PLYMOUTH PLANNING COMMISSION
STUDY SESSION AGENDA
PLYMOUTH CITY HALL - CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS
April 11, 2018 — 6:00 — 7:00 p.m.

201 S. Main St. Plymouth, MI 48170 734-453-1234 ext. 232 www.ci.plymouth.mi.us

1) Call to Order

a) Pledge of Allegiance
b) Roll Call

2) Review of Compiled Draft Master Plan for Distribution

3) Adjournment

Citizen_ Comments - This section of the agenda allows up to 3 minutes to present information or raise issues
regarding items not on the agenda. Upon arising to address the Commission, speakers should first identify
themselves by clearly stating their name and address. Comments must be limited to the subject of the item.

Persons with disabllities needing assistance should contact the City Clerk’s office at 734-453-1234 Monday

through Friday from 8:00 a.m. -4:30 p.m., at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. An attempt will be made to
make reasonable accommodaticns.







PLYMOUTH PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
PLYMOUTH CITY HALL - CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 — 7:00 p.m.

201 5. Main St. Plymouth, MI 48170  734-453-1234 ext. 232  www.ci.plymouth.mi.us

1) CALL TO ORDER
a) Pledge of Allegiance
b) Roll Call

2) CITIZENS COMMENTS
3) APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
a) Approval of the March 14, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes
b) Approval of the March 27, 2018 Special Meeting Minutes
4) APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
5) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
6) OLD BUSINESS

7) NEW BUSINESS
a) PUD 18-01: 250 N. Main, Zoned B-3 (Preliminary PUD Review)

8) REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE

9) ADJOURNMENT

Citizen Comments - This section of the agenda allows up to 3 minutes to present information or raise issues
regarding items not on the agenda, Upon arising to address the Commission, speakers should first identify
themselves by clearly stating their name and address. Comments must be limited to the subject of the item.

Persons with disabilities needing assistance should contact the City Clerk’s office at 734-453-1234 Monday
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. -4:30 p.m., at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. An attempt will be made to
make reasonable accommodations.




City of Plymouth Strategic Plan 2017-2022

GOAL I . QUALITY .OF LIFE , _ ,
with Key Neighborhoods Supported, Parks//?ecreaﬁon Collabor.aﬁon, Communication (Multi-
Objectives Platform), Cleaniiness, Events-Continue to Host
Leaders: Deal/Wolcott
ONE YEAR TASKS:
0 Consistent data access/content across departments/residents
0 Increase cleanliness of construction sites with inter-department collaboration
o Create partnerships to increase recreation infrastructure, including PARC
o Friendly email domain address
0 Smartphone interface/phone app/email/suggestion box/easy to interact with city
0 Event monitoring/surveys
o Kellogg Park - design, bids, etc.
GOAL II FINANCIAL STAI?fILITY
with Key Balanced Budgels, Revepue Issues, Partngrshfps, Leg_racy Costs, Contract Out for
Objectives Services, HVA-Mechanics, Marketing What
Leaders: Valenti/Wright
ONE YEAR TASKS:
0 Support MML efforts to coordinate State initiatives related to revenue sharing
0 Nurture existing and caution on new initiatives (when building new budget)
0 Long term budget with focus on our core position
0 Tax structures - Headlee, Roads millage, etc.
0 Reach agreement with Ply Twp on Fire Legacy costs
GOAL III _ _ ECONOMIC \]ITALITY _ _ .
with Key Vibrant Downtown-Active-Brand, Cf}v‘f/;m;un;g Development, Business-Friendly/Mix,
M aster Plan
Objectives Leader: Pobur

ONE YEAR TASKS:

000000

Pursue redevelopment ready status (MEDC)

Educate/define appointed boards about roles, responsibilities and boundaries
Award Saxton’s development contract

Adopt finalized master plan

Determine feasibility of paid parking

Activate EDC for research, guidance and advocacy

Manage & support new developments

GOAL IV
with Key
Objectives

SERVICE INFRASTRUCTURE
Staffing, Public Safety Flexibility: Police & Fire, Website Design and Data
Management, Continuous Infrastructure Improvement
Leader: Dalton

ONE YEAR TASKS:

o0 C o

Identify possible departures

RFP web design

Analysis of current Public Safety delivery model as well as dispatch/lock up
Data asset management plan/SAW grant
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2018 Planning Comimission Goals
Adopted March 14, 2018

Deliver an updated Master Plan to the City Commission for consideration and adoption.
Collaborate with City Commission and other City boards to develop a standalone multi-
modal transportation strategy based upon Master Plan goals.

Present Master Plan to all City Boards and Commissions to gain alignment and
commitment toward utilization during and prior to their respective decision making.
Develop and participate in new and ongoing Planning Commissioner training.
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City of Plymouth
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
201 S. Main Street Plymouth, MI 48170
Wednesday, March 14, 2018, 7:00 PM

1. ROLL CALL
Chairman Mulhern called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M.
The Board said the Pledge of Allegiance.

PRESENT: Tim Joy, Jennifer Kehoe, Chuck Myslinski, Adam Offerman, Joe Philips, Hollie Saraswat (arrived at
7:09PM and left at 9:15PM), Karen Sisolak, Jim Mulhern

ABSENT: Scott Silvers

Also present was Assistant Community Development Director Greta Bolhuis and Planning Consultant Sally
Eimiger.

2. CITIiZEN COMMENTS
None.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Comm. Joy, supported by Comm. Myslinski, made a motion to approve the meeting minutes from the February
14, 2018, as amended.

