
  
    REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 25, 2018 
7:30 PM 

151 MARTIN STREET, CITY COMMISSION ROOM, BIRMINGHAM, MI 
 

 
A. Roll Call 
B. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the regular meeting of July 11, 2018  
C. Chairpersons’ Comments   
D. Review of the Agenda  
 
E. Extension of Approved Final Site Plan 

 
1. 277 Pierce Street (Former Varsity Shop Building) – Request to extend the approved 

Final Site Plan which will expire on August 23, 2018. 
 
F. Revised Final Site Plan Reviews 

 
1. 298 S. Old Woodward – The Daxton Hotel (Former Doctors House Calls) – Request 

for design and material changes to the exterior of the building. 
 

G. Study Session 
Rules of Procedure for Study Sessions: Site Plan and Design Review, Special Land Use Permit Review and other review 
decisions will not be made during study sessions; Each person (member of the public) will be allowed to speak at the end of 
the study session; Each person will be allowed to speak only once; The length of time for each person to speak will be 
decided by the Chairman at the beginning of the meeting; Board members may seek information from the public at any time 
during the meeting. 
 

1. Retail Discussion 
2. Parking Requirements in Commercial Areas 
3. Sign Ordinance Review 

 
H. Miscellaneous Business and Communications: 

a. Communications  
b. Administrative Approval Correspondence  
c. Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting (August 8, 2018)  
d. Other Business  

 
I. Planning Division Action Items  

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

 
J.   Adjournment 

Notice:   Due to Building Security, public entrance during non-business hours is through the Police Department—Pierce St. Entrance only.  
Individuals with disabilities requiring assistance to enter the building should request aid via 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). 



 

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
PLANNING BOARD ACTION ITEMS 
OF WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2018 
 
Item Page 

 
STUDY SESSION  
 
1.  Bistro Regulations 
    
    Motion by Mr. Williams  
Seconded by Mr. Share to schedule a public hearing for August 8, knowing 
that if staff cannot get proper notice out it will be postponed to September. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2018 
City Commission Room 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 

 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on July 11, 2018.  
Chairman Scott Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Present: Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Stuart Jeffares, Daniel Share (arrived        
  at 7:42 p.m.), Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate                  
 Board Members Jason Emerine, Nasseem Ramin 
 
Absent: Board Members Robin Boyle, Bert Koseck, Student Representatives Madison       
 Dominato, Sam Fogel, Ellie McElroy 
  
Administration: Matt Baka, Sr. Planner  
             Brooks Cowan, Planner 
             Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary                 
 

07-118-18 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING OF 
JUNE 27, 2018 
 
Motion by Mr. Jeffares 
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce to approve the Minutes of the Regular Planning 
Board Meeting of June 27, 2018 as presented. 
 
Motion carried, 4-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Jeffares, Whipple-Boyce, Clein, Ramin 
Nays:  None 
Abstain:  Emerine 
Absent:  Boyle, Koseck 
 

07-119-18 
 
CHAIRPERSON’S COMMENTS (none) 
 

07-120-18 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA (no change) 
  

07-121-18 
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STUDY SESSION  
 
1.  Bistro Regulations 
 
Mr. Cowan recalled that over several months the Planning Board studied existing bistros and 
discussed the future goals of the bistro program.  One of the issues has been the number of 
seats that are permitted for outdoor dining.  The Planning Board had determined that they 
wanted to review outdoor dining seating on a case-by-case basis. They sent that proposal to 
the City Commission; however the Commission sent it back saying that with no limit on the 
outdoor dining seats for bistros they felt the bistros were getting too large and felt they were 
competing with the Class C Liquor License holders.  Also, they asked the Planning Board to 
review rooftop dining. 
 
Therefore, Mr. Cowan included draft language this time stating that rooftop dining is permitted 
as long as adequate street-level dining is provided, as determined by the Planning Board and 
City Commission.   
 
Then for the definition of Bistro, Section 9.02 he added that when located in the Triangle 
District or Rail District, a bistro is a restaurant that has  a full service kitchen with interior 
seating for no more than 85 people and seating for outdoor dining of no more than 85 people.  
So, outdoor seating is kept equal to indoor seating. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce did not know how this proposal would be received but she thought it is a 
good starting place.  Mr. Jeffares did not think it would hurt anything and agreed it could be 
tried for a bit to see how it works. 
 
Chairman Clein agreed and noted it is abundantly clear to him that the City Commission wants a 
number.  With respect to rooftop dining, he suggested language in paragraph 11 read that 
rooftop dining is permitted as long as adequate street level dining is provided and the rooftop 
dining will not pose any negative impact on surrounding properties as determined by the 
Planning Board and the City Commission. 
 
Board members agreed to also include in paragraph 11 that rooftop dining is permitted as a 
portion of allowable outdoor dining. 
 
Motion by Mr. Williams  
Seconded by Mr. Share to schedule a public hearing for August 8, knowing that if 
staff cannot get proper notice out it will be postponed to September. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
There was no audience present. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Williams, Share, Clein, Emerine, Jeffares, Ramin, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Boyle, Koseck 
 

07-122-18 
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2.  Retail Discussion  
Mr. Cowan recalled the Planning Board has been studying Redline Retail Districts since January.  
They brought their findings to the City Commission and asked to bring in a retail consultant.  
Therefore, the Planning Dept. has created a retail consultant RFP for the Planning Board to 
review. The scope of work includes a review of the City’s current Retail Frontage Line policy, 
data the Planning Board has gone over, an existing conditions analysis, retail trends and 
projections, and a final analysis with policy recommendations.  Included are a few specific 
issues that the City wishes to address:    

• Is there enough demand for retail in Birmingham to justify 3.25 linear miles of a Retail 
Frontage Line?  

• What are the future trends and projections for retail that are suitable for Birmingham? 
• What mix of uses contributes to a viable, walkable retail corridor? 
• Would a tiered system that expands permissible uses on the first floor in certain areas 

contribute or detract from a walkable downtown? 
 
The RFP lists the Scope of Work: 
1. Review the Downtown Overlay District's Retail Frontage Line Boundary. Requirements and 

the City Manager's Research Directives for the Planning Board. 
o Evaluate the current geographic boundary of the Retail District for modification; 
o Evaluate current properties in the Redline Retail Boundary that were not built to support 

first-floor retail uses; 
o Evaluate a prohibition of desks, workstations and office related amenities placed within 

the first 20 ft. depth of window frontage within the Retail District and recommend 
ordinance language to address the issue. 

2. Review current research done by City staff. 
3. Provide an Existing Conditions Report. 
4. Provide Trends in Retail and Projections for Retail Demand in Downtown Birmingham. 
5. Evaluate the Current Boundary of Retail Frontage Line, as well as Proposed Boundaries for a 

Tiered System of First Floor Uses. 
6. Provide Final Analysis with Recommendations for Retail Boundaries and Uses Within Each 

Boundary. 
7. Attendance at Meetings. 

o One (1) initial meeting with the Planning Board to discuss the process and finalize a 
schedule. 

o One (1) meeting with the Planning Board to provide a preliminary update of findings. 
o One (1) final meeting with the Planning Board to provide a final presentation of findings 

and recommendations. 
 
Mr. Williams wanted to see the RFP’s scope of work expanded to include a meeting where the 
public would be invited.  Also, acknowledge that the bidder will have to work with the 
Birmingham Shopping District ("BSD"). 
 
Mr. Jeffares suggested finding out from retailers in Birmingham who have stores in other 
communities what is going on in those communities and their approach to zoning.   

• Ask if Birmingham should even have a Redline District or just buildings dedicated to 
retail. 

• What businesses would be affected by eliminating desks that are placed in the window? 
• Add to number 4:  Evaluate Birmingham in a peer group that has a similar lack of public 

transportation. 
• For number 6, question the need for Retail Boundaries. 
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Mr. Williams thought that participation from retail owners and building owners is important for a 
successful outcome. Mr. Share added it is incumbent upon City administration to reach out and 
tell the public this is an excellent time for them to provide their input.   
 
Chairman Clein suggested that Public Participation is listed as an integral part of the Scope of 
Work.  He thought that Public Engagement should be a separate line item and bid separately. 
He wants to hear what the consultant suggests for Public Engagement. 
 
Mr. Williams hoped to have the BSD show up so that they are part of the solution.     
 
Chairman Clein said if the City Manager wants this board to further review the RFP, it can be 
brought back at the next meeting.  If not, they can take the comments and move forward. 
 

07-123-18 
 
3.  Residential Parking Requirements  
 
Mr. Baka recalled that on June 18, 2018, the City Commission and the Planning Board held a 
joint meeting and the consensus was that it would be worthwhile to have a consultant do an 
evaluation of our current parking standards, centered around residential. Thus, the draft 
amendments to eliminate residential parking requirements throughout the City as discussed at 
the joint meeting are provided, along with a draft RFP for planning, zoning and parking 
consulting services to conduct a complete review of residential parking requirements and future 
needs. 
 
Mr. Share noted that if the goal is to get more dense and affordable housing in multiple-family 
areas, he is not sure that eliminating off-street parking in the R-1 Neighborhood makes sense 
because the streets would start to get clogged.  Secondly, he was not sure about the concept 
that if you don't have to build off-street parking for residential it will incentivize affordable 
housing.  Rather, he could easily see that what you would get is the same expensive housing 
with a higher profit margin to the developer. 
 
Chairman Clein noted he didn't see anywhere that tells what the intent of the study is. 
 
Mr. Williams was not convinced that eliminating the parking requirement would be a good idea 
throughout the City.  People in the neighborhoods will object to that concept. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce was not certain this would encourage more affordable living Downtown.   
 
Mr. Share thought maybe the question should be how to create more affordable housing in 
Multiple-Family Districts.  Ask the consultant how to do that, and parking could be one 
component.  Another might be to offer the developer a bonus floor or other ways to incentivize 
smaller, more affordable units. If the objective is what he understands it to be, then he felt a 
study like this is too narrow.  Ms. Whipple-Boyce voiced her opinion that the board needs to 
also look at parking for office.   
 
Chairman Clein suggested that instead of focusing strictly on residential, the RFP should focus 
on Downtown, the Rail and the Triangle.  Indicate that there is a desire to increase residential 
density in a manner that brings smaller, more affordable units to the market.  The board wants 
the consultant to help them understand current and future parking trends across comparable 
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cities and understand the mix that they are trying to go toward, looking at office, retail, 
residential, and provide us recommendations.  
 

07-124-18 
 
4.  Sign Ordinance Review 
 
Overlay Sign Standards  
Mr. Baka explained the City of Birmingham has two sets of standards that are used to regulate 
signage throughout the City. There is the Standard Sign Ordinance which governs most of the 
City, and there is the Overlay Sign Ordinance that regulates signage on buildings that were 
constructed under the Downtown Overlay development standards.  
 
Standard Sign Standards 
The amount of signage permitted by the Sign Ordinance is based on the amount of building 
frontage. The width of the building determines the amount of square footage that can be used 
for signage. The allowable signage can be divided among any of the building tenants regardless 
of which floor they are located on, provided that they meet all other provisions of the Sign 
Ordinance.  
 
In contrast to the Sign Ordinance, the Overlay Sign Regulations in the Zoning Ordinance do not 
limit the amount of signage or number of signs. Instead the number of signs permitted is 
dictated by the number of entrances and only tenants whose primary square footage is located 
on the first floor may have a sign. In addition to the differing restrictions listed above, there are 
also subtle differences between the two ordinances which make interpretation confusing for 
business owners and sign companies.  
 
Over the past year the Board of Zoning Appeals has heard several variance requests for 
exceptions from the Overlay Signage Standards. The primary cause of these requests has 
resulted from the difference between what is permitted by the Sign Ordinance and the Overlay 
Sign Ordinance. The two provisions of the Overlay Sign Ordinance that have initiated the 
majority of the variance requests are the following;  

• The number of signs permitted determined by the number of entrances;  
• Signage for upper floor commercial tenants is prohibited. 

 
The Historic District Committee and the Design Review Board have reviewed the issue and they 
feel that the Overlay Signage Standards should just be eliminated.  Simplest from a procedural 
standpoint would be to just eliminate the Overlay standards out of the Zoning Ordinance. They 
feel the Standard Sign Ordinance does a very good job of regulating signage in the City. 
 
The commercial tenants on the upper floors of buildings developed under the Overlay are not 
currently permitted signage as they otherwise would be if they were located in a building 
governed by the Sign Ordinance.  In addition, the limitation of one sign per entry does not take 
into consideration businesses that occupy a corner space. 
 
Mr. Baka said he will come back with draft language and then the Planning Board can set a 
public hearing. 
 
Window signage/treatments 
Mr. Baka advised that window signage in the City of Birmingham is currently limited to 12 sq. ft. 
per frontage (façade facing a street) or 18 sq. ft. per frontage on Woodward Ave.  Multiple 
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sections of the Zoning Ordinance regulate the practice of blocking or tinting windows. The idea 
is to see professionally done window signage. The Zoning Ordinance was recently amended to 
require clear glazing on all first-floor facades. The Ordinance also states that windows are not 
allowed to be blocked by opaque materials, the backs of shelving, or signs. This has been 
interpreted to mean that the view into windows may not be permanently obscured but does not 
specifically prohibit drapes, blinds or other window treatments.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce said that as long as any amount of window signage is allowed then bad 
looking windows will be the result.  Either allow window signage with a special permit or do not 
allow it at all. She would never not want to see well-done, attractive signs posted.  The 
excessive signage needs to be cleaned up and people take advantage. 
 
Mr. Jeffares noted it would be a hardship on the retailers not to allow window signage for 
special promotions. Mr. Baka thought the primary concern is haphazardly applied paper and 
small fliers. While Code Enforcement is sent out periodically to cite specific complaints and the 
Planning Division sends out literature to all businesses in town on a regular basis, the problem 
persists. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought a permitting process and quality of materials should be considered.  
Mr. Share added that he thinks the board can draw a distinction between the Downtown and 
Woodward Ave. and Fourteen Mile Rd.  Think about how to de-clutter that giant street. 
 
Consensus of the board members was to consider window treatments by first-floor tenants in 
commercial spaces as a separate issue.  The treatments are often desired for a variety of 
reasons.  These include protection from the sun or excessive heat, aesthetics, or privacy. 
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07-125-18 

 
MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
a.        Communications (none) 
 
b.    Administrative Approval Requests  
 300 Strathmore - AT&T is proposing to remove three (3) antennas, three (3) RRHs, six 

(6) TMAs, and one (1) platform and install three (3) antennas, nine (9) RRHs, one (1) 
DC6 surge protection unit, one (1) fiber trunk, two (2) 3-pair DC power trunks, and one 
(1) sector frame. 

 1115 N. Old Woodward Ave #72, Woodward Place Condo Assoc. - Replace current vent 
free fireplace with a new, pre-fab direct vent fireplace.  Vent straight out through the 
back of the building.   Vent to be painted beige to match wall. 

 2075 Fourteen Mile Rd., Office Building - Request approval for parking lot striping as 
provided on attached plan and agreed to with Building Inspector. 

 2080 E. Maple Rd. - AT&T is proposing to swap three (3) antennas, remove (6) TMAs, 
and add three (3) RRHs, one (1) DC6 surge suppression system, and one (1) DC cable. 

 
c.    Draft Agenda for the next Regular Planning Board Meeting of July 25, 2018 
 
 298 S. Old Woodward Ave. - Daxton Hotel, material and layout changes; 
 Varsity Shop - Extension; 
 Retail RFP. 

 
d.    Other Business (none) 
 

07-126-18 
   
PLANNING DIVISION ACTION ITEMS 
 
a.    Staff report on previous requests (none) 
 
b.    Additional items from tonight’s meeting (none) 
 

07-127-18 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
No further business being evident, the Chairman adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 
  
      
 
                                        Matt Baka 
                                        Senior Planner          
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   July 18, 2018 
 
TO:   Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: 277 Pierce – Former Varsity Shop Building 

Request for Final Site Plan & Design Extension 
 
 
 
On August 23, 2017, the above-captioned property was granted Final Site Plan and Design 
Review approval to construct a new five story mixed use building by the Planning Board.  This 
project was also approved by the Historic District Commission as it is located in the Central 
Business Historic District.  
 
The Zoning Ordinance provides that a site plan is valid for one year from the date of approval.  
Accordingly, the applicant is requesting an extension of the site plan for 277 Pierce for one 
year, as they require additional time to obtain tenants to occupy the new building. A copy of 
their request is attached for your review. 
 
Given the fact that the existing building has not been demolished at this time, the Planning 
Division recommends that should the Planning Board grant a site plan extension, the following 
conditions be added: 
 

• Applicant agrees to immediately register the existing building as a vacant building with 
the Building Department;  and 

• Applicant also obtain an approval for an extension of the Historic Design approval from 
the Historic District Commission. 

 
 



7/10/2018 City of Birmingham MI Mail - RE: 277 Pierce - Final Site Plan & Design Review Approval

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4033b3ab11&jsver=VPguOsg6K3Q.en.&cbl=gmail_fe_180705.15_p2&view=pt&search=inbox&th=16484c602cf6aef5&siml=

Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

RE: 277 Pierce - Final Site Plan & Design Review Approval 
1 message

Eavan Yaldo <eyaldo@sarokiarchitecture.com> Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 11:18 AM
To: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>
Cc: Victor Saroki <vsaroki@sarokiarchitecture.com>

The reason for requesting the extension is that the owner is trying to secure tenants for the building that comply with the
zoning requirements for the use.

 

We will be there on July 25th, thanks.

 

Thank you,

Eavan

 

EAVAN YALDO | ASSOCIATE | LEED AP

P 248 258 5707 | EYaldo@SarokiArchitecture.com

430 N. OLD WOODWARD, BIRMINGHAM, MI 48009

SarokiArchitecture.com

 

  

 

From: Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 11:13 AM 
To: Eavan Yaldo <eyaldo@sarokiarchitecture.com> 
Cc: Victor Saroki <vsaroki@sarokiarchitecture.com> 
Subject: Re: 277 Pierce - Final Site Plan & Design Review Approval

 

Good morning Eavan,

 

We will add you to the July 25, 2018 Planning Board agenda.  We do need you to express your reasons for requesting the
extension.  This can be via email or a formal letter.  

 

Jana

 

mailto:EYaldo@SarokiArchitecture.com
https://maps.google.com/?q=430+N.+OLD+WOODWARD,+BIRMINGHAM,+MI+48009&entry=gmail&source=g
http://sarokiarchitecture.com/
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Victor-Saroki-Associates-Architects/85141625527
https://twitter.com/sarokiarch
http://www.linkedin.com/company/victor-saroki-&-associates-architects
mailto:jecker@bhamgov.org
mailto:eyaldo@sarokiarchitecture.com
mailto:vsaroki@sarokiarchitecture.com


7/10/2018 City of Birmingham MI Mail - RE: 277 Pierce - Final Site Plan & Design Review Approval

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4033b3ab11&jsver=VPguOsg6K3Q.en.&cbl=gmail_fe_180705.15_p2&view=pt&search=inbox&th=16484c602cf6aef5&siml=

On Tue, Jul 10, 2018 at 8:56 AM, Eavan Yaldo <eyaldo@sarokiarchitecture.com> wrote:

Good morning Jana,

 

On behalf of the owner, we are requesting a 1-year extension for Final Site Plan & Design Review Approval.  The
approval date was August 23rd, 2017.  Victor mentioned that we may be on the agenda later this month with this
request.  Please let us know the date and if you require anything else.

 

Thank you,

Eavan

 

EAVAN YALDO | ASSOCIATE | LEED AP

P 248 258 5707 | EYaldo@SarokiArchitecture.com

430 N. OLD WOODWARD, BIRMINGHAM, MI 48009

SarokiArchitecture.com

 

  

 

 
 

 

--

Jana L. Ecker

 

Planning Director

City of Birmingham

248-530-1841

mailto:eyaldo@sarokiarchitecture.com
mailto:EYaldo@SarokiArchitecture.com
https://maps.google.com/?q=430+N.+OLD+WOODWARD,+BIRMINGHAM,+MI+48009&entry=gmail&source=g
http://sarokiarchitecture.com/
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Victor-Saroki-Associates-Architects/85141625527
https://twitter.com/sarokiarch
http://www.linkedin.com/company/victor-saroki-&-associates-architects




MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   July 18th, 2018 
 
TO:   Jana Ecker, Planning Director 
 
FROM:  Nicholas Dupuis, Planning Intern 
 
SUBJECT: 298 S. Old Woodward – Birmingham Boutique Hotel – Revised 

Final Site Plan & Design Review 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The subject site, 298 S. Old Woodward, covers .618 acres in the Downtown Overlay on the 
northwest corner of Brown Street and S. Old Woodward. The site formerly contained two 
vacant commercial buildings and a parking lot, all of which have been demolished to construct a 
25,182 sq.ft., 5-story mixed use building. 
 
The building will provide ground floor retail, 3 floors of hotel guest rooms, and 17 residential 
units on the fifth floor.  Parking for the residential units will be provided in the lower level of the 
building.   As the building is located within the Parking Assessment District, no on-site parking is 
required for commercial uses.   
 
