Master Plan document 
incorrectly stated that 2,000 new homes would 
be needed by 2040. This was revised to 2,000 
new residents recommended to be 
accommodated, which may occupy 700 to 900 
new homes or condos. All of this capacity may 
be absorbed between Downtown and the 
Triangle District. This number is derived from 
the Southeast Michigan Council of 
Governments (SEMCOG), which projected 
regional growth to 2040, in 2018. Presently, 
the Downtown, Triangle District, and Rail 
District have zoning designations which allow 
housing infill at and above this amount. 
 

What is the Master Plan proposing to 
do with parks? 

The Master Plan considers parks and open 
space to be absolutely essential to the City as 
a whole, and contains several 
recommendations for parks and open space 
to be features and essential components of 
each Planning District within the City. The 
Master Plan studies park access deficiencies 
and proposes numerous solutions including 
acquiring commercial land to create new park 
space, as well as expanding amenities in 
existing parks. 

How can I participate in the review of 
the second draft of the Master Plan? 

At this time, the City is gearing up for another 
round of public hearings regarding the Master 
Plan in which both the Planning Board and 
City Commission will review and solicit 
feedback from the public. We encourage you 
to participate in these meetings and provide 
feedback. The meetings will be highly 
publicized and a schedule will be created 
during the October 13th, 2021 meeting of the 
Planning Board. If you are unable to attend the 
meetings, or wish to provide additional 
comments, you may submit comments directly 
to the Master Plan team at 
www.thebirminghamplan.com, or feel free to 
send your comments directly to City Staff. 
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Birmingham’s future land use map is structured by Planning 
District boundaries within which land uses reinforce the 
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for zoning, specifying where different uses and intensities 
are appropriate throughout the City. This Future Land Use 
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Figure 6. Future Land Use Map.
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PROPOSED Future Land Use Changes in Master Plan DRAFT #2 Related to Seams & Commercial Destinations
Medium Intensity Seam: Single Family to Multi-Family
High Intensity Seam: Multi-Family to Mixed-Use
City Park with a Commercial Destination (ie. small coffee shop)
Multi-Family to Commercial Destination







































































Nicholas Dupuis <ndupuis@bhamgov.org>

2040 Master plan question - potential map and labelling errors?

3 messages

Birmingham Andrew <andrewinbham@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 11:49 AM
To: jecker@bhamgov.org, ndupuis@bhamgov.org
Cc: tmarkus@bhamgov.org

Dear Jana & Nick, on page 56 of the 2nd draft I see this label of the residential zoning. When I cross refer it to Section
126 of the Zoning ordinance it appears to be incorrect for R4 - R7 and potentially R8. TZ1 has a different label to the
ordinance and we have no zone X, but there is an MX zone in the ordinance. Are all the labels & markings on the zoning
maps correct as I cannot correlate the labels to the ordinance 1 for 1 and it is causing some confusion in how to read the
map & permitted uses. Especially with some of the colors on the Future Use map on pages 8 & 9 being very similar too.

Please could you also confirm that R1 is 1 residence with a minimum lot size of 9000 sq feet & R3 is 1 residence with a
minimum lot size of 4500 sq feet if I am reading the ordinance correctly? (Similar question for R2)

Also, if R1 is a minimum of 9000 sq feet surface area for 1 residence, how does table 2.06.4 refer to lots <9000 sq feet for
height? Is that for any pre existing lot sizes within the existing zoning that are already under 9000 sq feet in size that wish
to have a new building on that sub 9000 sq feet lot? Do any new constructions require a zoning variance due to lot size
and zone or is it automatic due to the table reference?


Thanks.

Andrew



Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org> Thu, Oct 28, 2021 at 12:09 PM
To: Birmingham Andrew <andrewinbham@gmail.com>
Cc: Nicholas Dupuis <ndupuis@bhamgov.org>, Tom Markus <tmarkus@bhamgov.org>

Dear Andrew,
 
Thank you for sending along your comments and questions.  I am sorry the response has been
delayed.  Please
see below for responses to the questions you raised in your email above:
 

1.   
Are the labels of the zoning
classifications listed in the legend on page 56 of the
draft 2040 Plan correct?
As you pointed out, there are some
inconsistencies in the naming conventions of several of
the zoning
districts.  For the multi-family zoning
classifications of R4 through R8, the zoning
district symbols or icons are
correct, however the written naming conventions are incorrect. 
R4 should be listed as Two-Family Residential
and R5 – R7 should be listed as Multiple
Family Residential.  R8, while listed as Single Family Residential, should
be labelled as
Attached Single Family Residential.   The TZ1 zoning classification is correct,
but should be
listed as Transition Zone, not Attached Single Family.  The zoning classification of X is
incorrect,
and should be MX, which is accurately labelled as Mixed Use.  All of these
corrections have been provided
to the City’s consultant for correction in the next draft of the
2040
Plan. 
2.   
Can you confirm that R1 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 9,000 square
feet?



