
  

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). 

  VIRTUAL MEETING OF THE BIRMINGHAM PLANNING BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 2020 

7:30 PM 
https://zoom.us/j/111656967 or dial: 877-853-5247 Toll-Free, Meeting Code: 111656967 

 
 

A. Roll Call 
B. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the regular meeting of September 9, 2020 
C. Chairpersons’ Comments   
D. Review of the Agenda  

 
E. Special Land Use Permit Amendment 

 
1. 768 N. Old Woodward, The French Lady (Former LY Sushi) – Request for Special 

Land Use Permit Amendment to operate a food and drink establishment (no alcohol) in an 
O2 zone. 
 

F. Final Site Plan & Design Review 
 

1. 469 – 479 S. Old Woodward, Project M1 (Former Mountain King and Talmer 
Bank) – Request for Final Site Plan & Design Review for new five story mixed use building. 

2. 768 N. Old Woodward, The French Lady (Former LY Sushi) – Request for Final Site 
Plan & Design Review for design changes to operate a food and drink establishment (no 
alcohol) in an O2 zone. 

 
G. Revised Preliminary Site Plan Review 

 
1. 35001 Woodward, The Maple (Vacant lot, Hunter House) – Request for Revised 

Preliminary Site Plan Review to revise first floor of new 5 story mixed use building to include 
surface parking. 
 

H. Miscellaneous Business and Communications: 
a. Communications  
b. Administrative Approval Correspondence  
c. Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting (October 14, 2020)  
d. Other Business  

 
I. Planning Division Action Items  

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

 
J.   Adjournment 

https://zoom.us/j/111656967


 

 

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2020 
Held Remotely Via Zoom And Telephone Access 

 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on September 9, 
2020. Chairman Scott Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
 
A. Roll Call 
 
Present: Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Stuart Jeffares, Daniel Share, Janelle  

Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate Board Members Jason Emerine,  
Nasseem Ramin; Student Representatives Rachel Hester, June Lee 
     

Absent: Board Members Robin Boyle, Bert Koseck 
  
Administration: Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
   Jamil Alawadi, IT Staff 
   Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 

 Laura Eichenhorn, Transcriptionist 
 

Master Planning Team:  
   Bob Gibbs, Gibbs Planning Group 
   Matt Lambert, DPZ 

Sarah Traxler, McKenna 
 

09-109-20 
 

B. Approval Of The Minutes Of The Regular Planning Board Meeting of August 26, 
2020 
 
Mr. Share recommended that a typographical error resulting in a superfluous ‘e’ on page two of 
the minutes be removed. 
 
Motion by Mr. Share 
Seconded by Mr. Williams to approve the minutes of the Regular Planning Board 
Meeting of August 26, 2020 as amended. 
 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
Yeas: Share, Whipple-Boyce, Williams, Clein, Jeffares  
Nays: None  
Abstain: Emerine, Ramin 
 

09-110-20 
 

C. Chairperson’s Comments  
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Chairman Clein welcomed everyone to the meeting and reminded everyone that the meeting was 
being held under the guidance of the City Attorney and City administration to ensure compliance 
with Governor Whitmer’s executive orders. Chairman Clein then reviewed procedures for the 
meeting.  
 

09-111-20 
 
D. Review Of The Agenda  
 
There were no changes to the agenda. 
 

09-112-20 
 
E. Study Session Items 
 

1. Review of First Draft of 2040 Birmingham Plan  
• Mixed Use Districts: 

o Maple and Woodward 
o Market North 
 

Sarah Traxler introduced the item and Matt Lambert presented the item. 
 
Mr. Williams said that speed reduction efforts under ‘Connect the City’ would have to include the 
stretch of Woodward north of Maple all the way up to Big Beaver, with particular emphasis on 
southbound traffic. 
 
In reply to Ms. Whipple-Boyce, Mr. Lambert stated that ‘neighborhood scale’ in Item F under 
‘Retain Neighborhood Quality’ refers to the scale of the older housing in a given neighborhood 
and not to the more recent residential developments in those areas. He said this point would be 
more applicable in neighborhoods that have retained larger numbers of their original homes. 
 
Mr. Jeffares cautioned that while it would be reasonable to try and maintain neighborhood scale, 
the City must also recognize that many of the homes that were built in the 1950s in Birmingham 
would no longer be appropriate for today’s families. He said there must be a compromise in size 
between the smaller, older homes and the larger, newer homes that many residents opine are 
out-of-scale. 
 
In reply to Mr. Jeffares, Chairman Clein reminded the Board that Item F under ‘Retain 
Neighborhood Quality’ talks about incentivizing, not mandating, more in-scale developments. The 
Chair noted that could mean something like making additions easier to build on older homes 
instead of policies that encourage demolitions and re-builds on the lots.  
 
Mr. Share noted that the scale of housing often changes on a block-by-block basis, and not on a 
neighborhood one. He said the Board should be mindful of that fact when making policy. He 
added that it may be worthwhile for the Board to think about ways to acknowledge the historic 
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value of some homes, since homes that were built in the 1950s will be 90 years old by the time 
this master plan finishes its course in 2040.  
 
Mr. Jeffares said that the City having only one covered outdoor pavilion among all of its parks 
has become a more apparent issue since Covid-19. He said that the City may want to consider 
expanding the number of covered outdoor areas available, and may want to consider increasing 
the variety of types of outdoor gathering spaces available in general. 
 
Mr. Lambert said he was aware of a paper from Princeton with a good exploration of how to 
modify outdoor spaces to increase safety in light of Covid-19.  
 
There was consensus among the Board members that the themes were appropriate and headed 
in the right direction.  
 
Chairman Clein invited public comment. 
 
In reply to Patricia Lang, Mr. Lambert said that Birmingham would not likely see a notable loss or 
a notable gain of residents as a result of Covid-19. He noted that the cities people are moving 
away from tend to be much more densely settled than Birmingham, and the cities people are 
moving to tend to be on the outskirts of much larger metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles or 
New York.  
 
Mr. Jeffares confirmed Mr. Lambert’s assessment, stating that housing in Birmingham has been 
selling at a steady clip throughout Covid-19. 
 
David Bloom said he liked Mr. Jeffares’ idea that the City should increase its variety of available 
sheltered outdoor spaces. He said he was not in favor of giving developers incentives via parking 
to build in Birmingham. He also cautioned that multi-family homes along the seams should be 
regulated carefully and should be vetted by the neighbors. He emphasized that development in 
Birmingham should benefit City residents and not developers alone.  
 
Seeing no further public comment, Chairman Clein offered his opinion. He thanked the master 
planning team for their work in consolidating thus far, saying that it was well done. He continued 
that thinking more about how to determine and encourage community benefits would be a 
worthwhile endeavor as part of the ongoing master planning discussion. The Chair concurred with 
Mr. Bloom’s statement that policies regarding building multi-family homes along the seams should 
be very carefully developed. Finally, Chairman Clein noted how significant the issue of Covid-19 
has become and stated it should be more directly addressed in the master planning process. He 
noted that if the City experiences consequences from Covid-19 for the next three to five years, 
that would be a quarter of the 20 year master plan term. Accordingly, Chairman Clein emphasized 
the need to keep the plan flexible and agile so that the City’s can remain appropriately responsive 
to changing circumstances.  
 
Mr. Jeffares noted that there will likely be a shift in who will be interested in moving to Birmingham 
since many office workers may be permitted to work remotely indefinitely. He said he recently 
had a conversation with a Birmingham home buyer who asked why they should move to 
Birmingham when they are no longer tied to any particular location by their office. 
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Addressing Mr. Jeffares’ comment, Mr. Lambert stated that would be why quality of life 
considerations in the master planning process remain so essential. If many more individuals can 
live anywhere, the City must emphasize and continue to enhance what makes Birmingham 
particularly attractive.  
 
Mr. Williams said the draft needed a section on commercial usage. He noted that the topic tied 
into zoning matters, the 2016 Plan, and likely future repercussions of the Covid-19 pandemic. He 
said: 

● It was nearly guaranteed that office usage will go down in the City as many companies 
encourage their staff to work from home.  

● The City’s current parking policies favor commercial and discourage housing 
developments.  

● In a prior conversation between himself and Mr. Boyle, they both agreed that those 
policies should be inverted so that parking policies become more favorable to housing 
than they are to commercial. Many retailers have stated that there needs to be more 
residential in the downtown area in order to support retailers. 

● Some of the current commercial buildings should be converted to residential, but in order 
to do that the City’s parking standards must be altered.  

● It would be beneficial to hold a symposium of interested parties similar to ones happening 
in Detroit, where residents, building owners, retail owners, and experts in multi-family 
construction and management would come together to discuss ways of moving the City 
forward in light of shifting commercial and residential needs. These meetings could be 
held after the first draft of the master plan is completed and before the second draft is 
commenced.  

● The conclusions arising from those meetings would then be tied into an analysis of 
parking. The City no longer needs to be expanding parking to meet the needs of 
commercial development, but it still needs to shift its policies to better accommodate more 
residences.  

● The City would likely need expert advice in navigating the intricacies of essentially undoing 
much of the 2016 Plan. 
 

Mr. Share explained that in working in downtown Detroit, micro-mobility devices such as scooters 
posed significant problems in terms of pedestrian-scooter user interaction on sidewalks. He said 
that if the City decides to encourage these kinds of devices they would have to make clear policy 
regarding their use and storage, and he said he was not sure it would be appropriate to allow 
their use in the densest part of downtown Birmingham.  
 
In regards to ‘Street Life’, Mr. Share said that the master plan should likely be less prescriptive 
regarding sidewalk widths next to dining decks. He said it would be appropriate for the plan to 
be flexible on the matter since appropriate widths will vary neighborhood to neighborhood.  
 
Chairman Clein said he would invite the master planning team to consider future alternate 
locations for the Birmingham Farmers’ Market. The Chair then welcomed public comment. 
 
Keith Mazias of the Najor Companies said he agreed that the availability of monthly parking passes 
remains an issue in the City especially in the N. Old Wodoward and Maple and Woodward areas. 
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He said it is much easier to entice tenants when parking is available. He said it would also benefit 
business owners for there to be more flexibility in the redline retail district since they do not yet 
know what the retail, services and commercial environment will be.  
 
David Bloom recalled earlier discussions of the draft master plan which proposed allowing 
residential parking in the garages at night, which would leave parking available for commercial 
and office uses during the day. He cautioned that more people working from home due to Covid-
19 might shift the feasibility of that proposal and asked the City to think that through carefully. 
He continued: 

● He would be supportive of residences being added to downtown and the Triangle District. 
That housing should be incentivized with parking by the City and should be focused on 
smaller, more affordable housing rather than multi-million dollar residences. 

● Incentivizing the conversion of office space into housing might also be a worthwhile 
endeavor for the City.  

 
Seeing no further public comment, the Chair returned the discussion to the Board. 
 
Mr. Jeffares concurred with Mr. Mazias regarding the need for parking. He recounted that he was 
aware of business owners who would regularly reimburse employees for parking fines, because 
with parking so scarce in Birmingham paying the parking fines is the cost of doing business. Mr. 
Jeffares also said that vias should receive some attention as they remain an important part of the 
City’s MX Districts.  
 
In reply to Mr. Share, Mr. Lambert explained that there are secondary streets in the City, currently 
with 20 feet of first floor retail requirements, that could have those requirements loosened. He 
said traditionally cities require all businesses within a quarter or half mile of the city center to 
have activated storefronts, but does not require all storefronts in the entire district to be active. 
Mr. Lambert noted that many businesses are in the Rail District because they cannot occupy 
downtown frontage due to the current retail standards. He said that Old Woodward from Booth 
to Maple would be a key section where the 20 foot retail standards should be maintained.  
 
In reply to Chairman Clein, Mr. Lambert, Ms. Traxler and Mr. Gibbs confirmed that they had 
received helpful feedback from both the public and the Board during the discussion. 
 
Chairman Clein thanked the master planning team. 

 
2. Draft Bates Street Public Process Framework 
 

Planning Director Ecker presented the item.  
 
In reply to Mr. Williams, Planning Director Ecker explained that an interactive public engagement 
software system would be an additional way of communicating with the public on key projects, 
creating a discussion furum that allows the public to pose questions and feedback to the City 
regarding potential future projects.  
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Mr. Williams said a mechanism for public engagement would be a significant process improvement 
over the City’s last foray into trying to develop a project for Bates. He said he thought that would 
go a long way towards improving public confidence. 
 
Mr. Share said it would be helpful to know whether the City Commission would rather ask 
developers to propose projects within a broad framework, or whether the Commission would 
come up with a project based on residents’ preferences and then would seek out a developer to 
realize that.  
 
Rather than focusing on public engagement for Bates Street alone, Chairman Clein said it would 
better serve the City’s needs to design a public engagement framework that could be used 
whenever the City wants to explore a large public project. He said the answer to the question Mr. 
Share raised would likely vary from site to site. 
 
Mr. Share acknowledged the answer would vary from site to site but said that did not render the 
question less essential. He said that a municipality must be clear on where the impetus for a 
project comes from, whether it be a developer’s proposal or public preferences. He continued 
that when a municipality does not consider this question at the outset of a project there tends to 
be poorer outcomes because an initially attractive development proposal can inadvertently 
outweigh public need. Mr. Share ventured that policy makers must be considering the question 
as a guideline from day one of a project.  
 
Chairman Clein said Mr. Share made a fair point. 
 
Mr. Jeffares said he would also remove ‘Bates Street’ from the title of the current discussion 
because it assumes Bates Street would be run through whatever development is ultimately 
proposed. He noted that would not necessarily be the case.  
 
Chairman Clein and Planning Director Ecker said Mr. Jeffares made a fair point. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce observed that part of the master planning process revolves around generating 
new ideas for how the City should handle its publicly-held properties. She noted that the master 
plan would likely clarify what amenities and projects the residents would like to see, and where 
it might be appropriate to enact them. She said that through those more broad discussions the 
City would develop a better sense of how to approach the Bates Street parcel more specifically. 
Since this topic ties into the master planning process, Ms. Whipple-Boyce recommended that the 
City work the master plan through to its end before trying to design this framework. 
 
Mr. Emerine said he heartily concurred with Ms. Whipple-Boyce. Citing his past public utility work, 
Mr. Emerine stated that best practices require that decision makers clearly establish the ‘public 
need and necessity’ before beginning to design a project. He said that should be the framework’s 
initial step. 
 
Mr. Williams said he agreed with Ms. Whipple-Boyce and Mr. Emerine, recalling that at the Board’s 
previous meeting he also said the master planning process needed to address how the City should 
handle publicly-held property. He expressed firm agreement with Ms. Whipple-Boyce that the 
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future of Bates Street should not be considered prior to, or apart from, the conclusion of the 
master planning process. 
 
Chairman Clein said he liked that the framework’s strategy for all projects would direct the City 
to reference the master plan, determine community need, and then decide how best to solicit a 
project that would reflect those priorities and desired benefits. He said he also liked that the City 
would outline parameters and applicable regulations for site plan and design review because it 
would mean the City decides on the project’s standards from the outset. Concurring with previous 
comments, Chairman Clein said he humbly and respectfully believed that discussion of the N. Old 
Woodward parcel should occur subsequent to the master planning process. He said the master 
plan would tell the City what kinds of projects would benefit the City, potentially appropriate 
locations for said projects, what residents like and do not like, and what kinds of projects residents 
would like to be incentivized all of which would help guide the N. Old Woodward considerations. 
 
Mr. Emerine said the proposed community analysis should be more of a community cost-benefit 
analysis since there are always associated costs with acquiring particular benefits. He clarified 
that the costs that are considered should not be solely monetary. 
 
Chairman Clein agreed, noting that some of Birmingham’s neighboring communities require 
developers to provide evidence of community benefit in order to obtain approval for projects 
planned for certain districts.  
 
In reply to Planning Director Ecker, Mr. Share cautioned that the Board, or specific Board 
members, may not want to take ownership of a plan that the Board then has to vote on. He said 
that consideration would be first a matter of Birmingham’s ethics ordinance, and then a matter 
of whether it was right even if it was technically compliant with the ethics ordinance.  
 
Chairman Clein said the Board should probably not be involved in project management. He said 
they could assist in determining what land use options would be appropriate and in alignment 
with the master plan. 
 
Seeing no further discussion at the Board level, the Chair invited public input. 
 
Given the Board’s attention to detail in site plan and design review processes, Mr. Bloom said the 
City would only stand to benefit from the Board paying that kind of attention to public project 
proposals as well. He opined that if the Board does not take ownership of that process then a 
public project proposal would arise either from the Planning Department or from a few 
Commissioners, and then would be decided on by the Commission acting as a de facto Planning 
Board. He expressed concern that such a process would bypass other City boards that should be 
consulted as well as other City departments. Mr. Bloom said he liked the item’s discussion so far 
and said he would like to see more of it at the Board level in order to ensure that City ends up 
with a good process.  
 
Chairman Clein said Mr. Bloom had a fair point. 
 

09-113-20 
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F. Miscellaneous Business and Communications:  
 
a. Communications  
 
b. Administrative Approval Correspondence  
 
c. Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting (September 23, 
2020)  

● 469-479 S. Old Woodward - Final Site Plan & Design Review 
● 35001 Woodward - Revised Preliminary Site Plan Review 
● 768 N. Old Woodward - Revised SLUP and Final Site Plan & Design Review 

 
d. Other Business  

 
09-114-20 

 
G. Planning Division Action Items  

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

 
09-115-20 

 
H. Adjournment 
 
No further business being evident, the Chairman thanked all in attendance and adjourned the 
meeting at 9:57 p.m. 
             
             
            
 
Jana L. Ecker 
             
             
            
Planning Director 
 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   September 23rd, 2020 
 
TO:   Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
 
SUBJECT: 768 N. Old Woodward – The French Lady – Special Land Use 

Permit & Final Site Plan Review 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The applicant has submitted a Special Land Use Permit application for a food or drink 
establishment in the O2 (Office Commercial) zoning district at the north end of Downtown 
Birmingham. The necessity for a Special Land Use Permit is simple in that the O2 zoning district 
requires as such for a food or drink establishment. There will be no liquor sales for on premise or 
off premise consumption at this juncture. The restaurant is currently open for carryout ONLY. 
 
In the recent past, the building was home to LY Shushi, Cucina Medoro, and the Old Woodward 
Deli. These food or drink establishments maintained a legal non-conforming status in this building 
since at least 2008. Unfortunately, the building was struck by a vehicle and was vacant for about 
a year, which discontinued the legal non-conforming status it previously held. 
 
The proposed new restaurant, The French Lady, will serve authentic French cuisine. The proposal 
includes the kitchen in the rear, a service counter with select baked goods and deserts, and 28 
chairs at 6 tables in a dining area at the front of the building for full service dining. There are no 
outdoor seats proposed at this time, as the buildings location adjacent to a public parking facility 
in front does not contain ample space for such. There is currently a deck in the rear with stairs 
that lead to Parking Lot 6, but the deck is not for public access. Finally, the applicant has stated 
that their hours of operation, should a Special Land Use Permit be granted, will be 8:00 AM to 
10:00 PM daily. 
 

1.0 Land Use and Zoning 
 

1.1 Existing Land Use – The subject site is currently a 1-story commercial building 
and is currently operating as a carry out only establishment. 

 
1.2 Zoning – The subject site exists within the O2 (Office-Commercial) and D2 

(Downtown Overlay) zoning districts. 
 

1.3 Summary of Adjacent Land Use and Zoning –  
 

 
 



 North South East West 

Existing 
Land Use Commercial Commercial Public 

Property 
Multiple 
Family 

Residential 
Existing 
Zoning 
District 

O2 – Office 
Commercial 

O2 – Office 
Commercial 

PP – Public 
Property 

R6 – Multiple 
Family 

Residential 
Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D2 D2 N/A N/A 

 
2.0 Setback and Height Requirements 

 
Please see the attached zoning compliance summary sheet for details on setback and 
height requirements. There are no bulk, height or placement issues associated with 
the proposed project. 
 

3.0 Screening and Landscaping 
 

3.1 Dumpster Screening – The applicant has stated that although there are no waste 
receptacles on site, they have secured dumpster privileges with One Source 
Waste for the common dumpster in the rear public parking lot area. The 
Planning Board may wish to require the applicant to screen the shared 
dumpster. 

 
3.2 Parking Lot Screening – The proposed restaurant does not contain an off-street 

parking facility, thus the parking lot screening requirements are not applicable. 
 

3.3 Mechanical Equipment Screening – There are no changes proposed to the 
existing rooftop units, nor are any new rooftop or ground mounted mechanical 
units proposed. The Planning Board may wish to require the applicant to 
screen the existing rooftop units. 

 
3.4 Landscaping – There is no existing or proposed landscaping on site. 

 
3.5 Streetscape – The subject site’s location in the north end of Downtown 

Birmingham and the public parking facility directly in front of the building create 
a poor environment for benches, bike racks or waste receptacles. The area 
across the parking facility and the boulevard on N. Old Woodward contain street 
trees and streetlights. 

 
4.0 Parking, Loading and Circulation 

 
4.1 Parking – The subject site is located within the Parking Assessment District, thus 

no parking analysis is required for the commercial use proposed. 
 



4.2 Loading – Article 4, Section 4.24 does not require commercial uses between 0 
and 10,000 sq. ft. to provide any off-street loading facilities. The building is 1,320 
sq. ft. and thus does not require an off-street loading space. 