On April 26, 2017, the Planning Board first reviewed the Preliminary Site Plan for the proposed 
hotel at 298 S. Old Woodward, and postponed the site plan review to May 24, 2017 pending 
resolution of the following issues: 
 

1. The applicant will need to relocate the garage door for trash collection and loading away 
from the public street or obtain a variance from the BZA;  

2. Provide details regarding the type and placement of all mechanical equipment and 
associated screening at Final Site Plan Review;  

3. Add one street tree along S. Old Woodward Ave. or obtain a variance from the BZA;  
4. Provide a detailed streetscape plan that incorporates all of the proposed design changes 

for the reconstruction of Old Woodward Ave., including required lighting, benches, 
pavement materials etc.;  

5. Applicant meet the minimum size requirement for the proposed parking spaces or obtain 
a variance from the BZA; 

6. Increase the size of the proposed loading space to meet minimum requirements or 
obtain a variance from the BZA;  

7. Submit a photometric plan and specification sheets on all proposed lighting at Final Site 
Plan Review;  

8. Comply with the requirements of all City departments;  
9. Provide material samples and specification sheets at Final Site Plan Review; and 
10. Applicant address issues concerning car movement, vehicle loading/ unloading, and 



storage with a traffic management plan. 
 
On May 24th, 2017, the Planning Board approved the CIS and Preliminary Site Plan Review for 
298 S. Old Woodward on the conditions that the applicant revise the traffic and parking study to 
address the comments provided by Fleis & Vandenbrink regarding the trip generation and 
parking generation assumptions and traffic operations, and respond to the concerns and 
requests of all City departments and provide all necessary information. 
 
On August 2, 2017, The Advisory Parking Committee approved a recommendation to remove 8 
on-street parking meters in front of the new boutique hotel, and to charge them $3,000 per 
meter per year for this benefit.  The fee matches what is happening at the Townsend Hotel per 
a similar arrangement started in 1999.   
 
On August 9, 2017 the Planning Board approved the Final Site Plan and Design Review for 298 
S. Old Woodward with the following conditions: 
 

1. Advisory Parking Committee approval of removal of eight parking spaces on Old 
Woodward Ave. or applicant must apply for revised Final Site Plan; 

2. Submit a revised photometric plan providing measurements for lights proposed on the 
property only for administrative approval; 

3. Comply with the requirements of all City departments; and 
4. Provide tint levels for all glazing for administrative approval. 

 
The applicant has submitted for a Revised Final Site Plan review to change exterior materials 
present on the building façade. The applicant is now proposing to cover the main façade with 
cast stone and the residential 5th floor facade is proposed to now be constructed of coarsely 
textured stucco. The applicant is also proposing to pave the via path to the north of the 
property to match the S. Old Woodward reconstruction project. Finally, the applicant is 
proposing a small addition to two rooms on the 2nd floor of the hotel. The small addition bumps 
out into the open space of the green roof above the first floor. Due to the addition, the number 
and size of the proposed skylights has changed as well. 
 
1.0 Land Use and Zoning  

 
1.1 Existing Land Use – The current land use on the site is commercial. The two 

vacant commercial structures have been demolished and the site is currently 
under construction. 
 

1.2 Zoning – The property is zoned B-4 Business- Residential, and D-4 in the 
Downtown Overlay District.  The proposed commercial and residential uses and 
surrounding uses appear to conform to the permitted uses of the zoning district. 

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

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

 

 



 North South East 
 

West 
 

Existing Land 
Use 

Retail/ 
Commercial 

Retail/ 
Commercial 

Office/ 
Commercial 

Surface Parking 
Lot 

 
Existing 
Zoning 
District 

 

B-4 
Business- 
Residential 

 
B-2 

General 
Business 

 

B-4 
Business- 
Residential 

B-4 
Business- 
Residential 

Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D-4 D-3 D-4 D-4 

 
 
2.0    Setback and Height Requirements 

 
Please see the attached Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet for detailed zoning 
compliance information.  The proposed height, scale and mass of the building meet all 
required development standards for the D-4 Downtown Overlay District. The proposed 
building will be 69 feet high at the 5th floor, with mechanical equipment reaching 78 
feet. The building is proposed to be built to the property line at all elevations except the 
north elevation which is set back 10 feet for the inclusion of a via. The building meets 
the required setback and height requirements.  

 
3.0      Screening and Landscaping 
 

3.1  Dumpster Screening – The applicant is not proposing any changes to dumpster 
screening at this time. 
 

3.2  Parking Lot Screening – The applicant is not proposing any changes to parking 
lot screening at this time. 
 

3.3      Mechanical Equipment Screening – The applicant is not proposing any changes to 
mechanical equipment screening at this time. 
 

3.4      Landscaping – The applicant is not proposing any changes to the landscape plan 
at this time. 

 
4.0 Streetscape Elements 

 
The applicant is not proposing any changes to the streetscape at this time. 
 

5.0 Parking, Loading and Circulation 
 
5.1 Parking – The applicant is not proposing any changes to parking at this time. 



 
5.2     Loading – The applicant is not proposing any changes to the loading area at this 

time. 
 

5.3 Vehicular Circulation and Access – Vehicular circulation and access will be 
unchanged as a result of the proposed changes. 
 

5.4 Pedestrian Circulation and Access – Pedestrian circulation and access wil be 
unchanged as a result of the proposed changes. 

 
6.0  Lighting  
 

The applicant is not proposing any changes to the proposed lighting at this time. 
 

7.0 Departmental Reports 
 
7.1 Engineering Division – No comments have been provided at this time but will be 

provided by the meeting on July 25, 2018. 
 

7.2 Department Public Services – No comments have been provided at this time but 
will be provided by the meeting on July 25, 2018. 
 

7.3      Fire Department – The Fire Department has no concerns at this time. 
 

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

7.5 Building Department – No comments have been provided at this time but will be 
provided by the meeting on July 25, 2018. 
 

8.0 Design Review 
 

The revised Final Site Plan & Design Review application submitted by the applicant is 
proposing a change to the materials that comprise the façade of the building. The 
approved materials that are proposed to be changed are: 
 

• Stone cladding on floors 1-4 
• Coated metal cladding on the 5th floor 
• Coated metal window surrounds on floors 1-4 
• Coated metal cladding in between windows on floors 1-3 

 
 The new materials proposed to replace the former materials, in corresponding order, 
 are: 
 

• Cast stone wall assembly on floors 1-4 (Mix 2169 from Arch. Cast Stone) 
• Coarsely textured stucco wall assembly on the 5th floor 
• Cast stone window surrounds on floors 1-4 
• Cast stone spandrels in between windows on floors 1-3 (Mix 1438 from Arch. 

Cast Stone) 



 
 The applicant is also proposing to alter the construction of the via path on the north side 
 of the building, removing the stone pavers in favor of exposed aggregate concrete to 
 match the S. Old Woodward construction project. 
 
 Finally, the applicant is proposing the addition of a metal guardrail along the 5th floor 
 balcony to replace the proposed glass railing, as well as a cast stone cornice above the 
 first floor. 
 
 The applicant has not submitted material samples, nor any manufacturer information 
 aside from what is included above. The applicant must submit material samples 
 as well as more detailed manufacturer information to complete the design 
 review. 
 
 The second design change proposed by the applicant is a small addition to two rooms 
 on the second floor that bumps out into the green roof area above the second floor. The 
 addition façade will be constructed with the same materials as those proposed above. 
 The 3 skylights that were originally within the green roof have been reduced to one due 
 to the addition. 

 
8.0 Approval Criteria 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  



9.0 Recommendation 
 

Based on a review of the site plan submitted, the Planning Division recommends that 
the Planning Board APPROVE the Final Site Plan & Design Review for 298 S. Old 
Woodward, with the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant submit material samples and detailed manufacturer information to 
complete the design review; and 
 

2. The applicant comply with the requests of all City Departments. 
 
 

10.0 Sample Motion Language 
 

Motion to APPROVE the Final Site Plan & Design Review for 298 S. Old Woodward, with 
the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant submit material samples and detailed manufacturer information to 
complete the design review; and 
 

2. The applicant comply with the requests of all City Departments. 
 

OR 
 

Motion to POSTPONE the Final Site Plan & Design Review for 298 S. Old Woodward 
pending resolution of the following: 
 
1. ____________________________________________________________________ 
2. ____________________________________________________________________ 
3. ____________________________________________________________________ 

 
OR 

 
Motion to DENY the Final Site Plan & Design Review for 298 S. Old Woodward for the 
following reasons: 
 
1.______________________________________________________________________ 
2.______________________________________________________________________ 
3.______________________________________________________________________   

  



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
April 26th, 2017 

 
COMMUNITY IMPACT STUDY ("CIS") AND PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW 
 
 1. 298 S. Old Woodward Ave.  
   New boutique hotel (currently vacant Drs. House Call Building) 
 
 
Request for  CIS and Preliminary Site Plan Review to allow the construction of a 
new five-story boutique hotel with first-floor retail and fifth floor residential uses 
 
Ms. Lazar indicated she is recusing herself based on a familial relationship with the applicant.  
Chairman Clein said he is recusing himself on this matter as well because his firm, Giffels 
Webster, is involved in the development. 
 
Motion by Mr. Share 
Seconded by Ms. Lazar to nominate Ms. Whipple-Boyce as Chairperson to take over 
on this matter. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0, 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Share, Lazar, Clein, Jeffares, Koseck, Prasad, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Boyle, Williams 
 
CIS 
Ms. Ecker described the site. It currently contains two vacant office buildings and a surface 
parking lot, and has a total land area of .618 acres. It is located on the northwest corner of S. 
Old Woodward Ave. and Brown St. The site is zoned B-4, Business Residential, and D-4 in the 
Downtown Overlay District.   
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and surface parking lot to 
construct a 25,182 sq. ft., five-story mixed use building. The building will provide ground floor 
retail, three floors of hotel guest rooms, and the fifth floor will contain 17 residential units. 
Parking for the residential units will be provided in the lower level of the building. As the 
building is located within the Parking Assessment District, no on-site parking is required for the 
commercial uses. 
 
The applicant was required to prepare a CIS in accordance with Article 7, section 7.27(E) of the 
Zoning Ordinance, as they are proposing a new building containing more 
than 20,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area.  
 
CIS 
Ms. Ecker highlighted the CIS and reported the following issues remain outstanding with regard 
to the CIS: 

(1) Submit a drainage plan for review and approval; 



(2) Provide the volume of excavated soils to be removed from the site and/ or delivered to 
the site, and a map of the proposed haul routes; 
(3) Confirm that all new utility lines will run underground; 
(4) Provide information on the details of on-site recycling separation and collection; 
(5) Provide details of the proposed water connections for approval by the Engineering Dept.; 
(6) Provide details of the proposed security system for the building for approval by the Police 
Dept.; 
(7) Revise the traffic and parking study to address the comments provided by F &V 
regarding the trip generation and parking generation assumptions; and 
(8) Respond to the concerns and requests of all City departments and provide all necessary 
information. 

 
Ms. Ecker confirmed the applicant meets the parking requirements of the City Code. 
 
Mr. Mike Darga with Giffels Webster said they intend to work with the City on the new 
streetscape for S. Old Woodward Ave.   
 
Mr. Labadie discussed the traffic and parking study that was completed for the proposed hotel 
development.  Below are several of his comments: 

• The proposed trip generation analysis should be compared with the typical trip 
generation analysis that is consistent with accepted engineering practice. 

• The trip generation forecast assumes the meeting rooms and banquet rooms would not 
be used concurrently; however, there is no basis for this assumption. 
The applicant needs to figure out a traffic management plan for events. 

• The projected queue lengths on southbound Old Woodward Ave/ are expected to block 
the proposed valet area during peak periods. 

 
Ms. Ecker noted a letter has been received from Robert Carson, Carson Fischer, PLC that 
emphasizes particular concerns with regards to traffic. Also there is a letter from Midwestern 
Consulting that critiques the traffic study and indicates the scope should be expanded. 
 
Motion by Mr. Share  
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to accept the letters into the record with the request that 
Mr. Carson indicate who his client is. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0, 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Share, Jeffares, Clein, Koseck, Lazar, Prasad, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Boyle, Williams 
 
Mr. Robert Carson indicated that he represents Sillman Enterprises at 380 N. Old Woodward 
Ave.   
 
Mr. Rick Rattner, Attorney, said this is one of the most exciting projects he has seen.  He listed 
ten people from all disciplines who were present  to answer questions. 
 



Mr. Koseck thought most issues with the CIS are simple to resolve.  The last matter can be left 
to the traffic engineers to determine. 
 
In response to a question from Mr. Share about the proposed  plan for the 17 residential units 
with kitchenettes on the fifth floor, Mr. Charlie Stetson, from Booth Hanson Architects said they 
would be residential  and not hotel units that are leased to executives for extended periods.   
 
Motion by Mr. Koseck 
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to postpone to May 24, 2017 the CIS as provided by the 
applicant for the proposed development at 298 S. Old Woodward Ave., pending 
resolution of the outstanding issues 1 - 8. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Share, Jeffares, Clein, Koseck, Lazar, Prasad, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Boyle, Williams 
 
Preliminary Site Plan 
Ms. Ecker stated the parking spaces do not meet the minimum size requirement of 180 sq. ft., 
as some are shown at 139 and 144 sq. ft. The applicant w ill need to meet the minimum 
size requirement for the proposed parking spaces or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals ("BZA"). 
 
The applicant w ill need to add one street tree along S. Old Woodward Ave. or obtain 
a variance from the BZA. 
 
In accordance with Article 3, section 3.04 (B) (7), Downtown Birmingham Overlay District, 
doors for access to interior loading docks and service areas shall not face a public street. Thus, 
the applicant w ill be required to relocate the loading space garage door away from 
the public street or obtain a variance from the BZA.  
 
In addition, the loading space that is proposed does not meet the required dimensions. The 
proposed space is 41 ft. x 8 ft. x 14 ft. and the required dimensions are 40 ft. x 12 ft. x 14 ft. 
The applicant must increase the size of the proposed loading space to meet 
minimum requirements or obtain a variance from the BZA.  
 
Design Review 
The applicant is proposing to utilize the following materials for the construction of the five-story 
mixed-use building: 

• Granite for the base of the building; 
• Stone cladding for the façade of the first – fourth floor facades; 
• Coated metal cladding for the façade on the fifth story; 
• Various varieties of vegetation for the green roof on the mezzanine, second level, and 
fifth level terraces; 
• Aluminum window systems along all elevations; 
• Coated metal to surround the windows; 



• Coated metal coping along the top of the fourth and the fifth floor; 
• A coated metal canopy at the main entrance on S. Old Woodward Ave.; 
• Metal panels to screen the rooftop mechanical units; and 
• Aluminum and glass skylights on the S. Old Woodward Ave. elevation. 

 
It is unclear at this time as to whether at least 90% of the exterior finish of the 
building is cast stone, granite and glass (due to metal cladding on fifth floor) and whether the 
storefront windows have mullion systems with doorways and signage integrally designed and 
meet the glazing requirements required by Article 3 of the Zoning Ordinance. The Planning 
Division will reserve detailed analysis and comments regarding architectural standards and 
design related issues for the Final Site Plan and Design Review. 
 
In response to an inquiry from Mr. Koseck, Mr. Labadie said the ideal drop-off spot for the hotel 
entry should be shifted to the north away from the intersection. 
 
Mr. Charlie Stetson stated their team plans to go back and consider everything that has been 
talked about today.  Mr. Koseck said he would like to see the curb cut on N. Old Woodward 
Ave. shifted somewhere else, and it would make room for another retail component.  Mr. 
Stetson thought that is something they could look at.   
 
The Chairperson asked for public comment at 9:50 p.m. 
 
Mr. Robert Carson noted that the lack of parking availability will impact the Traffic Study.  If 
there are no vacant spots, people will re-circulate around again.  Further, Brown will shut down 
for a semi backing in.  Also, there is the question of where deliveries for ancillary uses will park.   
 
Mr. Jeffares noted it would be a perfect storm when both hotels have big events and need to 
use the decks.   
 
Mr. Steven Ferich who operates the valet service at the Townsend Hotel stated they don't have 
enough parking as it is when there is an event.  Ms. Ecker  advised that an RFQ is out for 
qualified development firms to submit to expand the N. Old Woodward Parking Deck with 
regard to increasing parking downtown.  Mr. Ferich observed that when the parking structures 
get backed up it could take anywhere from 10 to 20 minutes to get out.  He tries to avoid them 
and uses a rented lot off of Brown. 
 
Motion by Mr. Koseck 
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to postpone the Preliminary Site Plan approval for 298 S. 
Old Woodward Ave. to May 25, 2017 pending resolution of the following: 

(1) The applicant will need to relocate the garage door for trash collection and 
loading away from the public street or obtain a variance from the BZA;  
(2) Provide details regarding the type and placement of all mechanical 
equipment and associated screening at Final Site Plan Review;  
(3) Add one street tree along S. Old Woodward Ave. or obtain a variance from 
the BZA;  
(4) Provide a detailed streetscape plan that incorporates all of the proposed 
design changes for the reconstruction of Old Woodward Ave., including required 
lighting, benches, pavement materials etc.;  



(5) Applicant meet the minimum size requirement for the proposed parking 
spaces or obtain a variance from the BZA; 
(6) Increase the size of the proposed loading space to meet minimum 
requirements or obtain a variance from the BZA;  
(7) Submit a photometric plan and specification sheets on all proposed lighting 
at Final Site Plan Review;  
(8) Comply with the requirements of all City departments;  
(9) Provide material samples and specification sheets at Final Site Plan Review;  
(10) Applicant address issues concerning car movement, vehicle loading/ 
unloading, and storage with a traffic management plan. 

 
Motion carried, 5-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Koseck, Jeffares, Prasad, Share, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Recused:  Clein, Lazar 
Absent:  Boyle, Williams 
 
Board members took a short recess at 10:05 p.m. and following that Chairman Clein took back 
the gavel. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 



Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
May 24th, 2017 

 
2. 298 S. Old Woodward Ave., New boutique hotel (currently vacant Drs. House  
    Call Building 
Request for Community Impact Study ("CIS") and Preliminary Site Plan Review to 
allow the construction of a new five-story boutique hotel with first- floor retail 
and fifth-floor residential uses (postponed from April 26, 2017). 
 
Mr. Share joined the board, as Ms. Lazar was recused. 
 
CIS 
Ms. Ecker advised the subject site is currently the site of two vacant office buildings, and a 
surface parking lot, and has a total land area of .618 acres. It is located on the northwest 
corner of S. Old Woodward Ave. and Brown St. in the Downtown Overlay District. 
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and surface parking lot to 
construct a 25,182 sq. ft., five- story mixed-use building. The building will provide ground floor 
retail, three floors of hotel guest rooms, and 17 residential units on the fifth floor. Parking for 
the residential units will be provided in the lower level of the building. As the building is located 
within the Parking Assessment District, no on-site parking is required for commercial uses. 
 
On April 26, 2017, the Planning Board reviewed the CIS, and postponed the hearing on the CIS 
to May 24, 2017 after requesting additional information from the applicant. 
 
The applicant has now revised their site plan and elevations to address the requested issues.  
Outstanding requirements at this time include revision of the traffic and parking study to 
address the comments provided by F&V regarding the trip and parking generation assumptions; 
and response to the concerns of all City Departments. Mrs. Ecker noted the applicant meets the 
parking requirements.  Since last time, based on the discussion they have added an additional 
level of underground parking.  Now two levels of underground parking are proposed with a total 
of 56 parking spaces.  The City's plans for S. Old Woodward Ave. show 12 angled parking 
spaces in front of the building where presently six parallel spaces exist. The proposal is not 
consistent with that because the applicant is proposing not to provide those and to use the 
space as a valet area.   
 
Mr. Share asked what ability this board has to give away parking spaces that don't exist but are 
planned for.  
 
Mr. Rick Rattner, Attorney, 380 N. Old Woodward Ave., noted their entire design team has been 
assembled for this meeting:  Mr. Michael Kitchen, VP of Development and Acquisitions for 
Aperian Hotels; Mr. Charlie Stetson and Mr. Scott Seifers, Architects from Booth Hansen. 
 
Mr. Kitchen said Aperian has ten upscale luxury hotels around the country.  They aim to deliver 
the very top level of service.  They are almost all in very dense urban environments with no on-
site parking.  Because parking is such a sensitive subject for Birmingham, the owner went 
ahead and added 56 spaces to the site.  They do not rely purely on a third party valet operator.  
Everybody in the front of the house is called an ambassador and they are also trained to park 



cars if they are starting to stack. He explained the assumption made by the City’s traffic 
consultant that the hotel needs 330 spaces is not valid.  
 
Mr. Share was concerned about the traffic flow and the stacking and queuing and all of that on 
S. Old Woodward Ave. He was further concerned that the present operators may not be there a 
year or five or seven years from now.  So there may not be all of those employees parking cars 
to ensure the traffic flow works on S. Old Woodward Ave. Mr. Kitchen responded they have a 
long-term contract to run this property for 20+ years.  He explained their redesign allows short-
term cars to be pulled down into the garage and then right back up and out. There are parking 
garages within two blocks. 
 
In response to the Chairman, Mr. Kitchen replied their banquet facility holds 300 guests.  They 
find the average is over two people / car.  That leaves 150 people, but some are staying at the 
hotel for the event.  Others are coming from the airport or with Uber, versus those that are 
local.  They can staff appropriately when events are happening.  There will be approximately 
100 to 120 full time employees.  The hotel does not provide parking for its employees.  At any 
given time there will be about 40 employees on-site.  
 