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Comm. Kehoe, supported by Comm. Philips, made a motion to approve the agenda, as presented.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Comm. Joy told the board he had asked Sally to clarify the parking space size requirements of the Ann Arbor
Road Corridor district.

The board discussed altering the ARC zoning district and the required coordination with the township.
Comm. Myslinski asked about the ownership of the vacant properties on York Street near the tracks. Staff
coniirmed that the parceis are privaiely owned.

6. PUBLIC HEARING
a) SP 18-02: Flagstar Bank, 1490 W. Ann Arbor Rd., Zoned AARC

Chair Mulhern opened the public hearing at 7:12 PM.

Ms. Elmiger went over her review. She explained a bank is a permitted use, but the drive-through lanes
require special land use approval and a public hearing. Ms. Elmiger did not have any concerns with the drive-
through lanes, as proposed. Ms. Elmiger continued with her site plan review. She noted the following items:
the masonry screening wall should be constructed in the brick specified in the ARC streetscape detail (not the
brick on the buiiding) and the sidewalk along south side of building needs to be widened by one foot.

Michael Boggio, architect addressed Ms. Elmiger’'s comments and explained that all other outstanding items
have been revised on the site plan. He said they would use the brick required in the streetscape design for the
screen wall and that the sidewalk width would be widened to six feet and the parking space dimensions would

be twenty by five foot.



Board Discussion

Comm. Myslinski clarified the screen wall will be solid, not piers and fencing.

Comm. Sisolak asked if MDOT mandated the boulevard island and the applicant responded MDOT approved a
thirty-foot drive with no boulevard island.

Comm. Joy asked if the landscape planting list is approved by the Building Official. Ms. Elmiger responded it
will be reviewed by him and he would make recommendations, if needed.

Comm. Philips asked about cars overhanging the sidewalk and the potential safety issue. The applicant
responded that they have bumper blocks to stop cars at the edge.

The board discussed not using bumper blocks and increasing the width of the sidewalk to seven feet,

The applicant agreed to provide twenty-foot parking spaces with a seven-foot sidewalk and eliminate the
parking blocks.

Citizen Comments
None.

Chair Mulhern closed the public hearing at 7:30PM.

A motion was made by Comm. Myslinski, supported by Comm. Joy, to approve SP18-02, 1490 W. Ann Arbor

Road, special land use and site plan review, with the following conditions:

1. Increase the sidewalk width located adjacent to parking to seven feet wide and the bumper blocks
removed.

2. Match the brick on the masonry screen wall to the AARC streetscape requirements.

MOTION PASSED 8-0.

7. OLD BUSINESS
a) Review and agreement on 2018 Planning Commission Goals
2018 Draft Goals:
1. Deliver an updated Master Plan to the City Commission for consideration and adoption.
2. Collaborate with City Commission and other City Boards to deliver a multi-modal transportation plan for
the City.
3. Present Master Plan to all City Boards and Commissions to gain alignment and commitment toward
utilization during and prior to their respective decision making.
4. Develop and participate in new and ongoing Planning Commissioner training.

The board discussed proposed edits.

A motion was made by Comm. Philips, supported by Comm. Sisolak to approve the

Planning Commission 2018 Goals, as submitted with the discussed changes and the re-writing of goal number
two: Collaborate with City Commission and other boards to develop a standalone multi-modal transportation
strategy based upon Master Plan goals.

MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

2018 Adopted Goals:
1. Deliver an updated Master Plan to the City Commission for consideration and adoption.
2. Collaborate with City Commission and other City boards to develop a standalone multi-modal
transportation strategy based upon Master Plan goals.
3. Present Master Plan to all City Boards and Commissions to gain alignment and commitment toward
utilization during and prior to their respective decision making.
4. Develop and participate in new and ongoing Planning Commissioner training.



b) Review of Restaurant Parking Requirements

Ms. Eimiger presented her analysis. She explained that thirteen communities were selected for comparison
and their populations range from approximately 5,700 residents to more than 59,000 residents. She explained
that each community has a downtown zoning district and some have special provisions for “edge” downtown
areas. Ms. Elmiger explained that she completed an analysis of the thirteen communities based on a 2,000
square foot restaurant (with and without a bar) and concluded that the average parking requirement was
twenty-one parking spaces. She posed the question to the board: do you think Plymouth needs to change the
restaurant parking requirements in the downtown?

Board Discussion

Comm. Myslinski feit that the City’s downtown restaurant parking requirements was very low. He believed the
analysis supported what the board already knew. He did not believe that increasing the requirement would
solve anything. He believed it was not fair to charge new restaurants a fee for parking, when the existing
restaurants did not have to pay such fee. He suggested a widespread solution, such as a special assessment
district, because he did not feel paid parking was a desired option.

Comm. Kehoe and Comm. Saraswat agreed with Comm, Myslinski’s comments.

Comm. Philips said he was not in favor of the Planning Commission granting a waiver to provide fewer parking
spaces than required. He would prefer that be handled by the Zoning Board of Appeals. He agreed that it
wasn't fair for new restaurants to provide more parking, when the existing restaurants didn't have to when
they were established.

Comm. Joy asked about providing parking for employees versus patrons. He felt that employees of the various
businesses surrounding the parking deck take up a majority of the deck parking spaces. He stated the current
structure of the parking requirements does not address employee parking at all.

Comm. Philips agreed that employee parking should be addressed, and felt there is a benefit to different
businesses like office and restaurants sharing parking due to different business hours.

Comm. Sisolak agreed with Comm. Myslinski and felt that changing the number of required parking spaces is
not the solution because it raises the cost of doing business. She wanted it to be done fairly.