 
4.3 Vehicular Circulation and Access – Vehicles access the site via a public parking 

facility directly adjacent to the site. There are no changes proposed in this 
regard. 

 
4.4 Pedestrian Circulation and Access – Pedestrian access to the building is located 

through a single door on the N. Old Woodward façade. No changes are proposed 
to the entrance. 

 
5.0 Lighting 

 
There are no new exterior light fixtures proposed as a part of this project. The building 
currently contains 4 gooseneck light fixtures and one wall sconce. 

 
6.0 Departmental Reports 

 
6.1 Engineering Division – The Engineering Division has not provided any comments 

at this time. All comments received will be provided to the Planning Board during 
the Special Land Use Permit Review. 

  
6.2 Department of Public Services – The Department of Public Services has not 

provided any comments at this time. All comments received will be provided to 
the Planning Board during the Special Land Use Permit Review. 

 
6.3 Fire Department – The Fire Department has not provided any comments at this 

time. All comments received will be provided to the Planning Board during the 
Special Land Use Permit Review. 

 
6.4 Police Department – The Police Department has no concerns at this time. 

 
6.5 Building Division – The Building Division has not provided any comments at this 

time. All comments received will be provided to the Planning Board during the 
Special Land Use Permit Review. 

 
7.0 Design Review 

 
There are no exterior changes proposed to the building at this time. The Planning 
Division has discussed with the applicant the potential for a new sign in the future, and 
has explained the process for receiving approval for such.  
 

8.0 Required Attachments 
 
 
 
 



 Submitted Not Submitted Not Required 
Existing Conditions Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Detailed and Scaled Site Plan ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Certified Land Survey ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Interior Floor Plans ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Landscape Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Photometric Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Colored Elevations ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Material Specification Sheets ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Material Samples ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Site & Aerial Photographs ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
9.0 Approval Criteria 

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

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

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

3. The location, size and height of the building, walls and fences shall be such that 
they will not hinder the reasonable development of adjoining property nor 
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. 

 
Additionally, Article 7, Section 7.36 states that the City Commission shall not approve of 
any requests for a special land use permit unless it determines that the following 
standards are met: 
 

1. The use is consistent with and will promote the intent and purpose of this 
Zoning Ordinance. 

2. The use will be compatible with adjacent uses of land, the natural environment, 
and the capabilities of public services and facilities affected by the land use. 

3. The use is consistent with the public health, safety and welfare of the city. 
4. The use is in compliance with all other requirements of this Zoning Ordinance. 
5. The use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood. 
6. The use is in compliance with state and federal statutes. 



 
10.0 Recommendation 

 
Based on a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division finds that the 
proposed Special Land Use Permit and Final Site Plan meets the requirements of Article 
7, section 7.27 and 7.36 of the Zoning Ordinance. Thus, the Planning Division 
recommends that the Planning Board recommend APPROVAL to the City Commission 
the Special Land Use Permit and Final Site Plan for 768 N. Old Woodward – The French 
Lady. 
 

11.0 Sample Motion Language 
 
Motion to recommend APPROVAL to the City Commission the Special Land Use Permit 
and Final Site Plan for 768 N. Old Woodward – The French Lady. 
 

OR 
 
Motion to POSTPONE the Special Land Use Permit and Final Site Plan for 768 N. Old 
Woodward – The French Lady – pending receipt of the following: 
 
1.___________________________________________________________________ 
2.___________________________________________________________________ 
3.___________________________________________________________________ 
 

OR 
 
Motion to recommend the DENIAL of the Special Land Use Permit and Final Site Plan 
for 768 N. Old Woodward – The French Lady – for the following reasons: 
 
1.___________________________________________________________________ 
2.___________________________________________________________________ 
3.___________________________________________________________________ 
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Zoning Compliance Summary | 768 N. Old Woodward | September 23rd, 2020 
 

Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet 
 Special Land Use Permit & Final Site Plan 

768 N. Old Woodward – The French Lady 
 
 
Existing Site: 1-Story Commercial Buildings 

Zoning: O2 (Office-Commercial) & D2 (Downtown Overlay) 
Land Use: Commercial 

 
Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties: 
 
 North South East West 
Existing Land 
Use Commercial Commercial Public Property Multiple-Family 

Residential 
Existing Zoning 
District 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B2 (General 
Business) 

B2B (General 
Business) 

Overlay Zoning 
District D5 D5 MU5 D2 

 
 
 

Land Area:   Existing: 0.056 ac.  
Proposed: 0.056 ac. (no changes proposed) 

Dwelling Units: Existing: 0 units 
Proposed: 0 units  

 
Minimum Lot Area/Unit: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Min. Floor Area /Unit: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

 
Max. Total Floor Area: Required: In parking assessment district, FAR shall not exceed 100%, 

except that the maximum FAR may be increased up to 
200% by providing 1 parking space for every 300 square 
feet over the maximum FAR 

Proposed: 54% (no changes proposed) 

Min. Open Space: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

Max. Lot Coverage: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 
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Front Setback: Required: 0 ft.  
Proposed: 0 ft. 

Side Setbacks Required: 0 ft. 
Proposed: 0 ft.  

 
Rear Setback: Required: 10 feet when the rear open space abuts a P, B1, B2, B2B, 

B2C, B3, B4, O1, or O2 Zoning District. 
Proposed: 39.6 ft. (no changes proposed) 

Min. Front+Rear Setback Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

 
Min. Bldg. Height: Permitted: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 
 

Max. Bldg. Height: Permitted: 56 ft., 3 stories 
Proposed: 13 ft., 1 story (no changes proposed) 

 
Min. Eave Height: Permitted: 20 ft. 

Proposed: 13 ft. (no changes proposed) 
 

Max. Eave Height: Required: 34 ft. 
Proposed: 13 ft. (no changes proposed) 

Parking: Required: 0 spaces (Parking Assessment District) 
Proposed: 0 spaces (Parking Assessment District) 

Min. Parking Space Size: Required: 180 sq. ft. 
Proposed: N/A 

Loading Area: Required: 0 off-street loading spaces 
Proposed: 0 off-street loading spaces 

Screening:   
  

Parking: Required: 32 in. capped masonry wall or Evergreen 
Proposed: N/A (no parking facility on-site) 

 
Loading: Required: Completely enclosed within a building or 6 ft. minimum 

Proposed: N/A (no loading facility on-site) 

Rooftop Mechanical: Required: Fully screened from public view 
Proposed: N/A (no changes proposed) 

The Planning Board may wish to consider requiring 
the applicant to screen the existing RTU’s. 
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Zoning Compliance Summary | 768 N. Old Woodward | September 23rd, 2020 
 

 

Elect. Transformer: Required: Fully screened from public view 
Proposed: N/A (no transformer on-site) 

Dumpster: Required: 6 ft. masonry screenwall with wood gates 
Proposed: N/A (no dumpster on-site; shared dumpster) 

The Planning Board may wish to require the 
applicant to screen the shared dumpster.  
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Special Land Use Permit Application 

Planning Division 
Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out. 

 
1. Applicant 

Name:___________________________________________ 
Address:_________________________________________ 
________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:____________________________________ 
Fax Number:______________________________________ 
Email address:____________________________________ 
 

2. Property Owner 
Name:_____________________________________________ 
Address:___________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:_____________________________________ 
Fax Number:_______________________________________ 
Email address:______________________________________ 

3. Applicant’s Attorney/Contact Person 
Name:___________________________________________ 
Address:_________________________________________ 
________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:____________________________________ 
Fax Number:______________________________________ 
Email address:____________________________________ 
 

4. Project Designer/Developer 
Name:_____________________________________________ 
Address:___________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:_____________________________________ 
Fax Number:_______________________________________ 
Email address:______________________________________ 

5. Required Attachments 
I. Two (2) paper copies and one (1) digital copy of all 

project plans including: 
i. A detailed Existing Conditions Plan 

including the subject site in its entirety, 
including all property lines, buildings, 
structures, curb cuts, sidewalks, drives, 
ramps and all parking on site and on the 
street(s) adjacent to the site, and must 
show the same detail for all adjacent 
properties within 200 ft. of the subject 
site’s property lines; 

ii. A detailed and scaled Site Plan depicting 
accurately and in detail the proposed 
construction, alteration or repair; 

iii. A certified Land Survey; 
iv. Interior floor plans; 

 

 
v. A Landscape Plan; 

vi. A Photometric Plan; 
vii. Colored elevation drawings for each 

building elevation; 
II. Specification sheets for all proposed materials, light 

fixtures and mechanical equipment; 
III.  Samples of all proposed materials; 
IV. Photographs of existing conditions on the site 

including all structures, parking areas, landscaping 
and adjacent structures; 

V. Current aerial photographs of the site and 
surrounding properties; 

VI. Warranty Deed, or Consent of Property Owner if 
applicant is not the owner; 

VII. Any other data requested by the Planning Board, 
Planning Department, or other City Departments. 

 
6. Project Information  

Address/Location of the property: _____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Name of development: ______________________________ 
Sidwell #: ________________________________________ 
Current Use: ______________________________________ 
Proposed Use:_____________________________________ 
Area of Site in Acres:_______________________________ 
Current zoning: ___________________________________ 
Is the property located in the floodplain? _______________ 
Name of Historic District Site is located in:_____________ 
Date of Historic District Commission Approval:__________ 
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  Application  for Revised Final Site Plan:___________ 
Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:________________ 
Date of Design Review Board Approval:_________________ 
Is there a current SLUP in effect for this site? _____________ 
Date of Application for SLUP:_________________________ 
Date of SLUP Approval:______________________________ 
Date of Last SLUP Amendment:________________________ 
Will proposed project require the division of platted lots? ____ 
__________________________________________________ 
Will proposed project require the combination of platted lots? 
__________________________________________________ 



7. Details of the Proposed Development (attach separate sheet if necessary) 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. Buildings and Structures 
Number of Buildings on Site:_________________________ 
Height of Buildings & # of Stories:_____________________ 
 

 
Use of Buildings:___________________________________ 
Height of Rooftop Mechanical Equipment:_______________ 

9. Floor Use and Area (in Square Feet)  

Proposed Commercial Structures: 
Total basement floor area:____________________________ 
Number of square feet per upper floor:__________________ 
Total floor area:____________________________________ 
Floor area ratio (total floor area ÷ total land area):__________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Open space:________________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Office Space:______________________________________ 
Retail Space:_______________________________________ 
Industrial Space:____________________________________ 
Assembly Space:___________________________________ 
Seating Capacity:___________________________________ 
Maximum Occupancy Load:__________________________ 

Proposed Residential Structures: 
Total number of units:________________________________ 
Number of one bedroom units:_________________________ 
Number of two bedroom units:_________________________ 
Number of three bedroom units:________________________ 
Open space:________________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Rental units or condominiums? _______________________ 
Size of one bedroom units:____________________________ 
Size of two bedroom units:___________________________ 
Size of three bedroom units:__________________________ 
Seating Capacity:___________________________________ 
Maximum Occupancy Load:__________________________ 

Proposed Additions: 
Total basement floor area, if any, of addition:_____________ 
Number of floors to be added:_________________________ 
Square footage added per floor:________________________ 
Total building floor area (including addition):_____________ 
Floor area ratio (total floor area ÷ total land area):__________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Open Space:_______________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Use of addition:____________________________________ 
Height of addition:__________________________________ 
Office space in addition:_____________________________ 
Retail space in addition:______________________________ 
Industrial space in addition:___________________________ 
Assembly space in addition:___________________________ 
Maximum building occupancy load (including addition):____ 
_________________________________________________ 

10. Required and Proposed Setbacks 
Required front setback:_______________________________ 
Required rear setback:________________________________ 
Required total side setback:___________________________ 
Side setback:_______________________________________ 
 

 
Proposed front setback:______________________________ 
Proposed rear setback________________________________ 
Proposed total side setback:___________________________ 
Second side setback:________________________________ 
 

11. Required and Proposed Parking  
Required number of parking spaces:_____________________ 
Typical angle of parking spaces:________________________ 
Typical width of maneuvering lanes:____________________ 
Location of parking on site:___________________________ 
Location of parking off site:___________________________ 
Number of light standards in parking area:________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
 

 
Proposed number of parking spaces:____________________ 
Typical size of parking spaces:________________________ 
Number of spaces <180 sq. ft.:________________________ 
Number of handicap spaces:__________________________ 
Shared parking agreement? ___________________________ 
Height of light standards in parking area:________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 



12. Landscaping 
Location of landscape areas:___________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
 

 
Proposed landscape material:__________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 

13. Streetscape 
Sidewalk width:____________________________________ 
Number of benches:_________________________________ 
Number of planters:_________________________________ 
Number of existing street trees:________________________ 
Number of proposed street trees:_______________________ 
Streetscape plan submitted? ___________________________ 

 
Description of benches or planters:_____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Species of existing trees:_____________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Species of proposed trees:____________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
 

14. Loading 
Required number of loading spaces:_____________________ 
Typical angle of loading spaces:________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
Location of loading spaces on site:______________________ 
 

 
Proposed number of loading spaces:____________________ 
Typical size of loading spaces:________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
Typical time loading spaces are used:___________________ 

15. Exterior Waste Receptacles 
Required number of waste receptacles:__________________ 
Location of waste receptacles:_________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 

 
Proposed number of waste receptacles:__________________ 
Size of waste receptacles:_____________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
 

16. Mechanical Equipment 
 

 

Utilities and Transformers: 
Number of ground mounted transformers:________________ 
Size of transformers (L•W•H):________________________ 
Number of utility easements:__________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
 

 
Location of all utilities & easements:____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 

Ground Mounted Mechanical Equipment: 
Number of ground mounted units:______________________ 
Size of ground mounted units (L•W•H):_________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
 

 
Location of all ground mounted units:___________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment: 
Number of rooftop units:_____________________________ 
Type of rooftop units:________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
Location of screenwall:_______________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 

 
Location of all rooftop units:__________________________ 
Size of rooftop units (L•W•H):________________________ 
Percentage of rooftop covered by mechanical units:________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
Distance from rooftop units to all screenwalls:____________ 
_________________________________________________ 
 

17. Accessory Buildings 
Number of accessory buildings:________________________ 
Location of accessory buildings:_______________________ 

 
Size of accessory buildings:___________________________ 
Height of accessory buildings:_________________________ 
 

18. Building Lighting 
Number of light standards on building:__________________ 

 
Type of light standards on building:____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 



 
 
 
 

Size of light fixtures (L•W•H):________________________ 
Maximum wattage per fixture:_________________________ 
Light level at each property line:_______________________ 
 

Height from grade:__________________________________ 
Proposed wattage per fixture:__________________________ 

19. Site Lighting 
Number of light fixtures:_____________________________ 
Size of light fixtures (L•W•H):________________________ 
Maximum wattage per fixture:_________________________ 
Light level at each property line:_______________________ 
 

 
Type of light fixtures:________________________________ 
Height from grade:__________________________________ 
Proposed wattage per fixture:__________________________ 
Holiday tree lighting receptacles:_______________________ 

20. Adjacent Properties 
Number of properties within 200 ft.:____________________ 
 

 

Property #1 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #2 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #3 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #4 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 
 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #5 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 
 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 



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 made to an approved site plan.  The undersigned further states that they have 
reviewed the procedures and guidelines for Site Plan Review in Birmingham, and have complied 
with same.   The undersigned will be in attendance at the Planning Board meeting when this 
application will be discussed. 
 

      By providing your e-mail to the City, you agree to receive news notifications from the City. If you do not wish to 
receive these messages, you may unsubscribe at any time. 
 

Signature of Owner:  __________________________________________  Date:  ________________  

Print Name:  _________________________________________________   

Signature of Applicant:  _______________________________________  Date:  ________________  

Print Name:  _________________________________________________   

Signature of Architect:  _______________________________________  Date:  ________________  

Print Name:  _________________________________________________   

 

Office Use Only 
 
Application #: _____________________Date Received: ___________________ Fee: ________________________ 
 
Date of Approval: ________________ Date of Denial: ________________ Accepted by: _____________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION CHECKLIST – PLANNING DIVISION 

Applicant: ___________________________________________ Case #: __________________ Date: ________________________ 

Address: _____________________________________   Project: _____________________________________________________  

 

All site plans and elevation drawings prepared for 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.  Plans must be no larger than 24” x 

36”, and must be folded and stapled together.  The address of the site must be clearly noted on all plans and supporting documentation. 

 
 
Site Plan for Special Land Use Permit 
A full Site Plan detailing the proposed changes for which approval is requested shall be drawn at a scale no smaller than 
1” = 100’ (unless the drawing will not fit on one 24” X 36” sheet) and shall include: 
 

___ 1. Name and address of applicant and proof of ownership; 

___ 2. Name of Development (if applicable); 

___ 3. Address of site and legal description of the real estate; 

___ 4. Name and address of the land surveyor; 

___ 5. 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. Aerial photographs of the subject site and surrounding properties; 

___ 9. A detailed and scaled Site Plan depicting accurately and in detail the proposed construction, alteration or 
repair; 

___ 10. A detailed Existing Conditions Plan including the subject site in its entirety, including all property lines, 
buildings, structures, curb cuts, sidewalks, drives, ramps and all parking on site and on the street(s) 
adjacent to the site, and must show the same detail for all adjacent properties within 200 ft. of the subject 
site’s property lines; 

___ 11. Interior floor plans; 

___ 12. A chart indicating the dates of any previous approvals by the Planning Board, Board of Zoning Appeals, 
Design Review Board, or the Historic District Commission (“HDC”); 



___ 13. Existing and proposed layout of streets, open space and other basic elements of the plan; 

___ 14. Existing and proposed utilities and easements and their purpose; 

___ 15. Location of natural streams, regulated drains, 100-year flood plains, floodway, water courses, marshes, 
wooded areas, isolated preserve-able 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; 

___ 16. General description, location, and types of structures on site; 

___ 17. Location of sidewalks, curb cuts, and parking lots on subject site and all sites within 200 ft. of the property 
line; 

___ 18. Details of existing or proposed lighting, signage and other pertinent development features; 

___ 19. Elevation drawings showing proposed design; 

___ 20. Screening to be utilized in concealing any exposed mechanical or electrical equipment and all trash 
receptacle areas;   

___ 21. Location of all exterior lighting fixtures; 

___ 22. A Photometric Plan depicting proposed illuminance levels at all property lines; 

___ 23. A Landscape Plan showing all existing and proposed planting and screening materials, including the 
number, size, and type of plantings proposed and the method of irrigation;  and 

___ 24. Any other information requested in writing by the Planning Division, the Planning Board, or the Building 
Official deemed important to the development. 

 

Elevation Drawings 

Complete elevation drawings detailing the proposed changes for which 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: 
 

___ 25. Color elevation drawings showing the proposed design for each façade of the building; 

___ 26. List of all materials to be used for the building, marked on the elevation drawings; 

___ 27. Elevation drawings of all screenwalls to be utilized in concealing any exposed mechanical or electrical 
equipment, trash receptacle areas and parking areas;   

___ 28. Details of existing or proposed lighting, signage and other pertinent development features; 

___ 29. A list of any requested design changes; 

___ 30. Itemized list and specification sheets of all materials, light fixtures and mechanical equiptment to be used, 
including exact size specifications, color, style, and the name of the manufacturer; 

___ 31. Location of all exterior lighting fixtures, exact size specifications, color, style and the name of the 
manufacturer of all fixtures, and a photometric analysis of all exterior lighting fixtures showing light levels 
to all property lines; and 

___ 32. Any other information requested in writing by the Planning Division, the Planning Board, or the Building 
Official deemed important to the development. 

 



 
 

Notice Signs - Rental Application 
Community Development 

 
1.  Applicant              Property Owner 
Name: ______________________________________________  Name: _____________________________________________  
Address: ____________________________________________  Address: ___________________________________________  
 ___________________________________________________   __________________________________________________  
Phone Number: _______________________________________  Phone Number: ______________________________________  
Fax Number: _________________________________________  Fax Number: ________________________________________  

Email address: ________________________________________      Email address: _______________________________________ 

 
2.   Project Information 
Address/Location of Property: ___________________________  Name of Historic District site is in, if any:_________________ 
Name of Development: _________________________________  Current Use: ________________________________________  
Area in Acres:  _______________________________________  Current Zoning:  _____________________________________   
 
3.   Date of Board Review  
Board of Building Trades Appeals: ________________________     Board of Zoning Appeals:  _____________________________   
City Commission: _____________________________________      Design Review Board: _________________________________   
Historic District Commission:____________________________      Housing Board of Appeals: ______________________________ 
Planning Board:  _______________________________________  
 

The undersigned states the above information is true and correct, and understands that it is the 
responsibility of the applicant to post the Notice Sign(s) at least 15 days prior to the date on which the 
project will be reviewed by the appropriate board or commission, and to ensure that the Notice Sign(s) 
remains posted during the entire 15 day mandatory posting period.  The undersigned further agrees to 
pay a rental fee and security deposit for the Notice Sign(s), and to remove all such signs on the day 
immediately following the date of the hearing at which the project was reviewed.  The security deposit 
will be refunded when the Notice Sign(s) are returned undamaged to the Community Development 
Department.  Failure to return the Notice Sign(s) and/or damage to the Notice Sign(s) will result in 
forfeiture of the security deposit.   