Motion by Mr. Williams 
Seconded by Ms. Prasad to receive and file 17 letters of support for the hotel  
from business people in Downtown Birmingham. 
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
VOICE VOTE 
Yeas:  Williams, Prasad, Lazar, Share, Boyle, Jeffares, Koseck, Whipple-Boyce 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Clein 
 
Mr. Labadie said if their use is not the same as described by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers or the Urban Land Institute or anybody like that then compare their rates with 
accepted practice.  He knows there is a lack of parking during peak times when they assume it 
will take 4.7 minutes for a valet to get to a parking space. But if there isn't one, where will they 
go? He had asked for the comparison several times but it wasn't given. 
 
Mr. Williams confirmed the board is talking about issues related to valet and to congestion at 
the intersection at peak hours, and the ability of the operator to move cars in and out in the 
valet process; they are not talking about parking places.  
 
Mr. Labadie thought that even 15 seems like a lot of valets to run back and forth to places 
where they don't even know if there is parking.  His concern was if everyone shows up during 
peak hours there will be a couple of hundred cars sitting there trying to get parked.  Mr. 
Jeffares noted the hotel could purchase parking spaces from the City for a certain period of 
time for an event. 
 
Mr. Labadie demonstrated that during regular use of the hotel they will end up on a regular 
basis blocking their own driveway.  Mr. Williams observed that one way to relieve congestion at 



peak times would be to get rid of the left turn lane by saying no left turns onto Brown from S. 
Old Woodward Ave. 
 
Chairman Boyle invited comments from the public at 9:10 p.m. 
 
Mr. Clint Mansour, Mansour Co., said he owns 330 Hamilton, the Jeff Glover Building; and the 
Peabody Mansion where Adachi will open.  In his opinion what better way to activate this 
intersection than a five star luxury boutique hotel.  He gave his full support to the ownership 
group. 
 
Mr. David Foster, 512 Wallace, announced he is vehemently opposed to this project.  He asked 
the board to contemplate  

• how many cars are too many;  
• how many employees need parking space--too many for the existing parking structures; 

and 
• how much congestion do you want in this city? 

The project will upset the balance in this community. 
 
Mr. Steve Ferich, 282 Derby, runs the valet in Downtown Birmingham.  In his opinion there is 
not enough parking.  During a luncheon last week he had 180 cars coming at him all at once.  
Even though he had 20 parkers there was still a backup. The biggest issue he has is where to 
put the cars.  He has 100 spaces in the Townsend Garage and he uses it for queuing but it's not 
enough.  Overnights in the hotel will eat up the 53 spots in the proposed hotel, so where will 
they put people that come in. 
 
Mr. Kitchen said they are here to do the right thing for the community and to help all of the 
businesses in town. 
 
Mr. David Berman with the Ownership Group said their underground parking will be purely for 
residents, hotel guests and to accommodate whatever flow comes through.  They have built a 
plan where they think they can manage the traffic efficiently.  There will be occasions where 
traffic spills out of the valet stand onto N. Old Woodward Ave.  That happens currently at 
several of the restaurants on Old Woodward Ave. But they think their project will be amazing 
and make a huge difference in the City. 
 
Mr. Share indicated he would not be in favor of accepting the CIS conditionally.  Mr. Koseck 
agreed because he thought there seems to be a gap in communications or assumptions.  It 
would give him a level of comfort to have further discussion.   
 
On the other hand, Ms. Whipple-Boyce said she was prepared to accept the CIS tonight with 
conditions.  It doesn't seem like the parties are coming together.  There are times when there 
will be overflow and that can be accepted because it happens all over the City.  Parking is the 
problem, and parking is not what the board is here to talk about tonight.  This development is 
in the Parking Assessment District. The applicant has more than satisfied their parking 
requirements.  Mr. Jeffares agreed.  To him the queuing is the big issue but preparations for an 
event can be made ahead of time.  Ms. Prasad also agreed.  She did not understand why the 
particular data is not being provided to the City's consultant by the developer.  As a courtesy to 
the City there is no reason for them to not do that.  If the parking numbers grow it not their 



problem, it is the City's problem.  The project seems compelling enough such that she is 
comfortable going forward with it. 
 
Chairman Boyle asked if the developers are sent back to do their due diligence on this topic, 
what will the board hear differently in six weeks?  
 
Mr. Williams indicated he is opposed.  Mr. Labadie asked for information and it wasn't provided.  
So he thinks it is not appropriate to go forward at this time. There is a failure to communicate 
between the developer and the City's Traffic Consultant.  
 
Ms. Afrakhteh did not think the applicant should be put on pause just because of a parking 
issue.   
 
Chairman Boyle stated the challenge this board faces is the nature of the developer's  way of 
dealing with their visitors. To what extent does their model have the potential of 
slowing/blocking traffic in this junction.  We don't know if traffic flow will be impacted by the 
number of people who come to be valet parked. 
 
Chairman Boyle asked the applicant if they feel they have provided the information that was 
requested by the City's Traffic Consultant.  Mr. Rattner answered in the affirmative.  There has 
been much information going back and forth between the traffic consultants.  Their consultant 
gave information, believing that was what Mr. Labadie wanted.  Since it was not satisfactory, 
they will get to the bottom of what is needed.   
 
Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce 
Seconded by Mr. Jeffares to  approve the CIS as provided by the applicant for the 
proposed development at 298 S. Old Woodward Ave., allowing the applicant the 
opportunity to address the following conditions of approval prior to Final Site Plan 
Review: 
(1) Revise the traffic and parking study to address the comments provided by Fleis 
& Vandenbrink regarding the trip generation and parking generation assumptions 
and traffic operations; and 
(2) Respond to the concerns and requests of all City departments and provide all 
necessary information. 
 
Motion carried, 5-2. 
 
ROLLCALL VOTE 
Yeas:  Whipple-Boyce, Jeffares, Boyle, Koseck, Prasad 
Nays:  Williams, Share 
Absent:  Clein 
 
Site Plan Review 
Based on the linear frontage, five trees are required along S. Old Woodward Ave. (218 ft. 
frontage), and thus the applicant is required to add one more street tree along S. Old 
Woodward  Ave. or obtain a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals.  
 



It was discussed there are presently six parallel parking spaces that are proposed to be 
removed to accommodate valet.  This board does not have jurisdiction on that issue. 
 
Mr. Share expressed his concern about the level of congestion in the intersection.  Mr. Williams 
suggested adding a condition that the site plan approval is conditional on the Police Dept.'s 
approval of the valet parking to eliminate congestion as much as possible in the intersection. 
 
There was no public discussion at 9:53 p.m. 
 
Motion by Ms Whipple Boyce  
Seconded by Ms. Prasad to approve the Preliminary Site Plan for 298 S. Old 
Woodward Ave. with the following conditions: 
(1) Provide details regarding the type and placement of all mechanical 
equipment and associated screening at Final Site Plan review; 
(2) Add one street tree along S. Old Woodward Ave. or obtain a variance from the 
Board of Zoning Appeals or a waiver from the City Arborist; 
(3) Submit a photometric plan and specification sheets on all proposed lighting at 
Final Site Plan Review; 
(4) Comply with the requirements of all City departments;  
(5) Provide material samples and specification sheets at Final Site Plan Review; 
(6) Removal of public parking on S. Old Woodward Ave. is subject to approval by the 
Advisory Parking Committee and the City Commission;  and 
(7) Subject to Police Dept. approval of the valet. 
 
There was no one in the audience who wished to comment on the motion.  
 
Motion carried, 7-0. 
 
ROLLCALL VOTE 
Yeas:  Whipple-Boyce, Prasad, Boyle, Jeffares, Koseck, Share, Williams 
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Clein 
 
The Chairman asked people in the room to find a way to overcome any deep challenges.  
Everyone on the board wants to make this work but they don't want to create problems in 
doing so. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



City of Birmingham 
ADVISORY PARKING COMMITTEE 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

Birmingham City Hall Commission Room 1 
51 Martin, Birmingham, Michigan 

Wednesday, August 2, 2017 
 

MINUTES 

298 S. OLD WOODWARD AVE.  
VALET PARKING REQUEST  
 
Mr. O'Meara advised that the owner of the above property, located at the northwest corner of 
Brown St., has submitted plans requesting a permit to construct a five-story hotel with two 
underground levels of private parking. The plans have received Community Impact Study 
(“CIS”) and Preliminary Site Plan approval from the Planning Board. As a condition of such 
approval, the Planning Board asked the applicant to appear before the Advisory Parking 
Committee ("APC") to receive a recommendation relative to the removal of on-street parking, as 
proposed on their plan.  
 
The applicant is requesting approval to remove all existing parking spaces to create a 
permanent valet service at the front door of the new building on S. Old Woodward Ave. The 
applicant plans to have valet service available for all visitors to the building, whether they are 
overnight guests, long term residents, patrons at the restaurant, meeting attendees, etc. 
Vehicles will be taken to the building’s proposed Brown St. garage entrance when space 
permits, and they will be returned to the valet area using the S. Old Woodward garage exit. 
When space does not permit, the valet drivers will seek other options, such as the Pierce St. 
Parking Structure. There is precedent in town for removing parking spaces for valet. The 
Townsend Hotel pays a fee for the meters and uses seven parking spaces along Merrill St.  
 
With the recent change in the metered parking rate to $1.50 per hour, the City will now charge 
$3,000/year per meter per space.  
 
At the July 12, 2017 meeting of the Advisory Parking Committee ("APC"), the above topic was 
reviewed. The APC asked to have the opportunity to review the traffic impact analysis prepared 
for the project as a part of the Planning Board’s review. That information is now provided.  
 
It was mentioned that there is no space on Brown St. for delivery trucks to line up to unload, as 
there is only the one traffic lane. Mr. Kalczynski observed that traffic flow and parking are 



intertwined. The APC is being asked to remove eight spaces at a time when the City is in a crisis 
mode with parking. When additional people are added, where do they go?  
 
Addressing a question, Mr. O'Meara advised the bus stop will be moved north of Merrill St., and 
the space will be turned back to parking. The redesign will represent a net gain of two parking 
spaces.  
 
Mr. John Gaber, Attorney with Williams Williams Rattner & Plunkett, PC, spoke to represent the 
property owner, Lorient Capital, LLC. Mr. Gaber wanted to ensure there is no conflict of interest 
with respect to Mr. Kalczynski being the manager of the Townsend Hotel. The Chairman 
indicated the nature of this board is that it is comprised of stakeholders. Mr. Kalczynski provides 
insight into situations that the committee would not have otherwise.  
 
Mr. Kalczynski noted he does not have a conflict of interest. His role on the APC is only to 
approve or disapprove recommendations for parking. Therefore he will not recuse himself from 
the consideration of this matter.  
 
Mr. Gaber went on to note that under the current parking nine spaces will be removed. After 
the street is reconstructed, the area is proposed for 12 spaces. However, accommodating three 
spaces for the driveway and one space for the sidewalk bumpout at the corner gets it down to 
eight. The project is a five-story luxury boutique hotel comprised of 126 guest rooms with 17 
rental apartments on the fifth floor. There will be a banquet hall, meeting rooms, restaurants, 
and bars. One component of the building is the two floors of underground parking which 
provide 56 parking spaces. Only 22 of those spaces are required for the apartment units on the 
top floor. So the other 34 are available for the general use of the facility. Another feature of this 
project is enhancement of the streetscape which will help to facilitate some of the City's goals 
and objectives relative to pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  
 
Their Traffic Management Plan has been reviewed by the City's Traffic Engineer and he has 
signed off, as has the Planning Board. That plan provides for valet at the front. From there the 
valets will circulate around the Brown St. side of the building and enter the parking garage 
there. If there is not room below to park the cars they will be stacked and the valets will 
relocate them off site. One feature of the Plan they think is important is there will be cross 
training of hotel employees in valet service. Then they can assist when needed.  
 
With regard to the loading situation on Brown St., trucks will back up into a driveway, be off of 
the road, and be able to use that area for loading and unloading.  
 
There was discussion by the APC members that $3,000/year per space seems low. Mr. O'Meara 
explained that figure is based on 60% occupancy. Mr. Richard Astrein received confirmation 
that the City Commission is the final arbitor of the cost structure.  
 



Motion by Ms. Champagne  
 
Seconded by Ms. Krueger to recommend to the City Commission the removal of 
eight on-street parking spaces at 298 S. Old Woodward Ave. to allow for the 
operation of a valet service by the adjacent property owner, in exchange for an 
annual payment of $24,000 (at $3,000 per meter) to be charged annually once the 
adjacent hotel is open for business.  
 
Ms. Champagne added she thinks one of the things that makes the Townsend Hotel really 
special and part of the ambiance of the City is the valet in front.  
 
Mr. Gaber stated they think that a hotel is the highest and best use for this property. The City 
could be looking at a dense office building there. That would put more daytime peak demand 
on the system than the hotel will. Secondly, in addition to the 56 spaces underneath, there is 
stacking for 20 more cars. Also, if public spaces are not available they are obligated to work out 
an arrangement for other parking. Lastly, progress is being made because the City has 
recognized the parking problem and is expanding the N. Old Woodward Structure. 
 
Motion carried, 5-1.  
 
VOICE VOTE:  
Yeas: Champagne, Krueger, Honhart, Kuhne, Vaitas  
Nays: Kalczynski  
Absent: Paskiewicz 
 
Mr. Astrein brought up the point that the rate to pay into the Parking Assessment District is low, 
as is the rate being charged to the hotels for taking meters off the street. Someone coming into 
the Parking Assessment District now should be paying market rates to buy in to the structures. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 9, 2017 
City Commission Room 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 

1. 298 S. Old Woodward Ave. (former Doctors House Call Building) 
 Request for approval of a new five-story hotel with commercial and 
 residential uses (postponed from July 26, 2017) 
 
Ms. Lazar recused herself from this review as well as the public hearing to amend Chapter 126. 
Chairman Clein also recused himself from this review because his firm is involved in the project. 
Mr. Share joined the board.  
 
Motion by Mr. Williams  
Seconded by Ms. Whipple-Boyce for Mr. Boyle to take over as Chairman.  
 
Motion carried, 6-0.  
 
ROLLCALL VOTE  
Yeas: Williams, Whipple-Boyce, Boyle, Jeffares, Koseck, Share  
Nays: None  
Recused: Clein, Lazar  
Absent: Prasad  
 
Final Site Plan  
Ms. Ecker recalled the subject property is currently the site of two vacant office buildings and a 
surface parking lot, and has a total land area of .618 acres. It is located on the northwest 
corner of S. Old Woodward Ave. and Brown St. in the Downtown Overlay District. The applicant 
is proposing to demolish the existing buildings and surface parking lot to construct a 25,182 sq. 
ft., five-story mixed-use building. The building will provide ground floor retail, three floors of 
hotel guest rooms, and 17 residential units on the fifth floor. Parking for the residential units 
will be provided in the lower level of the building. As the building is located within the Parking 
Assessment District, no on-site parking is required for commercial uses.  
 
On May 24, 2017, the Planning Board approved the Community Impact Statement ("CIS") and 
Preliminary Site Plan Review for 298 S. Old Woodward Ave. on the conditions that the applicant 
revise the traffic and parking study to address the comments provided by Fleis & Vandenbrink 
regarding the trip generation and parking generation assumptions and traffic operations, 
respond to the concerns and requests of all City Departments and provide all necessary 
information. All of those issues have been resolved.  



On August 2, 2017, The Advisory Parking Committee approved a recommendation to remove 
eight on-street parking meters in front of the new boutique hotel, and to charge them $3,000 
per meter per year for this benefit. The fee matches what is happening at the Townsend Hotel 
per a similar arrangement started in 1999.  
 
Design Review  
The applicant is proposing to utilize the following materials for the construction of the fivestory, 
mixed-use building:  
• Dark grey granite for the base of the building (Wisp granite from Quarrastone); 
 • Limestone cladding for the façade of the first – fourth floor facades (Grey, “Madison Café” 
from Quarrastone);  
• Various varieties of vegetation for the green roof on the mezzanine, second level, and fifth 
level terraces;  
• Aluminum window systems along all elevations (Low E glass with slight grey tint);  
• Dark bronze coated metal to surround the windows and coping along top of the fourth and 
the fifth floor (Lintec, “Ascher Bronze”);  
• A dark bronze coated metal canopy at the main entrance on S. Old Woodward;  
• Corrugated metal panels to screen the rooftop mechanical units (Lintec, “Ascher Bronze”); 
and  
• Aluminum and glass skylights on the S. Old Woodward Ave. elevation.  
 
Material samples were passed around for review by the Planning Board. The applicant indicated 
that the garage doors will be coated metal with a grey tone. The proposed building appears to 
meet most of the architectural standards set out in Article 3, 04 (E) Downtown Birmingham 
Overlay District, of the Zoning Ordinance, as the first-floor storefronts are directly accessible 
from the sidewalk, the storefront windows are vertically proportioned, no blank walls face a 
public street, and the main entry has a canopy to add architectural interest on a pedestrian 
scale. The applicant has submitted calculations showing 90% of the exterior façade consists of 
high quality building materials (91.7% on the east façade and 90.6% on the south façade). 
Calculations have also been submitted for the glazing requirements outlined in Article 3, Section 
3.04 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Richard Rassel, Williams Williams Rattner & Plunkett, 380 N. Old Woodward Ave., said the 
conditions that have been specified by the Planning Dept. are acceptable to the 
developer/owner. He introduced their design team: Mr. Charlie Stetson and Mr. Scott Seifers, 
Architects from Booth Hansen; Mr. Sweig from Giffels Webster; and Mr. David Berman with 
Lorient Capital, agent for Woodward Brown Ventures, LLC Ownership Group.  
 
Acting Chairman Boyle invited the architects to talk about the finish, the design process they 
brought to this property, and the glazing and lighting.  
 



Mr. Charlie Stetson gave a brief design overview of the project. He showed images of the 
building exterior. The ground floor is intended to create interest and excitement for pedestrians 
as they walk by. The via to the north is also pedestrian friendly and has an entrance to a wine 
bar. He described the two types of light fixtures proposed for the via. The 3.5 ft. high bollard 
fixture has a cut off and it shines straight down. The second fixture is in-ground with a plastic 
reflector uplight at the top. The proposed lighting will ensure an inviting and safe place for 
people to walk.  
 
Mr. Stetson took the board through the hotel's floor plan. The mezzanine has meeting rooms 
that open up out onto a green roof. Acting Chairman Boyle inquired whether the managers 
have experience in running a green roof. Mr. Stetson replied these planting materials require 
very little maintenance. He went on to talk about tinting on the glazing. The ground floor 
windows will be as inviting and transparent as possible. Maybe a little less transparency on the 
upper floors. They intend to get the required tinting percentages. Signage is ultimately planned 
for the top of the canopy.  
 
There were no comments from members of the public at 8:02 p.m.  
 
Mr. David Berman with Lorient Capital responded to Mr. Jeffares that Aparium Hotels cross 
trains all of their staff to also valet cars. When there is an influx of vehicles pretty much anyone 
who works at the property can park the cars. Mr. Jeffares asked how parking would work when 
both the hotels in town are using the same deck for a big event. Mr. Berman said their property 
is located in a central location that has access to multiple parking facilities within the City. 
Additionally, with stacking they can get a total of 88 cars into their own parking garage.  
 
Motion by Mr. Williams  
Seconded by Mr. Koseck that the Planning Board recognizes that the applicant has 
addressed the comments provided by Fleis & Vandenbrink as set forth in the Fleis & 
Vandenbrink letter in the materials dated July 19, 2017 regarding Trip Generation 
and Parking Generation Assumptions and Traffic Operations and is now in 
compliance with the conditions set forth in the initial CIS approval.  
 
There were no comments from the audience on the motion at 8:08 p.m.  
 
Motion carried, 6-0.  
 
VOICE VOTE  
Yeas: Williams, Koseck, Boyle, Jeffares, Share, Whipple-Boyce  
Nays: None  
Recused: Clein, Lazar  
Absent: Prasad  
 



Motion by Ms. Whipple-Boyce  
Seconded by Mr. Williams to approve the Final Site Plan & Design Review for 298 S. 
Old Woodward, including the use of non cut-off bollard and in-ground lighting in the 
via to the north of the building, with the following conditions:  
(1) Advisory Parking Committee approval of removal of eight parking spaces on Old 
Woodward Ave. or applicant must apply for revised Final Site Plan.  
(2) Submit a revised photometric plan providing measurements for lights proposed 
on the property only for administrative approval;  
(3) Comply with the requirements of all City departments; and  
(4) Provide tint levels for all glazing for administrative approval.  
 
The Chairman called for public comments on the motion at 8:10 p.m.  
 
Mr. James Esshaki, Essco Development Co. received confirmation that the eight spaces that will 
be removed are right in front of the property.  
 
Mr. Peter Noonan with Bailey Schmidt, managers of the building next door, received an 
explanation that the via will terminate into their parking lot and not obstruct any of their 
parking spaces. No gate is proposed.  
 
Motion carried, 6-0.  
 