Ms. Elmiger reminded the board that if an existing business expanded, they would be required to go before
the Planning Commission and comply with parking regulations.

Comm. Kehoeg felt it would be targeting newcomers and a barrier of entry.

Ms. Elmiger reminded the board they were asked to evaluate the current required number of spaces. She
explained the task is to find what the right number should be, not changing the number at this time.

Comm, Sisolak said the board needed to come up with the number, but also would like to look at the
ordinance as a whole, especially with all the shared parking in the City.

Ms. Elmiger suggested referencing some traffic standard studies for another recommendation besides what
other communities are doing
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property for proposed parking and therefore not burdening the individual business owners.

Ms. Elmiger stated there is no such thing as free parking. She explained someone is paying for it whether it is
the city or business owner and that the fairest way is for everyone to pay for it.

Comm. Saraswat spoke about the global picture and does not want to select an arbitrary number.

Comm. Kehoe asked what a parking requirement based on for occupancy might be.

Ms. Elmiger explained it is based upon the Building Code, which requires 15 sq ft. per occupant.

Comm. Philips indicated the Building Code requirement might not be as accurate as the presented analysis.
He was ready to pass the analysis and memo along to the City Commission.

Comm. Joy supported the recommendation of 21 spaces.

Comm. Sisolak and Chair Mulhern also supported 21 spaces.

Comm. Philips said the Planning Commission has a history of choosing a number or percentage that is
justified. He felt the analysis provided the necessary justification.

Citizen Comments
Ellen Elliott, 404 Irvin said the parking subcommittee is discussing long-term solutions to the parking problem.
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She explained that the parking subcommittee wants the Planning Commission to determine what the
reasonable number of parking spaces needed is and fix things going forward. Ms. Elliott invited the board to
the next scheduled parking committee mesting.

Wes Graf, Chamber of Commerce felt most employees use the 8-hour parking located in the upper deck
parking. He explained that enforcement of the 3-hour spots helps keep the employees in the 8-hour spots. He
spoke about solutions suggested by the parking subcommittee: a 4-story parking structure where the deck is
currently and Saxton’s parking. Mr. Graf said that considering the cost of everything, having a number that is
higher would be beneficial, because everyone will be paying for it.

Joe Elliott, 404 Irvin said the increase in required parking does not have to be a wholesale change. He
believed the City Commission and the parking subcommittee was iooking for guidance.

Comm. Sisolak, supported by Comm. Myslinski, made a motion to forward the restaurant parking analysis to
the City Commission.
MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

8. NEW BUSINESS
a) Recommendation for Distribution of Compiled Draft Master Plan

Board Discussion

Comm. Silvers wrote an email with his comments that was shared with the board.

Comm, Philips indicated that the review of this will not be completed in one night. He would be in favor of
having a study session or start an hour early to have time to review it.

Comm. Kehoe also has edits and would like more time to review.

Comm. Myslinski asked if the blue for the old Central Middle School was correct.

Ms. Boihuis confirmed the subcommittee had selected Mixed Use as that property’s future land use.

Comm. Philips did not believe Mixed Use was appropriate because it did not seem like a residential buffer
zoning.

Ms. Elmiger suggested forwarding the questions & edits via email to Ms. Bolhuis, have the study session held
with a presentation, then going over the document.

Comm. Kehoe indicated some of the photos in chapter one will be changed.

The board discussed land for sale being retained for parks and open space.

Ms. Elmiger stated that property owners must be given a reasonable use. She explained that a property cannot
be restricted to only a park area, but the Commission can plan ahead for a less intense use. She suggested
the areas in question could be designated as single-family residential on the Future Land Use Map.

The Board discussed the first four chapters of the Draft Master Plan and made general and specific comments
related to grammar and content. City Staff collected the edits and compl iled them into the revised draft.
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discussion of the remaining chapters of the Draft Master Plan.

9. REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE

Mike Wright, City Commissioner and PC Liaison, told the board about the Know Our Neighbors event scheduied
at the Library for March 22, 2018 at 7:00PM.

Comm,. Offerman told the board about the Young Leaders of Plymouth group. He said that meetings are once
a month and are intended to get feedback from the younger generation.

Chairman Mulhern told the board the City Commission acknowledged Keep Plymouth Leafy and the efforts of
their new 501c3. It was explained that the group plans to plant trees in City through sponsorships and grant
funding, and will provide at least 20 street trees in 2018 through a raffle giveaway.

10. ADJOURNMENT

Hearing no further business, a motion was made by Comm. Sisolak, supported by Comm. Joy to adjourn the
meeting at 10:10 PM.

MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY



Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes
201 S. Main Street Plymouth, MI 48170
Tuesday March 27, 2018, 6:30 PM

1. ROLL CALL
Chair Mulhern called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM.
The Board said the Pledge of Allegiance.

PRESENT?: Jennifer Kehoe (left at 7:50pm), Adam Offerman, Joe Philips, Scott Silvers, Karen Sisolak
and Jim Mulhern

ABSENT: Tim Joy, Charles Myslinski, Hollie Saraswat

Also present was Community Development Director John Buzuvis, Assistant Community Development
Director Greta Bolhuis, and Planning Consultant Sally Elmiger.