 

Signature of Applicant:  ________________________________________  Date:  ___________________  

 

Office Use Only 
Application #:________________________  Date Received:____________________     Fee:_________________________________   
 
Date of Approval:_____________________  Date of Denial:____________________     Reviewed by:_________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 









 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   September 23rd, 2020 
 
TO:   Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, City Planner 
 
SUBJECT: 469-479 S. Old Woodward – Project M1 – Final Site Plan & 

Design Review (5-Story) 
 
 
Introduction 
The subject site, 469-479 S. Old Woodward, is located at the south end of Downtown Birmingham 
in the B3 (Office-Residential) and D4 (Downtown Overlay) Zoning Districts. Presently, the 0.423-
acre parcel contains two one-story commercial buildings and a small parking area at the 
rear/Woodward side. The site is directly adjacent to the existing Birmingham Place mixed-use 
building to the north, and is across the street from the 555 mixed-use building to the south. The 
applicant has submitted an application for Final Site Plan and Design Review proposing a new 5-
story mixed-use building with first floor retail, 121 OR 84 parking spaces (underground, 
subterranean lifts, and ground-level), second floor office OR residential with 9 residential units 
(plus storage, fitness and community area), 41 residential units on floors 3-5, and a rooftop patio. 
 
On June 24th, 2020, the Planning Board accepted the Community Impact Study with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The applicant must submit in writing the volume of excavated soils to be removed from 
the site; 

2. The applicant must provide details on any proposed stormwater retention methods 
proposed on site; 

3. The applicant must provide all details on proposed public safety measures to the Fire and 
Police Departments for review, including the fire suppression system plans, fire command 
center plans, and details on the proposed security system; 

4. The applicant must either provide the stormwater retention methods to be used onsite or 
must update the CIS to indicate that the applicant will not provide stormwater 
management devices; and, 

5. The applicant must provide the information requested by the City’s traffic consultant. 
 
The Planning Board also approved the Preliminary Site Plan with the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant must submit revised plans showing the amount of bedrooms in each unit to 
ensure that the minimum area required per unit is met, or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals; 

2. The applicant must submit a revised rooftop plan that shows no habitable space at Final 
Site Plan review, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 



 

 

3. The applicant must submit details on all proposed RTUs and details on the proposed 
screen wall material to ensure the RTUs are fully screened from public view at Final Site 
Plan review; 

4. The applicant must provide 2 street trees on the Woodward frontage, obtain a waiver 
from the Staff Arborist, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

5. The applicant must (1) provide site plans showing the number of rooms for each 
residential unit to clarify the parking requirements for such, and (2) provide a minimum 
20 ft. setback for the parking facility located on the first floor along the Hazel frontage or 
obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

6. The applicant must submit revised plans showing 2 off-street loading spaces measuring 
40 feet long, 12 feet wide and 14 feet high and in compliance with Section 4.25 of the 
Zoning Ordinance or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

7. The applicant must submit details on the types and placement of all proposed light 
fixtures, as well as a photometric plan showing illumination levels at all property lines at 
Final Site Plan; 

8. The applicant must submit material specifications, samples, and glazing calculations for 
the proposed building at Final Site Plan review; 

9. The applicant must submit an existing conditions plan; 
10. The applicant must comply with the requests of all City Departments; 
11. The Planning Board approves the two-foot balcony projections into the right-of-way above 

eight feet. 
 
Further detail will be provided in the relevant sections below, but the applicant has provided much 
of what was required by the Planning Board. The applicant has submitted plans that contain more 
detail on the rooms and bedrooms in each unit proposed, as well as a revised rooftop plan with 
no habitable space with details on all proposed RTU’s, a site plan with 2 street trees on the 
Woodward frontage, and some material samples and glazing calculations. The applicant appears 
to plan to pursue variances for the outstanding issues of parking within the 20 ft. setback and 2 
off-street loading spaces, but has not yet provided any information on lighting or an existing 
conditions plan. 
 

1.0 Land Use and Zoning 
 

1.1 Existing Land Use – The existing land use is commercial, and currently contains 
two vacant 1-story commercial buildings. 

 
1.2 Zoning – The subject site exists within the B3 (Office-Residential) and D4 

(Downtown Overlay) Zoning Districts. 
 

1.3 Summary of Adjacent Land Use and Zoning – The following chart summarizes 
existing land use and zoning classifications of the adjacent and/or nearby 
properties: 

 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 North South East West 
Existing 
Land Use Mixed-Use Mixed-Use Commercial Commercial 

Existing 
Zoning 
District 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B2 (General 
Business) 

B2B (General 
Business) 

Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D5 D5 MU5 D2 

 
2.0 Setback and Height Requirements 

 
The attached zoning compliance summary analysis provides the required and proposed 
bulk, area, and placement regulations for the proposed project. The following bulk, area 
and placement requirements were analyzed for issues: 
 

1. Article 2, Section 2.36 requires a minimum floor area for units based on the 
number of bedrooms present in the unit. The applicant has submitted plans 
showing 1 bedroom units ranging from 670-1,210 sq. ft. and 2 bedroom units 
ranging from 788-1,295 sq. ft., meeting the requirements.  

 
2. The site plans submitted show various features on the building façade that 

project into the right-of-way on all three street frontages. Article 4, Section 4.74 
(4)(C) requires permanent architectural features that encroach into the right-of-
way above 8 ft. to be approved by the Planning Board provided that they do not 
extend 2 ft. or more into the right of way or create an obstruction and that the 
encroachment complies with the design review standards set forth in Article 07 
of the Birmingham Chapter 126 - Zoning. Encroachments that extend more than 
2 ft. into the right of way will also require the approval of the City Commission 
through a lease agreement. The Planning Board approved the projections into 
the right-of-way for the balconies with a 2 ft. projection. However, the 
terraces on the Hazel St. frontage on floors 3 and 4 appear to have 
increased their projections into the right-of-way to about 4 ft. 2 in. This 
appears to be a mistake, as the plans submitted also contain a 
dimension of 2 ft. for the terraces that match the approved preliminary 
site plans. If the measurement of 4 ft. 2 in. is correct, the applicant 
must obtain the approval of the City Commission through a lease 
agreement. 

 
Furthermore, it is observed that the metal canopies proposed at the S. Old 
Woodward and Hazel St. entrances also project into the right-of way. Removable 
architectural elements such as awnings, canopies, marquees may be approved 
by the Planning Board to project into the right of way provided that they are 
constructed to support applicable loads without any ground mounted supports 
on public property. Encroachments with less than 15’ of clearance above the 
sidewalk shall not extend into or occupy more than two-thirds of the width of 
the sidewalk or 5 feet, whichever is less, and must not interfere with any existing 
or planned streetscape elements or infrastructure. 



 

 

 
At this time, the canopies do not appear to interfere with any existing or planned 
streetscape infrastructure. The projection of the canopy at the S. Old Woodward 
entrance is 5 ft., while the Hazel St. entrance canopy projects 4 ft. 2 in. into the 
right-of-way. The applicant has not provided the dimensions of the sidewalk to 
ensure that the projection requirements have been met. The applicant must 
submit revised plans clarifying the projection of all terraces and the 
dimensions of the sidewalk to ensure the canopies meet the projection 
standards. 

 
3. Article 3, Section 3.04 (3)(D) permits a fifth story if it is used for residential. All 

buildings containing a fifth story should be designed harmoniously with adjacent 
structures in terms of mass, scale and proportion, to the best extent possible. 
The fifth story shall continue in a different plane, beginning at the eave line, no 
greater than 45 degrees measured to the horizontal or set back 10 feet from any 
building facade. The site plans submitted show a 5th floor that is setback 10 ft. 
from the building façade. 

 
4. The applicant is proposing a rooftop use as a part of the proposed development. 

Rooftop amenities such as pergolas, trellises and other similar items are 
permitted on a rooftop, provided:  

 
a. They are set back at least 5 feet from the eave line. 
b. They are of sufficient weight or anchored to the building to resist 

anticipated wind loads. 
c. They do not have full enclosures. 
d. They do not include eisenglass or similar enclosure materials. 

 
Additionally, rooftop structures and amenities may not contain habitable space. 
The applicant has submitted a rooftop plan showing a canopy that is fixed to the 
building, and has removed the vestibule area that was considered habitable 
space on the preliminary site plans. The shade structure for the rooftop use is 
set back over 11ft. from the eave line, meeting the requirements of the zoning 
ordinance. 

 
3.0 Screening and Landscaping 

 
3.1 Dumpster Screening – The applicant is proposing two separate solid waste areas 

in a receiving area located along the Woodward frontage. The second waste area 
is required in the B3 Zoning District. The waste receptacles are fully screened by 
the building. 

 
3.2 Parking Lot Screening – The proposed development is proposing two levels of 

underground parking and one surface lot that is within the building envelope. 
Due to their locations, the proposed off-street parking facilities are fully screened 
from public view by the building. A full analysis of the parking requirements and 
off-street facility locations are discussed in the parking section below. 

 



 

 

3.3 Mechanical Equipment Screening – The site plans submitted show one ground 
mounted transformer at the Woodward frontage within the buildings mechanical 
room and fully screened by the building. However, the elevations suggest 
that the transformer will be located behind a glass window. The 
Planning Board may wish to ask the applicant to clarify the plans for 
the transformer. 

 
3.4 Landscaping – The applicant has not submitted a landscaping plan for the 

proposed development, as it appears as though there will be no landscaping 
areas included in the proposed development aside from 5 planter boxes on the 
rooftop patio. 

 
3.5 Streetscape – The proposed development contains 80 ft. of frontage on S. Old 

Woodward, which requires 2 street trees and 2 streetlights. The Hazel frontage 
measures around 212 ft., which would require 6 street trees and 6 streetlights. 
Finally, the 82 ft. Woodward frontage will require 2 street trees. The applicant 
has provided each of the required streetscape elements at each frontage for a 
total of 10 street trees and 8 streetlights. Additionally, the applicant is proposing 
to install 6 bike racks in front of the building on S. Old Woodward. The Planning 
Board may wish to require the applicant to install benches and trash 
receptacles on the streetscape as well. 

 
Additionally, it is worth a reminder that the S. Old Woodward 
Reconstruction project is planned for 2022. The scope of the project 
includes both the S. Old Woodward and Hazel streetscapes directly 
adjacent to the subject site. The applicant will need to work closely 
with the City on a construction schedule that takes both projects into 
consideration. 

 
4.0 Parking, Loading and Circulation 

 
4.1 Parking – Article 4, Section 4.45 of the Zoning Ordinance requires retail and 

office (bank) uses in the B3 Zoning District to provide 1 off-street parking space 
per 300 sq. ft. of floor area. Additionally, residential uses in the B3 Zoning District 
are required to provide 1 off-street space for each 2 or less room unit, and 1.25 
spaces for each 3 or more room unit. 
 
The applicant has expressed a desire for flexibility in regards to the use of the 
2nd floor. The applicant obtained preliminary site plan approval with a 2nd floor 
office use, and has now submitted final site plans with two different options. The 
first matches the original proposal of 16,355 sq. ft. of office space, whereas the 
second option shows instead 9 residential units and associated amenities. Both 
options are permitted uses in the B3 and D4 Zoning Districts, thus parking is one 
of the only issues that must be addressed to ensure that either option can be 
fully parked on-site as required by the ordinance. Below are the parking 
breakdowns for each option: 
 
 



 

 

Option 1: 2nd Floor Office 
Retail 1 per 300 sq. ft. 5,201 sq. ft. 17.34 spaces
Commercial 1 per 550 sq. ft. 1,030 sq. ft. 1.87 spaces
Office 1 per 300 sq. ft. 16,335 sq. ft. 54.52 spaces
Residential 1 per 2 or less rooms 26 units 26 spaces
Residential 1.25 per 3 or more rooms 15 units 18.75 spaces
Reduction 40% of office requirements 54.52 spaces -21.8 spaces
Total - - 96.68 spaces
Provided - - 121 spaces
Difference - - +24.32 spaces

 
Option 2: 2nd Floor Residential 
Retail 1 per 300 sq. ft. 5,201 sq. ft. 17.34 spaces
Commercial 1 per 550 sq. ft. 1,030 sq. ft. 1.87 spaces
Residential 1 per 2 or less rooms 28 units 28 spaces
Residential 1.25 per 3 or more rooms 22 units 27.5 spaces
Total - - 74.71 spaces
Provided - - 84 spaces
Difference - - +9.29 spaces

 
The retail square footage includes the proposed lobby (1,233 sq. ft.). The lobby 
was measured at 1 space per 300 sq. ft. due to its connection to both the 
residential levels on floors 3-5, as well as the office level on the 2nd floor. 
 
Additionally, Article 4, section 4.50 of the Zoning Ordinance allows developments 
in the B3 Zoning District to reduce their parking by up to 40% if office and 
residential is combined in a single building (Option 1 only): 
 

Office and Residential Parking: Where there is combined within a single 
building, an office use and a residential use, up to 40% of the parking 
supplied to meet the requirement for the office use may also be used to 
meet the requirement for residential use, provided that the number of 
spaces required for residential parking shall never be less than 1 parking 
space per dwelling unit. 

 
This allowance reduces the required off-street parking by 21.8 (or 22) parking 
spaces if the applicant decided to move forward with the office use in Option 1 
only. The parking reduction is not available for residential only uses. 
 
There remains one issue still present in regards to the proposed off-street 
parking facility on the ground level. Article 3, section 3.04(D)(5) states that off-
street parking contained in the first story shall not be permitted within 20 feet 
of any building facade on a frontage line or between the building facade and the 
frontage line. The site plans show the proposed ground-level parking facility 
within the first story set back only a few feet, and directly behind the building 
façade on the Hazel frontage. For the purposes of this explanation, building 
façade is defined as “the vertical exterior surface of a building that is set parallel 



 

 

to a setback line” and frontage line (overlay) is defined as “all lot lines that abut 
a public street. A corner lot or a through lot has 2 or more frontage lines.” The 
applicant must provide a 20 ft. minimum setback for the parking 
facility located on the first floor along the Hazel frontage, or obtain a 
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

 
4.2 Loading – Article 4, Section 4.24 requires office and commercial uses in the B3 

Zoning District to provide the following off-street loading spaces: 
 

 Office uses in between 10,001-50,000 sq. ft. – 1 usable off-street loading 
space. 

 Commercial uses in between 5,001 – 20,000 sq. ft. – 1 usable off-street 
loading space. 
 

The applicant will need to provide 2 off-street loading spaces, 1 for the 16,355 
sq. ft. of office use and 1 for the 5,201 sq. ft. of commercial use. These off-
street loading spaces shall have the minimum dimensions of 40 feet long, 12 
feet wide and 14 feet high. 
 
If the applicant decides to pursue a residential use on the 2nd floor, 2 off-street 
loading spaces must still be provided. Article, Section 4.25 requires 
developments in the B3 Zoning District used for mixed commercial and 
residential use to supply, on the site of the building, a minimum of 2 off-street 
loading zones. The loading zones shall be easily accessible from a public right-
of-way and convenient to the principal building. All areas used for storage of 
refuse materials and areas used for loading and unloading of materials must be 
screened from the tenants of the building, adjacent residential areas and the 
public right-of-way. 
 
At this time, the applicant has not denoted any space on the site plans to be 
used as the required 2 off-street loading spaces. The applicant must submit 
revised plans showing 2 off-street loading spaces measuring 40 feet 
long, 12 feet wide and 14 feet high and in compliance with Section 4.25 
of the Zoning Ordinance or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. 

 
4.3 Vehicular Circulation and Access – The site plans submitted show vehicle access 

to the site is available via a garage door on Hazel. The entry door appears to 
measure 20 ft. wide. Article 3, Section 3.04 states that parking access on a 
frontage line shall be an opening a maximum of 25 feet wide. The applicant 
appears to meet this requirement. 
 

4.4 Pedestrian Circulation and Access – Pedestrian access to the site will be through 
one of 6 entrances: a main entryway on the S. Old Woodward frontage which 
has access to the lobby and retail space, a main entry on the Hazel frontage that 
has access to the retail space and an access hallway, two entrances from the 
ground level parking facility into the retail spaces, and two entrances on the 
Woodward frontage accessing the retail space. As required in Article 3, Section 



 

 

3.04 of the Zoning Ordinance, all buildings shall have their principal pedestrian 
entrance on a frontage line. The applicant meets this requirement. 

 
5.0 Lighting 

 
The applicant has indicated the placement of 11 proposed light fixtures on the 
elevation drawings at the top of the 4th story, but has not submitted details on the 
proposed fixtures nor has the applicant submitted a photometric plan depicting the 
illumination levels at all of the property lines.  
 
Article 4, Section 4.21 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance requires the location, specifications 
and photometric details of all new construction or new lighting that may significantly 
alter the light distribution or illuminance on a site, as deemed necessary by the 
Planning Division, Planning Board, Design Review Board or Historic District 
Commission. At this time, the proposed light fixtures do not appear as though it will 
significantly alter the light distribution on site enough to warrant a photometric plan. 
However, specifications on all light fixtures will be required to ensure that all light 
fixtures are fully cutoff as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The applicant must submit specifications on the types and placement of all 
proposed light fixtures, and the Planning Board may wish to consider 
whether or not a photometric plan showing illumination levels at all 
property lines shall be required.  
 

6.0 Departmental Reports 
 

6.1 Engineering Division – The Engineering Division has not provided any comments 
at this time. 

  
6.2 Department of Public Services – The Department of Public Services has no 

concerns at this time. However, DPS would like it noted that the final phase of 
the S. Old Woodward Reconstruction project is slated for 2022, which may have 
implications for the streetscape installation for this project. 

 
6.3 Fire Department – The Fire Department has submitted the following comments: 

 
 The building shall meet all high rise requirements for fire codes, and life 

safety codes. Including the fire command room. MBC 2015, IFC 2015. 
 The entire building shall be fully protected with a fire suppression system. 

NFPA 13 (2013). 
 The exterior balconies and rooftop sun deck shall have fire suppression 

coverage for any areas with overhead projections or covered tops 
extending two feet or more, where ignition sources such as BBQs, fire 
tables, fire features, or any other ignition sources are present. 

 The fire protection water supply shall be a minimum of 6 inches. 
 The fire department connection (FDC) shall be placed on the building in 

a location approved by the Fire Marshal. 



 

 

 The building fire pump will require an alternative power supply. 
(Generator).  

 The entire building shall be covered by a monitored fire alarm system. 
NFPA 72 (2013). 

 Exterior balconies, and rooftop sun deck shall have occupant notification 
devices. 

 The rooftop sun deck shall have exit signs, and emergency egress 
lighting. 

 Once the project is underway, and reaches 40 feet in height, a temporary 
or permanent stairway shall be in place and fully functional. 

 Once the project is underway, and reaches 40 feet in height, a temporary 
or permanent FDC and standpipe shall be in place and fully functional. 

 The building shall meet emergency responder radio requirements. An 
evaluation of the radio signal strength shall be conducted when the 
building is substantially complete. If radio signal strength is found to be 
below minimum requirements, a Bi-Directional Antenna (BDA) system 
shall be installed. 

 
6.4 Police Department – The Police Department has indicated that they would like 

to remain appraised of the parking requirements and proposals as the site plan 
review and variance review process continues. 

 
6.5 Building Division – The Building Division has submitted the following comments: 

 
As requested, the Building Department has examined the plans for the proposed 
project referenced above. The plans were provided to the Planning Department 
for site plan review purposes only and present conceptual elevations and floor 
plans. Although the plans lack sufficient detail to perform a code review, the 
following comments are offered for Planning Design Review purposes and 
applicant consideration:  
 

 Exit doors at all levels must swing in the direction of egress. 
 Per Section 1028 2015MBC, exception 1.1 interior exit stairs must have 

a clear and unobstructed path to the exit that is readily visible and 
identifiable from the point of termination of the enclosure. 

 121 parking spaces requires at least five accessible parking spaces on the 
most accessible route. Per section 1106, 2015 MBC. 

 Per 1023.4 2015 MBC. Openings into interior stairway limited to exit from 
normally occupied spaces. Main level mechanical room door to stairway 
not allowed. 
 

7.0 Design Review 
 
The building façade is proposed to be comprised of 3 main materials. The first floor will 
be clad in a natural limestone with a black granite base. The black granite is also worked 
around the entryways on S. Old Woodward and Hazel. A Saxon masonry brick veneer is 
proposed on the upper stories in a custom dark grey color. The 5th floor will be comprised 
of a Nighthawk Grey metal cladding. The applicant appears to meet the requirements 



 

 

of Article 3, Section 3.04 (E)(1) which requires at least 90% of the exterior finish material 
on all facades that face a street to be limited to the following: glass, brick, cut stone, 
cast stone, coarsely textured stucco, or wood. 
 
The building will also contain a Kawneer Metroview window wall system on the first floor 
and a Kawneer Trifab window framing system on the upper floors. The window framing 
will be charcoal in color. The applicant has included glass specifications on the plans, 
but has not submitted specification sheets to ensure that the windows meet the clarity 
requirements in Article 4, Section 4.90 of the Zoning Ordinance. The glass is described 
as SunGuard Neutral clear glass at 80% VLT on the 1st floor and 78% VLT on the upper 
floors. The applicant has however submitted full glazing calculations for the building. 
The glazing requirements are as follows: 
 

 Each storefront must have transparent areas, equal to 70% of its portion of the 
facade, between one and eight feet from the ground. 