ROLLCALL VOTE  
Yeas: Whipple-Boyce, Williams, Boyle, Jeffares, Koseck, Share  
Nays: None  
Recused: Clein, Lazar  
Absent: Prasad 
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Zoning Compliance Summary Sheet 
 Final Site Plan &Design Review 

298 S. Old Woodward – Daxton Hotel 
 
 
Existing Site: Formerly DRS Housecalls, Medical Office 

Zoning: B-4, Business-Residential, D-4 (Overlay) 

Land Use: Vacant office buildings and a surface parking lot 
 
Existing Land Use and Zoning of Adjacent Properties: 
 

  
North 

 
South 

 
East  

 
West 

 
Existing 
Land Use 

Retail/ 
Commercial 

Retail/ 
Commercial 

Office/ 
Commercial 

Surface 
Parking Lot 

 
Existing 
Zoning 
District 

 

B-4 Business- 
Residential 

 
B-2 General 

Business 
 

B-4 Business- 
Residential 

B-4 Business- 
Residential 

Overlay 
Zoning 
District 

D-4 D-3 D-4 D-4 

 
Land Area:   Existing: 0.618 acres 

Proposed: 0.618 acres 

Minimum Lot Area: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Min. Floor Area /Unit: Required: 600 ft2 / 1 bedroom, 800 ft2 / 2 bedrooms, 1000 ft2 / 3 
bedroom residential unit 

Proposed: 600- 818 ft2 for all 17 residential units (all 1-Bedroom units 
on 5th floor) 

Max. Total Floor Area: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Zoning Compliance Summary |Final Site Plan & Design Review - 298 S. Old Woodward |July 25th, 2017  
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Min. Open Space: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Max. Lot Coverage: Required: N/A 

Proposed: N/A 

Front Setback: Required: 0 ft., building facades at the first story must be  
located at the frontage line (on or within 3 ft. of the frontage 
line) 

Proposed: 0 ft. 

Side Setbacks: Required: 0 ft. 

Proposed: 0, 10 ft. (north elevation for via) 

Rear Setback: Required: 10 ft. from midpoint of alley or equal to that of adjacent 
building (0 ft.) 

Proposed: 0 ft. 

Max. Bldg. Height: Permitted: D-4 – 80’ overall (including mechanical), 58 ft. maximum 
eave height, 5 stories 

Proposed: 78 ft. overall height at tallest point including mechanical 
equipment and screening, 57 ft. 4 in. to the eave line, 5 
stories 

Min. Eave Height: Required: 20 ft. 

Proposed: 57 ft. 4 in. 

1st Floor-Ceiling Height: Required: 10 ft. 

Proposed: 11 ft. 

Front Entry: Required: Principal pedestrian entrances must be on frontage line 

Proposed: The principle pedestrian entrances are located on the 
frontage line and recessed 3 ft.to accommodate door swing 

Absence of Bldg. Façade: Required: Screen wall along all frontage lines where there is no 
building façade to provide a continuous street wall 

Proposed: Building provides continuous building façade on S. Old 
Woodward and Brown 

Opening Width: Required: Maximum 25 ft. opening 

Zoning Compliance Summary | Final Site Plan & Design Review - 298 S. Old Woodward | July 25th, 2018 
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Proposed: Two 9 ft. wide garage doors, one on Brown and one on S. 
Old Woodward 

Parking: Required: 22 (1.25 spaces x 17 two room units); none required for 
commercial uses as property is located in the Parking 
Assessment District 

Proposed: 56 parking spaces in lower level of the building 

Min. Parking Space Size: Required: 180 ft2 

Proposed: 180 ft2 

Parking in Frontage: Required: No parking in front open space or within 20’ of building 
frontage on first floor 

Proposed: All parking is proposed to be contained on the lower level 
within the building 

Loading Area: Required: 1 loading space (commercial space <20,000 ft2 ), must be 
within the rear yard and doors to interior  loading areas 
cannot face a public street.  Space must be 40’ by 12’ by 
14’ in height. 

Proposed: 1 open air loading space 40’ by 12’ by 14’ in height. 

Screening:   
  

Parking: Required: Minimum 32 in. high masonry wall with stone cap 

Proposed: All parking is proposed to be contained on the lower level, 
fully screened within the building 

Loading: Required: Minimum 6 ft. screening where open to public view 

Proposed: Loading on west side of building with ornamental metal 
screening gate facing Brown 

Rooftop Mechanical: Required: Full screening to compliment the building 

Proposed: 10 ft. painted metal panels. No specification sheets for 
mechanical equipment submitted for screening verification. 

Elect. Transformer: Required: Fully screened from public view 

Proposed: N/A 

Dumpster: Required: 6 ft. high capped masonry wall with wooden gates 

Proposed: All trash and recyclable storage is proposed within the 
building 

 

Zoning Compliance Summary | Final Site Plan & Design Review - 298 S. Old Woodward | July 25th, 2018 
 













































MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 

DATE:               July 11th, 2018 
TO:       Planning Board 
FROM:              Brooks Cowan, City Planner                  
APPROVED:     Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 

  SUBJECT:        Retail Frontage Line Consultant RFP Review 
  

After the City Commission adopted a new definition for personal services in relation to retail use 
on November 13, 2017, the City Manager directed the Planning Board to continue studying the 
larger issue of retail use in Downtown Birmingham, specifically but not limited to the following: 

1.  To evaluate the current geographic boundary of the Retail District for modification and 
also consider a priority level hierarchy consisting of the downtown core and other areas 
within the current Redline Retail Boundary. 

2. To evaluate current properties in the Redline Retail Boundary that were not built to 
support first floor retail uses and provide recommendations to address this issue. Such 
properties may, for example, have not been built with first floor frontage at grade or the 
building was not previously designed to support retail use.  

3. To evaluate a prohibition of desks, workstations and office related amenities placed 
within the first 20 feet of depth of window frontage within the Retail District and 
recommend ordinance language to address the issue.  

 

The Planning Board has reviewed multiple data sets, including walking radius, distribution of 
uses, asking prices, proximity to metered parking, and new developments in downtown. They 
have also considered a tiered system of permissible first floor uses and evaluated potential tiers 
for these boundaries.  

On June 18th, 2018, The Planning Board and City Commission held a joint meeting where the 
Board expressed a desire to have a private consultant review Birmingham’s Retail Frontage Line 
and make a recommendation related to the directives of the City Manager. That was a general 
consensus from City Commission that a consultant would be beneficial to the process.  

On July 11th, the Planning Department presented the first draft of an RFP for a retail consultant. 
The Planning Board expressed that they would like to see more public engagement activities 
from the consultant. New public engagement requirements have been added to the scope of 
work, as well as additional meetings with the City Commission. 

 



 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

FOR RETAIL FRONTAGE LINE REVIEW 
    
Sealed proposals endorsed “RETAIL FRONTAGE LINE REVIEW”, will be received at the 
Office of the City Clerk, 151 Martin Street, PO Box 3001, Birmingham, Michigan, 48012; until 
(Date), 2018 at 3:00pm after which time bids will be publicly opened and read.  
  
The City of Birmingham, Michigan is accepting sealed bid proposals from qualified professional 
firms to conduct a review of retail trends and policy in relation to its downtown. This work must 
be performed as specified in accordance with the specifications contained in the Request For 
Proposals (RFP).   
 
The RFP, including the Specifications, may be obtained online from the Michigan Inter-
governmental Trade Network at http://www.mitn.info or at the City of Birmingham, 151 Martin 
St., Birmingham, Michigan, ATTENTION: Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director.   
 
The acceptance of any proposal made pursuant to this invitation shall not be binding upon the 
City until an agreement has been executed. 
 
Submitted to MITN:  (Date), 2018 
Deadline for Submissions:  (Date), 2018 at 3:00pm 
Contact Person:   Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
     P.O. Box 3001, 151 Martin Street 
     Birmingham, MI 48012-3001 
     Phone: 248-530-1841 
     Email: jecker@bhamgov.org 
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INTRODUCTION  
For purposes of this request for proposals, the City of Birmingham will hereby be referred to as 
“City” and the private consulting firm or firms will hereby be referred to as “Contractor.” 
 
During the evaluation process, the City reserves the right where it may serve the City’s best 
interest to request additional information or clarification from respondents, or to allow 
corrections of errors or omissions. At the discretion of the City, firms submitting proposals may 
be requested to make oral presentations as part of the evaluation.  
 
It is anticipated that the selection of a firm will be completed by (Date). An agreement for 
services will be required with the selected Contractor.  A copy of the Agreement is contained 
herein as Attachment A. Contract services will commence upon execution of the service 
agreement by the City. 
 
The City of Birmingham, Michigan is seeking a comprehensive review of its Retail Frontage Line 
policy. It is accepting sealed bid proposals from qualified professionals who have experience in 
retail market analysis, projecting retail trends, and creating zoning policy related to retail 
corridors. Qualified contractors must demonstrate experience in conducting market analysis, 
projecting trends in retail, and making zoning recommendations that encourage a strong retail 
corridor in a traditional walkable downtown.   
 
The Retail Frontage Line in Birmingham is 3.25 linear miles with approximately 280 first floor 
businesses. Its purpose is to require street level uses that will create a downtown environment 
that activates the street and contributes to a walkable pedestrian experience. This zoning policy 
was first proposed in the Downtown Birmingham 2016 Plan which was adopted in 1996. The 
Retail Frontage Line policy and permissible uses are defined as follows:  
 
Retail Frontage Line is defined as: 

All lot lines abutting a public street that are required to be retail, as designated on the 
Downtown Birmingham 2016 Regulating Plan. 

 
Retail Use is defined as: 

Any of the following uses, Artisan, community, commercial, entertainment 
(including all establishments operating with a liquor license obtained under 
Chapter 10 , etc) bistro or restaurant uses. 
 

Commercial Use is defined as: 
Premises used generally in connection with purchase, sale, barter, display, or 
exchange of goods, wares, merchandise, or personal services. 

 
Personal Services is defined as (Adopted November 13, 2017):  

Establishment Open to general public and engaged primarily in providing services 
directly to individual consumers, including, but not limited to, personal care 
services, services  for care of apparel and other personal items, but not including 
business to business services, medical, dental, and/or mental health services.  
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Section 3.04(C)(6) in the Downtown Birmingham Overlay District states:  
Buildings that have frontage along the required retail frontages, as specified on 
the Regulating Plan, shall consist of retail with minimum depth of 20 feet from 
the frontage line within the first story.  
 

The boundary of the current Retail Frontage Line is illustrated in the Overlay Zoning Map 
provided below: 
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The purpose of this RFP is to request sealed bid proposals from qualified candidates. The bid 
shall include presentation of qualifications, capabilities, and costs for providing a comprehensive 
review of Birmingham’s Retail Frontage Line policy. Specific issues that the City wishes to 
address include: 
 

1. Is there enough demand for retail in Birmingham to justify 3.25 linear miles of a 
Retail Frontage Line? 

2. Is a Retail Frontage Line policy necessary for a prosperous retail corridor in 
Birmingham’s downtown? 

3. What are the future trends and projections for retail that are suitable for 
Birmingham? 

4. What mix of uses contribute to a viable, walkable retail corridor? 
5. Would a tiered system that expands permissible uses on the first floor in certain 

areas contribute or detract from a walkable downtown? 
 
This work must be performed as specified in accordance with the specifications outlined by the 
Scope of Work contained in this Request for Proposals (RFP).   
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
The selected Contractor will work with the public, City staff, the Planning Board, and the City 
Commission to review and provide recommendations for Birmingham’s Redline Retail Frontage 
Line.  The Contractor will coordinate with City staff and the City Attorney to ensure compliance 
with all State and/or Federal laws related to a market analysis update. The scope of services is 
as follows: 
 

1. Review the Downtown Overlay District’s Retail Frontage Line Boundary 
Requirements and the City Manager’s Research Directives for the Planning 
Board. The definition of Retail was recently addressed by City Commission to provide 
more clarity about personal services in relation to commercial uses in the Retail Frontage 
Line boundary. After the new definition for personal services was adopted, the City 
Manager directed the Planning Board to continue studying the larger issue of retail use 
in Downtown Birmingham, specifically but not limited to the following: 

a. To evaluate the current geographic boundary of the Retail District for 
modification and also consider a priority level hierarchy consisting of the 
downtown core and other areas within the current Redline Retail Boundary. 

b. To evaluate current properties in the Redline Retail Boundary that were not built 
to support first floor retail uses and provide recommendations to address this 
issue. Such properties may, for example, have not been built with first floor 
frontage at grade or the building was not previously designed to support retail 
use.  

c. To evaluate a prohibition of desks, workstations and office related amenities 
placed within the first 20 feet of depth of window frontage within the Retail 
District and recommend ordinance language to address the issue.  

 
2. Review Current Research Done by City Staff. Birmingham’s Planning Department 

has conducted an inventory of all businesses in the Redline Retail District and organized 
them by zoning categories in order to help determine where there are strong clusters of 
retail use. The Planning Department has also gathered available asking rent data and 
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occupancy rate data to help determine the various levels of demand. Data such as 
quarter mile and half mile walking radius, proximity to metered parking, and how retail 
has expanded into new buildings since 1996 when the Redline Retail District was 
adopted was also considered. The Planning Board reviewed a three-tiered system of 
allowable first floor uses and various boundaries for these tiers as well. 

 
3. Provide an Existing Conditions Report. A market analysis of retail use in 

Birmingham’s Downtown Overlay District is desired. The Planning Board wishes to 
evaluate the distribution of first floor uses, asking rents, and vacancies in order to 
determine demand for retail in downtown. A comparison of second and third floor office 
rents versus first floor retail rents is also desirable in determining demand and the 
premium for first floor space.   
 

4. Provide a Comparable Communities Report. The Planning Board would like to 
know more about how Birmingham’s retail market compares to communities with a 
similar downtown shopping corridor, surrounding demographics, and public 
transportation linkages. 
 

5. Provide Trends in Retail and Projections for Retail Demand in Downtown 
Birmingham. The City’s retail corridor has a mixture of national retailers, restaurants, 
and independent boutique shops. The Planning Board would like to see projections of 
shopper and retailer preferences for main street shopping districts such as 
Birmingham’s. The Planning Board would also like to see projections of how demand for 
main street retail will change as online retailing continues to grow.  
 

6. Evaluate Current Boundary of Retail Frontage Line, as well as Proposed 
Boundaries for a Tiered System of First Floor Uses. The current Retail Frontage 
Line is 3.25 linear miles with consistent rules and regulations throughout. The Planning 
Board has examined a two and three tiered system with different permissible first floor 
uses for each boundary. The Planning Board would like the Contractor to review the 
proposed tiered system of permissible uses and provide feedback on where they believe 
boundaries should begin and end. They would also like the Contractor to review the 
merits of maintaining the current Retail Frontage Line, switching to a tiered system of 
uses, or remove the policy altogether. 
 

7. Coordinate Public Engagement. Public participation will be an aspect of the Retail 
Frontage Line boundary review. During the review process, the Contractor will be 
expected to attend three Planning Board meetings and two City Commission meetings. 
The first meetings with the Planning Board and City Commission will be introductory and 
involve discussion of issues and the scope of work. The second meeting with the 
Planning Board is for the Contractor to provide a research update, go over preliminary 
findings, and answer any questions. The third meeting with the Planning Board will be a 
final presentation of findings and recommendations. The final meeting with City 
Commission will include the final findings and recommendations along with any 
modifications requested by the Planning Board. 
 
The Contractor will also be expected to conduct public engagement meetings to get 
feedback from building owners, retailers, and citizens. The Contractor will be expected 
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to host two public engagement meetings to present findings and receive feedback 
related to the Retail Frontage Line policy and the suggested tiered system reviewed by 
the Planning Board. The Contractor will also be expected to coordinate their public 
notifications with the Birmingham Shopping District.  
 

8. Provide Final Analysis with Recommendations for Retail Boundaries and Uses 
Within Each Boundary. The final analysis should include recommendations related to 
the findings from the existing conditions analysis and the retail trends and projections. 
Recommendations should also incorporate how the boundary of the Retail Frontage Line 
should be modified and whether or not there should be multiple tiers of permissible 1st 
floor uses. If multiple tiers are recommended, final analysis should include where the 
boundaries of these tiers should be, and whether a prohibition of desks and other office 
furniture should be added for the first floor frontage. 
 

9. Attendance at Meetings. The contractor shall expect to attend the following meetings 
and base their fees accordingly: 
 

a. One (1) meeting with the Planning Board to discuss the process and finalize a 
schedule to meet the requirements of this RFP. 

b. One (1) meeting with the City Commission to discuss the process and finalize a 
schedule to meet the requirements of this RFP. 

c. Two (2) public engagement meetings with business owners, retailers, and 
citizens. 

d. One (1) meeting with the Planning Board to provide a preliminary update of 
findings. 

e. One (1) meeting with the Planning Board to provide a final presentation of 
findings and recommendations. 

f. One (1) meeting with the City Commission to provide a final presentation of 
findings and recommendations. 

 
This outline is not necessarily all-inclusive and the Contractor shall include in the proposal any 
other tasks and services deemed necessary to satisfactorily complete the project.   
 
DELIVERABLES 
The Contractor shall provide a detailed report of their findings and conduct a final presentation 
to the Planning Board and City Commission. 
 

1. One (1) reproducible PDF digital file and sixteen (16) hard color copies of the completed 
Report; and 

2. One reproducible PDF digital file of the final Report for publication on the web and social 
media. 

 
All data, illustrations and projections created or compiled throughout the project shall become 
the sole property of the City of Birmingham. 
 
TIME SCHEDULE AND COST PROPOSAL 
All proposals must include a proposed time schedule for completion of the report and a fixed 
price agreement with an associated fee schedule for extra meeting costs, should they be 
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required.  Reimbursable expenses will be billed at direct cost plus a 10% administrative charge. 
Normal reimbursable expenses including… associated with the project are to be included in the 
estimated fees as outlined in the proposal.   
 
The Contractor shall perform all services outlined in this RFP in accordance with the 
requirements as defined and noted herein. 
 
INVITATION TO SUBMIT A PROPOSAL 
Proposals shall be submitted no later than Friday (Date) at 3:00pm to: 
 
City of Birmingham 
Attn: City Clerk 
151 Martin Street 
Birmingham, Michigan  48009 
 
One (1) electronic copy and one (1) hard copy of the proposal must be submitted. The proposal 
should be firmly sealed in an envelope, which shall be clearly marked on the outside, “Retail 
Frontage Line Review”.  Any proposal received after the due date cannot be accepted and 
will be rejected and returned, unopened, to the proposer.  Respondents may submit more than 
one proposal provided each proposal meets the functional requirements. 
 
SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
All proposals that wish to be considered must contain the following: 

(i) Cover Letter;  
(ii) Outline of qualifications of the Contractor and of the key employees that will be 

involved in the project. The project team should include each of the following skill 
sets: 

• Retail market analysis; 
• Retail trends and projections; 
• Zoning policy related to downtown retail corridors; and 
• Experience working with cities that have a mixed-use, form based code. 

(iii) Outline of Contractor(s) experience with the preparation of similar market analyses, 
market projections, public engagement events, and zoning policy recommendations, 
including references from at least two relevant communities where such plans have 
been completed. (Portions of sample plans prepared by the Contractor should be 
submitted with the proposal, up to a maximum of twenty-five (25) pages); 

(iv) Outline presenting a description of the scope of work to be completed, broken down 
into the following separate components: 

(i) Review the Downtown Overlay District’s Retail Frontage Line; 
(ii) Review current research done by city staff; 
(iii) Provide an existing conditions/market analysis report; 
(iv) Provide details of how the public engagement strategy will be implemented;  
(v) Provide trends in retail and projections for retail demand in Birmingham; 
(vi) Evaluate current boundary of Retail Frontage Line, as well as proposed 

boundaries for a tiered system of first floor uses; 
(vii) Provide final analysis with recommendations for retail boundaries and uses 

Within each boundary; 
(i) Proposed time frame for completion of each component of the scope of work;  
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(ii) A statement of any additional services that you recommend, if any. Define hourly 
rates for additional services by discipline. 

(iii) Bidders Agreement (Attachment B); 
(iv) Cost Proposal (Attachment C);  and 
(v) Iran Sanctions Act Vendor Certification (Attachment D).  

 

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS 
1. Any and all forms requesting information from the bidder must be completed on the 

attached forms contained herein (see Contractor’s Responsibilities).  If more than 
one bid is submitted, a separate bid proposal form must be used for each. 
 

2. Any request for clarification of this RFP shall be made in writing and delivered to: 
Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director, 151 Martin Street, Birmingham, MI, or via email 
to jecker@bhamgov.org. Such request for clarification shall be delivered, in 
writing, no later than 5 days prior to the deadline for submissions. Email requests 
must contain in their subject line “Request for Clarification”.  
 

3. All proposals must be submitted following the RFP format as stated in this document 
and shall be subject to all requirements of this document including the instruction to 
respondents and general information sections. All proposals must be regular in every 
respect and no interlineations, excisions, or special conditions shall be made or 
included in the RFP format by the respondent.  

 
4. The contract will be awarded by the City of Birmingham to the most responsive and 

responsible bidder and the contract will require the completion of the work pursuant 
to these documents. 
 

5. Each respondent shall include in their proposal, in the format requested, the cost of 
performing the work. Municipalities are exempt from Michigan State Sales and 
Federal Excise taxes.  Do not include such taxes in the proposal figure. The City will 
furnish the successful company with tax exemption information when requested.   
 