Yes, R1 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family residential
dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted residential, institutional and
recreational uses.  Properties zoned R1 have a minimum lot area
of 9,000 square feet.
3.   
Can you confirm that R2 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 6,000 square
feet?
Yes, R2 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family residential
dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted residential, institutional and
recreational uses.  Properties zoned R2 have a minimum lot area
of 6,000 square feet.
4.   
Can you confirm that R3 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 4,500 square
feet?
Yes, R3 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family residential
dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted residential, institutional and
recreational uses.  Properties zoned R3 have a minimum lot area
of 4,500 square feet.
5.   
If R1 requires a minimum of
9,000 square feet of surface area for 1 residence, how
does table 2.06.4 refer
to lots <9,000 square feet for height? Is that for
any pre
existing lot sizes within the existing zoning that are already under
9,000 square feet
in size that wish to have a new building on that sub 9,000
square feet lot?
The R1 zoning does require a minimum lot size
of 9,000 square feet for any new lots
created. 
However, there are many lots that were created under previous zoning
requirements
that are less than 9,000 square feet in area, although they were legal at the
time they were platted. 
6.   
Do any new constructions
require a zoning variance due to lot size and zone or is
it automatic due to
the table reference?
If an original platted lot is less than
the current required minimum lot area, a new home can
be constructed on the
undersized lot without a variance if the lot area has not been altered
since it
was originally platted.  All other current setback, placement and massing
standards
apply other than the minimum lot area standard.

I hope I have answered all of your questions. 

Jana
[Quoted text hidden]
-- 

Jana L. Ecker

Assistant City Manager

City of Birmingham
248-530-1811

*Important Note to Residents*
Let’s connect! Join the Citywide Email System to receive important City updates and critical information specific to your
neighborhood at www.bhamgov.org/citywideemail. 

Birmingham Andrew <andrewinbham@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 28, 2021 at 8:42 PM
To: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>
Cc: Nicholas Dupuis <ndupuis@bhamgov.org>, Tom Markus <tmarkus@bhamgov.org>

Jana, thank you for the detailed response.

Please can this entire email communication be put into the next Planning Board Master Plan meeting agenda packet to
show the items found for correction to keep a record of updates?

In addition, the next plan update, please can we have either a redline copy or a document modification record attached to
each subsequent update to make sure that any changes made are transparent and traceable?

Thank you,

http://www.bhamgov.org/citywideemail


Andrew


Ethermail

On Oct 28, 2021, at 12:09, Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org> wrote:


Dear Andrew,
 
Thank you for sending along your comments and questions.  I am sorry the response
has been delayed.  Please
see below for responses to the questions you raised in your
email above:
 