 The glazed area of a facade above the first floor shall not exceed 35% of the 
total area, with each facade being calculated independently. 

 
The applicant has submitted the following calculations: 

 
Location Glass/Solid (SF) Percentages Required
S. Old Woodward 

 1st Floor 
 Upper Floors 

448/640
1,067/3,094

 
70% 

34.5% 
70%

≤35%
Hazel St. 

 1st Floor 
 Upper Floors 

1,187/1,696
2,870.4/7630

 
70% 

37.6% 
70%

≤35%
Woodward Ave. 

 1st Floor 
 Upper Floors 

468/688
1,067/3,094

 
68% 

34.5% 
70%

≤35%
 
According to the figures presented above, the applicant meets the glazing requirements 
for two of the first and upper floors façades, but does not meet the first floor 
requirements on the Woodward façade or the upper floor requirements on the Hazel St. 
facade. The applicant must submit revised elevations and glazing calculations 
that show 70% glazing on each first floor facade, as well as material 
specifications for all new glass, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. 
 
Some additional materials present on the elevation drawings are a metal panel system 
on the roof to screen the rooftop mechanical units, glass railings at the 3-5 floor 
balconies and enclosing the rooftop use, metal clad planter boxes, powder coated metal 
canopies, metal canopy over the rooftop use, and buff limestone at the cornice and 1st 
floor transition.  
 
Finally, there is no signage proposed on the building, nor any indication as to where 
future tenant signage would be placed. The sign band on the building is somewhat 
inconsistent, as the columns and entryways that define the first floor façade break it up. 



 

 

At this time, the applicant is not required to provide any details on future 
signage, but it is worth noting at this early stage that the current design may 
provide some challenges when the time comes to adding signage. 
 

8.0 Required Attachments 
 Submitted Not Submitted Not Required 
Existing Conditions Plan ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Detailed and Scaled Site Plan ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Certified Land Survey ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Interior Floor Plans ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Landscape Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Photometric Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Colored Elevations ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Material Specification Sheets ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Material Samples ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Site & Aerial Photographs ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
9.0 Approval Criteria 

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

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

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

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

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

that they will not hinder the reasonable development of adjoining property nor 
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 Recommendation 

 



 

 

Based on a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division finds that the 
proposed Final Site Plan meets the requirements of Article 7, section 7.27 of the Zoning 
Ordinance and recommends that the Planning Board recommend APPROVAL of the 
Final Site Plan and Design Review for 469-479 S. Old Woodward – Project M1 – with 
the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant must submit revised plans clarifying the projection of all terraces 
and the dimensions of the sidewalk to ensure the canopies meet the projection 
standards; 

2. The applicant must provide a 20 ft. minimum setback for the parking facility 
located on the first floor along the Hazel frontage, or obtain a variance from 
the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

3. The applicant must submit revised plans showing 2 off-street loading spaces 
measuring 40 feet long, 12 feet wide and 14 feet high and in compliance with 
Section 4.25 of the Zoning Ordinance or obtain a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals; 

4. The applicant must submit specifications on the types and placement of all 
proposed light fixtures; 

5. The applicant must submit revised elevations and glazing calculations that 
show 70% glazing on each first floor facade, a maximum of 35% glazing on 
the upper floors, as well as material specifications for all new glass, or obtain 
a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

6. The applicant must submit an Existing Conditions Plan and material 
specifications; and 

7. The applicant must comply with the requests of all City departments. 
 

11.0 Sample Motion Language 
 
Motion to APPROVE the Final Site Plan and Design Review for 469-479 S. Old 
Woodward – Project M1 – subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant must submit revised plans clarifying the projection of all terraces 
and the dimensions of the sidewalk to ensure the canopies meet the projection 
standards; 

2. The applicant must provide a 20 ft. minimum setback for the parking facility 
located on the first floor along the Hazel frontage, or obtain a variance from 
the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

3. The applicant must submit revised plans showing 2 off-street loading spaces 
measuring 40 feet long, 12 feet wide and 14 feet high and in compliance with 
Section 4.25 of the Zoning Ordinance or obtain a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals; 

4. The applicant must submit specifications on the types and placement of all 
proposed light fixtures; 

5. The applicant must submit revised elevations and glazing calculations that 
show 70% glazing on each first floor facade, a maximum of 35% glazing on 
the upper floors, as well as material specifications for all new glass, or obtain 
a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 



 

 

6. The applicant must submit an Existing Conditions Plan and material 
specifications; and 

7. The applicant must comply with the requests of all City departments. 
 

OR 
 
Motion to POSTPONE the Final Site Plan and Design Review for 469-479 S. Old 
Woodward – Project M1 – pending receipt of the following: 
 

1. _____________________________________________________________ 
2. _____________________________________________________________ 
3. _____________________________________________________________ 

 
OR 

 
Motion to DENY the Final Site Plan and Design Review for 469-479 S. Old Woodward 
– Project M1 – for the following reasons: 
 

1. _____________________________________________________________ 
2. _____________________________________________________________ 
3. _____________________________________________________________ 
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Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet 
 Final Site Plan & Design Review (5-Story) 

469-476 S. Old Woodward – Project M1 
 
 
Existing Site: Two 1-Story Commercial Buildings 

Zoning: B3 (Office-Residential) & D4 (Downtown Overlay) 
Land Use: Commercial, Office 

 
Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties: 
 

 North South East West 
Existing 
Land Use Mixed-Use Mixed-Use Commercial Commercial 

Existing 
Zoning 
District 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B3 (Office-
Residential) 

B2 (General 
Business) 

B2B (General 
Business) 

Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D5 D5 MU5 D2 

 
 
 

Land Area:   Existing: 0.423 ac.  
Proposed: 0.423 ac. (no changes proposed) 

Dwelling Units: Existing: 0 units 
Proposed: 41 units OR 50 units 

 
Minimum Lot Area/Unit: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Min. Floor Area /Unit: Required: 400 sq. ft. (efficiency) 
500 sq. ft. (one bedroom) 
700 sq. ft. (two bedroom) 
900 sq. ft. (three or more bedroom) 

Proposed: 670-1,210 sq. ft. (one bedroom) 
788-1,295 sq. ft. (two bedroom) 
 

Max. Total Floor Area: Required: N/A  
Proposed: N/A 

Min. Open Space: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

Max. Lot Coverage: Required: N/A 
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Proposed: N/A 

Front Setback: Required: 0 ft.  
Proposed: 0 ft. 

Side Setbacks Required: 0 ft. 
Proposed: 0 ft.  

 
Rear Setback: Required: Equal to that of an adjacent, preexisting building 

Proposed: Equal to the adjacent Birmingham Place building 
 

Min. Front+Rear Setback Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

 
Min. Bldg. Height: Permitted: 2 stories 

Proposed: 5 stories 
 

Max. Bldg. Height: Permitted: 80 ft., 5 stories 
Proposed: 80 ft., 5 stories 

 
Min. Eave Height: Permitted: 20 ft. 

Proposed: 58 ft. 
 

Max. Eave Height: Required: 58 ft. 
Proposed: 58 ft. 

Parking: Required: 97 off-street (if 2nd floor office use) 
OR 
75 off street (if 2nd floor residential use) 

Proposed: 121 off-street (if 2nd floor office use) 
OR 
84 off-street (if 2nd floor residential use) 
 

Min. Parking Space Size: Required: 180 sq. ft. 
Proposed: 180 sq. ft. 

Loading Area: Required: 2 off-street loading spaces, 40x12x14 
Proposed: None 

The applicant must supply 2 off-street loading 
spaces measuring 40 feet long, 12 feet wide and 14 
feet high or obtain a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 

Screening:   
  

Parking: Required: 32 in. capped masonry wall or Evergreen 
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Proposed: Fully within the building envelope 
 

Loading: Required: Completely enclosed within a building or 6 ft. minimum 
Proposed: None 

The applicant must fully screen the 2 required off-
street loading spaces, or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 
 

Rooftop Mechanical: Required: Fully screened from public view 
Proposed: 10 ft. metal panels 

 
Elect. Transformer: Required: Fully screened from public view 

Proposed: N/A 

Dumpster: Required: 6 ft. masonry screenwall with wood gates 
Proposed: Fully screened within building  

 



OCCUPANCY AREAS
OCCUPANCY

RETAIL + LOBBY
OFFICE
RESIDENTIAL UNITS

LOCATION IN BUILDING

FLOOR 1
FLOOR 2

FLOORS 3-5

NET USABLE AREA

5,542 SF
16.355 SF
38,158 SF

PARKING TABULATION
RESIDENTIAL
     APARTMENTS

RETAIL
     RETAIL + LOBBY
     OFFICE

COMMERCIAL

     *PARKING REDUCTION

TOTAL
TOTAL (WITH 4 STREET PARKING SPACES)

41 APARTMENTS X 1
(1 SPACES / APARATMENT)

5,201 SF / 300 SF
16,355 SF/300 SF
(1 SPACE/300 SF)

1,030 SF / 500 SF

(54.5 SPACES X 40%)

REQUIRED
41.0 SPACES

17.3 SPACES
54.5 SPACES

 1.87 SPACES

- 21.8 SPACES

92.87 SPACES*

PROVIDED
121.0 SPACES

121.0 SPACES
125.0 SPACES

* CITY OF BIRMINGHAM ZONING ORDINANCE PARKING STANDARD ARTICLE 4.50/PK-06/ITEM C:
OFFICE AND RESIDENTIAL PARKING: WHERE THERE IS COMBINED WITHIN A SINGLE BUILDING, AN OFFICE USE AND A
RESIDENTIAL USE, UP TO 40% OF THE PARKING SUPPLIED TO MEET THE REQUIREMENT FOR THE OFFICE USE MAY ALSO
BE USED TO MEET THE REQUIREMENT FOR RESIDENTIAL USE, PROVIDED THAT THE NUMBER OF SPACES REQUIRED FOR
RESIDENTIAL PARKING SHALL NEVER BE LESS THAN 1 PARKING SPACE PER DWELLING UNIT.

CURRENT ADDRESS
STREET ADDRESS

469 SOUTH OLD WOODWARD
479 SOUTH OLD WOODWARD

ZONING

B3/D4
B3/D4

BUILDING CALCULATIONS
LOCATION

PARKING LEVEL P2
PARKING LEVEL P1
MAIN FLOOR
2ND FLOOR
3RD FLOOR
4TH FLOOR
5TH FLOOR

TOTAL

NET USABLE AREA

16,647 SF
16,647 SF
16, 351 SF
16, 410 SF
13,667 SF
13,667 SF
10,824 SF

104,213 SF

SPACES/UNITS

74 PARKING SPACES (w/LIFT)
32 PARKING SPACES
15 PARKING SPACES

 OFFICE SPACE
15 APARTMENT UNITS
15 APARTMENT UNITS
11 APARTMENT UNITS

-

GROSS AREA

18,260 SF
18,260 SF
18,260 SF
18,260 SF
15,514 SF
15,514 SF
12,541 SF

116,609 SF

SIDWELL NUMBER

19-36-208-011
19-36-208-012

GLAZING CALCULATIONS
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2,965 SQ. FT.
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SURFACE LOT
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1 8
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METAL GRATING
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RESIDENTIAL REFUSE AREA

OVERHEAD
DOOR
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4'
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"

ENTRY CANOPY

ENTRY
CANOPY

124 Peabody, Birmingham, Michigan 48009   248.258.6940

Project M1
Birmingham Tower Partners, LLC

251 East Merrill Street, Suite 204
Birmingham, MI 48009

SITE PLAN / MAIN FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

OPTION 1: 2ND FLOOR OFFICE | 3RD - 5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS

SD.1
09.18.2020

OPTION 1
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PARKING LEVEL 2

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

OPTION 1: 2ND FLOOR OFFICE | 3RD -5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS

SD.2
09.18.2020

OPTION 1



LEGEND
PARKING
RETAIL + LOBBY + OFFICE
MECHANICAL
EGRESS
CIRCULATION
1 BEDROOM UNITS
2 BEDROOM UNITS
COMMUNITY AREAS (OPTION 2)
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OCCUPANCY AREAS
OCCUPANCY

RETAIL + LOBBY
RESIDENTIAL UNITS + STORAGE
RESIDENTIAL UNITS

LOCATION IN BUILDING

FLOOR 1
FLOOR 2

FLOORS 3-5

NET USABLE AREA

5,542 SF
16.355 SF
38,158 SF

PARKING TABULATION
RESIDENTIAL
     APARTMENTS

RETAIL
     RETAIL + LOBBY

COMMERCIAL

TOTAL
TOTAL (WITH 4 STREET PARKING SPACES)

50 APARTMENTS X 1
(1 SPACES/APARTMENTS)

5,201 SF / 300 SF

1,030 SF / 500 SF

REQUIRED
50.0 SPACES

17.30 SPACES

1.87 SPACES

69.17 SPACES

PROVIDED
84.0 SPACES

84.0 SPACES
88.0 SPACES

CURRENT ADDRESS
STREET ADDRESS

469 SOUTH OLD WOODWARD
479 SOUTH OLD WOODWARD

ZONING

B3/D4
B3/D4

BUILDING CALCULATIONS
LOCATION

PARKING LEVEL P2
PARKING LEVEL P1
MAIN FLOOR
2ND FLOOR
3RD FLOOR
4TH FLOOR
5TH FLOOR

TOTAL

NET USABLE AREA

16,647 SF
16,647 SF
16, 351 SF
16, 410 SF
13,667 SF
13,667 SF
10,824 SF

104,213 SF

SPACES/UNITS

37 PARKING SPACES
32 PARKING SPACES
15 PARKING SPACES

 9 APARTMENT UNITS
15 APARTMENT UNITS
15 APARTMENT UNITS
11 APARTMENT UNITS

-

GROSS AREA

18,260 SF
18,260 SF
18,260 SF
18,260 SF
15,514 SF
15,514 SF
12,541 SF

116,609 SF

SIDWELL NUMBER

19-36-208-011
19-36-208-012

GLAZING CALCULATIONS

124 Peabody, Birmingham, Michigan 48009   248.258.6940

Project M1
Birmingham Tower Partners, LLC

251 East Merrill Street, Suite 204
Birmingham, MI 48009

PARKING LEVEL 2

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"
SD.2

09.18.2020

OPTION 2

OPTION 2: 2ND-5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS

OPTION 2: 2ND- 5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS
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SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.3
09.18.2020



DN
UP

DN

UP

RETAIL
1,003 SQ. FT.

RETAIL
2,965 SQ. FT.

DN

RECEIVING
1,030 SQ. FT.

LOBBY
1,233 SQ. FT.

GARAGE
ENTRANCE

SURFACE LOT
15 SPACES

914

1 8

PEDESTRIAN
LAMP POST

BIKE RACK

TREE BED WITH
METAL GRATING

BIKE RACK

TREE BED WITH
METAL GRATING

PEDESTRIAN
LAMP POST

MECH
607 SQ. FT.

OFFICE

MAIL

Hazel Street (50' R.O.W.)

So
ut

h 
O

ld
 W

oo
dw

ar
d 

 (1
00

' R
.O

.W
.)

W
oo

dw
ar

d 
A

ve
nu

e 
 (1

00
' R

.O
.W

.)

TERRACE
ABOVE

OVERHEAD
DOOR

TRASH RECYCLE

2'
-0
"

TY
P.

2'-0"
 TYP.

2'-0"
 TYP.

TREE
PLANTER
(TYP.)

PEDESTRIAN
LAMP POST
(TYP.)

TRASH RECYCLE

RETAIL/COMMERCIAL
REFUSE AREA

TREE
PLANTER
(TYP.)

TRANSFORMER

FIRE
COMMAND
CENTER

80
'-
0"

 O
V

ER
A

LL

235'-0"
 OVERALL

87
'-5

"
O
V
ER
A
LL

211'-7"
 OVERALL

OVERHEAD
DOOR

6'x12'

RESIDENTIAL REFUSE AREA

OVERHEAD
DOOR

6'x12'

5'-0"

4'
-2
"

ENTRY CANOPY

ENTRY
CANOPY

LEGEND
PARKING
RETAIL + LOBBY + OFFICE
MECHANICAL
EGRESS
CIRCULATION
1 BEDROOM UNITS
2 BEDROOM UNITS
COMMUNITY AREAS (OPTION 2)

124 Peabody, Birmingham, Michigan 48009   248.258.6940

Project M1
Birmingham Tower Partners, LLC

251 East Merrill Street, Suite 204
Birmingham, MI 48009

MAIN FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.4
09.18.2020
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2ND FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

OPTION 1: 2ND FLOOR OFFICE | 3RD -5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS

SD.5
09.18.2020

OPTION 1
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2ND FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

1 BEDROOM UNITS -  7
2 BEDROOM UNITS -  2
TOTAL                         9

OPTION 2: 2ND-5TH FLOOR APARTMENTS
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3RD FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.6
09.18.2020

1 BEDROOM UNITS - 11
2 BEDROOM UNITS -  4
TOTAL                        15
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4TH FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.7
09.18.2020

1 BEDROOM UNITS - 11
2 BEDROOM UNITS -  4
TOTAL                        15
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5TH FLOOR

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.8
09.18.2020

1 BEDROOM UNITS -  5
2 BEDROOM UNITS -  6
TOTAL                        11
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ROOF

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0" SD.9
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WOODWARD AVENUE 1ST LEVEL GLAZING FROM 1'-0" TO 8'-0"
ABOVE GRADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDINANCE:
GLASS SF = 468 SF SOLID = 688 SF

46800 / 688 = 70%

WOODWARD AVENUE UPPER LEVEL GLAZING:
GLASS SF = 1067 SF SOLID = 3094 SF

106760 / 3094 = 34.5%

OLD WOODWARD AVENUE 1ST LEVEL GLAZING FROM 1'-0" TO 8'-0"
ABOVE GRADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDINANCE:
GLASS SF = 448 SF SOLID = 640 SF

44800 / 640 = 70%

REQUIRED GLAZING:
1ST LEVEL GLAZING = 70% (MIN.)
UPPER LEVEL GLAZING = 35% (MAX.)

BAY TOTAL
156 SF

BAY TOTAL
156 SF

BAY TOTAL
156 SF

HAZEL STREET 1ST LEVEL GLAZING FROM 1'-0" TO 8'-0"
ABOVE GRADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ORDINANCE:
GLASS SF = 1187 SOLID = 1696 SF

118700 / 1696 = 70%

REQUIRED GLAZING:
1ST LEVEL GLAZING = 70% (MIN.)
UPPER LEVEL GLAZING = 35% (MAX.)

156 136 156 156 156 156 156 156156 156

110.6

110.6

137.6

HAZEL STREET UPPER LEVEL GLAZING:
GLASS SF = 2870.4 SF SOLID = 7630 SF

287040 / 7630 = 37%
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WOODWARD AVENUE UPPER LEVEL GLAZING:
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106760 / 3094 = 34.5%
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REQUIRED GLAZING:
1ST LEVEL GLAZING = 70% (MIN.)
UPPER LEVEL GLAZING = 35% (MAX.)
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OLD WOODWARD AVENUE HAZEL STEET WOODWARD AVENUE

REQUIRED VLT:
1ST FLOOR BETWEEN 1 AND 8 FT. MUST BE 80% OR HIGHER VLT
UPPER FLOORS MUST BE 70% OR HIGHER VLT

GLAZING SPECIFICATION:
1ST FLOOR BETWEEN 1 AND 8 FT:  SUNGAURD - NEUTRAL 78/65 #2, CLEAR, VLT 80%
UPPER FLOORS: SUNGAURD - NEUTRAL 78/65 #2, CLEAR, VLT 78
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Final Site Plan & Design Review Application 

Planning Division 
 

Form will not be processed until it is completely filled out. 
 