6. Each respondent shall include in their proposal the following information: Firm name, 
address, city, state, zip code, telephone number, and fax number. The company 
shall also provide the name, address, telephone number and e-mail address of an 
individual in their organization to whom notices and inquiries by the City should be 
directed as part of their proposal. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURE AND CRITERIA 
The City will utilize a qualifications-based selection process in choosing a Contractor for the 
completion of this work.  The evaluation panel will consist of City staff, board members, and/or 
any other person(s) designated by the City who will evaluate the proposals based on, but not 
limited to, the following criteria: 
 

• Ability to provide services as outlined. 
• Experience of the Contractor with similar projects. 
• Content of Proposal. 

9 
 

mailto:jecker@bhamgov.org


• Cost of Services. 
• Timeline and Schedule for Completion. 
• References. 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
1. The City reserves the right to reject any or all proposals received, waive informalities, or 

accept any proposal, in whole or in part, it deems best.  The City reserves the right to 
award the contract to the next most qualified Contractor if the successful Contractor 
does not execute a contract within ten (10) days after the award of the proposal. 

 
2. The City reserves the right to request clarification of information submitted and to 

request additional information of one or more Contractors. 
 

3. The City reserves the right to terminate the contract at its discretion should it be 
determined that the services provided do not meet the specifications contained herein.  
The City may terminate this Agreement at any point in the process upon notice to 
Contractor sufficient to indicate the City’s desire to do so.  In the case of such a 
stoppage, the City agrees to pay Contractor for services rendered to the time of notice, 
subject to the contract maximum amount.   

 
4. Any proposal may be withdrawn up until the date and time set above for the opening of 

the proposals.  Any proposals not so withdrawn shall constitute an irrevocable offer, for 
a period of ninety (90) days, to provide the services set forth in the proposal. 

 
5. The cost of preparing and submitting a proposal is the responsibility of the Contractor 

and shall not be chargeable in any manner to the City.  
 
6. Payment will be made within thirty (30) days after invoice. Acceptance by the City is 

defined as authorization by the designated City representative to this project that all the 
criteria requested under the Scope of Work contained herein have been provided. 
Invoices are to be rendered each month following the date of execution of an 
Agreement with the City. 

 
7. The Contractor will not exceed the timelines established for the completion of this 

project. 
 
8. The successful bidder shall enter into and will execute the contract as set forth and 

attached as Attachment A. 

CONTRACTOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES 
Each bidder shall provide the following as part of their proposal: 
 

1. Complete and sign all forms requested for completion within this RFP. 
a. Bidder’s Agreement (Attachment B) 
b. Cost Proposal (Attachment C) 
c. Iran Sanctions Act Vendor Certification Form (Attachment D) 
d. Agreement (Attachment A – only if selected by the City). 
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2. Provide a description of completed projects that demonstrate the firm’s ability to 
complete projects of similar scope, size, and purpose, and in a timely manner, and 
within budget. 
 

3. Provide a written plan detailing the anticipated timeline for completion of the tasks 
set forth in the Scope of Work. 
 

4. The Contractor will be responsible for any changes necessary for the plans to be 
approved by the City of Birmingham. 
 

5. Provide a description of the firm, including resumes and professional qualifications of 
the principals involved in administering the project. 

 
6. Provide a list of sub-contractors and their qualifications, if applicable. 

  
7. Provide three (3) client references from past projects, include current phone 

numbers.  At least two (2) of the client references should be for similar projects. 
 

8. Provide a project timeline addressing each section within the Scope of Work and a 
description of the overall project approach.  Include a statement that the Contractor 
will be available according to the proposed timeline. 

 
CITY RESPONSIBILITY 
The City will provide a designated representative to work with the Contractor to coordinate both 
the City’s and Contractor’s efforts and to review and approve any work performed by the 
Contractor. 

 
SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 
The successful bidder agrees to certain dispute resolution avenues/limitations.  Please refer to 
paragraph 17 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details and what is required 
of the successful bidder. 
  
INSURANCE 
The successful bidder is required to procure and maintain certain types of insurances.  Please 
refer to paragraph 12 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details and what is 
required of the successful bidder. 

CONTINUATION OF COVERAGE 
The Contractor also agrees to provide all insurance coverages as specified.  Upon failure of the 
Contractor to obtain or maintain such insurance coverage for the term of the agreement, the 
City may, at its option, purchase such coverage and subtract the cost of obtaining such 
coverage from the contract amount.  In obtaining such coverage, Birmingham shall have no 
obligation to procure the most cost effective coverage but may contract with any insurer for 
such coverage. 
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EXECUTION OF CONTRACT 
The bidder whose proposal is accepted shall be required to execute the contract and to furnish 
all insurance coverages as specified within ten (10) days after receiving notice of such 
acceptance.  Any contract awarded pursuant to any bid shall not be binding upon the City until 
a written contract has been executed by both parties.  Failure or refusal to execute the contract 
shall be considered an abandonment of all rights and interest in the award and the contract 
may be awarded to another.  The successful bidder agrees to enter into and will execute the 
contract as set forth and attached as Attachment A. 

INDEMNIFICATION  
The successful bidder agrees to indemnify the City and various associated persons.  Please refer 
to paragraph 13 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details and what is 
required of the successful bidder. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST  
The successful bidder is subject to certain conflict of interest requirements/restrictions.  Please 
refer to paragraph 14 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details and what is 
required of the successful bidder. 

EXAMINATION OF PROPOSAL MATERIALS 
The submission of a proposal shall be deemed a representation and warranty by the Contractor 
that it has investigated all aspects of the RFP, that it is aware of the applicable facts pertaining 
to the RFP process and its procedures and requirements, and that it has read and understands 
the RFP.  Statistical information which may be contained in the RFP or any addendum thereto is 
for informational purposes only. 

PROJECT TIMELINE (MAXIMUM) 
Evaluate Respondents   September 2018 
Interview Contractors   October 2018 
Award Contract   October 2018 
Project Kick-Off Meeting  November 2018 
Project Update    January 2019 
Final Draft of Plan Completed  March 2019 
 
 
The Contractor will not exceed the timelines established for the completion of this project. A 
shorter timeline is encouraged and preferred. 
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By Steve Cuozzo July 14, 2018 |  8:39am

Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

Fwd: Retail / NY Post 
1 message

Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> Mon, Jul 16, 2018 at 1:49 PM
To: "Andrew M. Harris" <aharris@bhamgov.org>, Carroll DeWeese <cdeweese@bhamgov.org>, Mark Nickita <mnickita@bhamgov.org>,
Patty Bordman <pbordman@bhamgov.org>, Pierre Boutros <pboutros@bhamgov.org>, Racky Hoff <rackyhoff@hotmail.com>, Stuart
Sherman <ssherman@bhamgov.org>, Tim Currier <tcurrier@bhlaw.us.com>
Cc: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>

fyi - the big box issue for larger downtowns.
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Bill Roberts <br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com> 
Date: Sun, Jul 15, 2018 at 12:20 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Retail / NY Post 
To: Richard Astrein <richard@astreins.com>, Joe Valentine <Jvalentine@bhamgov.org>, "jeff.hockman.mec@gmail.com"
<jeff.hockman.mec@gmail.com>, itighe@bhamgov.org, "godug@aol.com" <godug@aol.com>, Cheryl Daskas
<cheryl@tenderbirmingham.com> 
 
 
 
 
Bill Roberts
Proprietor
Roberts Restaurant Group
16205 W. 14 Mile Rd., Ste 100
Beverly Hills, MI 48025
P: 248.646.6395   F: 248.646.5281
Beverly Hills Grill | Bill's
Cafe ML | Roadside B&G
Streetside Seafood | Town Tavern
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 

From: Bill Roberts <br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com> 
Date: July 15, 2018 at 12:05:05 PM EDT 
To: William Roberts <br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com> 
Subject: Retail 
 

 

 
BUSINESS

Department store apocalypse
is taking its toll on NYC

https://nypost.com/author/steve-cuozzo/
mailto:br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com
mailto:richard@astreins.com
mailto:Jvalentine@bhamgov.org
mailto:jeff.hockman.mec@gmail.com
mailto:jeff.hockman.mec@gmail.com
mailto:itighe@bhamgov.org
mailto:godug@aol.com
mailto:godug@aol.com
mailto:cheryl@tenderbirmingham.com
https://maps.google.com/?q=16205+W.+14+Mile+Rd.,+Ste+100+Beverly+Hills,+MI+48025&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=16205+W.+14+Mile+Rd.,+Ste+100+Beverly+Hills,+MI+48025&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com
mailto:br@robertsrestaurantgroup.com
https://nypost.com/business/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/14/the-department-store-apocalypse-is-taking-its-toll-on-nyc/
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MORE FROM:
STEVE CUOZZO

 
Millennium looking to
move out of offices at 666
Fifth Ave.

For the love of God, just
tell me what's in my
cocktail

Tower ditching Third
Avenue address for
'prestige' moniker

Acclaimed Harlem chef
signs lease for grain and
rice eatery

De Blasio has proven that
he couldn't care less about
the poor

Getty Images
Online retailing and changing tastes are driving out the city's charming department stores.

I’m going to miss Lord & Taylor like mad when
the Fifth Avenue flagship closes next year. It
isn’t only because of the unlikely bargains I
scored on its often-deserted men’s floors — a
red vinyl Perry Ellis-label jacket, marked down
from $79.95 to $39.95 that strangers hilariously
mistake for Armani, and a wool winter coat as
good as any for $49.99.

I won’t miss the once-charming but more
recently cheap-looking holiday windows that
weren’t worth waiting on line for. But Lord &
Taylor, like every big department store, offered
a welcoming civility that softened the city’s
rough edges. New York will be slightly less
human without it, however obsolete its
business model. Never again will the public
enjoy the store’s grand main floor with its noble
vaulted ceiling, arched mirrors and stately
columns.

The shutdown is one of up to 10 Lord & Taylor
closures of a total 50 stores planned by chain

https://nypost.com/author/steve-cuozzo/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/13/millennium-looking-to-move-out-of-offices-at-666-fifth-ave/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/10/for-the-love-of-god-just-tell-me-whats-in-my-cocktail/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/09/tower-ditching-third-avenue-address-for-prestige-moniker/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/09/acclaimed-harlem-chef-signs-lease-for-grain-and-rice-eatery/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/09/de-blasio-has-proven-that-he-couldnt-care-less-about-the-poor/
https://nypost.com/2018/07/14/the-department-store-apocalypse-is-taking-its-toll-on-nyc/#
https://nypost.com/2018/06/05/hudsons-bay-to-close-lord-taylors-flagship-nyc-store/
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SEE ALSO

 

owner, Hudson’s Bay Company. It comes amidst a nationwide department store
apocalypse. Hudson’s Bay, which owns 488 stores including Saks Fifth Avenue, is
battling high debt, declining sales and falling stock prices.

Another industry giant, Macy’s Inc., which also owns Bloomingdale’s, has closed 14
percent of its stores since 2014, while its same-store sales in 2017 fell 4.3 percent
compared with 2016. J.C. Penney closed 138 locations, or 14 percent of its stores, last
year.

Jeffrey Roseman, vice chairman of Newmark Knight Frank’s retail-brokerage division,
told The Post, “The need for an eight-story, multi-hundred-thousand square-foot
department store in major cities is limited at best.”

Noting that most main floors are turned over to cosmetics, Roseman said, “What
woman wants to buy fragrance there? They can go into Sephora, Ulta or Blue Mercury
and get the same stuff cheaper and be out in 10 minutes.”

But while department stores might be extinction-bound dinosaurs, they’re charming
dinosaurs to have around.

Cities, as urban-planning god Jane Jacobs wrote in her classic 1961 book “The Death
and Life of Great American Cities,” are about multiplicity of choice. Department stores
provide infinite choice, or at least the mirage of it — the opposite of boutiques that
peddle a single designer or brand.

Department stores welcome everyone to peruse enticingly displayed cocktail dresses
and necklaces, sofas and floor lamps under one roof. Trying things on is a breeze.
Although I buy tons of stuff from Amazon and at no-frills discounters such as Century
21, I still crave the sense of abundant prosperity conveyed by Bloomingdale’s over-the-
top model rooms and Saks Fifth Avenue’s stately procession of designer suits.

Sure, they’ve long been losing ground. Once-distinct department stores began looking
more alike as powerful fashion lines came to dictate retail layout and design. They
staggered through a beating from big-box and “category-killer” discounters but now
face a possible knockout blow from online retailing.

Too bad, because department stores are among the
most agreeable places to mingle, meet friends,
linger on a rainy day — and eat. Many have fine
restaurants like Macy’s marvelous Italian trattoria
Stella. They offer public toilets that don’t require
nuclear code-like protocols to use.

But almost every property in Manhattan today is
worth less than its redevelopment value — a fact
that puts all department stores at risk.

https://nypost.com/2018/04/07/the-worlds-hottest-shopping-city-is-becoming-a-ghost-town/
https://nypost.com/2017/02/24/jcpenney-to-close-more-than-100-stores/
https://www.amazon.com/Death-Life-Great-American-Cities/dp/067974195X?tag=nypost-20
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The world's hottest
shopping city is becoming
a ghost town

Sure, a small new Saks Fifth Avenue opened
downtown last year and two more department
stores are coming to Manhattan in a year or two.
But the combined 652,000 square feet of the
planned new Nordstrom on West 57th Street, Neiman Marcus at Hudson Yards and
Saks at Brookfield Place are less than soon-to-go Lord & Taylor’s 676,000 square feet,
which will become part of the mushrooming WeWork empire.

Meanwhile, Macy’s on Downtown Brooklyn’s Fulton Street is shrinking from 378,000 to
310,000 square feet as the building is swallowed up in a new development.

Barneys’ Madison Avenue flagship might not survive an arbitrator’s upcoming possible
decision to bless the landlord’s demand for a fourfold rent increase that the store says
it can’t afford.

Even Saks’ great Fifth Avenue flagship is potentially at risk. One major shareholder in
Hudson’s Bay Company wants to unload it to make room for an office or apartment
tower, although the company said it has no intention of doing so.

Lord & Taylor’s Fifth Avenue store suffered not only from real-estate pressure but from
bad mismanagement. The store put more energy into preventing the pilfering of $50
items than providing service to customers who might spend $5,000. While I often
looked in vain for sales help, a ferocious security guard once chased my wife when a
false-alarm buzzer sounded until a manager came to her rescue — and offered her
only a weak apology.

But losing it is a pity nonetheless. WeWork paid $850 million for the building, an offer
that Hudson’s Bay, grappling with a $646 million operating loss in the last fiscal year,
couldn’t refuse.

WeWork hopes to attract companies to its “people-centered design and connected-
space technology.” The people at 424 Fifth Ave. will no longer include shoppers,
browsers or salespeople hawking fragrances.

It won’t be the same without them. No, ladies, I don’t want to “experience Giorgio
today” — but I’ll miss being asked.

 
 
 

 
 
 
--  
Joseph A. Valentine
City Manager
City of Birmingham
151 Martin Street
Birmingham, MI 48009

https://nypost.com/2018/04/07/the-worlds-hottest-shopping-city-is-becoming-a-ghost-town/
https://nypost.com/2017/03/23/inside-saks-fifth-avenues-new-downtown-mecca-for-men/
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(248) 530-1809   Office Direct
(248) 530-1109   Fax
jvalentine@bhamgov.org
Twitter: @JoeValentine151
 
To get the latest information regarding the City of Birmingham, please sign up for our communication tools by clicking
here www.bit.ly/bhamnews.
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April 7, 2018 |  10:26am

STEVE CUOZZO

REAL ESTATE

The world’s hottest shopping city is becoming a
ghost town

If you want to see the future of storefront retailing, walk nine blocks along Broadway from 57th to 48th Street and count the stores.

The total number comes to precisely one — a tiny shop to buy drones.

That’s right: On a nine-block stretch of what’s arguably the world’s most famous avenue, steps south of the bustling Time Warner Center and

the planned new Nordstrom department store, lies a shopping wasteland.

Yes, there are bank branches, restaurants, fast-food outlets, theaters, Duane Reades, a vitamin shop and a few tourist-targeted “discount”

stores. But mainly there are oodles of empty spaces covered with signs touting SUPERB CORNER RETAIL OPPORTUNITY.

By Steve Cuozzo

Robert Miller

Retail space in Manhattan sits unused as rental prices soar.

https://nypost.com/author/steve-cuozzo/
https://nypost.com/real-estate/
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The same crisis blights the rest of Manhattan. The people invested in storefront retailing — real-estate developers, landlords and retail

companies themselves — tell us not to worry. It’s a “transitional” situation that will right itself over time. Authoritative-sounding surveys by

real-estate and retail companies claim that Manhattan’s overall vacancy is only just 10 percent.

But they are all wrong. Bricks-and-mortar retail is shrinking so swiftly and on such a wide scale, it’s going to require big changes in how we

plan our new buildings and our cities — although nobody wants to admit it.

Even the most profitable, can-do-no-wrong global chains are feeling the heat right now. H&M found itself unexpectedly sitting on $4.3 billion

in unsold merchandise, The New York Times reported last month.

Why? Shopping from home or on a smartphone is a lot easier than shopping in a store. The ease of buying sweaters and light bulbs online

trumps the thrill of people-watching in stores where slow-moving sales clerks take 15 minutes to ring up a $25 tie on balky computers.

Amazon makes it easier to return goods that don’t live up to expectations than it often is to buy things in stores. Clerks have no idea what’s

in stock. Fashion goods displayed on shelves are chosen by too-young buyers with their minds more on the current Instagram trend than on

customers’ needs.

I now buy many of my clothes from Charles Tyrwhitt online. Many more products offered there fit me than

in their stores, where shirts seem cut for skeletons.

And yet, it’s scary to think that one of the city’s great pleasures, window-shopping — which also ensures

vibrant, crime-deterring sidewalk life — will become a thing of the past except at certain locations.

At this rate, we face a future where streets will be mostly dark at sidewalk level for miles on end. Third

Avenue in the East 60s, Broadway north of Lincoln Center, many blocks in the supposedly thriving

Meatpacking District are halfway there already.

Amazon and other online-buying services now account for 9.1 percent of all national retail sales — soaring

from just 5.1 percent at the end of 2011, according to the US Census Bureau. Does anyone doubt that it

will rise further? Yet real-estate developers are adding to the surplus by putting millions of square feet of

retail space into big new Manhattan mixed-use projects from the far West Side to Delancey Street. Just

about every individual new office tower, apartment building and hotel opens with “prime” retail space in search of tenants. Super-luxury

condo tower 432 Park Ave. has leased less than one-fifth of its store space after three years of trying.

We can still avoid
becoming a retail ghost
town like many of the
country’s malls

Few retailers can afford to pay more than $250 per square foot annually in rent — yet landlords persist in asking $400 a square foot and up

to $2,000 a square foot in prime zones like Fifth Avenue and Times Square.

Mayor Bill de Blasio wants to fine landlords who keep spaces empty until they find tenants who’ll pay astronomical rents. But there’s no fair

way to judge who’s actually guilty. Would he punish the owners of the small corner building at 1330 Third Ave. at East 76th Street, who

slashed the “ask” from $420,000 a year in 2016 to $360,000 in April 2017 and still can’t find a tenant?

New York’s vacancy crisis is due to the same factors that wiped out malls and chain stores across the United States: the rise of online

shopping, private-equity takeovers that saddled retailers with too much debt, and shoppers’ changing tastes.

Only a few grasp the true scope of the problem. Vornado Realty Trust titan Steven Roth said we can only cure the national plague through

“the closing and evaporation” of up to 30 percent of the weakest space — which would take five years.

Most others see no evil. So what if JC Penney, Sears, Kmart, Macy’s, Toys R Us, The Limited, American Apparel, BCBG, Payless Shoes, J

Crew, Banana Republic and Gap have closed (or plan to close soon) thousands of stores across the US, including many in New York City?

SEE ALSO

De Blasio eyes vacancy tax
for greedy landlords
seeking top-dollar

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/03/27/business/hm-clothes-stock-sales.html
https://thenypost.wordpress.com/2018/03/30/de-blasio-eyes-vacancy-tax-for-greedy-landlords-seeking-top-dollar/
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We’re told that although sportswear and appliance stores don’t appeal much to millennials, their places are being taken up by fancy coffee

places, “fast-casual” eateries serving the same green salads, and gyms and spas. “Experiential” retail — a term that can mean almost

anything — will also help plug the gaps.

But munching spots and health clubs can’t come close to filling spaces that sportswear, houseware and bookstores are leaving behind.

We can still avoid becoming a retail ghost town like many of the country’s malls. But to increase demand for our dark storefronts, the city

must roll back zoning rules in some neighborhoods that require even more retail in new buildings whether there’s demand for them or not.

We should discourage the inclusion of acres of retail in giant new complexes that only add to the glut.

Otherwise, the whole town will look like Broadway in the ’50s — a corridor of salad bars and dark windows.

FILED UNDER  NEW YORK ,  RETAIL ,  RETAILERS ,  STORE CLOSINGS
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Division 
 
DATE:   July 20, 2018 
 
TO:   Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
    
SUBJECT: Parking Standards Study 
 
 
Currently, parking is required to be provided for residential uses on all properties, whether or 
not they are located within a Parking Assessment District.  However, there is one exemption in 
the Zoning Ordinance that eliminates the parking requirement for residential units located 
within the existing second and third floors of landmark buildings located within the Central 
Business Historic District as defined in Chapter 62 of the City Code. 
 