1.   
Are the labels of the zoning
classifications listed in the legend on page
56 of the draft 2040 Plan correct?
As you pointed out, there are some
inconsistencies in the naming conventions of
several of the zoning
districts.  For the multi-family zoning
classifications of R4
through R8, the zoning district symbols or icons are
correct, however the written
naming conventions are incorrect.  R4 should be listed as Two-Family
Residential
and R5 – R7 should be listed as Multiple Family Residential.  R8,
while listed as Single Family Residential, should
be labelled as Attached Single
Family Residential.   The TZ1 zoning classification is correct,
but should be listed
as Transition Zone, not Attached Single Family.  The zoning classification of X is
incorrect,
and should be MX, which is accurately labelled as Mixed Use.  All of
these corrections have been provided
to the City’s consultant for correction in
the next draft of the 2040
Plan. 
2.   
Can you confirm that R1 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 9,000
square feet?
Yes, R1 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family
residential dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted
residential, institutional and recreational uses.  Properties zoned R1 have a
minimum lot area
of 9,000 square feet.
3.   
Can you confirm that R2 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 6,000
square feet?
Yes, R2 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family
residential dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted
residential, institutional and recreational uses.  Properties zoned R2 have a
minimum lot area
of 6,000 square feet.
4.   
Can you confirm that R3 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 4,500
square feet?
Yes, R3 is a single family zoning
classification that permits mainly one family
residential dwellings.  There are however several additional
permitted
residential, institutional and recreational uses.  Properties zoned R3 have a
minimum lot area
of 4,500 square feet.
5.   
If R1 requires a minimum of
9,000 square feet of surface area for 1
residence, how does table 2.06.4 refer
to lots <9,000 square feet for
height? Is that for
any pre existing lot sizes within the existing zoning that
are already under
9,000 square feet in size that wish to have a new building
on that sub 9,000
square feet lot?
The R1 zoning does require a minimum lot size
of 9,000 square feet for any new
lots created. 
However, there are many lots that were created under previous
zoning requirements
that are less than 9,000 square feet in area, although they
were legal at the
time they were platted. 

mailto:Jecker@bhamgov.org


6.   
Do any new constructions
require a zoning variance due to lot size and
zone or is it automatic due to
the table reference?
If an original platted lot is less than
the current required minimum lot area, a new
home can be constructed on the
undersized lot without a variance if the lot area
has not been altered since it
was originally platted.  All other current setback,
placement and massing
standards apply other than the minimum lot area
standard.

I hope I have answered all of your questions. 

Jana

On Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 11:50 AM Birmingham Andrew <andrewinbham@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Jana & Nick, on page 56 of the 2nd draft I see this label of the residential zoning. When I cross refer
it to Section 126 of the Zoning ordinance it appears to be incorrect for R4 - R7 and potentially R8. TZ1
has a different label to the ordinance and we have no zone X, but there is an MX zone in the ordinance.
Are all the labels & markings on the zoning maps correct as I cannot correlate the labels to the ordinance
1 for 1 and it is causing some confusion in how to read the map & permitted uses. Especially with some
of the colors on the Future Use map on pages 8 & 9 being very similar too.


Please could you also confirm that R1 is 1 residence with a minimum lot size of 9000 sq feet & R3 is 1
residence with a minimum lot size of 4500 sq feet if I am reading the ordinance correctly? (Similar
question for R2)


Also, if R1 is a minimum of 9000 sq feet surface area for 1 residence, how does table 2.06.4 refer to lots
<9000 sq feet for height? Is that for any pre existing lot sizes within the existing zoning that are already
under 9000 sq feet in size that wish to have a new building on that sub 9000 sq feet lot? Do any new
constructions require a zoning variance due to lot size and zone or is it automatic due to the table
reference?



Thanks.


Andrew
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[Quoted text hidden]
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Nicholas Dupuis <ndupuis@bhamgov.org>

2040 Master Plan comments

2 messages

Eric Wolfe <elwolfe1@comcast.net> Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 9:34 AM
To: ndupuis@bhamgov.org

Dear Planning Board,


 With respect to the proposed 2040 Master Plan, we are extremely unhappy
that Ann St., north of Frank St., remains as a "seam" under the proposed

2040 plan, for many reasons, including:


1)      Ann St. is not a main street, it is the dead end side street along

our home, for which we have already been subjected to significant

impacts to our quiet enjoyment, and our property value, over the years.

Compare the activity on Ann St. in 2007, when we moved here,    to today and

it becomes clear that the use has increased dramatically, including traffic,

parking and noise.

2)      It incentivizes the destruction of the 1882 built home at 566 Ann

St., adjacent to our home, which would be a terrible loss for the city.

3)      The traffic and density in this area is already far beyond what

people normally expect in a single family home neighborhood. We invite  you

to sit at the corner of Ann and Frank for one hour to see what it's like to

live here.

4)      The fact of the "transitional" rezoning of parcels resulting in The

Bristol, which we opposed for years, and which is now in the 5th year   of

construction with no end in sight, should not be used as justification for

making the situation even worse.

5)      This "seam" would impact multiple homes on Frank St. and Purdy,

subjecting us to years of uncertainty and construction, with the

eventual loss of what little privacy and peace we have in this active area

of Birmingham.

6)      We recall clear direction from the Planning Board that Ann St. be

removed as a seam, yet here it is anyway.  