2. Review and Recommendation for Distribution of Compiled Draft Master Plan
The Commissioners discussed several aspects of the Compiled Draft Master Plan and specifically
discussed the draft Future Land Use Plan. The Commission discussed the following items specifically:

How to indicate/signify Public Parking on the Future Land Use Plan
What is the Planning Commissions vision of Future Land Use for several “transitional”
properties including: Central Middle School/PARC, Bathey (S. Mill St.), North Main St., and the
Saxton’s property

o The interaction of current industrial and residentially zoned districts along Junction and

how best to address those inconsistencies in the proposed Future Land Use Map/Plan

Differences between the current and proposed Zoning Plan
Differences between proposed Mixed-Use High Density and Mixed-Use Low Density
The importance of balancing the need for Industrial Zoning Districts to help diversify the tax
base with encroachment on residentially zoned districts (e.g.- Messina Concrete directly
adjacent to a residential neighborhood)
Dasign Guidelines for the Downtown (B-2) District
Suggestion of several grammatical and minor content edits to various parts of the proposed
Sub-Area plans
Postponed discussion of Transportation Plan until Commissioner Kehoe is able to be present
Consensus to meet at 6pm in advance of the next Regular Planning Commission meeting with
the intention to complete the review of the Draft Compiled Master Plan

3. ADJOURNMENT

Hearing no further business, a motion was made by Comm. Philips, supported by Commissioner
Sisolak to adjourn the meeting at 8:49 PM,

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY




































Lofts on Main — PUD Review
April 4, 2018

If the smaller unit is occupied by a restaurant, then parking is deficient by 15% (or 11 spaces). If
the larger unit is occupied by a restaurant, then parking is deficient by 31% (or 27 spaces). Itis
unknown how the retail units will be leased out, but both scenarios are deficient in parking. The
parking deficiency indicates to us that too much is being proposed for this site.

Six barrier-free parking spaces are proposed. If the land-banked parking is constructed, an
additional barrier-free space needs to be added. Also, no barrier-free spaces are provided in the
underground parking area. Has the applicant considered adding a barrier-free space here?

Screening of Parking Lots

Section 78-203 requires a 10-foot wide landscape strip to screen all parking lots that are visible
from a public right-of-way. It also requires a 15-foot wide landscape strip adjacent to land
principally used for residential purposes.

The nine (9) spaces on the north end of the site (next to Bodes), and the parking spaces along
Union Street will not meet this requirement. The parking lot also abuts the property line with
Daisy Square, an area principally used for residential purposes. This is another deviation from the
ordinance. We think these conditions indicate that the project is proposing too much for the site,
and needs to be modified to allow for adequate parking lot screening/buffering.

Interior Landscaping of Parking Lots
The parking lot on the east side of the site does not have room to install the interior landscaping
and trees required.

Parking Lot/Space Dimensions

The dimensions of the proposed parking lot meet ordinance requirements except for the parking
space length. The proposed spaces are eighteen (18) feet long, while the ordinance requires a
space to be twenty (20) feet long. Bumper blocks will need to be added to ensure vehicles don't
overhang the curb and damage the proposed landscaping. This deviation may be considered by
the Planning Commission, but we think the need for the shallower spaces is an indication that too
much is proposed for this site.

The on-street parking spaces scale at 9-feet wide by 22.5 feet long. The ordinance permits a
width of 8-feet, but requires a length of 23 feet. The dimension of these spaces needs to be
evaluated by the City Engineer to ensure they coordinate with the City's street standards.

Loading Space

The plans show a loading/unloading space in the large parking lot at the rear of the property that
is 9-feet x 43-feet in area. This area is slightly smaller than an area that could accommodate a
semi-trailer truck. The type of delivery trucks visiting this site will depend on the type of
businesses leasing the commercial spaces. The applicant should provide any information they
have regarding the types of anticipated deliveries. The plans should show how a delivery truck
could maneuver to this space and exit the property.

Clear Vision Area

The proposed building at the intersection of Union Street and Main Street is located within the
clear vision area. This part of the building needs to be re-designed or moved to locate it outside
of this clear vision area.

ltems to be Addressed: 1. Parking deficiencies due to proposed scope of project. 2. Deviations
in parking lot screening/buffering. 3. Deviation from the length of proposed parking spaces. 4.
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Lofts on Main — PUD Review
April 4, 2018

On-street parking space dimensions. 5. Number of barrier-free parking spaces. 6. Possible
barrier-free space in underground parking area. 7. Description of anticipated deliveries and truck
maneuvering paths shown on plans. 8. Clear vision area.

CIRCULATION

The project proposes to add seven (7) new on-street parking spaces on Main Street. These spaces
do not reduce the number of travel lanes in this area, and will help to mitigate traffic speeds. We
think they are a positive aspect of this plan.

This site has two vehicular entrances: one off of Main Street and one off of Union Street. Both
driveways should be evaluated by the City Engineer.

The driveway on Main Street is shown in the same location as the existing driveway. We
understand this approach, but it doesn’t improve the existing conditions. This location is directly
next to the Bodes driveway, and does not coordinate with the driveway on the other side of Main
Street.

The driveway on Union Street is a new driveway location, and coordinates with a residential
driveway on the opposite side of Union Street. It is also approximately 100 feet from the
intersection with Main Street, which should be an adequate distance to function safely given the
current speed limits. Locating a driveway on Union Street will give users an alternative route to
access or exit the site.

Based on the average traffic generation estimates provided by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers, the project as proposed will generate the following average number of trips:

Use Trip Estimates —
A.M. or P.M. Peak Hour of
Generator

Commercial Uses:

All Retail (10,240 s.f) 66 trips

Large Retail (6,270 s.f.)/Small Restaurant (3,970 s.f.) 104 - 302 - trips*

Small Retail (3,970 s.f./Large Restaurant (6,270 s.f.) 83 - 440 trips*

All Restaurant (10,240 s.f) 92 — 675 trips*
Multi-Family Residential (79 units) 35 trips

*Based on range from sit-down restaurant to coffee shop.