A desire to reduce or eliminate parking standards for all residential units has been raised in 
order to reduce the cost of development, thus reducing the amount charged for the sale or 
lease of residential units.  The Planning Board has discussed this issue several times over the 
past 10 years, and has reduced the parking requirements for senior living options, and removed 
the parking requirement for outdoor dining areas.  Both of these decisions were made to 
encourage senior living developments and outdoor dining options in the City, and this strategy 
has successfully attracted both as desired.  The elimination of parking standards for residential 
units may attract smaller unit sizes and lower sale or lease rates for units as developers will not 
be required to build the cost of parking facilities into their development costs. 
 
On June 18, 2018, the City Commission and the Planning Board held a joint meeting and 
discussed sending draft Zoning Ordinance amendments to the Planning Board for review to 
consider the removal of all residential parking requirements throughout the City.  The City 
Commission and the Planning Board also discussed hiring a consultant to review our residential 
parking requirements and prepare recommendations and ordinance amendments to address 
their findings.  There was discussion about utilizing the City’s current parking consultant, Nelson 
Nygaard, to provide these services, along with MKSK, the City’s planning and transportation 
consultant.  While no decisions were made at the joint meeting, there appeared to be 
consensus that further study of residential parking requirements was needed, as well as 
potentially a study of parking requirements for other uses.  The City Manager stated that a draft 
Scope of Work / RFP would be prepared and could be extended to either Nelson Nygaard or bid 
out to other contractors. 
 
On July 11, 2018, the Planning Board reviewed the draft amendments to eliminate residential 
parking requirements discussed at the joint meeting.  Several board members expressed 
concern that parking requirements for single family residential uses should not be eliminated 
throughout the whole City.  In addition, the Planning Board stated that ordinance amendments 
should not be considered until the parking study discussed at the joint meeting with the City 



Commission was completed.  The Planning Board then reviewed a draft RFP for planning, 
zoning and parking consulting services to conduct a complete review of residential parking 
requirements and future parking needs.  There was much discussion about broadening the 
scope of the study from just residential parking standards, to parking standards for residential, 
office and other uses as well.  In addition, the Planning Board did not feel a City-wide study 
needed to be done, but rather that the parking standards and issues studied should be 
contained to Downtown, the Triangle District and the Rail District which are all commercial and 
mixed use areas with multiple family residential housing opportunities.  Several board members 
stated that the intent of the study should be clearly stated to increase the residential density in 
Downtown, the Triangle District and the Rail District, while encouraging the new housing to be 
more affordable through the use of incentives, including but not limited to relaxed parking 
standards or bonus floors.  Finally, board members stated that the study should also include 
current and future parking trends and best practices for parking standards to achieve the 
desired mix of residential and other uses in similar walkable communities. 
 
Please find attached a revised draft RFP for a parking standards study incorporating the 
Planning Board’s comments from the July 11, 2018 meeting. 
 
 
Suggested Action: 
 
To recommend approval of the draft Parking Standards Study RFP to the City Commission, and 
to forward same to them for their review and approval, with the changes as noted this evening. 
  



DRAFT Joint Meeting Minutes 
City Commission / Planning Board 

June 18, 2018 
 

Mayor Harris stated that this is a workshop session where no formal decisions will be made. The 
purpose of this workshop format is to focus on problem definition and desired outcomes. Each 
Commissioner will have an opportunity to share their perspective and thoughts on problems and 
possible solutions, and to engage the Planning Board for input. Citizens will also have 
opportunity to make public comment at the end of the workshop meeting.  
 
City Manager Valentine said the objective was to provide discussion items in order to clarify how 
the City should move forward on the following issues.  
 
B. PARKING STANDARDS 
Planning Director Ecker noted this issue has been discussed in the past. She explained that 
requiring residential units to provide parking has the consequences of: 

• Inflating the cost of the residential units; 
• Encouraging the building of larger units in order to be in-line with the cost; and, 
• Discouraging the building of smaller apartment units because people would not be 

getting good value for their money and because the building would be unable to provide 
parking for each unit.   

• This, in turn, reduces economic diversity in housing in Birmingham’s downtown. 
 
Planning Director Ecker continued: 

• There has been past discussion of eliminating the residential parking standards 
altogether, and that the same option is being revisited this evening. 

• Only historic landmark buildings adding residences on the second or third floor are 
currently exempt from the parking standards. 

• An overview of how parking is usually provided as part of a residential building within 
Birmingham. 

• The public parking system could be used for residential parking since residents require 
parking during off-peak, non-business hours. 

 
City Manager Valentine suggested: 

• A two-prong approach of hiring a consultant to clarify relevant considerations in making 
this change and asking the Planning Board to study the issue would be the most 
effective course of action.  

• The City would ask its current parking consultant to further explore the land-use issues 
at hand. The consultant would work with two other firms currently familiar with the 
parking situation in Birmingham – Nelson-Nygaard and MKSK. 

 
Mr. Boyle opined that there may be a conflict in asking parking industry experts to explore ways 
to reduce the need for parking in the City.  
 
Commissioner DeWeese said: 



• The residential parking requirement should be voided and a method of dis-incentivizing 
the creation of more office-space in Birmingham should be explored, so as to tax 
Birmingham’s parking systems less. 

• While dis-incentivizing more offices, he would like to see parking remain affordable for 
Birmingham’s retail workers. 

• The City’s goal is to enable people to live and work downtown, and finding ways to 
increase the affordability is part of achieving the City’s goal.  

• Nelson-Nygaard or any other contractor hired for the project must be capable of 
handling Birmingham’s particular parking circumstances and goals in order to offer the 
most relevant solutions.  

• This issue should not be delayed until the Master Planning process, but the City must 
also ensure that the solutions reached will be compatible with the Master Plan’s 
objectives.  

 
Mr. Koseck affirmed the City should solicit the help of experts in parking and land-use in order 
to understand all the relevant factors. He continued: 

• One-and-a-half parking spaces in the City costs between $30,000 and $40,000. 
Removing the parking requirement for a hypothetical $800,000 unit would only reduce 
the cost of the apartment by 5%. This decrease would not make residential units 
significantly more affordable. 

• Because of this, the goal needs to be clarified. If the goal is smaller residential units and 
more flexibility, there are many ways to pursue that.  

• These considerations must be part of the Master Planning process. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Bordman noted: 

• Metro Detroit’s dearth of mass transit makes giving up a vehicle relatively unfeasible. 
• Many Birmingham households have a car for each adult, meaning residential parking 

remains in high demand.  
• Making residential units more affordable by eliminating the parking standards is a 

worthy goal, but Mr. Koseck’s calculations imply that this change will not have the 
intended impact.  

• If the goal is making residential units more affordable, then hiring a consultant with 
broader experience in that area would be necessary.  

• Determining whether City has a goal of increasing affordable residential units gets to the 
heart of how Birmingham wants to define itself. This is a much more complicated and 
theoretical question than just parking.  

 
Mr. Williams said: 

• The issue at hand is land-use and not just parking.  
• Because residents already perceive Birmingham as lacking sufficient parking, the City 

should be very cautious with how it proceeds.  
• If MKSK and Nelson-Nygaard have the necessary experience with complex land-use 

issues, Mr. Williams is in favor of using them. If these two consultants do not have the 
necessary experience, however, they must be supplemented with another consultant.  

 
Commissioner Nickita ventured: 

• This about a specific use in a particular district, meaning it should be addressed as a 
parking issue and not a broader land-use issue.  



• The land-use aspects would be explored during the Master Planning process.  
• It would be wise to consider alternative consultants due to the issues raised by Mr. 

Williams, but Commissioner Nickita remains confident that Nelson-Nygaard would also 
be up to the task. 

• Requiring parking is one of the most challenging aspects of developing high-density 
residences in cities. Developers are often forced to pass on developing in cities with 
more strict residential parking requirements.  

• The parking requirements are a large part of why there are so many buildings with one, 
two, or three residences downtown.  

• Shared parking is a very viable option in Birmingham because downtown parking is so 
underutilized in the evenings.  

• Residents in urban areas are largely comfortable and familiar with off-site parking as 
long as the streets are safe and comfortable.  

• The 2016 Plan had a goal of increasing resident-density downtown and this would be 
an effective way to do it.  

• A study should specifically clarify whether and how much the parking standards 
correlate with a lower resident-density downtown.  

 
Commissioner DeWeese pointed out: 

• Some of the senior residences in Birmingham became possible in when the parking 
requirements were halved.  

• Those residences still have parking available because of the less-frequent car use of 
their residents.  

• The built-in cost of parking for downtown residents is likely higher than the cost to get 
a monthly long-term parking permit. 

• Some parking standards should remain, but the more they can be reduced the more 
the Birmingham market will respond in a positive and desired manner.  

• A resident should be guaranteed the ability to purchase access to parking downtown 
should they so choose. 

 
Mayor Harris noted consensus regarding the need for further study of the issue.  
 
City Manager Valentine said he would return with a proposed Scope of Work which, if approved, 
can be extended either to Nelson-Nygaard or bid out to other contractors.  
 
  



DRAFT Planning Board Minutes 
July 11, 2018 

 
3.  Residential Parking Requirements  
 
Mr. Baka recalled that on June 18, 2018, the City Commission and the Planning Board held a 
joint meeting and the consensus was that it would be worthwhile to have a consultant do an 
evaluation of our current parking standards, centered around residential. Thus, the draft 
amendments to eliminate residential parking requirements throughout the City as discussed at 
the joint meeting are provided, along with a draft RFP for planning, zoning and parking 
consulting services to conduct a complete review of residential parking requirements and future 
needs. 
 
Mr. Share noted that if the goal is to get more dense and affordable housing in multiple-family 
areas, he is not sure that eliminating off-street parking in the R-1 Neighborhood makes sense 
because the streets would start to get clogged.  Secondly, he was not sure about the concept 
that if you don't have to build off-street parking for residential it will incentivize affordable 
housing.  Rather, he could easily see that what you would get is the same expensive housing 
with a higher profit margin to the developer. 
 
Chairman Clein noted he didn't see anywhere that tells what the intent of the study is. 
 
Mr. Williams was not convinced that eliminating the parking requirement would be a good idea 
throughout the City.  People in the neighborhoods will object to that concept. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce was not certain this would encourage more affordable living Downtown.   
 
Mr. Share thought maybe the question should be how to create more affordable housing in 
Multiple-Family Districts.  Ask the consultant how to do that, and parking could be one 
component.  Another might be to offer the developer a bonus floor or other ways to incentivize 
smaller, more affordable units. If the objective is what he understands it to be, then he felt a 
study like this is too narrow.  Ms. Whipple-Boyce voiced her opinion that the board needs to 
also look at parking for office.   
 
Chairman Clein suggested that instead of focusing strictly on residential, the RFP should focus 
on Downtown, the Rail and the Triangle.  Indicate that there is a desire to increase residential 
density in a manner that brings smaller, more affordable units to the market.  The board wants 
the consultant to help them understand current and future parking trends across comparable 
cities and understand the mix that they are trying to go toward, looking at office, retail, 
residential, and provide us recommendations.  
 



 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

FOR PLANNING, ZONING, & PARKING CONSULTANT SERVICES 
    
Sealed proposals endorsed “PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTANT SERVICES”, will 
be received at the Office of the City Clerk, 151 Martin Street, PO Box 3001, 
Birmingham, Michigan, 48012; until                  ,2018 after which time bids will be 
publicly opened and read.  
  
The City of Birmingham, Michigan is accepting sealed bid proposals from qualified 
professional firms to provide planning and zoning consultant services to evaluate 
existing parking requirements in the City’s key commercial and mixed use districts and 
to provide recommendations for improvement. This work must be performed as 
specified accordance with the specifications contained in the Request For Proposals 
(RFP).   
 
The RFP, including the Specifications, may be obtained online from the Michigan Inter-
governmental Trade Network at http://www.mitn.info or at the City of Birmingham, 151 
Martin St., Birmingham, Michigan, ATTENTION: Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director   
 
The acceptance of any proposal made pursuant to this invitation shall not be binding 
upon the City until an agreement has been executed. 
 
Submitted to MITN:  _________, 2018 
Deadline for Submissions: _________, 2018 by 4:00 PM Eastern Standard Time 
Contact Person:   Jana L. Ecker 
     P.O. Box 3001, 151 Martin Street 
     Birmingham, MI 48012-3001 
     Phone: 248.530.1841 
     Email:  jecker@bhamgov.org 
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INTRODUCTION  
For purposes of this request for proposals the City of Birmingham will hereby be 
referred to as “City” and the private firm will hereby be referred to as “Contractor.”  
References to the “parking requirements” shall generally refer to the parking 
requirements for private developments in commercial and mixed use zone districts 
located within the Downtown Overlay, the Triangle District and the Rail District as 
established in Article 4, Section 4.45 through 4.52, including Table A, of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  A copy of the City’s zoning map is attached as Attachment “E”, to identify 
each of the zone district locations referred to in Article 4 that are also located within the 
Downtown Overlay, Triangle District and Rail District.  In the downtown area, the City 
operates a public parking system that consists of 5 public parking structures providing 
roughly 3,580 spaces, three surface parking lots providing roughly 190 spaces and 
1,070 on-street parking meters.  There are also two private independently run parking 
structures located in the Central Business District.  Outside of the downtown area, there 
is public, on street parking available on many streets, and limited permit parking for 
residents only on some residential streets.  Please see Attachment “F” for a map of the 
City’s public parking facilities. 
 
The City of Birmingham, Michigan is accepting sealed bid proposals from qualified 
professional firms to provide planning and zoning consulting services to evaluate 
existing parking requirements in commercial and mixed use zone districts in the 
Downtown Overlay, the Triangle District and the Rail District and to provide 
recommendations for improvement based on current parking trends, future parking 
demand, emerging and innovative technologies and best practices in other walkable 
urban communities.  The goals of the City in conducting this review and analysis are to 
increase residential density in the Downtown Overlay, the Triangle District and the Rail 
District, to encourage the development of smaller sized and more affordable residential 
units in these areas, and to ensure that current and future parking demands will be met 
within these districts. 
 
All work must be performed as specified accordance with the specifications outlined by 
the Scope of Work contained in this Request For Proposals (RFP).  The final report 
resulting from the Contractor’s review and analysis of the City’s parking requirements 
will be used by elected officials, city boards and city staff to implement amendments to 
the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
During the evaluation process, the City reserves the right where it may serve the City’s 
best interest to request additional information or clarification from proposers, or to allow 
corrections of errors or omissions.  At the discretion of the City, firms submitting 
proposals may be requested to make oral presentations as part of the evaluation.  
 
It is anticipated the selection of a firm will be completed by ________, 2018.  An 
Agreement for services will be required with the selected Contractor.  A copy of the 
Agreement is contained herein for reference.  Contract services will commence upon 
execution of the service agreement by the City. 
 

Page 3 
 



REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) 
The purpose of this RFP is to request sealed bid proposals from qualified parties 
presenting their qualifications, capabilities and costs to provide planning and zoning 
consulting services to evaluate parking standards and needs within the City’s main 
commercial and mixed use zoning districts and to provide recommendations for 
improvement to meet the City’s stated goals to increase the density of residential units 
in these districts, encourage smaller sized and more affordable residential units and to 
meet current and future parking needs. 

INVITATION TO SUBMIT A PROPOSAL 
Proposals shall be submitted no later than _________, 2018 by 4:00 PM Eastern 
Standard Time to: 

 
City of Birmingham 

Attn: City Clerk 
151 Martin Street 

Birmingham, Michigan  48009 
 
One (1) original and one (1) copy of the proposal shall be submitted.  The proposal 
should be firmly sealed in an envelope, which shall be clearly marked on the 
outside, “PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTANT SERVICES”.  Any proposal received 
after the due date cannot be accepted and will be rejected and returned, unopened, to 
the proposer.  Proposer may submit more than one proposal provided each proposal 
meets the functional requirements. 

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS 
1. Any and all forms requesting information from the bidder must be completed 

on the attached forms contained herein (see Contractor’s Responsibilities).  If 
more than one bid is submitted, a separate bid proposal form must be used 
for each. 
 

2. Any request for clarification of this RFP shall be made in writing and delivered 
to: Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director at jecker@bhamgov.org.   Such request 
for clarification shall be delivered, in writing, no later than 5 days prior to the 
deadline for submissions.   
 

3. All proposals must be submitted following the RFP format as stated in this 
document and shall be subject to all requirements of this document including 
the instruction to respondents and general information sections. All proposals 
must be regular in every respect and no interlineations, excisions, or special 
conditions shall be made or included in the RFP format by the respondent.  

 
4. The contract will be awarded by the City of Birmingham to the most 

responsive and responsible bidder with the lowest price and the contract will 
require the completion of the work pursuant to these documents. 
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5. Each respondent shall include in his or her proposal, in the format requested, 
the cost of performing the work. Municipalities are exempt from Michigan 
State Sales and Federal Excise taxes.  Do not include such taxes in the 
proposal figure.  The City will furnish the successful company with tax 
exemption information when requested.   
 

6. Each respondent shall include in their proposal the following information:  
Firm name, address, city, state, zip code, telephone number, and fax number. 
The company shall also provide the name, address, telephone number and e-
mail address of an individual in their organization to whom notices and 
inquiries by the City should be directed as part of their proposal. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURE AND CRITERIA 
The evaluation panel will consist of City staff and any other person(s) designated by the 
City who will evaluate the proposals based on, but not limited to, the following criteria: 
 

1. Ability to provide services as outlined. 
2. Related experience with similar projects, Contractor background, and 

personnel qualifications. 
3. Quality of the response to this RFP including a demonstrated 

understanding of the enclosed scope of work and knowledge of planning 
and transportation trends and best practices. 

4. Overall costs. 
5. References. 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
1. The City reserves the right to reject any or all proposals received, waive 

informalities, or accept any proposal, in whole or in part, it deems best.  The City 
reserves the right to award the contract to the next most qualified Contractor if 
the successful Contractor does not execute a contract within ten (10) days after 
the award of the proposal. 

 
2. The City reserves the right to request clarification of information submitted and to 

request additional information of one or more Contractors. 
 

3. The City reserves the right to terminate the contract at its discretion should it be 
determined that the services provided do not meet the specifications contained 
herein.  The City may terminate this Agreement at any point in the process upon 
notice to Contractor sufficient to indicate the City’s desire to do so.  In the case of 
such a stoppage, the City agrees to pay Contractor for services rendered to the 
time of notice, subject to the contract maximum amount.   

 
4. Any proposal may be withdrawn up until the date and time set above for the 

opening of the proposals.  Any proposals not so withdrawn shall constitute an 
irrevocable offer, for a period of ninety (90) days, to provide the services set forth 
in the proposal. 
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5. The cost of preparing and submitting a proposal is the responsibility of the 

Contractor and shall not be chargeable in any manner to the City.  
 

6. Payment will be made within thirty (30) days after invoice. Acceptance by the City 
is defined as authorization by the designated City representative to this project 
that all the criteria requested under the Scope of Work contained herein have 
been provided. Invoices are to be rendered each month following the date of 
execution of an Agreement with the City. 

 
7. The Contractor will not exceed the timelines established for the completion of this 

project. 
 
8. The successful bidder shall enter into and will execute the contract as set forth 

and attached as Attachment A. 

CONTRACTOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES 
Each bidder shall provide the following as part of their proposal: 
 

1. Complete and sign all forms requested for completion within this RFP. 
a. Bidder’s Agreement (Attachment B - p. 16) 
b. Cost Proposal (Attachment C - p. 17) 
c. Iran Sanctions Act Vendor Certification Form (Attachment D - p. 18) 
d. Agreement (p. 10 – only if selected by the City). 

 
2. Provide a description of completed projects that demonstrate the firm’s ability 

to complete projects of similar scope, size, and purpose, and in a timely 
manner, and within budget. 
 

3. Provide a written plan detailing the anticipated timeline for completion of the 
tasks set forth in the Scope of Work. 
 

4. Provide a description of the firm, including resumes and professional 
qualifications of the principals involved in administering the project. 

 
5. Provide a list of sub-contractors and their qualifications, if applicable. 

  
6. Provide three (3) client references from past projects, include current phone 

numbers.  At least two (2) of the client references should be for similar 
projects. 
 

7. Provide a project timeline addressing each section within the Scope of Work 
and a description of the overall project approach.  Include a statement that 
the Contractor will be available according to the proposed timeline. 
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8. The selected Contractor is expected to attend public meetings as needed.   
This will include a minimum of two meetings during the award of the contract, 
three meetings with the Planning Board, at least one meeting in a workshop 
format with local stakeholders, and a minimum of one meeting with the City 
Commission. 

CITY RESPONSIBILITY 
The City will provide a designated representative to work with the Contractor to 
coordinate both the City’s and Contractor’s efforts and to inspect and verify any work 
performed by the Contractor. 

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 
The successful bidder agrees to certain dispute resolution avenues/limitations.  Please 
refer to paragraph 17 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details and 
what is required of the successful bidder. 
   
INSURANCE 
The successful bidder is required to procure and maintain certain types of insurances.  
Please refer to paragraph 12 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details 
and what is required of the successful bidder. 

CONTINUATION OF COVERAGE 
The Contractor also agrees to provide all insurance coverages as specified.  Upon 
failure of the Contractor to obtain or maintain such insurance coverage for the term of 
the agreement, the City may, at its option, purchase such coverage and subtract the 
cost of obtaining such coverage from the contract amount.  In obtaining such coverage, 
Birmingham shall have no obligation to procure the most cost effective coverage but 
may contract with any insurer for such coverage. 