7)      It is unclear, based on the confusing use of colors, whether Ann St.

is proposed to be a low density or high density "seam".  We are

unable to tell, but either way it is an appalling abuse of the integrity of

the current underlying single family zoning which we relied upon        when

we made our decision to move to this corner years ago.

8)      The view that the 2040 plan is not actually a "rezoning" is a

hairsplitting insult to our intelligence.  It would be used as a basis for

rezoning, of course.


If the "seam" on Ann St. remains, it will be abundantly clear that the city

is not protecting residents who moved here for many good reasons,

particularly the tranquility of a single family residential neighborhood.

Our home at this corner is almost unlivable at this point, with excessive

and unrestrained traffic and development destroying our quality of life and

property value.  We urge you to remove Ann St., as you previously directed,

as a "seam" from the 2040 Master Plan.


Thank you for your time and consideration.


Eric and Tracey Wolfe

393 E. Frank St.




Nicholas Dupuis <ndupuis@bhamgov.org> Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 9:35 AM
To: Eric Wolfe <elwolfe1@comcast.net>

Received, thank you!
[Quoted text hidden]
-- 

Nicholas J. Dupuis
Planning Director

Email: ndupuis@bhamgov.org
Office: 248-530-1856
Social: Linkedin

*Important Note to Residents*
Let’s connect! Join the Citywide Email System to receive important City updates and critical information specific to your neighborhood at www.bhamgov.org/
citywideemail. 

mailto:ndupuis@bhamgov.org
https://www.linkedin.com/in/nicholasdupuis1989/
http://www.bhamgov.org/citywideemail


MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   November 10th, 2021 
 
TO:   Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: Outdoor Dining Ordinance (Outdoor Dining End Date Removal) – 

Study Session #1 
 
 
On October 11th, 2021, the Planning Board and City Commission met at a joint meeting to discuss 
planning topics and get some feedback on key items in the Planning Board pipeline. During the 
discussion on outdoor dining, City Commission and Planning Board members discussed the 
possibility of an ordinance amendment to allow for year-round outdoor dining as soon as this 
year, while also considering a change to the rule in which outdoor dining operators are required 
to bring in all outdoor dining fixtures and furnishings each night for snow removal. 
 
On October 25th, 2021, the City Commission directed the Planning Board to study the Outdoor 
Dining ordinance to amend the November 15th end of regular outdoor dining season date and 
provide recommendations to the City Commission. 
 
On October 28th, 2021, the Planning Division sent a letter to all permit-holding outdoor dining 
establishments indicating that there will be study regarding a change in the outdoor dining 
ordinance that could eliminate the November 15th end of regular outdoor dining season date for 
outdoor dining patios in the public right-of-way, and that the City will be pausing enforcement of 
this deadline while the study session progresses. 
 
At this time, the Planning Division proposes the following ordinance amendments to Chapter 4, 
Section 4.44 of the Zoning Ordinance (please see next pages): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
 

ORDINANCE NO. _________ 
 

THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM ORDAINS: 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM: 
 
TO AMEND ARTICLE 4, SECTION 4.44, OUTDOOR DINING STANDARDS, TO REMOVE TEMPORAL 
RESTRICTIONS ON OUTDOOR DINING PATIOS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND TO ALLOW 
OUTDOOR DINING FICTURES AND FURNISHINGS TO STAY OUTSIDE OVERNIGHT. 
 
 
4.44 OD-01 Outdoor Dining Standards 
 
This Outdoor Dining Standards section applies to the following districts: 
 
B1 B2 B2B B2C B3 B4 MX O1 O2 TZ3 
 
The following outdoor dining standards apply: 
 

A. Outdoor Dining: Outdoor dining is permitted immediately next to the principal use, subject 
to Site Plan Review, and the following conditions: 
 

1. Outdoor dining areas shall provide and service refuse containers within the outdoor 
dining area and maintain the area in good order. 

2. All outdoor activity must cease at the close of business or as noted in subsection 
3 below. 

3. When an outdoor dining area is immediately adjacent to any single-family or 
multiple-family residential district, all outdoor activity must cease at the close of 
business or 10:00 p.m., whichever is earlier. 