1. Applicant 
Name:___________________________________________ 
Address:_________________________________________ 
________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:____________________________________ 
Fax Number:______________________________________ 
Email address:____________________________________ 
 

2. Property Owner 
Name:_____________________________________________ 
Address:___________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:_____________________________________ 
Fax Number:_______________________________________ 
Email address:______________________________________ 

3. Applicant’s Attorney/Contact Person 
Name:___________________________________________ 
Address:_________________________________________ 
________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:____________________________________ 
Fax Number:______________________________________ 
Email address:____________________________________ 
 

4. Project Designer/Developer 
Name:_____________________________________________ 
Address:___________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Phone Number:_____________________________________ 
Fax Number:_______________________________________ 
Email address:______________________________________ 

5. Required Attachments 
I. Two (2) paper copies and one (1) digital copy of all 

project plans including: 
i. A detailed Existing Conditions Plan 

including the subject site in its entirety, 
including all property lines, buildings, 
structures, curb cuts, sidewalks, drives, 
ramps and all parking on site and on the 
street(s) adjacent to the site, and must 
show the same detail for all adjacent 
properties within 200 ft. of the subject sites 
property lines; 

ii. A detailed and scaled Site Plan depicting 
accurately and in detail the proposed 
construction, alteration or repair; 

iii. A certified Land Survey; 
iv. Interior floor plans; 

 

 
v. A Landscape Plan; 

vi. A Photometric Plan; 
vii. Colored elevation drawings for each 

building elevation; 
II. Specification sheets for all proposed materials, light 

fixtures and mechanical equipment; 
III.  Samples of all proposed materials; 
IV. Photographs of existing conditions on the site 

including all structures, parking areas, landscaping 
and adjacent structures; 

V. Current aerial photographs of the site and 
surrounding properties; 

VI. Warranty Deed, or Consent of Property Owner if 
applicant is not the owner; 

VII. Any other data requested by the Planning Board, 
Planning Department, or other City Departments. 

6. Project Information  
Address/Location of the property: _____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Name of development: ______________________________ 
Sidwell #: ________________________________________ 
Current Use: ______________________________________ 
Proposed Use:_____________________________________ 
Area of Site in Acres:_______________________________ 
Current zoning: ___________________________________ 
Is the property located in the floodplain? _______________ 
Name of Historic District Site is Located in:_____________ 
Date of Historic District Commission Approval:__________ 
 

 
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  Application  for Revised Final Site Plan:___________ 
Date of Revised Final Site Plan Approval:________________ 
Date of Design Review Board Approval:_________________ 
Will proposed project require the division of platted lots? ___ 
__________________________________________________ 
Will proposed project require the combination of platted lots? 
__________________________________________________ 



7. Details of the Proposed Development (attach separate sheet if necessary) 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. Buildings and Structures 
Number of Buildings on Site:_________________________ 
Height of Buildings & # of Stories:_____________________ 
 

 
Use of Buildings:___________________________________ 
Height of Rooftop Mechanical Equipment:_______________ 

9. Floor Use and Area (in Square Feet)  

Proposed Commercial Structures: 
Total basement floor area:____________________________ 
Number of square feet per upper floor:__________________ 
Total floor area:____________________________________ 
Floor area ratio (total floor area ÷ total land area):__________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Open space:________________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Office Space:______________________________________ 
Retail Space:_______________________________________ 
Industrial Space:____________________________________ 
Assembly Space:___________________________________ 
Seating Capacity:___________________________________ 
Maximum Occupancy Load:__________________________ 

Proposed Residential Structures: 
Total number of units:________________________________ 
Number of one bedroom units:_________________________ 
Number of two bedroom units:_________________________ 
Number of three bedroom units:________________________ 
Open space:________________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Rental units or condominiums? _______________________ 
Size of one bedroom units:____________________________ 
Size of two bedroom units:___________________________ 
Size of three bedroom units:__________________________ 
Seating Capacity:___________________________________ 
Maximum Occupancy Load:__________________________ 

Proposed Additions: 
Total basement floor area, if any, of addition:_____________ 
Number of floors to be added:_________________________ 
Square footage added per floor:________________________ 
Total building floor area (including addition):_____________ 
Floor area ratio (total floor area ÷ total land area):__________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Open Space:_______________________________________ 
Percent of open space:_______________________________ 
 

 
Use of addition:____________________________________ 
Height of addition:__________________________________ 
Office space in addition:_____________________________ 
Retail space in addition:______________________________ 
Industrial space in addition:___________________________ 
Assembly space in addition:___________________________ 
Maximum building occupancy load (including addition):____ 
_________________________________________________ 

10. Required and Proposed Setbacks 
Required front setback:_______________________________ 
Required rear setback:________________________________ 
Required total side setback:___________________________ 
Side setback:_______________________________________ 

 
Proposed front setback:______________________________ 
Proposed rear setback________________________________ 
Proposed total side setback:___________________________ 
Second side setback:________________________________ 
 

11. Required and Proposed Parking  
Required number of parking spaces:_____________________ 
Typical angle of parking spaces:________________________ 
Typical width of maneuvering lanes:____________________ 
Location of parking on site:___________________________ 
Location of parking off site:___________________________ 
Number of light standards in parking area:________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 

 
Proposed number of parking spaces:____________________ 
Typical size of parking spaces:________________________ 
Number of spaces <180 sq. ft.:________________________ 
Number of handicap spaces:__________________________ 
Shared parking agreement? ___________________________ 
Height of light standards in parking area:________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 



12. Landscaping 
Location of landscape areas:___________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
 

 
Proposed landscape material:__________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
 

13. Streetscape 
Sidewalk width:____________________________________ 
Number of benches:_________________________________ 
Number of planters:_________________________________ 
Number of existing street trees:________________________ 
Number of proposed street trees:_______________________ 
Streetscape Plan submitted? ___________________________ 

 
Description of benches or planters:_____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Species of existing trees:_____________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Species of proposed trees:____________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
 

14. Loading 
Required number of loading spaces:_____________________ 
Typical angle of loading spaces:________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
Location of loading spaces on site:______________________ 
 

 
Proposed number of loading spaces:____________________ 
Typical size of loading spaces:________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
Typical time loading spaces are used:___________________ 

15. Exterior Waste Receptacles 
Required number of waste receptacles:__________________ 
Location of waste receptacles:_________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 

 
Proposed number of waste receptacles:__________________ 
Size of waste receptacles:_____________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
 

16. Mechanical Equipment 
 

 

Utilities and Transformers: 
Number of ground mounted transformers:________________ 
Size of transformers (L•W•H):________________________ 
Number of utility easements:__________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
 

 
Location of all utilities & easements:____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 

Ground Mounted Mechanical Equipment: 
Number of ground mounted units:______________________ 
Size of ground mounted units (L•W•H):_________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
 

 
Location of all ground mounted units:___________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment: 
Number of rooftop units:_____________________________ 
Type of rooftop units:________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
Screenwall material:_________________________________ 
Location of screenwall:_______________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 

 
Location of all rooftop units:__________________________ 
Size of rooftop units (L•W•H):________________________ 
Percentage of rooftop covered by mechanical units:________ 
Height of screenwall:________________________________ 
Distance from rooftop units to all screenwalls:____________ 
_________________________________________________ 
 

17. Accessory Buildings 
Number of accessory buildings:________________________ 
Location of accessory buildings:_______________________ 

 
Size of accessory buildings:___________________________ 
Height of accessory buildings:_________________________ 
 

18. Building Lighting 
Number of light standards on building:__________________ 
Size of light fixtures (L•W•H):________________________ 

 
Type of light standards on building:____________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
Height from grade:__________________________________ 



Maximum wattage per fixture:_________________________ 
Light level at each property line:_______________________ 
 

Proposed wattage per fixture:__________________________ 

19. Site Lighting 
Number of light fixtures:_____________________________ 
Size of light fixtures (L•W•H):________________________ 
Maximum wattage per fixture:_________________________ 
Light level at each property line:_______________________ 
 

 
Type of light fixtures:________________________________ 
Height from grade:__________________________________ 
Proposed wattage per fixture:__________________________ 
Holiday tree lighting receptacles:_______________________ 

20. Adjacent Properties 
Number of properties within 200 ft.:____________________ 
 

 

Property #1 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #2 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #3 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #4 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 
 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #5 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 
 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
 

Property #6 
Number of buildings on site:___________________________ 
Zoning district:_____________________________________ 
Use type:__________________________________________ 
Square footage of principal building:____________________ 
Square footage of accessory buildings:___________________ 
Number of parking spaces:____________________________ 

 
Property Description:________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
North, south, east or west of property? __________________ 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
DATE:   September 16, 2020 
 
TO:   Planning Board Members 
 
FROM:  Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: 35001 & 35075 Woodward – The Maple – Revised 

Preliminary Site Plan Review  
 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The subject site, 35001 - 35075 Woodward Avenue, is currently home to the Hunter 
House restaurant, a City owned parking lot and vacant land currently leased to the city 
for public parking, and has a total land area of 0.5 acres.  The property is located on the 
west side of Woodward (southbound), and surrounded by four streets: Maple, Park, 
Hamilton Row, and Woodward.  The applicant previously submitted a Community 
Impact Study and Preliminary Site Plan Review for this site in 2018.  At that time, a five 
story building was proposed with first floor retail, a hotel use, and residential units on 
the top floor. 
 
On January 9, 2019 the Planning Board voted to ACCEPT the Community Impact Study 
as provided by the applicant for the proposed development at 35001 & 35075 
Woodward, The Maple, with the following conditions:   

1) Applicant must provide a City-approved special event operations plan at the 
same time as completing the Final Site Plan Review process;   
2) Applicant must provide mitigation strategies for control of noise vibration and 
dust;  
3) Applicant will be required to bury all utilities on the site;   
4) Applicant must distinguish an area for the separation and storage of recycling;   
5) Applicant must conform to the streetscape design as outlined in the new E. 
Maple Rd. streetscape project;   
6) Applicant provide information on all life safety issues and Fire Dept. approval, 
as well as details on the proposed security system provided to and approved by 
the Police Dept.; 
7) Applicant must address the concerns of all City Depts. 

 
On May 22, 2019, the Planning Board voted to APPROVE the Preliminary Site Plan for 
the proposed development at 35001 & 35075 Woodward, with the following conditions: 

1) The applicant must clarify which refuse areas the two proposed retail uses are 
permitted to use, and the accessibility of such;  
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2) Submit specification sheets for the proposed ground mounted and rooftop 
mechanical units to ensure full screening;  
3) Add the correct number of street trees to each street frontage, or obtain a 
waiver from the Staff Arborist;  
4) The applicant must provide the correct number of street lights and provide 
regular spacing of such by Final Site Plan Review;  
5) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all proposed lighting;  
5) The applicant must reduce the width of the garage entry on the west 
elevation or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;  
6) Submit material samples, colors, and specifications as well as details on any 
proposed signage;  
7) Applicant comply with the requests of all City Departments;  
8) Applicant obtain approval of a lease agreement by the City Commission for all 
projections and /or encroachments on City property;  
9) Applicant revise plan sheets as necessary to ensure all sheets are consistent 
and show the required property lines and clearly note all projections / 
encroachments across property lines; and  
10) At Final Site Plan Review, the applicant must provide the Special Event 
Operations Plan for the said hotel. 

 
However, since the Community Impact Study and Preliminary Site Plan were approved 
by the Planning Board in 2019, the applicant made significant changes. Instead of a 
hotel, in 2020, the applicant revised the plans and submitted a proposal to construct a 
five-story mixed use building containing retail, office, residential and parking uses.  The 
building proposed two levels of underground off-street parking, first floor retail, 
commercial and parking, second floor office use, with the third to fifth floors containing 
42 residential units. Parking for the residential units, and parking for a portion of the 
retail and office areas were to be provided below grade in the two level underground 
parking garage. A small additional parking area is provided on the first level. However, 
as the building is located within the Parking Assessment District, no on-site parking is 
required for retail, commercial or office uses.   
 
On January 22, 2020, the Planning Board reviewed the Revised Community Impact 
Study and the Revised Preliminary Site Plan to include a five story mixed use building 
with retail, office and residential uses, along with underground parking and first floor 
parking.  At that time, the Planning Board accepted the applicant’s Revised Community 
Impact Study with the following conditions: 
 

1) Provide copies of Phase I and II Environmental Assessments;  
2) Applicant must provide mitigation strategies for control of noise vibration and 
dust during construction;  
3) Applicant will be required to bury all utilities on the site; 
4) Applicant must distinguish an area for the separation and storage of recycling;  
5) Applicant must conform to the streetscape design as outlined in the new E. 
Maple streetscape project; and, 
6) Applicant provide information on all life safety issues and Fire Dept. approval, 
as well as details on the proposed security system provided to and approved by 
the Police Department.  
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On January 22, 2020 after moving to accept the Community Impact Statement, the 
Planning Board reviewed the Revised Preliminary Site Plan.  Numerous concerns were 
raised by the Planning Board, particularly with regards to the at grade parking area 
accessible from Hamilton: 
 

• If one were to enter the garage in their vehicle and discover that the cluster of 
three parking spaces allotted to Hunter House were full, one would have to 
either reverse onto Hamilton or execute a multi-point turn to exit back onto the 
street; 

• It is the Board’s purview to make sure all elements of the plans are functional 
and adhere to ordinance, and it does not appear that the three space parking 
area off of Hamilton meets these requirements; 

• The Board should not approve parking off of Hamilton because it is not required 
by ordinance and creates an unsafe situation;  and 

• The site plan is deficient under Article 7, section 7.27 of the Zoning Ordinance 
regarding the three space parking area off of Hamilton and the parking 
designated for the public off of Park Street.  

 
The consensus of the Planning Board was that the surface parking lot with the entrance 
on Hamilton should be removed and increased retail space provided.  The Board voted 
to postpone the matter to a Special Meeting of the Planning Board on February 27, 2020 
to allow the issue of the surface parking lot to be addressed. 
 
The applicant requested postponement of the matter indefinitely on February 27, 2020 
to allow additional time to meet with the owner of the Hunter House to discuss the 
surface parking lot and Hunter House layout issues.   
 
The applicant brought the Preliminary Site Plan back to the Planning Board for further 
consideration on April 22, 2020 with revised plans showing the removal of the first floor 
parking previously proposed.  After much discussion, the Planning Board voted 
unanimously to approve the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 & 35075 Woodward 
with the following conditions; 

 
1) Submit specification sheets on all of the proposed rooftop units and 

material/dimensional information on the screen wall to ensure full screening;  
2) Revise the streetscape plans to meet all City requirements with regards to 

street lighting, furnishings and sidewalks;  
3)  Submit plans showing three usable off-street loading spaces measuring 40 x 12 

x 14, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;  
4) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all proposed lighting and 

materials, along with material samples at Final Site Plan and Design.  
5)  Work with the City to negotiate a lease for the use of City property below, at 

and above grade;  
6)  The Planning Board approves of the 2’ projection into the right-of-way for the 

entry canopy at the corner of Maple and Woodward;  
7)  Comply with the requests of all City Departments; and, 
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8) In all cases, delete the term ‘Hunter House’ from drawings and any 
text.  

 
On May 13, 2020, out of an abundance of caution, City staff brought the Preliminary Site 
Plan back to the Planning Board, and renoticed it after discovering that the first floor 
plan displayed at the April Zoom meeting was an older version.  Although the correct 
version was published in the agenda packet and discussed at the April meeting, the 
matter was reintroduced and the correct first floor plan was displaying over Zoom.  The 
Planning Board voted unanimously an a motion to amend the motion made on April 22, 
2020, to approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 and 35075 Woodward by affirming 
conditions 1 through 8 and adding condition 9 to the approved motion as follows: 
 

9) Approved plans include the first floor plan on sheet A101, with the revision 
date 4-3-20, subject to replacement of the terms “Hunter House” and “HH” 
throughout the report and the plans with a more generic designation of the 
planned use of the space.  

 
Although the Planning Board approved the Revised Preliminary Site Plan in May with first 
floor retail use, second floor office use and residential use on the upper floors, the 
applicant has submitted another Revised Preliminary Site Plan with an altered first floor 
plan that now includes the addition of 12 at grade parking spaces, the addition of two 
new vehicular entries (one on Hamilton and one on Woodward), and has eliminated two 
previously approved retail spaces to do so.  Office use is still proposed on the second 
floor, and residential use is proposed on the upper floors.  The applicant is proposing 
the revised first floor layout in an effort to accommodate Hunter House’s stated need for 
surface parking adjacent to the restaurant space. 
 
1.0 Land Use and Zoning  

 
1.1 Existing Land Use – The site is currently used as commercial and parking, 

and contains the Hunter House restaurant (and its associated parking) and a 
gravel parking lot.  A portion of the parking currently used by Hunter House 
on the NW corner of the site is owned by the City of Birmingham. 
 

1.2 Zoning – The property is zoned B-4 Business-Residential, and D-4 in the 
Downtown Overlay District.  The proposed residential, retail and commercial 
uses, and their surrounding uses, appear to conform to the permitted uses of 
the zoning district, including the off street parking facility in the form of two 
levels of parking decks below the development. 

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

existing land use and zoning adjacent to and/or in the vicinity of the subject 
site, including the 2016 Regulating Plan. 
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North South East West 

Existing Land 
Use 

Commercial/ 
Office Mixed Use Commercial Commercial/ 

Office 

Existing 
Zoning 
District 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

B-2, General 
Business 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

`Downtown 
Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D-4 D-4 D-2 D-4 

 
2.0 Setback and Height Requirements 
 
The attached summary analysis provides the required and proposed bulk, area, and 
placement regulations for the proposed project.  The proposed changes to the first 
floor layout now include parking within 20’ of the frontage line along 
Woodward, and also include parking on the first floor along Park in lieu of the 
previously approved retail tenant spaces.  The applicant will be required to 
remove all parking within 20’ of the frontage line or obtain a variance from 
the Board of Zoning Appeals.  The proposed parking on the first floor is not 
screened in accordance with zoning requirements.  Thus, the applicant will be 
required to provide the required screening as well, or obtain a variance from 
the Board of Zoning Appeals.  In addition, the latest plans do not demonstrate the 
unit sizes for the residential units on the upper floors.  While the application states 
all minimum unit sizes will be met, the applicant will be required to add the 
residential unit sizes to the plans.  Finally, the two loading spaces proposed are 
39.5’ by 10’ by 14’ in height, although they are required to be 40’ by 12’ 14’ in height.  
Thus, the applicant must submit plans showing off-street loading spaces with 
the required dimensions, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. 
 
3.0     Screening and Landscaping 
 

3.1  Dumpster Screening – The applicant is proposing to store all refuse inside 
the building envelope in two separate areas: 

 
• Refuse Area 1: The commercial and residential uses will utilize a 

refuse area located just inside both sides of the entryway for the 
underground parking facilities on the west side of the building on 
Park. The three dumpsters shown south of the entry are screened 
by a solid wall, as are the two dumpsters shown north of the 
entry.  However, it should be noted that there are several large 
windows in the general area.    
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• Refuse Area 2: The Hunter House restaurant will utilize a separate 
refuse area, which is located adjacent to their parking area at 
grade on the northern portion of the site, within the first floor of 
the building.  This refuse area contains 2 dumpsters and is located 
within the building envelope and enclosed on all sides.  

 
3.2  Parking Lot Screening – The applicant is proposing two levels of 

underground parking containing 82 parking spaces, and a ground level 
parking area for the Hunter House restaurant containing 12 additional 
spaces, for a total of 94 parking spaces on site. The two underground 
levels will be fully screened within the building envelope.  However, as 
noted above, the ground level spaces will only be partially 
screened by  a 1’ high knee wall along both Park and Woodward, 
which does not meet the required 32” minimum screenwall 
height.  Thus, the applicant will be required to provide the 
required screening or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. The vehicular opening to the underground parking is 25’ in 
width.  The two new vehicular access points are 15’ wide (Hamilton) and 
23’ wide (Woodward) and are enclosed by glass overhead doors. 

 
3.3  Mechanical Equipment Screening – The applicant has submitted a rooftop 

plan for the proposed development showing the location of all proposed 
rooftop units (RTU) and the proposed screening.  The screening proposed 
is 10.75’ in height.  While the RTUs are shown on the roof plan, the 
applicant will be required to provide specification sheets on all 
RTUs to determine if they will be below the maximum allowable 
height and fully screened by the proposed mechanical screen 
walls. 

 
  The site plans show two ground mounted mechanical units at the 

northwest corner of the property that are proposed to be screened with 
landscaping elements: Twenty-two, 5 ft. tall Grey Gleam Junipers and 
four, 6 ft. tall Emerald Green Arborvitaes, and twelve Stella D’Oro 
Daylillies. The applicant must submit specification sheets for the 
proposed ground mounted mechanical units to ensure full 
screening. 

 
3.4  Landscaping – The Downtown Overlay District requires that one street 

tree be provided for every 40’ of street frontage.  This development is 
required to have 6 trees along Woodward, 6 trees along Park, 2 trees 
along Maple, and 2 trees along Hamilton Row for a total of 16 trees. The 
applicant has proposed 5 street trees along Woodward, 5 trees along 
Park, 3 trees along Maple, and 3 trees along Hamilton Row for a total of 
13 trees.  Seven Bowhall Red Maples are proposed along Maple and 
Hamilton, 5 American Sentry Lindens on Park Street, and 5 Skyline 
Honeylocust trees along Woodward, for a total of 16 street trees now 
proposed.   
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  The applicant is also proposing several planting areas around the building 
that contain shrubs and perennials that are not on the City’s list of 
prohibited species.  However, the applicant should consider the use 
of an alternative variety of Daylily as Stella D’Oro Daylilies have 
been overused throughout the City. 

 
3.5   Streetscape Elements – The applicant will be required to implement the 

streetscape to match the E. Maple streetscape project. The applicant is 
proposing three 5’ by 12’ raised tree wells along E. Maple to match the 
proposed streetscape, as well as 2 City standard street lights along E. 
Maple.  A 5’ wide pedestrian walkway is also provided as required.  
Additional landscape beds are also proposed in recessed areas along the 
southern elevation of the building.  Along Woodward, the applicant is not 
proposing any pedestrian scale street lights, but appears to be proposing 
three City standard benches.  Along Park Street, 5 pedestrian scale lights 
appear to be proposed, along with 1 bench and 1 trash can.  The street 
lights are noted by two different symbols, thus the applicant will 
be required to verify that a total of 5 lights are proposed along 
Park.   The plans show what appear to be 2 bike racks, one near the 
southwest corner of the site and one at the northeast corner of the site.  
However, these markings are not labelled, so the applicant must 
clarify.  In addition, the Planning Board may wish to consider the 
spacing of street lighting along Park and / or Hamilton as the 
lights are spaced more than 40’ apart as required. 