EXECUTION OF CONTRACT 
The bidder whose proposal is accepted shall be required to execute the contract and to 
furnish all insurance coverages as specified within ten (10) days after receiving notice of 
such acceptance.  Any contract awarded pursuant to any bid shall not be binding upon 
the City until a written contract has been executed by both parties.  Failure or refusal to 
execute the contract shall be considered an abandoned all rights and interest in the 
award and the contract may be awarded to another.  The successful bidder agrees to 
enter into and will execute the contract as set forth and attached as Attachment A. 

INDEMNIFICATION  
The successful bidder agrees to indemnify the City and various associated persons.  
Please refer to paragraph 13 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details 
and what is required of the successful bidder. 
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST  
The successful bidder is subject to certain conflict of interest requirements/restrictions.  
Please refer to paragraph 14 of the Agreement attached as Attachment A for the details 
and what is required of the successful bidder. 

EXAMINATION OF PROPOSAL MATERIALS 
The submission of a proposal shall be deemed a representation and warranty by the 
Contractor that it has investigated all aspects of the RFP, that it is aware of the 
applicable facts pertaining to the RFP process and its procedures and requirements, 
and that it has read and understands the RFP.  Statistical information which may be 
contained in the RFP or any addendum thereto is for informational purposes only. 

PROJECT TIMELINE 
The selected Contractor is expected begin services upon award of the contractor and 
have a final report of recommendations provided within _________.   The Contractor 
will not exceed the timelines established for the completion of this project. 

SCOPE OF WORK 
This section shall constitute the Scope of Work and the Contractor shall perform the 
following services in accordance with the requirements as defined and noted herein: 
 

1. Project Coordination:  The Contractor shall coordinate with designated City staff 
regarding schedule, deliverables and the scope of work.  The Contractor shall 
attend a minimum of 7 public meetings as listed above.  Additional meetings may 
be required and will be billed as noted on Attachment C. 
 

2. Conduct an Evaluation of Current Parking Requirements:  The Contractor shall 
complete a review and analysis of the City’s current parking requirements for 
private development in commercial and mixed use zones in the Downtown 
Overlay, the Triangle District and the Rail District, including, but not limited to, 
standard requirements, the use of shared parking agreements, off-site parking 
allowances, and the permissible use of on-street parking to meet parking 
requirements for all permitted uses.  The Contractor shall provide an analysis of 
the effect of the current parking standards on land use, the density, size, location 
and cost of residential units in the mixed use areas noted, and identify any 
unintended consequences arising from the use of the existing standards.   

 
3.  Provide a Summary and Analysis of Current and Future Parking Trends and Best 

Practices:  The Contractor shall outline current and future parking trends 
occurring or expected to occur in other walkable urban communities of 
comparable size and character to Birmingham, with vibrant, mixed use areas.  
Trend analysis should include the consideration of emerging and innovative 
transportation technologies, the use of ride sharing systems and mass transit 
options.  The Contractor shall also identify best practices for parking standards in 
comparable communities that assist the municipality in achieving a higher density 
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of residential uses in a mixed use environment, and that assist in encouraging 
smaller, more affordable residential units in these communities. 

 
4.  Identify and Evaluate Parking Recommendations:  Upon the completion of the 

steps above, the Contractor shall provide specific recommendations for updating 
the City’s current parking regulations, providing development incentives and/or 
other related concepts to assist the City in meeting current and future parking 
demands, while increasing residential density in the Downtown Overlay, the 
Triangle District and the Rail District, and while encouraging the development of 
smaller sized and more affordable residential units in these areas.   The 
Contractor shall then evaluate and prioritize recommendations based on the 
potential impact given Birmingham’s local and regional market. 

 
5. Conduct a Community Outreach Process:  The Contractor shall facilitate a 

community outreach program to solicit input on parking needs and 
recommendations for the commercial and mixed use areas within the Downtown 
Overlay, Triangle District and Rail District.  At least one town hall meeting to 
solicit input from residents, property owners and shall be held.  The City is open 
to additional strategies and approaches to enhance community engagement at 
the recommendations of the Contractor. 

 
6.  Presentation of Final Report:  It is expected the consultant shall prepare and 

present the final report to the City.   
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ATTACHMENT A - AGREEMENT 
FOR PLANNING, ZONING & PARKING CONSULTANT SERVICES 

 
 This AGREEMENT, made this _______day of ____________, 2018, by and 
between CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, having its principal municipal office at 151 Martin 
Street, Birmingham, MI (hereinafter sometimes called "City"), and _____________, Inc., 
having its principal office at _____________________ (hereinafter called "Contractor"), 
provides as follows: 

WITNESSETH: 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Birmingham has heretofore advertised for bids for the 
procurement and performance of services required to perform parking consultant 
services to evaluate parking operations, strategies and practices in the City’s Central 
Business District and provide recommendations for improvement, and in connection 
therewith has prepared a request for sealed proposals (“RFP”), which includes certain 
instructions to bidders, specifications, terms and conditions. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Contractor has professional qualifications that meet the project 
requirements and has made a bid in accordance with such request for cost proposals to 
perform parking consultant services to evaluate parking operations, strategies and 
practices in the City’s Central Business District and provide recommendations for 
improvement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the respective agreements and 
undertakings herein contained, the parties agree as follows: 

1. It is mutually agreed by and between the parties that the documents consisting of 
the Request for Proposal to perform parking consultant services to evaluate parking 
operations, strategies and practices in the City’s Central Business District and provide 
recommendations for improvement and the Contractor’s cost proposal dated 
_______________, 2018 shall be incorporated herein by reference and shall become a 
part of this Agreement, and shall be binding upon both parties hereto.  If any of the 
documents are in conflict with one another, this Agreement shall take precedence, then 
the RFP.  
 
2. The City shall pay the Contractor for the performance of this Agreement in an 
amount not to exceed __________________, as set forth in the Contractor’s 
____________, 2018 cost proposal. 
 
3. This Agreement shall commence upon execution by both parties, unless the City 
exercises its option to terminate the Agreement in accordance with the Request for 
Proposals. 
 
4. The Contractor shall employ personnel of good moral character and fitness in 
performing all services under this Agreement.  
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5. The Contractor and the City agree that the Contractor is acting as an 
independent Contractor with respect to the Contractor 's role in providing services to the 
City pursuant to this Agreement, and as such, shall be liable for its own actions and 
neither the Contractor nor its employees shall be construed as employees of the City.  
Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be construed to imply a joint venture or 
partnership and neither party, by virtue of this Agreement, shall have any right, power or 
authority to act or create any obligation, express or implied, on behalf of the other party, 
except as specifically outlined herein.  Neither the City nor the Contractor shall be 
considered or construed to be the agent of the other, nor shall either have the right to 
bind the other in any manner whatsoever, except as specifically provided in this 
Agreement, and this Agreement shall not be construed as a contract of agency.  The 
Contractor shall not be entitled or eligible to participate in any benefits or privileges 
given or extended by the City, or be deemed an employee of the City for purposes of 
federal or state withholding taxes, FICA taxes, unemployment, workers' compensation 
or any other employer contributions on behalf of the City. 
 
6. The Contractor acknowledges that in performing services pursuant to this 
Agreement, certain confidential and/or proprietary information (including, but not limited 
to, internal organization, methodology, personnel and financial information, etc.) may 
become involved.  The Contractor recognizes that unauthorized exposure of such 
confidential or proprietary information could irreparably damage the City.  Therefore, the 
Contractor agrees to use reasonable care to safeguard the confidential and proprietary 
information and to prevent the unauthorized use or disclosure thereof.  The Contractor 
shall inform its employees of the confidential or proprietary nature of such information 
and shall limit access thereto to employees rendering services pursuant to this 
Agreement.  The Contractor further agrees to use such confidential or proprietary 
information only for the purpose of performing services pursuant to this Agreement. 
 
7. This Agreement shall be governed by and performed, interpreted and enforced in 
accordance with the laws of the State of Michigan.  The Contractor agrees to perform all 
services provided for in this Agreement in accordance with and in full compliance with 
all local, state and federal laws and regulations. 
 
8. If any provision of this Agreement is declared invalid, illegal or unenforceable, 
such provision shall be severed from this Agreement and all other provisions shall 
remain in full force and effect. 
 
9. This Agreement shall be binding upon the successors and assigns of the parties 
hereto, but no such assignment shall be made by the Contractor without the prior 
written consent of the City.  Any attempt at assignment without prior written consent 
shall be void and of no effect. 
 
10. The Contractor agrees that neither it nor its subcontractors will discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment with respect to hire, tenure, terms, 
conditions or privileges of employment, or a matter directly or indirectly related to 
employment because of race, color, religion, national origin, age, sex, height, weight or 
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marital status.  The Contractor shall inform the City of all claims or suits asserted 
against it by the Contractor’s employees who work pursuant to this Agreement.  The 
Contractor shall provide the City with periodic status reports concerning all such claims 
or suits, at intervals established by the City. 
 
11. The Contractor shall not commence work under this Agreement until it has, at its 
sole expense, obtained the insurance required under this paragraph. All coverages shall 
be with insurance companies licensed and admitted to do business in the State of 
Michigan. All coverages shall be with carriers acceptable to the City of Birmingham. 
 
12. The Contractor shall maintain during the life of this Agreement the types of 
insurance coverage and minimum limits as set forth below: 
 

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

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

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

D. Additional Insured: Commercial General Liability and Motor Vehicle Liability 
Insurance, as described above, shall include an endorsement stating the 
following shall be Additional Insureds: The City of Birmingham, including all 
elected and appointed officials, all employee and volunteers, all boards, 
commissions and/or authorities and board members, including employees and 
volunteers thereof. This coverage shall be primary to any other coverage that 
may be available to the additional insured, whether any other available coverage 
by primary, contributing or excess. 
 

E. Professional Liability: Professional liability insurance with limits of not less than 
$1,000,000 per claim if Contractor will provide service that are customarily 
subject to this type of coverage.  
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F. Cancellation Notice: Workers' Compensation Insurance, Commercial General 

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

G. Proof of Insurance Coverage: Contractor shall provide the City of Birmingham at 
the time the Agreement is returned for execution, Certificates of Insurance and/or 
policies, acceptable to the City of Birmingham, as listed below.  

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

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

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

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

5) If so requested, Certified Copies of all policies mentioned above will 
be furnished.  

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

I. Maintaining Insurance: Upon failure of the Contractor to obtain or maintain such 
insurance coverage for the term of the Agreement, the City of Birmingham may, 
at its option, purchase such coverage and subtract the cost of obtaining such 
coverage from the Agreement amount. In obtaining such coverage, the City of 
Birmingham shall have no obligation to procure the most cost-effective coverage 
but may contract with any insurer for such coverage. 
  

13. To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Contractor and any entity or person for 
whom the Contractor is legally liable, agrees to be responsible for any liability, defend, 
pay on behalf of, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Birmingham, its elected and 
appointed officials, employees and volunteers and others working on behalf of the City 
of Birmingham against any and all claims, demands, suits, or loss, including all costs 
and reasonable attorney fees connected therewith, and for any damages which may be 
asserted, claimed or recovered against or from and the City of Birmingham, its elected 
and appointed officials, employees, volunteers or others working on behalf of the City of 
Birmingham, by reason of personal injury, including bodily injury and death and/or 
property damage, including loss of use thereof, which arises out of or is in any way 
connected or associated with this Agreement. Such responsibility shall not be construed 
as liability for damage caused by or resulting from the sole act or omission of its elected 
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or appointed officials, employees, volunteers or others working on behalf of the City of 
Birmingham. 
 
14. If, after the effective date of this Agreement, any official of the City, or spouse, 
child, parent or in-law of such official or employee shall become directly or indirectly 
interested in this Agreement or the affairs of the Contractor, the City shall have the right 
to terminate this Agreement without further liability to the Contractor if the 
disqualification has not been removed within thirty (30) days after the City has given the 
Contractor notice of the disqualifying interest.  Ownership of less than one percent (1%) 
of the stock or other equity interest in a corporation or partnership shall not be a 
disqualifying interest.  Employment shall be a disqualifying interest. 

15. If Contractor fails to perform its obligations hereunder, the City may take any and 
all remedial actions provided by the general specifications or otherwise permitted by 
law. 
 
16. All notices required to be sent pursuant to this Agreement shall be mailed to the 
following addresses:  
   

City of Birmingham  
  Attn: Jana L. Ecker   
 151 Martin Street  
 Birmingham, MI 48009 

248.530.1841 

CONTRACTOR 
(Insert Contractor Information) 

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

18. FAIR PROCUREMENT OPPORTUNITY:  Procurement for the City of 
Birmingham will be handled in a manner providing fair opportunity for all businesses.  
This will be accomplished without abrogation or sacrifice of quality and as determined to 
be in the best interest of the City of Birmingham. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said parties have caused this Agreement to be 
executed as of the date and year above written. 

WITNESSES:     CONTRACTOR 
 
 
_______________________________  By:_____________________________ 
              
               Its:  
 
                                                                            
 

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
 
 
_______________________________  By:_____________________________ 
                                                                                    Andrew Harris 
                                                                          Its:  Mayor 
 
 
_______________________________  By:_____________________________ 
 
                                                                                      Cherilynn Mynsberge  
                           Its:  City Clerk 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
(Approved as to substance) 
 
 
________________________________ 
Timothy J. Currier, City Attorney  
(Approved as to form) 
 

 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Gerber, Director of Finance 
(Approved as to financial obligation) 
 
 
________________________________ 
Joseph A. Valentine., City Manager 
(Approved as to substance) 
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ATTACHMENT B - BIDDER’S AGREEMENT 

FOR PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTANT SERVICES 
 

 
In submitting this proposal, as herein described, the Contractor agrees that: 
 

1. They have carefully examined the specifications, terms and Agreement of the Request 
for Proposal and all other provisions of this document and understand the meaning, intent, and 
requirement of it. 
 
2. They will enter into a written contract and furnish the item or items in the time specified 
in conformance with the specifications and conditions contained therein for the price quoted by 
the proponent on this proposal. 

 
 
  

PREPARED BY  (Print Name) 
 

DATE 

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE  

Title E-MAIL ADDRESS 

COMPANY  

ADDRESS PHONE 

NAME OF PARENT COMPANY PHONE 

ADDRESS  
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ATTACHMENT C - COST PROPOSAL 

FOR PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTANT SERVICES 
 
In order for the bid to be considered valid, this form must be completed in its entirety.  The 
cost for the Scope of Work as stated in the Request for Proposal documents shall be a lump sum, as 
follows: 
 
Attach technical specifications for all proposed materials as outlined in the Contractor’s 
Responsibilities section of the RFP (p. 6) 
 
 

COST PROPOSAL 
ITEM BID AMOUNT 

TOTAL BID AMOUNT $ 

ADDITIONAL BID ITEMS 

Additional meetings with City staff and boards $ 

Other -  $ 

Other -  $ 

GRANDTOTAL AMOUNT $ 

 
 
 
Firm Name              
 
 
 
Authorized signature__________________________________  Date______________ 
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ATTACHMENT D - IRAN SANCTIONS ACT VENDOR CERTIFICATION FORM 

FOR PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTANT SERVICES 
 

Pursuant to Michigan Law and the Iran Economic Sanction Act, 2012 PA 517 (“Act”), prior to the City 
accepting any bid or proposal, or entering into any contract for goods or services with any prospective 
Vendor, the Vendor must certify that it is not an “Iran Linked Business”, as defined by the Act. 
 
By completing this form, the Vendor certifies that it is not an “Iran Linked Business”, as defined by the 
Act and is in full compliance with all provisions of the Act and is legally eligible to submit a bid for 
consideration by the City. 
 
 
 
  

PREPARED BY (Print Name) 
 

DATE 

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE E-MAIL ADDRESS 

TITLE  

COMPANY  

ADDRESS PHONE 

NAME OF PARENT COMPANY PHONE 

ADDRESS  

TAXPAYER I.D.#  
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ATTACHMENT E 
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ATTACHMENT F 

 
MAP OF PARKING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 
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7/20/2018 City of Birmingham MI Mail - Fwd: Curb space is way too valuable for cities to waste on parked cars.
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Jana Ecker <jecker@bhamgov.org>

Fwd: Curb space is way too valuable for cities to waste on parked cars. 
1 message

Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> Fri, Jul 20, 2018 at 12:19 PM
To: "Andrew M. Harris" <aharris@bhamgov.org>, Carroll DeWeese <cdeweese@bhamgov.org>, Mark Nickita
<mnickita@bhamgov.org>, Patty Bordman <pbordman@bhamgov.org>, Pierre Boutros <pboutros@bhamgov.org>, Racky
Hoff <rackyhoff@hotmail.com>, Stuart Sherman <ssherman@bhamgov.org>, Tim Currier <tcurrier@bhlaw.us.com>
Cc: Jana Ecker <Jecker@bhamgov.org>, Paul O'Meara <Pomeara@bhamgov.org>, Austin Fletcher
<afletcher@bhamgov.org>, Mark Clemence <Mclemence@bhamgov.org>, Scott Grewe <Sgrewe@bhamgov.org>, Tiffany
Gunter <tgunter@bhamgov.org>

fyi 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Mark Nickita <mnickita@bhamgov.org> 
Date: Fri, Jul 20, 2018 at 11:43 AM 
Subject: Curb space is way too valuable for cities to waste on parked cars. 
To: Joe Valentine <jvalentine@bhamgov.org> 
 
 
FYI
 
Here is an interesting article on the value of street parking in urban areas.
 
Good reasons of why we need to do what we can to keep as many available as possible.  And to understand the pricing
of it
 
Mark
 
 
https://slate.com/business/2018/07/curb-space-is-way-too-valuable-for-cities-to-waste-on-parked-cars.html 
 

Give the Curb Your Enthusiasm
The American city is wasting valuable real estate on parked cars.

Henry Grabar July 19, 201811:24 AM

cars parked on a street

&amp;lt;img src="https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;
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0&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;#x3D;0x0" alt="cars parked on a street " srcset="https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-
4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;#x3D;520&amp;amp;
amp;rect&amp;amp;#x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;#x3D;0x0 1x, https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-
4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;#x3D;520&amp;amp;
amp;rect&amp;amp;#x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;#x3D;0x0 2x" /&amp;gt;

Thinkstock

In 1972, Berkeley, California, installed its first official curb cut. This little ramp descending from the
curb into the street was the fruit of hard work by disability advocates. It was not, in fact, the nation’s
first curb cut—that was in Kalamazoo, Michigan—but it would begin a revolution. 

mailto:mnickita@bhamgov.org
mailto:jvalentine@bhamgov.org
https://slate.com/business/2018/07/curb-space-is-way-too-valuable-for-cities-to-waste-on-parked-cars.html
https://slate.com/author/henry-grabar
https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://compote.slate.com/images/f83112a8-9fed-4ae7-bf5d-ebc340e01ea2.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://www.independentliving.org/docs3/brown99a.html
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Hundreds of thousands of curb cuts followed, and what was born as a wheelchair convenience, and
eventually mandated by the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act, soon provided a path for all kinds
of street users, like kids on bicycles, parents with strollers, and senior citizens with shopping carts.
Pedestrians are drawn to using curb cuts, and a street corner would look odd without them. It’s a
story of how changes made for small groups wind up having positive, unforeseen externalities. It
should also prompt us to look again at the stagnant, forgotten piece of infrastructure that is the
American curb.

How and where we walk is a function of curb design—where is the curb cut, where are the parked
cars, where are the trees? But so is the utility of emergency vehicles, taxis, public transportation,
cycling, garbage pickup, and freight delivery. The space at the edge of the street plays a crucial role
in stormwater management. It can provide desperately needed public and commercial space. Worth
billions but given away for free, the curb is arguably the single most misused asset in the American
city—and one that, more than any giant investment in apps, sensors, or screens, can determine the
future of transportation.

Google’s parent company, Alphabet, has launched a company that “codes the curb” in an attempt to
help cities and companies adapt to changes coming with electrification, shared mobility, digitization,
and autonomy. “The big context we see is a shift, arguably the biggest since the internal combustion
engine, in the transportation sector,” said Stephen Smyth, the CEO of Coord. “There’s not always
accessible data about the curbs and what you can do on them. So we’ve taken it on ourselves,
because we believe that the curb is the nexus of what you can do in transportation.”

You can understand why, despite rapid urban growth and punishing traffic jams, the mayors of
bustling American cities have been reluctant to disrupt the curb’s settled role for the past 70 years:
providing free parking. Parking, after all, is one of the most popular words in the NIMBY lexicon. Few
mayors could even tell you how much curb space a city has or what it’s worth, though they do seem
to recognize that a free parking pass can function as a powerful, Tammany Hall–style perk for favored
groups.

It’s a sensitive subject. “I have a large collection of newspaper articles about parking space murders,
some of them are quite brutal,” says Donald Shoup, a professor at UCLA and the father of American
parking studies. “If you need an example of how emotional people get about the curb, that’s good
evidence.”