The total number of peak hour trips for all uses in the project could range between 101 - 710 trips,
depending on how the commercial space is used. In general, half of the trips are entering, and
half are existing the site. How much each driveway is used cannot be determined. Regardless,
any development on this site will increase the traffic on both Main Streets and Union Streets.
Section 78-389 requires that a traffic impact study be provided for projects that would be
expected to generate 100 vehicle trips during the peak hour of the generator. A traffic study
needs to be provided and evaluated by the City Engineer.

Items to be Addressed: 1. City Engineer evaluation of proposed driveway locations. 2. Traffic
study provided and evaluated by the City Engineer.
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Lofts on Main — PUD Review
April 4, 2018

SIDEWALKS

The PUD drawings show sidewalks along Main Street, Union Street and throughout the
development. We consider this a positive aspect of the proposal.

The area in front of the commercial buildings is extensively landscaped. Has the applicant
considered providing space for the commercial tenants to offer outdoor seating?

The sidewalks along Main Street have been shifted to the south to accommodate the on-street
parking spaces. The new walks will coordinate with the existing walk in front of Bodes to the east.

ltems to be Addressed: Space for outdoor seating along Main Street in front of commercial
units.

LANDSCAPING/OPEN SPACE/PEDESTRIAN AMENITIES

A landscape plan has been submitted, showing extensive landscaping along the front of the
building, and minimal landscaping at the rear (in/around the parking lots). The plans also show
an "open space” area where the front commercial building and rear residential building connect.
Next to this open space area are two “patios” and bike racks. We have the following comments:

N

While beautifully designed, the landscaped areas in front of the building are going to require
significant maintenance. They are located within the street right-of-way, and responsibility
for maintaining these areas could come into question over time (City or property owner?).
Also, the beds are flush with the ground, allowing de-icing salts to enter them and damage
the plant material. The turf areas will also become, in our opinion, compacted and unsightly.
We would recommend:

a. That the landscaping be reduced and more pavement be provided along Main Street so
that retail tenants can use the sidewalk for outdoor seating.

b. That any landscape beds be designed as “raised” beds with seat walls (similar to the
raised beds in downtown Plymouth). Shade trees can be located within tree grates, and
ornamental trees, shrubs and perennials in the raised beds.

N

As mentioned above, the parking lot along the east side of the building is designed without
space for screening along the east boundary line (next to Bodes), or landscape islands in
which to plant trees. Also, if the banked parking is constructed, the parking lot will have no
screening from Main Street or Union Street. The landscape bed in the middle of the large
parking lot to the west is desirable, but, in our opinion, too narrow to accommodate the
number of trees and shrubs proposed. There is more space next to the large apartment
building for trees and foundation plantings, but plant material is sparse in these areas.

w

The "open space” between the commercial and residential buildings will function as a
pedestrian pass through and utility area where bikes are stored. The two ground units of the
large apartment building will each have a “patio” overlooking this area. The “Corner
Building” commercial space does not have access to this area. While we like the ability for
pedestrians to pass through this area, we don't really think it will be an attractive space to
spend time, such as a park or plaza on Main Street would.
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Lofts on Main — PUD Review
April 4, 2018

ltems to be Addressed: 1. More pavement in front of commercial units to accommodate outdoor
seating. 2. Raised beds along Main St. vs. at-grade planting beds. 3. Parking lot screening and
landscaping. 4. Foundation plantings along large apartment building. 5. Desirability of proposed
“"open space.”

PUD AGREEMENT / PHASING

A PUD Agreement will need to be developed prior to final approval. The agreement will specify
performance guarantees and phasing, if any.

Items to be Addressed: Develop PUD Agreement with performance guarantees for public
amenities.

ARCHITECTURAL ELEVATIONS

The applicant has provided architectural elevations of the proposed buildings. In our opinion,
the commercial buildings are attractive, and coordinate well with other commercial buildings in
Plymouth’'s downtown. They contain many interesting features, such as recesses, projections,
generous window areas and architectural details.

However, the apartment building portion of the project has no similar features. The facades
appear flat and don't have any architectural interest. The roof detail on this building ties it to the
commercial building, but otherwise, the two are not very coordinated in our opinion.

ltems to be Addressed- Architectural interest on and architectural coordination of the
apartment building with the commercial buildings.

RECOMMENDATIONS

At this time, we do not consider the proposed PUD to meet the criteria in the ordinance. A
summary of our comments is provided below:

_

Provide explanation of why the PUD project is superior to a project that could be built in
accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.

2. Site Plan requirements.

3. Increase amount of commercial land uses to be consistent with underlying zoning and
Master Plan.

4. Design consistency of two buildings facing Main Street.

5. City Engineer to confirm capacity of City water and sewer systems to accommodate
proposed development.

6. Reduce the height of the apartment building to coordinate with surrounding

development. Include top story in a mansard-style roof to mitigate the height of the
building.

15



Lofts on Main — PUD Review
April 4, 2018

10.

1.

12.

Reduce residential density.

Parking and Loading: 1. Parking deficiencies due to proposed scope of project. 2.
Deviations in parking lot screening/buffering. 3. Deviation from the length of proposed
parking spaces. 4. On-street parking space dimensions. 5. Number of barrier-free parking
spaces. 6. Possible barrier-free space in underground parking area. 7. Description of
anticipated deliveries and truck maneuvering paths shown on plans. 8. Clear vision area.

Circulation: City Engineer evaluation of proposed driveway locations. 2. City Engineer
evaluation of traffic study.