 
4.0     Parking, Loading and Circulation 
 

4.1 Parking – The proposed development and its commercial and residential 
uses are located in the Downtown Parking Assessment District; thus no 
parking is required on site for the retail or office uses. The third through 
fifth floor residential units, however, require parking on-site. The 
proposed floor plans show a total of 42 units, 27 of which have 3 or more 
rooms, while the remaining 15 have 2 or less rooms.  

1.5 spaces x 25 units = 38 
1.25 spaces x 17 units = 21 
Required Parking = 59 spaces 

 
The applicant is proposing 2 levels of underground parking with 82 
spaces, and a ground level parking area with 12 spaces for a total of 94 
spaces on site which exceeds the required number (59) of parking 
spaces. All parking spaces meet the minimum size requirement of 180 
square feet. The proposed parking areas show one handicap accessible 
space on both levels of the underground parking, as well as an additional 
handicap accessible space on the ground level adjacent to Hunter House.     
However, as noted above, the first floor parking is located within 
20’ of both the Woodward and Park Street facades, and is not 
screened in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements.  In addition, the Planning Board has previously 
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expressed concern regarding first floor parking as it is not 
required and results in a poor and unsafe design that does not 
meet the approval requirements established in Article 7, section 
7.27 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
4.2 Loading – In accordance with Article 4, section 4.24 C (2) of the Zoning 

Ordinance, based on the proposed size of the office and retail uses, 2 
usable off-street loading spaces measuring 40’ x 12’ x 14’ in area are 
required. The applicant is proposing 2 loading spaces within the 
building envelope, however the spaces proposed are 39.5’ by 10’ 
by 14’, and thus must be increased in size or the applicant will 
be required to obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals.  
 

4.3  Vehicular Circulation and Access – Entry and exit from the underground 
parking garage is proposed to be accessed via a garage door on the west 
side of the building, along Park Street.  This entry is 25’ in width and has 
a glass overhead garage door proposed. Entry and exit to the 12 at grade 
parking spaces adjacent to Hunter House will be via a 15’ wide garage 
door on the north side of the building off of Hamilton Row, and exit will 
be via a 23’ wide garage door on the east side of the building on 
Woodward.  All overhead garage doors proposed are glass.  The 
addition of the surface parking area and access points on the 
first floor is not required by ordinance, and will create additional 
conflict points for both vehicles and pedestrians.  Please see 
attached letter from Fleis & VandenBrink, the City’s 
transportation consultants.  As the surface parking area is not 
required and creates safety concerns for vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, the Planning Division recommends that it be 
removed as previously requested by the Planning Board.         

 
4.3 Pedestrian Circulation and Access –The applicant is proposing principle 

pedestrian entrances at 7 locations around the building. Four of these are 
proposed on the west side of the building along Park, serving two retail 
spaces, an office lobby and a residential lobby.  Three others are 
proposed along Woodward to serve Hunter House, and a retail space, 
and 2 other service access entries are proposed along the Woodward 
elevation and 1 on Hamilton at the stairwell. 
 
The applicant is also proposing to complete the sidewalk along 
Woodward, making the sidewalk accessible on all four sides of the 
building. 

 
5.0       Lighting  
 

The applicant has not submitted any information regarding lighting at this time.  
Specifications for any proposed lighting and a photometric plan must 
be submitted to determine compliance with the Zoning Ordinance 
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lighting standards at Final Site Plan & Design Review.   
 
6.0       Departmental Reports 

 
6.1 Engineering Division –  The following comments previously received by 

the Engineering Department are still applicable: 
 

1. The project as designed will require the use of City-owned property 
currently located between the west property line of the subject property 
and the east edge of the Park St. right-of-way. A successful lease 
agreement between the owner and the City will be required to be 
prepared before issuance of a building permit. 

2. It does not appear that the number and spacing of the proposed 
streetlights meets the City’s Standards, specifically along Park Street and 
Hamilton Row; 

3. In areas where public sidewalk is proposed on private property, an 
ingress/egress easement shall be provided by the owner to the City to 
allow for future access and maintenance.  

 
PERMITS 
The following permits will be required from the Engineering Department as a part 
of this project: 

1. Right-of-way Permit (for excavations in the right-of-way). 
2. Sidewalk/Drive Approach Permit 
3. Street Obstruction Permit (during construction) 
4. Storm Water Detention Permit 

 
In addition, a permit will be required from the Michigan Dept. of Transportation for 
all work within the Woodward Ave. right-of-way. 
 
Further comments on the latest redesign of the site will be provided 
prior to the Planning Board meeting on September 23, 2020. 
 
6.2 Department of Public Services – The DPS will provide comments before the 

meeting on September 23, 2020. 
6.3 Fire Department –The following comments previously received from the Fire 
Department remain applicable: 

• This building shall meet all high rise requirements for fire codes, and 
life safety codes. MBC 2015, IFC 2015. 

• This building shall be fully protected with a fire suppression 
system. NFPA 13 (2013). 

• The fire protection water supply shall be a minimum of 6 inches. 
• This building shall have a full, monitored fire alarm system. NFPA 72 

(2013). 
• The exterior balconies, and the rooftop terrace will require occupant 

notification devices. 
• The exterior balconies, and the rooftop terrace will require fire 

suppression if any BBQ's, fire features, or other ignition sources are 
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present, for any areas that have an overhang, or covered top, of 2 
feet or more. 

• Any fire pump installed in the building shall have an alternative power 
supply (generator). 

• The rooftop terrace shall have a minimum of two paths of egress, 
proper markings, emergency lighting, and adhere to the required 
travel distances. 

• Submitted floor plans shall include calculated egress travel distances 
for all areas of the building, including rooftop terrace. 

• Once the project is underway, and reaches 40 feet in height, a 
temporary or permanent stairwell will need to be in place and fully 
operational. 

• Once the project is underway, and reaches 40 feet in height, a 
temporary or permanent fire suppression standpipe will need to be 
installed and fully operational. 

• The building will meet all emergency responder radio requirements. 
An evaluation of the radio signal strength will be conducted when the 
building is substantially complete. If radio signal strength is found to 
be below the minimum requirements, a Bi-Directional Antenna system 
shall be installed. 

 
Further comments on the latest redesign of the site will be provided 
prior to the Planning Board meeting on September 23, 2020. 

 
6.3 Police Department – The Police Department will provide comments 

before the meeting on September 23, 2020. 
 

6.4 Building Division – The Building Department will provide comments 
before the meeting on September 23, 2020. 

 
7.0 Design Review 
 

The proposed building façade will contain elements of brick, Travertine Stone, 
limestone, metal paneling, steel and clear glazing. No signs are proposed at this 
point.   
 
The building itself is proposed below, on and over the City parcel at the 
northwest corner of this block.  The applicant will be required to enter into 
a lease agreement with the City for the use of this property.  In addition, 
the proposed underground parking levels also extend past the northern, 
southern and western property lines. The City Engineer has determined that 
a successful lease agreement between the owner and the City will be 
required to be prepared before issuance of a building permit for the use 
of City property in the underground parking deck.  
 
Finally, metal entry canopies at the southeast corner of the building that wrap 
around both the Maple and Woodward elevations project 2’ into the City’s right-
of-way.  In accordance with the recent changes to the projection standards, the 
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Planning Board is authorized at approve up to a 2’ projection as part of 
the Final Site Plan Review process.    
 
As mentioned in the CIS, the proposed development is also located at a 
Terminating Vista as described in the 2016 Plan, which states that any building 
that terminates a view, as designated on the Regulating Plan, shall provide 
distinct and prominent architectural features of enhanced character and visibility, 
which reflect the importance of the building’s location and create a positive visual 
landmark. The proposed building consists of several high quality materials such 
as brick, Travertine Stone and limestone, and provides several distinct 
architectural features that are appropriate for its location as a terminating vista. 
 
A full design review will be completed at Final Site Plan, including glazing 
calculations for the first floor and upper floors (which appear to have been met), 
a review of all materials, and the elements needed in the design given the 
property contains a designated terminating vista.  At Final Site Plan & Design 
Review, the applicant will be required to submit material samples, 
colors, and specifications as well as details on any proposed signage.   
 

8.0 Approval Criteria 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

that they will not hinder the reasonable development of adjoining property 
and 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. 
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9.0 Recommendation 
 

Based on a review of the site plan revisions submitted, the Planning Division 
recommends that the Planning Board DENY the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 
35001 & 35075 Woodward, The Maple, as the proposed site plan does not meet 
the requirements of Article 7, Section 7.27, specifically (4) which states that “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”. 
 

10.0 Sample Motion Language 
 

Motion to DENY the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 & 35075 
Woodward, The Maple, as the proposed site plan does not meet the 
requirements of Article 7, Section 7.27, specifically (4) which states that “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”. 

 
OR 

 
Motion to POSTPONE the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 & 35075 
Woodward – The Maple – pending receipt of the following: 
 

1) Remove all surface parking within 20’ of building facades or obtain a 
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

2) Provide screening for all surface parking or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals; 

3) Provide the unit sizes for all residential units to demonstrate minimum 
size requirements are met; 

4) Submit specification sheets on all of the proposed rooftop units and 
material/dimensional information on the screen wall to ensure full 
screening; 

5) Revise the streetscape plans to meet all City requirements with regards to 
street lighting, furnishings and sidewalks; 

6) Submit plans showing two usable off-street loading spaces measuring 40 
x 12 x 14, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

7) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all proposed lighting and 
materials, along with material samples at Final Site Plan and Design.   

8) Obtain approval of a lease from the City for the use of City property 
below, at and above grade; 

9) Comply with the requests of all City Departments. 
 

OR 
 

Motion to APPROVE the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 & 35075 
Woodward – The Maple – with the following conditions: 
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1) Remove all surface parking within 20’ of building facades or obtain a 
variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

2) Provide screening for all surface parking or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals; 

3) Provide the unit sizes for all residential units to demonstrate minimum 
size requirements are met; 

4) Submit specification sheets on all of the proposed rooftop units and 
material/dimensional information on the screen wall to ensure full 
screening; 

5) Revise the streetscape plans to meet all City requirements with regards to 
street lighting, furnishings and sidewalks; 

6) Submit plans showing two usable off-street loading spaces measuring 40 
x 12 x 14, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 

7) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all proposed lighting and 
materials, along with material samples at Final Site Plan and Design.   

8) Obtain approval of a lease from the City for the use of City property 
below, at and above grade; 

9) The Planning Board approves of the 2’ projections of the canopy 
structures; and 

10) The applicant comply with the requests of all City Departments. 
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Planning Board Minutes 
January 9, 2019 

 
F.  COMMUNITY IMPACT STUDY ("CIS") AND PRELIMINARY SITE 
PLAN REVIEW 
 
1.  35001 Woodward Ave. (Hunter House and vacant parking lot) 
   Request for approval of new five-story mixed use building with 
hotel, retail and     residential uses (postponed from December 12, 2018) 
 
The Chairman explained the CIS is an opportunity for the developer to provide answers 
to questions that help the Planning Board to understand how the proposed development 
might impact the community. That is something the board would either accept, decline, 
or postpone.  The Preliminary Site Plan is a separate approval.  It is the first step that is 
needed for the applicant to move forward with the project. 
 
Ms. Ecker clarified that the subject site has a total land area of 0.5 acres which is made 
up of three parcels, 35001 Woodward Ave., 35075 Woodward Ave. and a surface 
parking lot that is owned by the City.  The sites along Woodward Ave. are owned by 
Select Commercial Assets Hospitality, LLC.  The owner of that property is Dr. Guyare, 
who is the applicant tonight and who has the right to seek approval for development on 
the property containing both sites.  As part of his request he is asking that the City 
consider allowing him to develop a piece of City property. 
 
Whenever someone is seeking to use City property they also need to enter into a Lease 
Agreement with the City.  The applicant is proposing to continue to use the City parcel 
that currently is rented out for parking.  They are also looking to lease some property in 
the right-of-way from the City.   
 
CIS 
Ms. Ecker recalled from the December meeting that main thing that was outstanding 
was with regard to the traffic study.  The City’s Traffic Consultant, F&V, had not had a 
chance to fully review all of the traffic information.  At this time the City has a letter 
dated January 4 from F&V indicating they would recommend that the Planning Board 
accept the Traffic Study with the condition that a detailed special event operations plan 
be completed prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy for the building. That would 
ensure that the hotel will have enough valets and enough time to take the cars over to a 
parking structure so that they don’t queue up too far on Park St. and spill onto Maple 
Rd.  If they do that it causes congestion moving onto Woodward Ave. 
 
In response to Mr. Boyle, Ms. Ecker advised that F&V would review and approve the 
special event operations plan and then it would be brought back to the Planning Board 
as an addendum to the CIS as an offshoot of the Traffic Impact Study. The valet stand 
also has to be approved through the City.  Any use of City parking spaces needs to be 
reviewed and approved by the City Commission. 
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Mr. Koseck inquired whether the Traffic Consultant is confident that there is a valet plan 
that would work.  It seems to him the two parking structures that would likely serve this 
development are often tapped out.  
 
Ms. Kroll answered that was one of her concerns.  The Peabody and Park St. garages 
have been at capacity during the middle of the day.  So if there was a banquet that 
occurred during the middle of the day there would probably be some issues.  In that 
case she would want the hotel to outline where they propose to park their vehicles if the 
garages are full.  For an evening event the two garages have plenty of capacity.  In 
addition, the amount of time it takes for a valet to park a car needs to be documented in 
the special event plan.  If they are not able to meet the plan then there is a code 
enforcement issue.  There are only three queue spaces, so during a special event the 
hotel may want to bag rent the spaces on the north end of Park for queuing of vehicles. 
 
Responding to Mr. Williams, Ms. Ecker established that the traffic signal currently 
located at Park / Maple Rd. / Peabody will stay but there will be changes made to the 
signal timing along with a signal for pedestrians as they cross Park.  Maple Rd. traffic 
west of Peabody / Park is being reduced to a single lane. 
 
It was discussed and Ms. Ecker affirmed that any contractual issues that the operator of 
the Hunter House and the owner of the land may have between themselves is a private 
civil matter and is not for this board or the City to adjudicate on, because there is 
established ownership of the property.   
 
Mr. Kevin Biddison, Biddison Architecture, 320 Martin St. said they are working on 
operational procedures for queuing, such as hiring additional valets. They will do their 
best to keep the traffic and queuing out of the intersection. It has been noted that the 
underground parking that would extend out into the right-of-way might be in conflict 
with electrical conduits and they are reviewing that with the City. If there is an issue 
with the utility it is something they will pull back on, but if it is a small item it would be a 
monetary thing. 
 
The proposed parking spaces that are outlined to service the new Hunter House all meet 
the 180 sq. ft. requirement.  Mr. Biddison explained how deliveries and trash will be 
handled.  The banquet room might accommodate 50 to 60 people at the most, as it is 
not a huge area.  Mr. Boyle said in his opinion that isn’t a particularly large space. That 
is an important issue in order to understand the community impact of the hotel. 
 
Mr. Williams asked Ms. Kroll to comment on existing traffic on Maple Rd. at peak times, 
leaving the hotel.  Ms. Kroll said that presently traffic going westbound on Maple Rd. 
does not back up into Woodward Ave.  Eastbound, it does back up. Mr. Williams did not 
agree with that analysis because the traffic backs up between Old Woodward Ave. and 
Peabody, as the lights are not coordinated. The stacking at Peabody and Park is fine but 
the traffic moving west past Park and past Peabody stacks up.  Ms. Kroll said that when 
an evaluation study for the hotel was made, they evaluated the future conditions with 
the two-way operations on Park. 
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Mr. Koseck questioned if there are any tweaks that Ms. Kroll would recommend that 
would make a better development from a traffic impact standpoint.  Ms. Kroll replied her 
biggest concern is that they really only have space for three vehicles to queue up.  
During peak times that may not be enough storage space.  Ideally if the hotel was 
located on the Hunter House corner, it would provide better queuing.  Further 
responding to Mr. Koseck, she said that people going south on Woodward Ave. turning 
onto Hamilton and making a left turn into the Hunter House site is a condition that 
currently exists. Ms. Ecker pointed out there is no interior connection to get to the hotel 
site from the Hunter House parking lot.  Mr. Koseck thought that generally people would 
not know that and may turn in to park there. 
 
Chairman Clein opened up discussion from members of the public at 8:05 p.m. 
 
Mr. Kelly Cobb said he is one of the owners of Hunter House along with his mother, 
Susan, who was also present.  Hunter House is one of the oldest businesses in 
Birmingham as they have been in operation for 67 years.  Some of their issues are not 
in the Planning Board’s purview but he highlighted a couple that he thinks are.   
 
To establish background, Mr. Cobb explained he transferred the property to the 
applicant, and as a part of that transfer there was a purchase agreement outlining 
certain rights that he retained.  That agreement has not been furnished to the City as it 
is not necessarily within their purview. The agreement gives Hunter House sole 
discretion and approval rights over what their space looks like and the municipal lot. 
They have not approved the space, as it was submitted to the City without their 
knowledge.   
 
Ms. Ecker clarified that regardless of what the agreement says, Hunter House does not 
have sole discretion over what happens on the City’s property.   
 
Mr. Cobb went on to say they have concerns and questions about parking, the same as 
the City has with traffic.  He would appreciate if the City would contract with F&V to 
come up with a better study than the one proposed.  The study assumes that Hunter 
House needs only 14 spots.  Not accounted for in the study is that it would be fair to 
presume that Hunter House would need to use another 15 spaces or so in surrounding 
parking decks. Also not accounted for in the study is the Peabody development.  The 
Peabody assumed a shortage of 57 spots between the Park and the Peabody decks.  
Add that to the 15 that Hunter House will need and that comes to a deficiency of 87 
parking spots.  
 
This raises concerns for them because they already have parking problems.  People park 
in their lot and walk to Downtown. They are also concerned about traffic circulation.  
Their customers already loop around until they can get a spot to pick up the food from 
their phone in orders.  That activity will increase if their parking shrinks and there is a 
severe deficiency within the broader area.   
 
There is a statement in the CIS that it appears the Hunter House is not historic, as they 
have not been registered historic. They believe that they are, and he raised that as a 
concern for them.   
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Ms. Ecker clarified on the historic issue that the site or the building is not designated 
historic within the City of Birmingham, nor have they received an application from either 
the current or previous owners to consider designating it as such.  
 
Mr. Koseck inquired how Mr. Cobb would change the proposal to meet his needs.  Mr. 
Cobb indicated they have certain minimums of what they are guaranteed in the space, 
certain discretion on the shape of their building, how the layout would be, and all of 
those things.  They are working with Mr. Biddison to find a solution to that and have not 
reached agreement over what the space looks like. 
 
Mr. David Hart said he represents Hunter House.  He stated the agreement between the 
two parties is part of the public record at the Oakland County Register of Deeds.  It has 
been recorded since 2007 and perfects the interest of Hunter House.  
 
Ms. Theresa Pelovocian from Bloomfield Hills said she believes that Hunter House is very 
special to everyone.  People can remember countless times going to the Hunter House 
with their sons or daughters to celebrate some accomplishment.  On another note, her 
daughter has been employed by Hunter House for four years and it has been a 
phenomenal place for her to work.  The kids make good money, pick up great work 
ethics, and learn to handle themselves with the public.  Hunter House is a great place 
for the community to go.   
 
Motion by Mr. Williams   
Seconded by Mr. Koseck to receive and file an e-mail against the project and 
supporting Hunter House dated January 2019.   
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Koseck,  Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Share, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays: None  
Absent:  Ramin 
 
Mr. Williams announced that he has come to a different conclusion than the Planning 
Dept. or than F&V.  There are a couple of concerns in their report that should be 
highlighted: 
• Based on the parking analysis there is no capacity in either the Park or Peabody 

parking garage during the day; 
• Any vehicle queues that extend beyond a four vehicle storage area will impact the 

operations of Maple Rd. and potentially the intersection at Woodward Ave. 
 

Missing from the analysis is the single lane traffic heading west on Maple Rd. to Old 
Woodward Ave. which backs up frequently to beyond Peabody during busy hours. 
Therefore Mr. Williams said he is not inclined to approve the CIS or the project with this 
many unanswered traffic and parking issues.  Further, he is not satisfied that the issues 
that the chairman highlighted at the last meeting have been answered adequately. 
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This situation is exacerbated because the City has to recognize the difficulties of building 
on this site, most importantly the traffic in this very confined area. 
 
Mr. Koseck observed that anything that is developed on this site will bring in more traffic 
and have an enormous impact.  He was curious how a hotel fits. 
 
Mr. Share observed he is not hearing that the Traffic Consultant needs to do any more 
work. Secondly, he has never seen in a CIS the suggested condition that the applicant 
provide a City-approved special event operations plan prior to obtaining a Certificate of 
Occupancy. He would accept the CIS without that suggested condition but he has some 
extremely serious reservations about a site plan for this project because of the danger 
to public safety that the special event use and the valet operation create. 
 
Mr. Boyle was in favor of deleting the requirement in the CIS for a special event 
operations plan. The appropriate place for that is in the Site Plan Review, along with 
concerns about traffic movements. He explained that by accepting the CIS it does not 
mean that the Planning Board is tacitly accepting this development.  Chairman Clein 
added that he also doesn’t want it inferred that by accepting the CIS the board is 
accepting the Traffic Study because they are clearly not.  
 