4. Outdoor dining may be permitted on the sidewalk throughout the year with a valid 
Outdoor Dining License, provided that all outdoor dining fixtures and furnishings 
must be stored indoors each night between November 16 and March 31 to allow 
for snow removal. 

5. All tables and chairs provided in the outdoor dining area shall be constructed 
primarily of metal, wood, or material of comparable quality. 

6. Table umbrellas shall be considered under Site Plan Review and shall not impede 
sight lines into a retail establishment, pedestrian flow in the outdoor dining area, 
or pedestrian or vehicular traffic flow outside the outdoor dining area. 

7. For outdoor dining located in the public right-of-way: 
a. All such uses shall be subject to a license from the city, upon forms provided 

by the Community Development Department, contingent on compliance 
with all city codes, including any conditions required by the Planning Board 
in conjunction with Site Plan approval. 



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

c. Outdoor dining is permitted to extend in the right-of-way in front of 
neighboring properties, with the written permission of the property 
owner(s) and with Planning Board approval, if such property is vacant or 
the first floor storefront(s) is/are vacant. Outdoor dining areas may extend 
up to 50% of the width of the neighboring lot(s) storefront(s), or up to 
50% of the lot(s) frontage, if such lot is vacant. 

d. City Commission approval is also required for outdoor dining extensions 
onto neighboring property if the establishment making such a request holds 
a bistro license. 

e. An elevated, ADA compliant, enclosed platform may be erected on the 
street in front of an eating establishment to create an outdoor dining area 
from April 1 through November 15 only if the Engineering Department 
determines there is sufficient space available for this purpose given parking 
and traffic conditions. 

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

8. Outdoor dining is permitted in a B1 District at a rate of 4 seats for every 12 linear 
feet of store frontage, with no more than 12 seats total per building; no elevated 
enclosed platforms on the street are permitted in a B1 District. 

 



City Commission/Planning Board Meeting 
October 11, 2021 

October 11, 2021 - 3 

appropriate on Mondays when brick-and-mortar restaurants are often closed. He also said he 
would not view them as encroaching into the neighborhoods.  

A Birmingham resident stated he and his wife were food truck operators and could provide insight 
into what would be required to make Birmingham attractive for food truck operators. 

Mayor Boutros recommended the aforementioned member of the public reach out to PD Dupuis 
to further discuss his experiences operating a food truck. 

B. Outdoor Dining

PD Dupuis introduced the item. 

There was general consensus that full enclosures should not be permitted as part of an expansion 
of the outdoor dining standards.  

Commissioner Nickita said he was in favor of finding ways to activate the streets in winter. He 
noted that there are occasionally warmer days in winter where dining outside would be pleasant. 

Mr. Koseck said architectural standards and codes’ impact on outdoor dining would require further 
study. 

Commissioner Nickita recommended exploring how other local municipalities have interpreted 
and enforced building, plumbing, fire or other codes for winter outdoor dining. He stated that 
guardrails much shorter than 42 inches might suffice and asked the Planning Board to look into 
it further.  

Mayor Pro Tem Longe, Commissioner Nickita and Mr. Jeffares concurred that snow clearing or 
similar needs could be figured out and should not be treated as an impediment to winter outdoor 
dining.  

The Mayor Pro Tem said that restaurant staff might be willing to help clear the street in front of 
their restaurants. 

Commissioner Baller stated that it was not the City’s responsibility to legislate to protect certain 
kinds of dining establishments. He noted outdoor dining’s overwhelming popularity per the 
Engage Birmingham survey and said it likely did not matter to residents whether a particular 
establishment was a bistro or Class C license holder. He said it was worth considering relaxing 
the bistro outdoor dining standards for the winter months since people are in favor of being able 
to dine outside.  

Mr. Jeffares said he was not overly concerned with maintaining the distinction between Class C 
and bistro outdoor dining since colder temperatures would cause outdoor dining to be self-limiting 
regardless. He said if outdoor dining decks were not being used by an establishment during the 
winter they should be taken inside. 

Mayor Pro Tem Longe and Mr. Boyle also both noted the overwhelming popularity of outdoor 
dining according to the Engage Birmingham survey and said it was the City’s responsibility to 

ndupuis
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City Commission/Planning Board Meeting 
October 11, 2021 
 

  October 11, 2021 - 4  

figure out how to deliver that option to residents. They both noted the importance of being 
responsive to feedback received.  
 