But it’s not as though curb space is in short supply. Philadelphia has more than 440,000 on-street
parking spaces, which seems like a lot, though it represents just over 20 percent of the city’s total
parking spaces, according to a May report from the Mortgage Bankers Association. Seattle has an
astounding 514,000 on-street spots in a city of just 704,000 people. San Francisco, the peninsular
city always said to be “running out of room,” has approximately 275,000 curbside parking spaces. As
you might expect, the curb’s unrealized value as a public asset is highest in cities like San Francisco
where there’s little empty space to go around. (Des Moines, Iowa, by contrast, has an astounding
eight parking spaces per resident, mostly in surface parking lots.)

https://slate.com/business/2018/05/new-york-citys-corrupt-street-parking.html
https://www.sfmta.com/press-releases/sfmta-completes-citywide-census-street-parking-spaces
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Parking map of San Francisco.
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The bright blue indicates free two-hour street parking in San Francisco.
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Rarely is personal car parking the highest and best use of this space. In contrast to cars, which
spend 95 percent of their lives not moving, scooters and shared bikes have been making busy use of
curbside parking spaces. In New York, docks for shared bikes have typically been installed along
curbs, and on busy days users clock more than six rides per bike per day. (The city’s reluctance to
take away personal car parking may, in fact, have limited the network’s growth.) One curbside parking
space can accommodate a dozen bikes and serve dozens of daily trips. The situation for scooters is
similar: In Santa Monica, where Bird’s first electric scooters were distributed, each scooter is used
five to six time a day, for an average trip of 1.6 miles. That activity is good news for stores and
restaurants, which tend to overestimate how many of their customers arrive by car.

Even more significant, for curb space, is the rise of transportation network companies like Uber and
Lyft. Back in the fall of 2016, Lyft alone completed 6.3 million rides in Los Angeles—triple what the
local taxi industry had done at its peak in 2012. That means millions more pickups and drop-offs on
city streets. The company’s co-founder John Zimmer touts ridesharing as a way to cut down on car
parking in cities and claims 250,000 customers have given up their personal cars—a dubious data
point that seems to rely on a cursory survey. Nevertheless, the company’s need for space for pickups
and drop-offs, and its recent purchase of the bikeshare company Motivate, place its interests
squarely against those of the curb status quo.

In busy cities, the rise of TNC services is just one reason that curb space is newly in demand.
Businesses are reducing on-site inventory by working with suppliers who can respond quickly to their
needs. Apartment buildings are receiving hundreds of Amazon packages a day. Offices are deluged
with lunchtime food deliveries. Where curb space is tight, both people and goods tend to be picked
up or dropped off from double-parked vehicles.

An astounding portion of traffic congestion comes from just two sources: cars cruising for parking,
and those that have given up and double-parked. It’s been projected that eliminating double-parking
in Athens, Greece, for example, could reduce traffic delays by 33 percent. More than 30 percent of
vehicle-miles traveled in the urban core consists of cars looking for parking, according to Shoup.

He estimates that New York’s free, on-street parking spaces together amount to 13 Central Parks.
Nearly all of them are free. By charging just $5.50 a day for half those spaces, Shoup projected in a
proposal published in the New York Times last month, the city could generate $3 billion a year. Higher

https://compote.slate.com/images/6f04a3a2-d464-4494-8755-47ec4b392c63.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://compote.slate.com/images/6f04a3a2-d464-4494-8755-47ec4b392c63.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://compote.slate.com/images/6f04a3a2-d464-4494-8755-47ec4b392c63.jpeg?width&amp;amp;#x3D;780&amp;amp;amp;height&amp;amp;%23x3D;520&amp;amp;amp;rect&amp;amp;%23x3D;1560x1040&amp;amp;amp;offset&amp;amp;%23x3D;0x0
https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/NACTO-Curb-Appeal-Curbside-Management.pdf
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rates would free up spaces, reducing the time drivers spend spot-hunting, reducing traffic, and
shortening journeys.

Solving this congestion comes down to one thing: better curb management. In the United States,
airports are at the forefront. At San Francisco International Airport, where Uber and Lyft make up
nearly 50 percent of arriving vehicles, the situation had become dire:

It’s illegal for Uber & Lyft to pickup at SFO’s arrivals level, so they pickup at departures. This has
made congestion so bad, there’s now a sign encouraging drop-offs to go to arrivals. So now
departures go to arrivals & arrivals go to departures because tech fixes everything.

— Brian Janosch (@BJanosch) 7:07 PM - Jun 3, 2018

Last month, SFO instituted a new system. Uber Pools and other “shared” TNCs will now depart from
the top floor of a central parking garage. Because they pick up multiple passengers at the airport, the
vehicles tend to have longer dwell times, noted Doug Yagel, an airport spokesman. “Our hope is that
by separating out these elements, we’ll see an improvement in roadway flow,” he says.

Map of Seattle's multiuse flex zones where the sidewalk ends.
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Seattle’s multiuse flex zones where the sidewalk ends.

Seattle Department of Transportation.

A fundamental change is underway in cities too, contends a recent International Transport Forum
report, in moving away from curbs as “static and inflexible installations and more as highly flexible
and self-solving puzzles.” Paris has been steadily eliminating personal parking spaces from the public
realm (down 43 percent since 2001) and has reserved spots for deliveries on major streets. It’s a
return to an older urban era, where curbs were an active part of the cityscape, the interface for
commercial activity between sidewalk and street rather than a barrier.

In this tradition, Seattle recently introduced “flex zones,” a rethinking of what can happen in the
gutters. “What gets me excited is the idea of a flex zone that’s adaptable and dynamic,” says Meghan
Shepard, a strategic adviser at the Seattle Department of Transportation. “Maybe there’s no parking
in the morning because we’re using it to move people on buses, then at 9 a.m. there’s a priority for
commercial vehicles, then at noon a food truck, then again people and goods, and then at nighttime
it’s parking to welcome people to nearby restaurants and entertainment zones. That sounds like a
hard-working flex zone.”

New ideas ride in on the coattails of the companies offering transit and logistics services—a kind of
“curb cut” effect for our time. What might the new curb look like? It can become public space—as it
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has in Manhattan, where the former transportation commissioner Janette Sadik-Khan established
pedestrian plazas at the edges of some of the city’s busiest streets. It can also provide desperately
needed commercial space on high-rent streets, as fleets of food trucks demonstrate in cities like
Washington. Or it can be repurposed to absorb and slow stormwater in flood-prone areas.

As is true in housing, the big changes to be made to public space and transportation in the American
city are not technical or financial. They’re political. When American mayors are ready to make the
most of what limited power they have, the curb will be there, waiting.
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Planning Divisions 
 
DATE:   July 19, 2018 
 
TO:   Planning Board 
 
FROM:  Matthew Baka, Senior Planner 
 
APPROVED:  Jana L. Ecker, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: Overlay Signage Study 
 
 
Overlay Sign Standards 
The City of Birmingham has two sets of standards that are used to regulate signage throughout 
the City.  There is the standard Sign Ordinance which governs most of the City, and there is the 
Overlay Sign Ordinance which regulates signage on buildings that were constructed under the 
Downtown Overlay development standards.   

 
The amount of signage permitted by the standard Sign Ordinance provisions is based on the 
amount of building frontage.  The width of the building determines the amount of square 
footage that can be used for signage.  The allowable signage can be divided among any of the 
building tenants regardless of which floor they are located on provided that they meet all other 
provisions of the Sign Ordinance. 
 
In contrast to the standard Sign Ordinance, the Overlay sign regulations do not limit the 
amount of signage or number of signs.  Instead the number of signs permitted is dictated by 
the number of entrances and only tenants whose primary square footage is located on the first 
floor may have a sign.  In addition to the differing restrictions listed above, there are also subtle 
differences between the two ordinances which make interpretation confusing for business 
owners and sign companies.  In an attempt to illustrate the differences, the planning staff has 
created a chart that outlines the main differences between the ordinance sections and how they 
affect the use of signage in the City.  
 
Over the past year the Board of Zoning Appeals has heard several variance requests for 
exceptions from the Overlay signage standards.  The primary cause of these requests has 
resulted from the difference between what is permitted by the standard Sign Ordinance and the 
Overlay Sign Ordinance.   The two provisions of the Overlay Sign Ordinance that have initiated 
the majority of the variance requests are the following: 
 

• The number of signs permitted determined by the number of entrances; and 
• Signage for upper floor commercial tenants is prohibited. 
 

The commercial tenants on the upper floors of buildings developed under the Overlay are not 
currently permitted signage as they otherwise would be if they were located in a building 
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governed by the standard Sign Ordinance.  In addition, the limitation of one sign per entry does 
not take into consideration businesses that occupy a corner space. 
 
The standard Sign Ordinance regulates signage by the size and location of the building and 
allows tenants/property owners to divide the allowable signage between tenants as they see fit.  
The successful variance requests that have been heard recently have argued that it is a 
hardship for the signage options to be limited in ways that are afforded to the majority of 
properties in the City.  
 
On June 18, 2018 at the joint meeting the City Commission and Planning Board discussed this 
issue.  There was consensus at that time that the Sign Ordinance should be studied and 
amended as deemed appropriate. 
 
At the July 11, 2018 Planning Board meeting various issues regarding signage and windows 
were discussed.  Specifically, the issue of the conflicts between the standard Sign Ordinance 
and the Overlay ordinance was discussed.  As outlined below, having two sets of signage 
standards have made interpretation and enforcement difficult.  This issue has led to an 
inordinate number of variance requests recently.  In addition, the Overlay signage standards 
appear in both the Sign Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance which is redundant and would 
require public hearings for both documents in order to make any changes.  At that meeting 
there appeared to be consensus that having signage regulations in both documents was not 
necessary and that eliminating the Overlay sign standards from the Zoning Ordinance would be 
a first step towards correcting the current issues being created by having multiple sets of 
regulations governing signage in the downtown.  Accordingly, the Planning Division has 
provided an ordinance amendment that would eliminate the Overlay signage standards from the 
Zoning Ordinance for your review. 
 
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
 
The Planning Board set a public hearing date of September 12, 2018 to consider eliminating the 
Overlay sign standards in Article 03, section 3.04 (f) of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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ORDINANCE NO.________ 

THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM ORDAINS: 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND CHAPTER 126, ZONING, OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF 
BIRMINGHAM: 
 

TO AMEND ARTICLE 03 OVERLAY DISTRICTS, SPECIFIC STANDARDS, SECTION 3.04, 
DOWNTOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT TO ELIMINATE THE OVERLAY SIGNAGE STANDARDS.   

 
Article 03, section 3.04 shall be amended as follows: 

 
A. – E. Unchanged 
 
 
F.   Signage Standards. Signage, when provided, shall be as follows: 

1. Building Sign Design Plan:  For all newly constructed or exterior renovated buildings, 
an overall building sign design plan shall be approved by the appropriate reviewing 
body. 

2. Design: Signage shall be integrally designed and painted with the storefront. 
3. Address Numbers: Address numbers shall be a maximum of 8 inches in vertical 

dimension. 
4. Sign Band: 

a. General: A single external sign band or zone may be applied to the facade of a 
building between the first and second floors, provided that it shall be a maximum 
of 1.5 feet in vertical dimension by any horizontal dimension. 

b. Woodward Avenue Address: The external sign band or zone shall be a maximum of 
2 feet in vertical dimension by any horizontal dimension. The sign band or zone 
may contain multiple individual signs, but all must refer to a tenant of the building 
whose principal square footage is on the first floor. 

c. Lowercase letters with ascenders and descenders that extend beyond the limits of 
the sign height by a maximum of 50% will not be calculated into total sign area. 

d. Each business whose principal square footage is on the first story, may have one 
sign per entry. 

e. Where the Historic District Commission, Design Review Board or Planning Board 
has determined that a horizontal sign band is not architecturally feasible based 
on building design, an alternative design will be considered, provided the 
following conditions are met: 

i. The sign must fit within the total sign area allowed for the business; 
ii. The sign must be compatible with the building's street design and will 

enhance the streetscape. 
iii. The sign adheres to the goals of the 2016 Plan. 

5. Building Identification: 
a. Signage identifying the entire structure by a building name may be permitted on 

the sign band. 
b. One sign will be allowed on the principal building frontage. 
c. Two identical signs will be allowed on each elevation of a corner building. 
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d. Non-illuminated signs identifying the entire structure by a building name may be 
permitted above the first floor provided the following conditions apply: 

i. The building must be located on Woodward; 
ii. A tenant name must have legal naming rights to the building; 
iii. The sign must located on the top floor; and 
iv. Only one Building Identification sign may be located on the principal 

building frontage. 
 

6. Tenant Directory Sign: A directory sign may be comprised of individual nameplates no 
larger than one square foot each, or a changeable copy board for characters not 
exceeding one inch in height. 

7. Additional Signs: Additional pedestrian signs for first floor tenants shall meet the 
following requirements: 
a. These signs shall be attached to a building perpendicular to the facade, and 

extend up to 4 feet from the facade. 
b. These signs shall be a maximum of 1.5 feet in vertical dimension and 4 feet in 

horizontal dimension. 
c. There may be one (1) individual pedestrian sign for each business located on the 

first floor, provided that such signs are spaced no less than 20 feet apart 
horizontally; this shall not deny any first floor place of business at least one 
projecting sign. 

8. Glass: The storefront glass may be stenciled with signage not to exceed 1.5 feet in 
vertical dimension and 4 feet in horizontal dimension. 

9. First Floor Awning: The valance shall not be more than 9 inches in height. The 
valance of an awning may be stenciled with signage totaling no more than 33% of 
the valance area. 

10. Lighting: 
a. General: External signs shall not be internally illuminated, but may be back lit or 

externally lit. 
b.   Woodward Avenue Address: External signs may be internally illuminated. 

 
 
ORDAINED this ______ day of _________, 2018 to become effective 7 days after publication. 
 
____________________________ 
Andrew Harris, Mayor 
 
 
_______________________ 
Cherilynn Mysnberge, City Clerk 
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COMMISSION / 

PLANNING BOARD JOINT WORKSHOP SESSION MINUTES 
JUNE 18, 2018 

DPS FACILITY, 851 SOUTH ETON 
7:30 P.M. 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor Andrew Harris called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM. 
II. ROLL CALL 

PRESENT:  Mayor Nickita 
   Mayor Pro Tem Harris 
   Commissioner Bordman 
   Commissioner Boutros 
   Commissioner DeWeese 
   Commissioner Hoff 
   Commissioner Sherman 
   

Scott Clein, Planning Board Chairman 
   Robin Boyle, Member 
   Stuart Jeffares, Member 
   Bert Koseck, Member 

Naseem Ramin, Member 
   Daniel Share, Member 

Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Member 
J. Bryan Williams, Member 
 

ABSENT:  Jason Emerine, Member 
 

ADMINISTRATION: City Manager Valentine, City Attorney Currier, Deputy Clerk Arft, Assistant 
Planner Cowan, Planning Director Ecker, Building Official Johnson 

 
C. SIGN ORDINANCE REVIEW 
Planning Director Ecker said current issues are: 

• Overlay sign standards, which do not specify the square footage of signage permitted, 
but limit signage to one sign per entrance. As a result, businesses on a corner with two 
sets of windows facing two different streets are permitted only one sign. Additionally, 
upper-floor tenants are permitted from displaying any signage in the overlay. Businesses 
are appearing in front of the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) frequently to appeal these 
restrictions, which indicate the need to consider an adjustment to the ordinance.  

• Window signage standards, which is limited by size – 12 sq. ft. or 18 sq. ft. on big 
Woodward – with no limits on quality of signage or content of signage.  

• Window treatment standards, which currently prohibit window-tinting but permit first-
floor businesses to put up blinds, drapes, screens and other window-blocking materials.   

She concluded by saying the Community Development office gets complaints regarding these 
issues frequently.  
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Planning Director Ecker specified that the current window ordinances prevent tinting, blockage 
with shelves, blockage with furniture, and require 80% visible light transmittance. There is no 
current prohibition on blinds or other window treatments.  
 
Commissioner Nickita said window-blockage is a huge discouragement to pedestrian activity 
and he would like to see the above issues explored seriously.  
 
Mr. Koseck said the ordinance likely needs to be updated to reflect the spirit and intent of what 
Birmingham would like to see in windows.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Bordman concurred that these issues should be explored, adding that overlay 
businesses should likely not be limited to one sign per entrance if Birmingham is trying to 
encourage retail. 
 
Commissioner DeWeese said he would like to see parking ordinances, retail ordinances, and 
sign ordinances addressed in that order. 
 
Mr. Williams said he would like to see the City have increased influence on interior space in 
terms of what is seen from the windows.  
 
Commissioner Hoff agreed with Mr. Williams, adding that current ordinances might provide 
relief for some of these concerns but would require increased enforcement. 
 
Commissioner Boutros said he would like to see increased enforcement and further exploration 
of the issues.  
 
Commissioner Nickita said Birmingham should explore prohibiting taped window signs in order 
to discourage the posting of haphazard signage.  
 
Mayor Harris noted consensus to explore the aforementioned issues further. 
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CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING BOARD 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2018 
City Commission Room 

151 Martin Street, Birmingham, Michigan 
 

 
Minutes of the regular meeting of the City of Birmingham Planning Board held on July 11, 2018.  
Chairman Scott Clein convened the meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Present:Chairman Scott Clein; Board Members Stuart Jeffares, Daniel Share (arrived at 7:42 
p.m.), Janelle Whipple-Boyce, Bryan Williams; Alternate Board Members Jason Emerine, 
Nasseem Ramin 
 
Absent: Board Members Robin Boyle, Bert Koseck, Student Representatives Madison 
Dominato, Sam Fogel, Ellie McElroy 
  
Administration: Matt Baka, Sr. Planner  
        Brooks Cowan, Planner 
       Carole Salutes, Recording Secretary      
       

07-124-18 
 
4.  Sign Ordinance Review 
 
Overlay Sign Standards  
Mr. Baka explained the City of Birmingham has two sets of standards that are used to regulate 
signage throughout the City. There is the Standard Sign Ordinance which governs most of the 
City, and there is the Overlay Sign Ordinance that regulates signage on buildings that were 
constructed under the Downtown Overlay development standards.  
 
Standard Sign Standards 
The amount of signage permitted by the Sign Ordinance is based on the amount of building 
frontage. The width of the building determines the amount of square footage that can be used 
for signage. The allowable signage can be divided among any of the building tenants regardless 
of which floor they are located on, provided that they meet all other provisions of the Sign 
Ordinance.  
 
In contrast to the Sign Ordinance, the Overlay Sign Regulations in the Zoning Ordinance do not 
limit the amount of signage or number of signs. Instead the number of signs permitted is 
dictated by the number of entrances and only tenants whose primary square footage is located 
on the first floor may have a sign. In addition to the differing restrictions listed above, there are 
also subtle differences between the two ordinances which make interpretation confusing for 
business owners and sign companies.  
 
Over the past year the Board of Zoning Appeals has heard several variance requests for 
exceptions from the Overlay Signage Standards. The primary cause of these requests has 
resulted from the difference between what is permitted by the Sign Ordinance and the Overlay 
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Sign Ordinance. The two provisions of the Overlay Sign Ordinance that have initiated the 
majority of the variance requests are the following;  

• The number of signs permitted determined by the number of entrances;  
• Signage for upper floor commercial tenants is prohibited. 

 
The Historic District Committee and the Design Review Board have reviewed the issue and they 
feel that the Overlay Signage Standards should just be eliminated.  Simplest from a procedural 
standpoint would be to just eliminate the Overlay standards out of the Zoning Ordinance. They 
feel the Standard Sign Ordinance does a very good job of regulating signage in the City. 
 
The commercial tenants on the upper floors of buildings developed under the Overlay are not 
currently permitted signage as they otherwise would be if they were located in a building 
governed by the Sign Ordinance.  In addition, the limitation of one sign per entry does not take 
into consideration businesses that occupy a corner space. 
 
Mr. Baka said he will come back with draft language and then the Planning Board can set a 
public hearing. 
 
Window signage/treatments 
Mr. Baka advised that window signage in the City of Birmingham is currently limited to 12 sq. ft. 
per frontage (façade facing a street) or 18 sq. ft. per frontage on Woodward Ave.  Multiple 
sections of the Zoning Ordinance regulate the practice of blocking or tinting windows. The idea 
is to see professionally done window signage. The Zoning Ordinance was recently amended to 
require clear glazing on all first-floor facades. The Ordinance also states that windows are not 
allowed to be blocked by opaque materials, the backs of shelving, or signs. This has been 
interpreted to mean that the view into windows may not be permanently obscured but does not 
specifically prohibit drapes, blinds or other window treatments.  
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce said that as long as any amount of window signage is allowed then bad 
looking windows will be the result.  Either allow window signage with a special permit or do not 
allow it at all. She would never not want to see well-done, attractive signs posted.  The 
excessive signage needs to be cleaned up and people take advantage. 
 
Mr. Jeffares noted it would be a hardship on the retailers not to allow window signage for 
special promotions. Mr. Baka thought the primary concern is haphazardly applied paper and 
small fliers. While Code Enforcement is sent out periodically to cite specific complaints and the 
Planning Division sends out literature to all businesses in town on a regular basis, the problem 
persists. 
 
Ms. Whipple-Boyce thought a permitting process and quality of materials should be considered.  
Mr. Share added that he thinks the board can draw a distinction between the Downtown and 
Woodward Ave. and Fourteen Mile Rd.  Think about how to de-clutter that giant street. 
 
Consensus of the board members was to consider window treatments by first-floor tenants in 
commercial spaces as a separate issue.  The treatments are often desired for a variety of 
reasons.  These include protection from the sun or excessive heat, aesthetics, or privacy. 
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