Pedestrian Amenities/Landscaping: 1. More pavement in front of commercial units to
accommodate outdoor seating. 2. Raised beds along Main St. vs. at-grade planting beds.
3. Parking lot screening and landscaping. 4. Foundation plantings along large apartment
building. 5. Desirability of proposed “open space.”

PUD Agreement: Develop PUD Agreement with performance guarantees for public
amenities.

Architectural Elevations: Architectural interest on and architectural coordination of the
apartment building with the commercial buildings.

z%ARLIﬁE/WORTMAN Aaoc.. INC.

Sally M. Elmiger, AICP, LEED AP
Principal

#152-1709

CcC:

John Buzuvis
Marleta Barr
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March 27, 2018

John Buzavis

Community Development Director
201 South Main Street

Plymouth, Mt 48170

RE: Proposed PUD 250 N. Main Street Plymouth, Ml

Dear Mr. Buzavis,

Per the City’s requirements, we are submitting this written narrative demonstrating that the project
meets the stated PUD criteria as set forth below,

By way of background, this property has been.owned by Karen Knopper, a member of the owning entity,
for over thirly years. Our development team, including Karen, has worked on this PUD for gver two
years. We believe this plan is @ wonderful solution for this site and an asset to the City of Plymouth.

Sec. 78-311. - General authority, criteria.

(c) The applicant for a planned unit development must demonstrate all of the following criteria as a
condition to being entitled to planned unit development treatment.

(1) Grant of the planned unit development will result in one of the following:
a. A recognizable and material benefit to the ultimate users of the project and to the community,
where such benefit would otherwise be unfeasible or unlikely to be achieved without application
of the planned unii development regulations;

ma
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Street. There is approximately 1 acre of paved

The existing Site is comprised of 2 35,000 SF cingle-story ¢
i

occupied and set back approximately 200 feet from Main
parking in the front which is vastly underutilized.

reial building, which is currenthy 1004
a

Our plan is to build the structure within 10 feet of the Main Street right-of-way and extend the current
Downtown to our Site. We propose extensive landscape, a pedestrian plaza, and safety and street
lighting (see sheet LP-002) to provide a downtown destination at the north end of town, Project
amenities include 53 underground parking spaces, 36 garage parking spaces, a roof terrace, a fitness
center, and lounge. We believe that the proposed mixed use of residential and commercial will bring
excitement and activity to the site for both the patrons of the facility and the citizens of Plymouth.

(2) The proposed type and density of use shall not result in an unreasonable increase in the need for or
burden upon public services, facilities, roads and utilities.
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We have studied the Site and believe it will have no detrimental effect on the current infrastructure.
Specifically, we offer the following:

1. The Site is currently separated by two curb cuts on Main Street. We propose to keep the
north curb cut and relocate the second curb cut to Union Street. The configuration and the
current road system is more than adequate to handle traffic generated to and from the
proposed development,

2. The Plan calls for a total of 218 parking spaces on site, including seven parallel spots en the
Main Street right-of-way. Twenty of the on-site spots are shown as landbanked until
needed. We believe that there will be no need for off-site parking.

3. The Site is currently served by City Water and Sewer with adequate capacity to serve the
proposed development. We are also utilizing the existing Storm Sewer Outlet. However, we
are providing underground detention on the proposed Plan which does not currently exist
(see Sheet C-3).

(3) The proposed planned unit development shall be consistent with the public health, safety and welfare
of the city.

This mixed use development is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare of the city.

(4) The proposed planned unit development shall not result in an unreasonable negative environmenial
impact or loss of a historic structure on the subject site or surrounding land.

The proposed planned unit development will not result in an unreasonable negative environmental
impact. In fact, we believe the PUD wiil have a positive environmental impact due to numerous
proposed site improvements.

(5) The proposed planned unit development shall not result in an unreasonable negative economic
impact upon surrounding properties.

We believe the proposed PUD will have a positive economic impact on the surrounding properties. This
is due primariiy to the addition of 79 residences o the City and the jobs created by the Project.

(6) The prbposed planned unit development shall be under single ownership and/or control such that
there is a single person, corporation, or partnership having responsibility for completing the project in
conformity with this article.

The proposed development is owned by a single entity that holds responsibility for completing the
project in conformity with this article. As mentioned previously, one of the members of the owning
entity has owned the property for over thirty years.

(7) The proposed planned unit development shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the city
master plan,
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We believe that the PUD will be consistent with the goals and policies of the city master plan.

(8) The proposed use or uses shall be of such location, size, and characier as to be in harmony with the
zoning district in which it is situated, and shall not be detrimental to the adjoining zoning districts.

Our design team did extensive studies of the Site and proposed several Site Plan solutions, We believe
the proposed PUD is harmonious and nondetrimental for the following reasons:

1. By moving the structure to the front lot line, we are in keeping with seven of the structures
that surround the Site.

2. The proposed first floor retail in our plan is situated directly across from an existing retail
plaza west of Main Street.

3. The PUD has three 12-car garages. Two of the structures act as a visual and acoustic barrier
to the railroad. The third is across from the existing residential garage structure to the east.

4. The PUD proposes four distinct yet connected structures that help to elegantly scale the
project to the Site and surrounding area.

The Lofts building at the southwest corner is two and one half stories tall, the Corner
building is three stories, the Bridge Building is four stories, and the Tower building is five
stories. We do understand that five stories may be somewhat tall, However, it is very
impaortant to recognize that the position and Jocation of this structure is such that it will not
be obtrusive to the residents or neighbors of the project. It is set back approximately 200
feet from Main Street and 150 feet from Union Street. Also, it is bordered by the railroad to
the north, all of which make it nonintrusive.