Mr. Jeffares and Mayor Pro Tem Longe said the City needed to determine what it would do on 
November 15, 2021 while the study of outdoor dining standards was still on-going.  
 
Mayor Boutros said it would be important to determine whether there is demand for winter 
outdoor dining from restauranteurs, especially in light of current staffing difficulties in the service 
industry. 
 
Chair Clein noted that the Planning Board would not make changes to the distinction between 
bistro and Class C licenses since that falls under the Commission’s purview. Consequently, he said 
the Planning Board was focusing on keeping them distinct while trying to determine what outdoor 
dining allowances would be appropriate. He stated that the decision about what to do for Winter 
2021-2022 was a Commission one since the Planning Board would not have its ordinance 
recommendations ready by then. 
 
Commissioner Baller said the Commission should discuss the matter of outdoor dining during 
Winter 2021-2022 during its next two meetings. 
 
Commissioner Sherman said there could be temporary regulations for Winter 2021-2022. 
 
Allowing decks to remain and allowing wind breaks were mentioned as possibilities for Winter 
2021-2022. 
 
Commissioner Hoff observed that dining establishments already had an option in the City for 
offseason outdoor dining and suggested that no changes be made for Winter 2021-2022. She 
said that perhaps the City could not charge for offseason licenses during this season only as a 
compromise. 
 
CM Markus stated that the Birmingham Shopping District was in the process of collecting feedback 
from its members regarding the potential expansion of the outdoor dining standards. 
 
Commissioner Baller said he did not want to see the outdoor dining standards stem the creativity 
of the restauranteurs too much. 
 
Mr. Williams, Chair Clein, Mr. Jeffares spoke in favor of having some sort of trial period once the 
ordinance recommendations are determined. Mr. Jeffares specified that they would have to make 
clear to the restauranteurs that it would be a trial period. 
 
CM Markus expressed concerns about the management and enforcement that will be required of 
Staff for trial periods. 
 
Commissioner Baller said the City would have to ensure that the costs to the City are outweighed 
by the benefits.  
 
Mr. Share said the Planning Board was not looking to guarantee all-weather dining.  
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City Commission/Planning Board Meeting 
October 11, 2021 
 

  October 11, 2021 - 5  

Mr. Share, CM Markus and Commissioner Hoff all commented on the importance of preventing 
outdoor dining from encroaching beyond its permitted areas. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Anthony Long said residents would need to know what outdoor dining might look like to provide 
relevant feedback. He recommended posting another survey to Engage Birmingham with 
descriptions. He also concurred with prior comments that the restauranteurs’ interest in having 
outdoor dining needs to be ascertained. Mr. Long also recommended extending outdoor dining 
through the winter since Covid-19 remains an issue, and then soliciting further feedback from the 
public and restauranteurs then. 
 
Mr. Bloom said it would be positive if the Planning Board could recommend temporary standards 
for Winter 2021-2022. He said the City should also consider two sets of outdoor dining standards: 
one for normal circumstances and one for ongoing Covid-19 issues.  
 

C. 2040 Master Plan Update 
 
PD Dupuis introduced the item. 
 
Chair Clein, Mr. Williams and Commissioner Baller all noted that the Planning Board was presently 
working with the second draft of the master plan, and not with a finalized document.  
 
Commissioner Nickita said the Planning Board should pay specific attention to what changed 
between the first and second drafts. 
 
PD Dupuis confirmed that would be the case. 
 
Commissioner Baller said more attention should be paid to the presentation of the Master Plan, 
including keeping maps on one page and with legible street names. He said the presentation 
should make it easy for residents to review. 
 
In reply to Mr. Share, PD Dupuis said that in addition to speaking at Planning Board meetings 
members of the public could submit feedback on the Master Plan directly to staff or at 
thebirminghamplan.com.  
 
Mr. Williams encouraged the public to attend Planning Board meetings and submit feedback. He 
said there were likely to be a number more changes before review of the second draft is 
completed.  
 
Mr. Boyle noted Commissioners Nickita, Sherman and Hoff were stepping down in November and 
acknowledged them for their contributions to the City.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Mr. Bloom said he would like to see redline maps to see what how the maps changed from draft 
one to draft two. He expressed concern about some of the draft’s recommendations and said he 
wanted to make sure they would all be thoroughly vetted. He said he also wanted to ensure that 
residents’ concerns about the draft would be taken into account. 