Mr. Jeffares said that the Master Plan Downtown calls for a sister building to the 
Greenleaf Trust building on this site.  If they were to develop an office building there 
would be the condition of many people leaving at the exact same time, all trying to get 
out onto Woodward Ave.  If that is the alternative, to him that use would be far worse. 
 
Motion by Mr. Boyle 
 Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to ACCEPT the Community Impact Study as 
provided by the applicant for the proposed development at 35001 & 35075 
Woodward, The Maple, with the following conditions:  
1) Applicant must provide a City-approved special event operations plan at 
the same time as completing the Final Site Plan Review process;  
2) Applicant must provide mitigation strategies for control of noise vibration 
and dust;  
3) Applicant will be required to bury all utilities on the site;  
4) Applicant must distinguish an area for the separation and storage of 
recycling;  
5) Applicant must conform to the streetscape design as outlined in the new E. 
Maple Rd. streetscape project;  
6) Applicant provide information on all life safety issues and Fire Dept. 
approval, as well as details on the proposed security system provided to and 
approved by the Police Dept.; and  
7) Applicant must address the concerns of all City Depts. 
 
Amended by Mr. Share 
And accepted by the makers of the motion to replace 1) as follows:  Applicant 
must submit for approval by the Planning Board at the same time as 
completing the Final Site Plan Application process a special event operations 
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plan approved by the City Police Dept. after consultation with the City’s 
Traffic Consultant. 
 
No one from the public wished to comment on the motion at 8:40 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, 6-1. 
 
ROLLCALL VOTE 
Yeas: Boyle, Jeffares, Clein, Koseck, Whipple-Boyce, Share 
Nays: Williams 
Absent:  Ramin 
 
The chairman noted that a number of issues have been raised during the CIS process 
that make him uncomfortable with moving forward with the Preliminary Site Plan this 
evening. 
 
Mr. Williams agreed.  The Planning Board has pointed out the unresolved issues that 
need to be addressed.  Additionally, he feels that the Parking Assessment District with 
its impact on this particular property requires City attention.  However, this problem 
exists whether this or any other significant development goes through. 
 
Mr. Jeffares commented that the amount of time required to get into a deck is 
significantly longer than it used to be because of the queuing.  A valet would have to 
wait behind people who are having trouble getting through with their card. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce expressed her concerns: 
• She would like to see an internal floor plan for the retail level in order to better 

understand how the banquet area will be used.  She thinks a lot more than 60 
people will be using that space and that has a direct impact on the queuing of 
vehicles that are arriving; 

• She wondered if keeping the Hunter House building has ever been considered 
because it is such an iconic structure. 

 
Mr. Boyle made a couple of points: 
• The board should know what the City intends to do in that area.  He wanted to see 

the plan for turning Park into two-way, what the parking will be, and how long cars 
are going to wait; 

• He is frustrated that so much emphasis is being placed on parking and designing 
around parking.  This is not how it should be done.  Also, the Hunter House states 
they need parking, yet they take four spaces in their lot to park their vans.  Why not 
shift them farther away and release the parking spaces?  They could also make 
arrangements to shuttle people back and forth for an event and include that in the 
plan. 

 
Mr. Share observed that on Page 3 of the developer’s December 31 traffic report, it 
states that the banquet facility will have a capacity of 150 to 200 guests. 
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Mr. Koseck did not think the site plan goes far enough beyond the limits of the site.  His 
further thoughts were: 
• Whether turning Park into a two-way street is still the right thing today just because 

it was someone’s idea 20 years ago in the Downtown 2016 Master Plan.  If he is 
going south on Park, where is he going;   

• The 20 ft. parking zone will need a variance, but also it is a planning issue and he 
will have to be convinced that it is good planning. 

 
Motion by Mr. Share   
Seconded by Mr. Williams to postpone the Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 
Woodward Ave. (Hunter House and vacant parking lot) to February 27, 2019. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Share, Williams, Koseck,  Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays: None  
Absent:  Ramin 
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Planning Board Minutes 
May 22, 2019 

 
E.  Request for Preliminary Site Plan Review 
 

1. 35001 Woodward – The Maple – Request for approval of a 
Preliminary Site  

Plan to permit the construction of a five story hotel building 
(Postponed from  

February 27, 2019).  
 
Planning Director Ecker presented the item. 
 
Planning Director Ecker confirmed: 

● City Engineer O’Meara has said the applicant’s proposed plans for Park Street 
would not interfere with the City’s plans for Park Street. 

● The applicant has amended their plans to make them consistent with the City’s 
plans for Maple. 

● The applicant is required to have three loading spaces based on use and square 
footage of building. The spaces are required to be 40 feet long, 12 feet wide, 
and 14 feet in height. 

● The traffic consultant has reviewed the most current plans. The three parking 
spaces further to the north have also been removed so the hotel may stack cars 
there if necessary. 

 
Mr. Williams noted that the three spaces to the north which were removed were in front 
of retail establishments.  
 
Kevin Biddison, architect, told the PB that he had met with the City’s Engineering and 
Planning Departments multiple times in the past month and that the project had 
undergone a number of adjustments in order to come further into alignment with the 
City’s requirements. He continued:  

● The double-banked loading zone would allow the applicant to stack up to 10 cars 
if needed. Such circumstances would only be likely to occur in the daytime hours. 

● The garage door width will be reduced to 25 feet from 30 feet as required.  
● The applicant would be more than willing to add the additional tree necessary if 

the arborist signs off on it. The applicant will also add the additional street lamp 
required. 

● Additional lighting will be added around the building once the building is built 
and the first round of lighting is installed to illuminate any remaining darker 
areas. 

● The vertical aluminum fins with LED lighting at Maple and Park and Maple and 
Woodward are being installed to provide visual interest and are cut back into the 
stone so they will not project into the right-of-way.  

 
Mr. Williams suggested adding the operations plan with the City onto the list of 
conditions for preliminary. He also cited his previous ‘No’ vote on the CIS due to safety 
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concerns, and commended the applicant for their efforts towards making the project 
safer through improved traffic flow and valet parking.  
 
Mr. Koseck agreed with Mr. Williams, saying the applicant had come a long way in terms 
of improvements made to safety and traffic flow. He also said the hotel would likely 
need vestibules within the building, but that as long as they were interior it would not 
affect the site plan. 
 
In reply to a query by Mr. Koseck, Mr. Biddison said the parking spaces on Hamilton are 
part of the conversation with the Hunter House Group. In addition, there are stairs on 
the Hamilton side of the building which would allow Hunter House patrons access to 
some of the additional spaces below grade. 
 
Mr. Koseck said the retention of the 1½ foot wide curbed median on Park Street was a 
strange decision. 
 
Mr. Biddison said the curb was being maintained at the request of City Engineer O’Meara 
in order to help drainage along the street. He said he anticipated the conversation with 
the Engineering Department regarding the curb would continue. 
 
Mr. Boyle acknowledged that with all the competing interests on this site, nothing was 
going to be perfect but that the applicant’s efforts had brought them much closer. 
 
In response to Mr. Boyle, Mr. Biddison explained the rooftop would have seating and a 
rooftop bar. 
 
Planning Director Ecker advised Mr. Biddison that within the overlay a commercial use 
could not be located above a residential use. She suggested the rooftop could be used 
by the residential occupants of the fifth floor of the building. 
 
Mr. Biddison stated that both elevators would be available for resident use in the 
building.  He confirmed a key system would be in use, allowing only residents to access 
residential floors. 
 
Chairman Clein asked that the applicant confirm the width of the sidewalk in front of 
Greenleaf Trust and design their sidewalk to match that width. 
 
Mr. Biddison said the five feet sidewalk proposed is what the Engineering Department 
instructed the applicant to provide. 
 
Mr. Williams said the elevator usage should be reconsidered by the City from a security 
standpoint since residents may not know all their neighbors, and a non-resident could 
easily follow a resident out onto a residential floor. 
 
Chairman Clein said he was not as concerned about a potential security issue, and 
advised that the applicant work the issue out within their own operations and with the 
City’s Building Department. He continued: 

● He appreciated the applicant’s continued efforts to meet City requirements. 
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● Seven stacking spaces on Park Street seemed like too many to reserve for the 
purpose. It would require the City give up too much pedestrian and public space. 
He said he was not comfortable with it, and that while it might not yield a no 
vote from him this evening, he would advise the layout be reconsidered for the 
final. 

● There is no reason one line of valet cars should be insufficient, especially with 
the three extra spaces being made available to the north. 

● For the final review he would want to know that the applicant and the City’s 
Engineering Department are creating good design for these conditions, and not 
just what works. 

● This should look like a valet operation, which would take up little more space 
than parallel parking, instead of a double-stack for cars. 
 

Mr. Williams said he agreed with Chairman Clein’s concerns, but that he would also not 
want to see cars unable to move on Maple. He said the City might have to change some 
of its plans if it wants to allow reasonable development on this site. 
 
Mr. Boyle recommended the applicant discuss the possibility of renting some of the 
space within the small parking lot near the hotel on Park Street, which would reduce 
some of the need to have extra street space for stacking cars. 
 
Chairman Clein noted the applicant would have to speak to the City about its lease of 
the City’s property, so it should also raise the question of renting that parking lot space 
per Mr. Boyle’s recommendation. 
 
Mr. Biddison said the applicant would be open to the conversation. 
 
Mr. Koseck said he also believed it would be a good idea to explore with the City. 
 
Chairman Clein recommended adding a letter dated May 20, 2019 from Kelly William 
Cobb, Vice-President of Hunter House Hamburgers to the official record. He summarized 
the letter as notifying the PB of the applicant’s contractual obligations to Hunter House 
as related to the development. Noting that the issues raised by the letter were not in the 
PB’s purview, Chairman Clein said it was still helpful to understand where the 
negotiations stand and extended his appreciation for the letter to Mr. Cobb. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams  
Seconded by Mr. Share to receive and file the letter dated May 20, 2019 from 
Kelly William Cobb into the official record. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Share, Jeffares, Boyle, Whipple-Boyce, Clein, Koseck 
Nays: None  
 
Mike Kopmeyer, 1351 Bennaville Ave, said he would like to see more green space in this 
plan. He said he would like to see some amount of the space set aside for a public park, 
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and that in a perfect world Birmingham would not have a four or five story building on 
that lot. He said as a compromise it would be good if there could be areas shaded by 
trees which are public and allow for people to gather. He also said he endorsed 
Chairman Clein’s concerns with the planned double-stacked space on Park Street.  
 
Mr. Kopmeyer continued that the frontage along Woodward seemed cold and not 
conducive to pedestrian usage and activity. He suggested that awnings or more 
masonry or other options could make that frontage seem more human-scale and 
approachable. 
 
Mr. Boyle commended the applicant and architect on all the work they have done. He 
said he would like the applicant to review the stacking plans on Park Street. He added 
that, along the lines of Mr. Kopmeyer’s comments, Mr. Boyle was keen to see the 
proposed building materials at the final site plan. 
 
Mr. Williams suggested it would be prudent for Chairman Clein to participate in some of 
the operation discussions between the applicant and the City since he could best 
represent the PB’s concerns about traffic flow and parking. He noted that while Planning 
Director Ecker is a capable intermediary between the PB and the applicant, the PB’s 
recommendations should be directly conveyed by Chairman Clein due to the specificity 
of the Board’s concerns.  
 
Mr. Share said he would also dislike the double-stacking if not for the extreme public 
safety risks that could result should traffic not be managed efficiently at this 
intersection. He noted that the hotel could handle up to 120 vehicles for events, and 
that a dangerous situation would likely compound very quickly if hotel traffic is not 
adequately controlled. He said he would be satisfied if the Engineering Department and 
the City’s traffic consultant confirmed that high-volume hotel traffic could be managed 
with single-stacking and a healthy margin of safety. Otherwise, he said double-stacking 
is a reasonable, although not ideal, condition to accept. 
 
Mr. Boyle recommended the applicant consider different options for signage as it moves 
towards its Final Site Plan Review, specifying that it should avoid the signage issue that 
the Greenleaf Trust building has.  
 
Motion by Mr. Boyle  
Seconded by Mr. Koseck to approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 & 
35075 Woodward – The Maple – with the following conditions: 1) The 
applicant must clarify which refuse areas the two proposed retail uses are 
permitted to use, and the accessibility of such; 2) Submit specification sheets 
for the proposed ground mounted and rooftop mechanical units to ensure full 
screening; 3) Add the correct number of street trees to each street frontage, 
or obtain a waiver from the Staff Arborist; 4) The applicant must provide the 
correct number of street lights and provide regular spacing of such by Final 
Site Plan Review. 5) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all 
proposed lighting; 5) The applicant must reduce the width of the garage entry 
on the west elevation or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals; 
6) Submit material samples, colors, and specifications as well as details on 
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any proposed signage; 7) Applicant comply with the requests of all City 
Departments; 8) Applicant obtain approval of a lease agreement by the City 
Commission for all projections and /or encroachments on City property; 9) 
Applicant revise plan sheets as necessary to ensure all sheets are consistent 
and show the required property lines and clearly note all projections / 
encroachments across property lines; and 10) At Final Site Plan Review, the 
applicant must provide the Special Event Operations Plan for the said hotel. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Boyle, Koseck, Williams, Share, Jeffares, Whipple-Boyce, Clein 
Nays: None  
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 Planning Board Minutes 
January 22, 2020 

 
E. Community Impact Study Review and Preliminary Site Plan Review 

 
1. 35001 Woodward (Parking lots & Hunter House) - Revised Community 
Impact Study Review to allow construction of a new 5 story mixed use building 
containing retail, office and residential uses  
 

Planning Director Ecker presented the item. She confirmed that 35001 Woodward is 
located in the Parking Assessment District (PAD). 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Share to accept for filing the memorandum from Assistant 
City Engineer Austin Fletcher dated January 22, 2020. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Share, Clein, Whipple-Boyce, Koseck, Emerine, Ramin 
Nays: None  
 
Kevin Biddison, architect for the project, commented on the fact that the 11 extra 
parking spaces could be used by the general public because the stairway and elevator 
accessing the residential areas of the building would be keycoded to prevent 
unauthorized entry. 
 
Kelly Cobb, owner of Hunter House Hamburgers, stated that the wait time on Hamilton 
will increase if the number of parking spots available to Hunter House decreases. 
 
Mr. Williams explained he had previously voted against the Community Impact Study 
(CIS) for this project due to concerns regarding potential congestion at Park and Maple 
stemming from an entrance to the site being located too close to Maple. He said that 
the current CIS corrected that issue. 
 
Motion by Mr. Share 
Seconded by Mr. Williams to accept the CIS as provided for the proposed 
development at 35001 and 35075 Woodward – with the following conditions:  
 
1) Provide copies of Phase I and II Environmental Assessments;  
2) Applicant must provide mitigation strategies for control of noise vibration 
and dust during construction;  
3) Applicant will be required to bury all utilities on the site; 
4) Applicant must distinguish an area for the separation and storage of 
recycling;  
5) Applicant must conform to the streetscape design as outlined in the new E. 
Maple streetscape project; and, 
6) Applicant provide information on all life safety issues and Fire Dept. 
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approval, as well as details on the proposed security system provided to and 
approved by the Police Department.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Share, Clein, Whipple-Boyce, Koseck, Emerine, Ramin 
Nays: None  
 
Mr. Biddison explained the trash receptacles would be stored and obscured behind the 
wall meaning they would only be visible to stationary observers, looking into the building 
at a certain angle, while the glass doors are rolled up to allow entry or egress.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce shared concern regarding the fact that if one were to enter the 
garage in their vehicle and discover that the cluster of three parking spaces allotted to 
Hunter House were full, one would have to either reverse onto Hamilton or execute a 
multi-point turn to exit back onto the street. 
 
Mr. Share and Mr. Koseck shared concern regarding the parking layout on the site as 
well.  
 
Mr. Biddison stated that the eleven or twelve parking spaces being discussed as public 
spaces could also be executive or residential spaces, meaning they could be private 
instead and tied to an office or retail lease.  
 
Mr. Cobb spoke, saying:  

● Hunter House employees will continue parking in the parking deck, for which 
they are reimbursed, as opposed to parking in the three parking spaces in the 
garage off Hamilton.  

● According to the deed the developer is required to provide Hunter House with 14 
parking spaces which shall also be located on Hunter House property. 

● If he were to enter the three-space section in the garage in his truck and 
discover those spots full, he would not be able to execute a turn that would 
allow him to leave given the insufficient space. 

● There have been a number of deed violations on the part of the developer in this 
process including not seeking Mr. Cobb’s approval of plans for the site before the 
plans’ submission to the City, not seeking Mr. Cobb’s approval for planning to 
build a non-hotel development, and proposing to leave a space for Hunter House 
that Mr. Cobb says would be unusable for operating the restaurant. 

● He proposed multiple compromises to the developer which would allow Hunter 
House to continue and for a development to be built on the lot, all of which were 
passed on by the developer.  

● If the developer and the Hunter House cannot reach an understanding, Mr. Cobb 
would pursue legal action. He said that legal action could result in a delay of the 
development for seven to ten years. Mr. Cobb said that the City, the developer, 
and himself should sit down together and try to reach an agreement amenable 
to all parties in order to avoid such a delay.  
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Chairman Clein said that in many respects he was in strong favor of the plan submitted 
for this site, including three stories of residential with units under 1,000 square feet, less 
reliance on office space, and well designed facades on most of the project. He continued 
that he sympathized with the Hunter House, which he said was being pulled from a 
park-and-go model to an urban center model. Chairman Clein said there were also 
aspects of the plan that gave him pause, including the functionality of the three parking 
space area in the garage and the Hunter House’s charge that their space as laid out in 
these plans would be unusable. He acknowledged that it is not within the Board’s 
purview to get involved in a dispute between two private parties. He stated that it is 
within the Board’s purview to make sure all elements of the plans are functional and 
adhere to ordinance, however, and that he was unclear if the three parking space area 
off of Hamilton met those requirements.  
 
Mr. Williams said he would not approve plans that include the three space parking area 
off of Hamilton because that layout creates more problems than it solves or propose a 
restaurant layout that would not comply with various laws, including health codes and 
ADA regulations. He concurred with the Chairman that the Board should not intervene in 
a matter between private parties, but knowing that the restaurant could not operate 
legally is a matter within the Board’s purview.  
 
Mr. Share also emphasized that the Board should not be involved in a dispute between 
two private parties. He said the Board has ruled on projects before that have resulted in 
legal action between two private parties subsequent to the approval. Mr. Share said he 
would consider moving forward on a preliminary site plan under those despite these 
circumstances, but that this particular site plan was deficient under Article 7, section 
7.27 of the Zoning Ordinance in a couple of respects including the three parking space 
area off of Hamilton and the parking designated for the public off of Park Street. He said 
that the parking off of Park Street could become hazardous unless there was a traffic 
flow plan presented.  
 
Mr. Koseck concurred with his colleagues’ previous comments that the dispute between 
the Hunter House and the developer is not within the Board’s purview. Continuing, he 
said that the plans are an improvement over previous plans submitted for the 
development, and that the building complies with ordinance. He stressed that the 
Board’s only present obligation regarding this development was to ensure that 
residential parking would be included onsite. Mr. Koseck suggested that if the 
development included an egress across from the loading dock, a vehicle could move 
straight through the garage from Hamilton onto Park Street if it saw no free parking 
spaces in the three space area off of Hamilton. In that design, it could also turn into the 
three parking space area if there were a vacant space. This would avoid the need for 
either a vehicle reversal onto Hamilton or a multi-point turn in the case of full spaces. 
Mr. Koseck said he would approve the plans if that possibility were present. 
 
Mr. Biddison confirmed that such a route through the garage would be possible. He 
stated he would need the owner to comment further on how the route would be 
designed.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce said that from a Board perspective the site should not include the 
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parking off of Hamilton because it is not required by ordinance and creates an unsafe 
situation. She said she understood the legal agreement between the developer and the 
Hunter House required 14 spaces, but that was not the Board’s concern. She expressed 
great enthusiasm for the majority of the project in general, and frustration that the 
contention between the developer and the Hunter House was resulting in poor design in 
certain areas. She conceded that Mr. Koseck’s proposal of being able to pass through 
from Hamilton onto Park would in theory solve the issue, but that the best outcome 
from a City perspective would be to eliminate the spaces off of Hamilton.  
 
Mr. Emerine said he was also very enthusiastic about most aspects of the project with 
the exception of the issues with the parking off of Hamilton. He said he could not 
support the plans without a resolution to the Hamilton parking issue which could include 
Mr. Koseck’s proposal of allowing entry off of Hamilton and egress onto Park.  
 
Mr. Share said he would offer an editorial comment to the developer and the Hunter 
House, recommending that the parties actually speak to one another and resolve their 
issues.   
 
Chairman Clein agreed, and said a future City Commission discussion of potential public 
land use by this development would prove very difficult if the issues between the Hunter 
House and the developer are not resolved. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Koseck to schedule a special meeting of the Planning Board 
for the evening of February 27, 2020 at 7:30 p.m. to be held in the City 
Commission room.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Koseck, Share, Ramin, Whipple-Boyce, Clein, Emerine  
Nays: None  
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Share to postpone consideration of the preliminary site plan 
for 35001 Woodward to February 27, 2020.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Share, Whipple-Boyce, Clein, Emerine, Koseck, Ramin 
Nays: None  
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Planning Board Minutes 
April 24, 2020 

 
1. 35001 Woodward (Parking lots & Hunter House) – Revised 
Preliminary Site Plan & Community Impact Study Review to allow 
construction of a new 5 story mixed use building containing retail, 
office and residential uses. 