9) A demonstration that the PUD is not proposed in an attempt by the applicant to circumvent the strict
application of zoning standards.

This PUD is not proposed in an attempt to circumvent the strict application of zoning standards,

We believe this project meets ali of the City of Plymouth PUD criteria set forth above. Please do not
hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments regarding this document or the project.

Sincerely,

Ron Jona



LOFTS ON MAIN
PUD SP 18-01 250 N. Main
Preliminary PUD Review
PC Mtg 4/11/18 CITY OF PLYMOUTH
APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

CITY OF PLY

COMMUNITY DEVEL( ? ‘Mﬁ’x“
A, THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS TO BE COMPLETED BY THE BUILDING AND
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION SUBMITTAL:

SITE PLAN NUMBER:

B. THE FOLLOWING IS TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL OF
SITE PLAN (PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE).

ADDRESS OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 250 N. MAN

- Developers Name 740-150 mawn S LLe

Address %9533 Woopwaln AVE & 3io

ZZZZ‘SQ?" (243) 352 (550 ExT U0

Email Address CJPILLGIAN @ JONNRCH, Com  KiNoPPEL @S Be (Lol .

(ALL CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE CITY WILL BE MAILED TO THIS ADDRESS) NET
: Legal Property Owner Z%40-So N. manN LLC

Address 2025 Mioiban AVE  eSTEd. 48l 9]

Phone/Fax Number 13 2717 GBdp

Email Address N 0PPENL (@ SBC GLoBalL. NET
> Site Plan Designers Name  Ropl JONA

Firm Name JONA « ABRO ARcHITECTS

Address 6 COMMERCE ST.

Phone/Fax Number 248 357 3600

Registration No 205579

Email Address RJIONA @ RondopNA . Com

Applicant MUST receive invoice from Comm. Dev. Dept. before payment
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4.

Description of Proposed Development. New «  Addition

MIMED USE  ZETAIL /

- BEsien Tiat

S{WesTES

Address and General Location of Property.

4o -5 M) BeTwtsy Uned ST = P el L0

Legal Description of Property.

SEE_ATTAUAED Syeaey

Provide the following data:

For churches, temples, stadium and sports arenas or indoor or similar
outdoor place of assembly.

a.

Seating capacity or length of proposed pews or benches.

Seats

Feet

b. For hospitals, sanitariums, homes for the aged, convalescent homes.

Number of beds.

Beds

C. For fraternities or sororitias.




Number of permitted active members

Members
d. For private clubs, lodges, theaters auditoriurns, multi-purpose rooms, pool
halls, establishments for sale and consumption on premises of beverages, food or
refreshment, dance halls, and assembly halls without fixed seats.

Number of persons allowed within the maxitmum occupancy load as
established by the fire marshal.

People

e. For auto washes.

Number of employees and the number and length of wash lines.
Employees
Feet of lines .

f. For beauty parlors, barbershops, bowling alleys, laundromats and coin
operated dry cleaners, motels or hotels, motor vehicle sales and service
establishments and banks.

Number of chairs

Number of lanes

NMumber of washing (or dry-cleaning) and drying machines

Number of auto service stalls in the service room

[

Number of teller cages/windows

[




g. For gasoline/service stations.

Number of lubrication stalls, racks or pits and number of gasoline pump
stands.

Lubrication stalls
Pump stands
h. For pr'ofiessionals offices of doétors, dentists or similar professions.
Number of examining rooms, dental chairs or similar use areas.

Chairs

i. For industrial, furniture and appliance, household equipment, repair shops,
showroom of a plumber, decorator, electrician or similar trade, shoe repair
and other similar uses.

Maximum number of shift employees per shift.
Employees

Prior to submittal of a site plan, the applicant shall review the following elements for
inclusion, where applicable, on the proposed plan. All such required Information shall
be clearly noted on the site plan, and not on any attachment to the site plan, and shall
be in sufficient detail to meet the intent and purpose of the review process.

The appiicant shall make a check mark in the left hand column marked “Applicant” only
and shall mark ali applicable elements, If a particular item is not applicable to the site
plan, the letters “n/a” should be written in the space. A check mark by the applicant for
each of the applicable elements shall indicate that the applicant has checked that
element against the site plan and that the information called for in that particular
element is properly noted on the site plan.

If the applicant is satisfied that all such information required herein is properly noted on
the site plan, the applicant shall sign and date the check list in the place provided and
submit the signed. application with the site plan to the Building and Engineering
Department.




Elerment to be included on Checked by

Site Plan _ Applicant
1.
Name of
Development LoETs__ont  MaN o
2. Name, address & phone number of:
' | a. Developer : | W/
b. Legal owner S
¢. Designer/firm v
d. Designer’s

registration
number and seal

) v

* If the designer is a registered professional, the site plan shall include the
designer’s seal. For projects of less than $15,000 and single family residential buildings
of less than 3,500 square feet, the designer need not be a registered professional, but
should have sufficient experience and knowledge of site plan design to satisfactorily
prepare a plan In accordance with the guidelines set forth herein. A seal of a registered
professional is required on all Muttiple Residential and ali Non-Residential projects
greater than $15,000.

3. Scale of Drawing/Paper Size
a. Scale - Engineers scale on plan view appropriate to size of site
to adequately detail the layout but in no case less than 1"=100".