 

 

 
 
[DATE] 
 
RESTAURANT OWNER 
RESTAURANT 
ADDRESS 
Birmingham MI, 48009 
 
RE: Outdoor dining in the public right of way 
 
Mr./Ms. Restaurant Owner, 
 
On October 25th, 2021, the City Commission directed City Staff to study ordinance amendments that would 
allow outdoor dining located in the public right-of-way to continue past the current November 15th deadline 
for the regular outdoor dining season. This includes outdoor dining patios located on the sidewalk, as well 
as outdoor dining platforms in the street. 
 
At this time, the City would like to advise you of the direction given by the City Commission and inform you 
that the earliest discussion at the Planning Board that could be had is November 10th, 2021. Additionally, 
the City would like to report that although the ordinance amendment process would not be complete for 
several months, the City Manager has indicated that enforcement of the November 15th deadline for the 
removal of outdoor dining patios would be paused until the ordinance amendment process is complete. 
This would allow outdoor dining to continue past November 15th. However, all outdoor dining areas that 
remain on the sidewalk or in the street past November 15, 2021 must remain in use for outdoor dining. 
Structures and furniture may not remain in place simply to avoid removal costs, nor may outdoor dining 
areas be used for equipment or furniture storage. In addition, restaurant operators will be responsible for 
all snow removal within and adjacent to the outdoor dining areas during the winter months. 
 
It is essential to also state that this focused ordinance amendment study does NOT include the addition or 
permission of any enclosures or other new elements at existing outdoor dining patios. All of the regular 
outdoor dining rules found in the Zoning Ordinance will continue to apply, with the exception of the 
November 15, 2021 expiration date. Outdoor dining operators must comply with all other outdoor dining 
regulations currently in effect. 
 
If you should have any questions, please feel free to reach out to me. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Nicholas Dupuis 
Planning Director 
(248)-530-1856 
ndupuis@bhamgov.org 
 

cc:  Tom Markus, City Manager 
 Jana Ecker, Assistant City Manager 

mailto:ndupuis@bhamgov.org


 
AGENDA 

REGUAR MEETING OF THE BIRMINGHAM PLANNING BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, DECMBER 8th, 2021 

151 MARTIN ST., CITY COMMISSION ROOM 205, BIRMINGHAM MI* 
************************7:30 pm*********************** 

 
The highly transmissible COVID-19 Delta variant is spreading throughout the nation at an alarming rate.  As a result, the CDC is recommending that 
vaccinated and unvaccinated personnel wear a facemask indoors while in public if you live or work in a substantial or high transmission area.  Oakland 
County is currently classified as a substantial transmission area.  The City has reinstated mask requirements for all employees while indoors. The mask 
requirement also applies to all board and commission members as well as the public attending public meetings. 
 

A. Roll Call 
B. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of November 10th, 2021 
C. Chairpersons’ Comments 
D. Review of the Agenda 
E. Unfinished Business 
F. Rezoning Applications 
G. Community Impact Studies 
H. Special Land Use Permits 
I. Site Plan & Design Reviews 
J. Study Session 

1. The Birmingham Plan 2040 – Review of Chapter Two (Embrace Managed Growth) 
2. Outdoor Dining 

K. Miscellaneous Business and Communications: 
1. Communications 
2. Administrative Approval Correspondence 
3. Draft Agenda – December 16th, 2021 (Special Meeting?) 
4. Other Business 

L. Planning Division Action Items 
1. Staff Report on Previous Requests 
2. Additional Items from Tonight’s Meeting 

M. Adjournment 
 

*Please note that board meetings will be conducted in person once again.  Members of the public can attend in person at Birmingham City Hall OR may 
attend virtually at: 
 
Link to Access Virtual Meeting: https://zoom.us/j/111656967 
Telephone Meeting Access: 877-853-5247 US Toll-Free 
Meeting ID Code: 111656967 
 
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 algún tipo de ayuda para la participación en esta sesión pública deben ponerse en contacto con la oficina del escribano de la ciudad en el número (248) 530-
1800 o al (248) 644-5115 (para las personas con incapacidad auditiva) por lo menos un dia antes de la reunión para solicitar ayuda a la movilidad, visual, auditiva, o de otras asistencias. (Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964). 

https://zoom.us/j/111656967
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