 
Planning Director Ecker reviewed the item. 
 
Mr. Williams said references to the Hunter House in the site plans and documentation 
should be replaced with a designation indicating that it is retail space, as the City 
should neither be specifying tenants of a project nor specifying where tenants may be 
located. Mr. Williams noted he found references to the Hunter House on pages 54, 
60, 63 and 64 of the supplementary materials. He said that if a motion for approval 
followed the evening’s discussion, an eighth condition should be added to remove all 
specific references to the Hunter House on the first floor plan and in supplementary 
documentation because he did not want the City to seem to be opining on anything 
related to the present, private conflict between the Hunter House and the applicant. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Boyle to receive and file for the record a letter dated April 
21, 2020 from Kelly William Cobb, vice president of Hunter House 
Hamburgers, a copy of which the Planning Board has received. 

 
Motion carried, 7-0. 

VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Williams, Boyle, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Share, Whipple-
Boyce Nays:  None 
 
Kevin Biddison, architect, reviewed updates to the plans. He stated that the applicant 
team and Hunter House management had met twice since the last Planning Board 
review of these materials to try and reach an agreement, but that none was 
forthcoming. Mr. Biddison explained that Hunter House was offered its current square 
footage within the plans, with additional lease space and a couple of parking spaces. He 
continued that he emailed Planning Director Ecker additional drawings immediately 
prior to the meeting which showed the two interior 10 foot by 40 foot loading zone 
areas, and that the applicant team will make sure the plans adhere to all other City 
requirements. 
 
Seeing no questions from the Board, Chairman Clein welcomed public comment. 
 
Kelly William Cobb reviewed the contents of his April 21, 2020 letter to the Board for the 
public. Mr. Cobb contested Mr. Biddison’s assertion that the Hunter House is being 
offered square footage in the plans equal to the restaurant’s current square footage. 
He said the way these discussions have been progressing is unfortunate for the 
community. 
 
Seeing no further comments from the public, Chairman Clein replied to Mr. Cobb’s 
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comments, stating that he understood Mr. Cobb’s frustration with the situation. 
Chairman Clein continued that the Planning Board has direction from the City Attorney 
that it is not the Board’s domain to enforce private contract law or deed restrictions 
resulting from private contracts. The owner of the property does have a legal right to 
submit a site plan, and a legal right to pursue approval. 
 
Chairman Clein then welcomed comment from the Board. 
 
Mr. Share reiterated Mr. Williams’ previous comment that the Board should not be 
construed to be taking any position whatsoever regarding the private conflict between the 
applicant and Hunter House. 
 
Chairman Clein agreed. 
 
Motion by Mr. Boyle 
Seconded by Mr. Share to approve the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 
35001 & 35075  Woodward  –  The  Maple  –  with  the  following  
conditions:   
1)  Submit specification sheets on all of the proposed rooftop units and 
material/dimensional information on the screen wall to ensure full 
screening;  
2) Revise the streetscape plans to meet all City requirements with 
regards to street lighting, furnishings and sidewalks;  
3) Submit plans showing three usable off-street loading spaces measuring 
40 x 12 x 14, or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals;  
4) Submit a photometric plan and specifications on all proposed lighting and 
materials, along with material samples at Final Site Plan and Design.  
5) Work with the City to negotiate a lease for the use of City property 
below, at and above grade;  
6) The Planning Board approves of the 2’ projection into the right-of-way 
for the entry canopy at the corner of Maple and Woodward;  
7) Comply with the requests of all City Departments; and, 
8) In all cases, delete the term ‘Hunter House’ from drawings and 
any text.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 

VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Boyle, Share, Whipple-Boyce, Williams, Clein, Jeffares, 
Koseck Nays:  None 
 
Chairman Clein reiterated the Board’s direction from past meetings to the applicant to 
attempt to resolve the conflict with the Hunter House through ongoing dialogue, and 
said he hopes to see a resolution of which the City, the applicant, and the Hunter House 
can all be proud. 
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May 13, 2020 
Planning Board Minutes 

 
 
E. Unfinished Business  
 

1. 35001 Woodward (Parking lots & Hunter House) – Revised 
Preliminary Site  

Plan & Community Impact Study Review to allow construction of a new 
5 story mixed use building containing retail, office and residential uses.  

 
Planning Director Ecker reviewed the item. 
 
Mr. Williams said that “subject to deletion of the terms Hunter House and HH from the 
plan” should be added to the end of the proposed ninth condition.  
 
Mr. Koseck said that the words Hunter House and HH should be replaced with a more 
generic description of what will be located in those areas of the building. 
 
Mr. Williams agreed. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Mr. Boyle to amend the motion made on April 22, 2020, to 
approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 35001 and 35075 Woodward by 
affirming conditions 1 through 8 and adding condition 9 to the approved 
motion as follows: 
 
9) Approved plans include the first floor plan on sheet A101, with the revision 
date 4-3-20, subject to replacement of the terms “Hunter House” and “HH” 
throughout the report and the plans with a more generic designation of the 
planned use of the space.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE 
Yeas: Williams, Boyle, Koseck, Clein, Jeffares, Share, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays: None  
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Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet 
 Revised Preliminary Site Plan Review 

35001 & 35075 Woodward – The Maple 
 
 
Existing Site: Hunter House restaurant and surface parking lots 

Zoning: B-4 (Business Residential) and D-4 (Downtown Overlay) 
Land Use: Commercial 

 
Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties: 
 

  
North 

 
South 

 
East  

 
West 

 
Existing 
Land Use 

Commercial/ 
Office Mixed Use Commercial Commercial/ 

Office 

 
Existing 
Zoning 
District 

 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

B-2, General 
Business 

B-4, Business - 
Residential 

Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D-4 D-4 D-2 D-4 

 
 

Land Area:   Existing: Approx. 0.5 acres (including City lot) 
Proposed: Approx. 0.5 acres (including City lot) 

Dwelling Units: Existing: 0 units 
Proposed: 42 units 

 
Minimum Lot Area/Unit: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Min. Floor Area /Unit: Required: 600 sq. ft. (efficiency or one bedroom) 
800 sq. ft. (two bedroom) 
1,000 sq. ft. (three or more bedroom) 

Proposed: Unit sizes are not shown on the current plans.  
Application states 1 bedroom units are min. 975 
sq.ft and 2 bedroom units are min. 1625 sq.ft. 
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The applicant will be required to verify that all 
residential units meet the minimum size 
requirements. 

 
Max. Total Floor Area: 

 
Required: 

 
N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Min. Open Space: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

Max. Lot Coverage: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

Front Setback: Required: 0 ft. 
Proposed: 3 ft. (on Woodward) 

Side Setbacks Required: 0 ft. 
Proposed: 0 ft. 

Rear Setback: Required: A minimum of 10 ft. rear yard setback shall be provided 
from the midpoint of the alley. In the absence of an alley, 
the rear setback shall be equal to that of an adjacent, 
preexisting building 

Proposed: 0 ft., equal to the Greenleaf Trust building 

Min. Front+Rear Setback Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

 
Max. Bldg. Height: Permitted: 80 ft., 5 stories 

Proposed: 80 ft., 5 stories 

Max Eave Height: Required: 58 ft.  
Proposed: 56.3 ft. 

Floor-Ceiling Height: Required: 10 ft. minimum 
Proposed: 15.3’ 

Principal Ped. Entry: Required: On a frontage line 
Proposed: Four entries on Park Street (1 residential lobby, 1 office 

lobby, 2 retail, 1 service) and 3 principal pedestrian 
entries and 2 egress exits on Woodward and 1 egress exit 
on Hamilton 
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Absence of Bldg. Façade: Required: N/A 
Proposed: N/A 

Opening Width: Required: 25 ft. maximum 
Proposed: 25 ft. on Park, 15 ft. on Hamilton, 23’ on Woodward 

Parking: Required: 17 – 2 or less room units = 21 spaces 
25 – 3 or more room units = 38 spaces 
Total Required:  59 

Proposed: 94 spaces (82 below grade, 12 surface level) 

Min. Parking Space Size: Required: 180 sq. ft. 
Proposed: 180 sq. ft. 

Parking in Frontage: Required: Off-street parking contained in the first story shall not be 
permitted within 20 feet of any building façade on a 
frontage line or between the building facade and the 
frontage line. 

Proposed: Parking spaces contained in the first story within 
20 feet of building façade on Woodward frontage 
and along Park Street. 
 
The applicant must remove all surface parking in 
the first story within 20 feet of the building façade 
on a frontage line, or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 
 

Loading Area: Required: 3 off-street loading spaces (40’ x 12’ and 14’ in height) 
Proposed: 2 off-street loading spaces (39’ x 10’ by 14’ in 

height).  
 
The applicant must submit plans showing 3 off-
street loading spaces with the required 
dimensions, or obtain a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 
 

Required Retail Depth: Required: 20 ft. minimum (on Maple only) 
Proposed: Retail use along the entirety of the Maple frontage at the 

required depths 
Screening:   

  
Parking: Required: 32 in. capped masonry screen wall 

Proposed: Underground parking is fully screened by the building 
Surface parking is only partially screened by 1’ 
high masonry knee wall along Park and Woodward 
 
The applicant must provide the required 
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screening, or obtain a variance from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 
 

Loading: Required: Fully screened from public view 
Proposed: Loading area is inside the building, behind glass overhead 

door 
Rooftop Mechanical: Required: Fully screened from public view 

Proposed: Rooftop screening is 10.75 ft. in height, spec sheets on 
mechanical required at Final Site Plan Review. 
 

Elect. Transformer: Required: Fully screened from public view 
Proposed: 5 ft. Junipers and 6 ft. Arborvitae 

 
 

Dumpster: Required: 6 ft. capped masonry screen wall 
Proposed: All refuse areas are proposed within the building 

envelope and are screened by solid walls. 
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Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

RE: 35001 Woodward - Hunter House site
1 message

Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com> Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 5:52 PM
To: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>

Jana,

My comments on the revisions are summarized below:

 

In regards to operations, the updated site plan has minimal impact on operations (Level of Service) of the site.

However, the previous iteration of the site plan (Submitted Jan 2020) provided better access management and was safer for pedestrians and vehicles by eliminating all of the vehicle
access and conflict points on Woodward Ave.   

 

Please let me know if you need anything further in regards to the updated site plan and TIA addendum.

 

Thanks,

 

Julie M. Kroll, PE, PTOE

Traffic Engineering Services Manager │ Associate

 

FLEIS & VANDENBRINK

27725 Stansbury Blvd., Suite 195 | Farmington Hills | MI | 48334

O: 248.536.0080 | D: 248.536.1998 | C: 248.342.5786 | F: 248.536.0079

www.fveng.com

 

ü Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 

 

From: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 11:04 AM
To: Julie M. Kroll <jkroll@fveng.com>
Subject: 35001 Woodward - Hunter House site

 

CAUTION: **EXTERNAL EMAIL** DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Julie,

 

Attached is the update to the TIS for the above site based on the changes proposed to the first floor plan.  I am also sending the revised plans so you can see the area and access
points we discussed this morning.

 

Thank you!!

 

Jana L. Ecker

 

Planning Director

City of Birmingham

248-530-1841

 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/27725+Stansbury+Blvd.,+Suite+195+%7C+Farmington+Hills+%7C+MI+%7C+48334?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.fveng.com/
mailto:Jecker@bhamgov.org
mailto:jkroll@fveng.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/35001+Woodward?entry=gmail&source=g
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*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. 

Cybercrime a�empts have increased during the COVID-19 Pandemic. This includes “spoofing” the origina�on of email addresses. If you receive an unexpected message with links or a�achments,
consider first verifying with the sender before opening. 

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

http://www.bhamgov.org/citywideemail
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HESHAM GAYAR

8469 WARWICK GROVE COURT,

GRAND BLANC, MI 48439

T.  810.338.3923

E. HESHAM.GAYER@GMAIL.COM

APPLICANT INFORMATION

SITE PLAN REVIEW 03.29.18

ZONED:  B-4 BUSINESS-RESIDENTIAL

OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICT: D-4

SCALE: NOT TO SCALE 

LOCATION MAP
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Fax.  (248) 332-8257

SCALE:

Part of Section 25
T. 2 North, R. 10 East
City of Birmingham,
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STONEFIELD 
 

 stonefieldeng.com 
 

                          607 Shelby Street, Suite 200, Detroit, MI 48226 248.247.1115 t. 

August 26, 2020 
 
Jana L. Ecker 
Planning Director 
City of Birmingham 
151 Martin, PO Box 3001 
Birmingham, MI 48012 
 
RE: Traffic Impact Assessment Addendum 
 35001-35075 Woodward – The Maple 

Proposed Mixed-Use Development 
City of Birmingham, Oakland County, Michigan 

 
Dear Ms. Ecker: 

 
Stonefield Engineering & Design (“Stonefield”) has prepared this Traffic Impact Assessment Addendum to 

supplement previous issuances of the Traffic Impact Assessment prepared for the above-referenced property.  
Under the current development program, a mixed-use building consisting of 7,750 square feet of ground-level 
retail space, 21,675 square feet of office space, 42 residential apartment units is proposed.  The existing Hunter 
House Hamburgers restaurant would also remain on the subject property.  Access to the site is proposed via 
one (1) full-movement driveway along Park Street, one (1) ingress-only driveway along Hamilton Row, and one 
(1) egress-only driveway along Woodward Avenue.  The development would provide 82 parking spaces in a 
subsurface parking garage and 12 parking spaces at ground-level for a total of 94 parking spaces on-site.   

The following studies were previously prepared by Stonefield for the redevelopment of the subject 
property: 

1. Traffic Impact Assessment dated November 26, 2018 
2. Traffic Impact Assessment last revised December 31, 2018 
3. Traffic Impact Assessment last revised November 22, 2019 
4. Traffic Impact Assessment last revised January 6, 2020 

The access management plan of the proposed development was compared to the access management plans 
for each of the previous iterations of the proposed site redevelopment.  The previous hotel development 
proposal (analyzed within Stonefield’s Traffic Impact Assessment last revised December 31, 2018) provided 
one (1) full-movement driveway along Park Street, one (1) ingress-only driveway along Hamilton Row, and one 
(1) egress-only driveway along Woodward Avenue.  This access plan most closely aligns with the proposed 
mixed-use development plan. 

The trip generation of the previous hotel development and the proposed mixed-use development were 
compared to understand the differences in daily and peak-hour traffic generated by the proposed uses.  Table 
1 provides the trip generation increase associated with the previous hotel development plan. 

  



STONEFIELD 
The Maple 

35001-35075 Woodward Avenue 
City of Birmingham, Oakland County, Michigan 

August 26, 2020 
 
TABLE 1 – TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY – PREVIOUS HOTEL DEVELOPMENT 

Development Scheme Daily 

Weekday Morning 
Peak Hour 

Weekday Evening 
Peak Hour 

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total 
Total Traffic Increase 
Previous Hotel Development 
Excerpt from December 31, 2018 TIA 

1,222 32 28 60 87 83 170 

  

Table 2 provides the trip generation increase associated with the proposed mixed-use development plan.  
Trip generation rates provided in Table 2 are based on corresponding data from the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. 

TABLE 2 – TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY – PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 

 ITE   
Weekday Morning 

Peak Hour 
Weekday Evening 

Peak Hour 
Land Use Code Amount Daily Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total 
Apartments 221 42 Units 207 4 11 15 11 7 18 
Office 710 21,675 SF 241 40 7 47 4 23 27 
Shopping Center 820 7,750 SF 1,056 4 3 7 39 43 82 
Total Traffic Increase 1,504 48 21 69 54 73 127 

 

The traffic generated by the previous hotel development was compared to the proposed mixed-use 
development and is shown in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 – TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 

Development Scheme Daily 

Weekday Morning 
Peak Hour 

Weekday Evening 
Peak Hour 

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total 
Total Traffic Increase 
Previous Hotel Development 
Excerpt from December 31, 2018 TIA 

1,222 32 28 60 87 83 170 

Total Traffic Increase 
Proposed Mixed-Use Development 
As shown in Table 2 

1,504 48 21 69 54 73 127 

Trip Difference +282 +16 -7 +9 -33 -10 -43 
  

As shown in Table 3, the proposed mixed-use development would generate comparable traffic volumes to 
the previous hotel development.  During the critical weekday evening peak hour, traffic volumes associated 
with the proposed mixed-use development would be less than the previous hotel development. 

Traffic analyses were previously prepared for the previous hotel development plan.  Key finding #9 from 
the December 31, 2018 Traffic Impact Assessment (previous hotel development plan) states:  

“Based on a Level of Service and Volume/Capacity analysis, the proposed development would not have a 
significant impact on the traffic operations of the roadway network during the weekday morning and 
weekday evening peak hours.”  
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August 26, 2020 
 
Key finding #10 from the same study states: 

“No traffic infrastructure improvements are warranted by the proposed development; however the analysis 
does consider the proposed two-way operation of Park Street approved by the City of Birmingham.” 

As the trip difference between the proposed mixed-use development and the previous hotel development 
are comparable or fewer, and the access management plan is consistent between the two uses, the key findings 
and conclusions stated above remain valid, and the proposed development would not have a significant impact 
on the surrounding roadway network. 

If you have any comments regarding the above information, please contact our office. 

Best regards, 

    
Charles D. Olivo, PE, PTOE    John R. Corak 
Stonefield Engineering and Design, LLC  Stonefield Engineering and Design, LLC 
 
S:\2018\S-18052 Biddison Architecture (35075 Woodward Avenue, Birmingham, MI)\Reports\2020-08 TIA\2020-08 Traffic Impact Assessment Addendum.docx 
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Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

Birmingham Office Repurposing Background
1 message

rgibbs@gibbsplanning.com <rgibbs@gibbsplanning.com> Fri, Sep 11, 2020 at 4:01 PM
To: "Scott Clein, PE (sclein@giffelswebster.com)" <sclein@giffelswebster.com>
Cc: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>, "urbanus.matt@gmail.com" <urbanus.matt@gmail.com>, "Sarah Traxler (straxler@mcka.com)" <straxler@mcka.com>, Bert Koseck
<BKoseck@neumannsmith.com>

Scott, as a follow up to this week’s planning board’s discussion regarding office demand and their repurposing, I can offer the following observations
for some background.  I would have joined the discussion on Wednesday, but couldn’t figure out how to unmute my Zoom screen or ‘raise my hand’.

 

Although many businesses are currently allowing staff to work at home and seeking to downsize their office space, many other firms have
found they need to retain workers in the office.  Creative, design, legal and tech companies need the personal interaction to spark new ideas,
boost morale and to compete. This is not possible on Zoom meetings.

 

Many businesses are urgently seeking to expand their office space to provide greater distancing for their staff, including building private offices
again.

 

The open, small desk format, with workers crowded into offices at 8 -10 per 1000 sf, is not possible any longer.

 

Many commercial brokers-developers are estimating the overall demand for office space will remain about the same as the pre-COVID
demand; the downsizing will balance out with the upsizing.

 

Many downtown Detroit businesses are reconsidering their location, and may move to suburban office parks again.

 

Birmingham is considered the prime alternative to downtown Detroit for offices.

 

Technically, many office buildings can be converted to residential.

 

The parking demand for residential is about half of office.  1,000 sf of office requires 5-8 parking spaces vs. 2-3 spaces for residential.

 

In theory, every 1000 sf of downtown office repurposed into residential, will free-up 3-6 parking spaces in the structures

 

However, many office buildings cannot be converted into residential due to their foot-prints and distances from windows, vertical transportation
or building/fire codes

 

An office building was recently successfully repurposed into residential in Southfield, near the city hall.

 

Downtown Birmingham has the highest office rents in Michigan, and may be the top 100 in the US. Birmingham downtown Class-A rents are
$30-$50 sf/yr. NNN

 

Birmingham’s Class-A office rates justify the private construction of parking decks (with no public assistance) as Fuller developed behind SE
Woodward-Maple.  This is highly unusual.

 

Birmingham also has the highest residential rental-sale rates in Michigan, at $3.00 -$5.00/sf/yr. and $300-$1,000 sf.  These are Boston and
NYC prices.

 

Many businesses are relocating to Michigan due to climate change, public schools, universities, moderate politics, low-crime and to avoid
flooding, storms, earthquakes, hurricanes and fires.  Michigan is considered the safest state in the US.



/

 

Downtown Birmingham’s market residential rates can compete with the office rates, and some may likely be converted, if the city removes the
on-site residential parking requirement.

 

The demand for downtown Birmingham’s office will likely remain strong and office repurposing may not be widespread. .

 

Thanks for your leadership on the Birmingham plan and please call anytime if you would like to discuss further.

 

Best Regards,

Bob
Robert Gibbs,  FASLA, AICP

President

 

Gibbs Planning Group, Inc.

240 Martin Street Suite 200 Birmingham, Michigan 48009  248.642.4800

 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This information is intended for the use of the addressee only. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us by Telephone at (248) 642-4800 and destroy the original
message.

 

https://www.gibbsplanning.com/

 

https://www.gibbsplanning.com/
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