Building elevations (exterior wall facade)} drawings and floor plans
may use architects scale of 1/8"=1" or a suitable scale of similar

size,

b. Paper size — not to exceed 24" x 36

4, Date




Element to be included on o Checked by
Site Plan _ Applicant

10.Grading plan and floor elevations.
Drainage of the site shall be shown v
to adequately assure storm water
run-off will not adversely effect off-
site properties

11. Water retention or detention ponds
are designed to provide a natural
appearing pond with side slopes of
no greater than 6 on 1 appropriately
landscaped and without fencing

12. Location of woodlands, wetlands and

waterways shall be shown on the site

- plan and on property immediately

.. abutting the site under consideration
at the adjacent property line

13. Existing zoning classification

14 Existing zoning classification  of
adjacent parcels

15. Existing land use on adjacent parcels

16. The location of all existing buildings
and structures within 100° of the
parcel _ Ve

17.The location of all buildings and
structures on site including photos of
such structures if they are to remain

().

(*} Photdgraphs are optional - they will be useful in the review process if provided.




Element to be inciuded on Checked by
Site Plan Applicant

5. North Point

6. Complete legat description of the entire site (i.e. Metes and Bounds) description if
acreage parcel, lot number(s), and subdivision name. All legal descriptions shall

include:
a. Gross number of
acres

b, WNetusable acres
¢.  Sectionn Number

7. Vicinity sketch or site location map which does not have to be drawn to scale.

8. The location of all existing and proposed in ground and above ground on site
utility easements including their connection capability to off-site utility
easements. The applicant shall provide a statement verifying that he has
researched the availability of all public utilities involved in the site development
and is satisfied that same is available and of adequate capacity to meet
development needs (*),

(*} The applicant may want to retain the services of a professional engineer to conduc: a
utility feasibility survey for the site. When such studies are made, a copy shall be
submitted as a part of this check list. The site plan should also inciude a dimensional
survey

9. The provision of a water supply adequate to serve the development for both
potable water and for fire emergency use shall be satisfactorily shown to exist or
to be provided for.

The locat:on of all existing fire hydrants within 300 feet of the development shall
be shown on the site plan.




Element to be included on Chiecked by
Site Plan Applicant

18.  All building structure heights.

(Existing & Proposed)

19.  Location of all off-street parking
spaces, including  required
handicapped  spaces, vehicle ]
maneuvering lanes, and service " v’
drives.

20.  Location of all loading/unloading v
facilitles,

21.  Location of all driveways, drives
and turning lanes.

e
22. Location of all drives, driveways
and intersections across abutting
streats from parcel. >

23. Names, locations, existing and
projected right-of-way widths as /
shown  on Cityy,  County
thoroughfare ROW plans,
cemnterline, and pavement widths
of all bordering roads, streets, o~
and easements.

24, Location of all sidewalks,
foatpaths and bikeways.

10




Element to be included on Checked by
Site Plan Applicant
25, Critical site dimensions: the site plan.
a Along property lines. v
Between buildings. e
C. Between parking and
buildings. o
d. Between parking and
parcel lines. | —
e Between principal and
accessory buildings.
f. Parking space width and
length (typical). o~
g. Vehicle maneuvering
lane/service drive widths, o~
h. Curb radius (entrances). o
L Between buildings and
parcel fines.
j.- Between buildings and e
retention/detention ponds, o
26.  Building layouts (typical floor
plan) inciuding:
a. Principal entrances and e
service entrances.
b.  The relationship between _
units within a building.
C Exterior  building  wall -
facade drawings of all
exposed walis.
27.  The type and color of exterior
building wall facade materials to _
be used.
28.  The location and extent of any —

outdoor storage areas noted on
site plan. If no outdoor storage is
proposed it shall be so noted on

3!




Element to be included on
Site Plan

Checked by
Applicant

29.

30.

3L

32.

33,

The type, height and extent of
screening  for - outdoor storage
areas.

The type and height of screening
for trash receptacles including the

types of materials to be used in 7

the screen and the color of the
material, and the location of the
receptacle and screen on the site,

The location, type and extent of
any required screening devices.
When architectural masonry walls
are used a section drawing of the

‘wall shall be provided detailing

footings, the type of wali
materials to be used, color and
height. When landscaped earth
berms are used, they shall be
shown on the site plan.

A complete landscape planting
plan identifying all landscape
plantings by location, type and
height. Where earth berms are
used, their height and width shali
be noted and a cross section of
the berm included. Plant materiat
sizes shall be noted on the site
plan.

The location and type of ail
outdoor lighting by symbol
denoting location or by a typical
detail drawing of the lighting
standard proposed, its lumination
power, itc height and color of
standard, including a photometric

layout of the site




Element to be included on Checked by
Site Plan Applicant
34, If a site is to be developed _‘in

35.

36.

phases each phase shall be clearly
identified on the site plan.

This

section is for Multiple

Dwelling and Cluster Housing
Developments.

a.

b.

The maximum lot coverage
of ali buildings shown
Formula for distances
between buildings shown
Site density computations
including total number of
dwelling units and number
of bedrooms per unit.
When development is in
phases, the requirements
for b. and c. above shall be
shown for each phase.
Each phase shall meet
density requirements or an
appropriate guarantee
acceptable to the City shall
be provided assuring that
suitable open space shall
be reserved and improved
to meet density
requirements for the phase
under development.

The size, and location of any and
all signs to be used on the site
are clearly noted on the site plan,

‘13




Element to be included on

SHe Plan

Checked by

37.  FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL USES

Proposed use

Gross and net usable
square footage of floor
area

Seating capacity  or
maximum occupancy
permitted

Number  of  medical
examining rooms, dental
chairs, and square footage
of waiting rooms or beds
Number of employees in
largest working shift

_Applicant
——— (vl
—— [

I certify hereon that I have read and understand the above check list items and that
those items that apply are included on the site plan submitted,

D

1-10 - 1%

Signatuchant

Date

14
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