PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
- March 5, 2008
Planning Response to
Meadowbrook Office Building — Revised Fagade
SP #07-68

cityotnovi.org

Petitioner
Hefco Properties

Review Type
Preliminary/Final Site Plan

Property Characteristics

. Site Location: Southwest corner of Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook
Roads

) Site Size: 4.68 acres ‘

) Zoning: OST (Office Service Technology)
North: RA (Residential Acreage)
West, East, South: OST (Office Service Technology)

. Proposed: Facade review only - Existing facade was constructed
of different materials than what was on the approved

. Stamping Sets (SP01-04)

. Plan Date: 10.8.04 Site Plan; 12.2.05 Approved Fagade; 12.22.06
Constructed Facade for review

Project Background and Summary

Meadowbrook Office Building (SP01-04) was approved by the Planning Commission on
November 5, 2003. The facade met the Zoning Ordinance standards, and therefore did
 not require a Section 9 waiver. The Stamping Sets for the Meadowbrook Office Building
were stamped for facade approval on December 9, 2005 (the approved fagade drawings
are dated December 2, 2005 by the architect). However, when the building was
constructed, it was not built with the materials approved on the Stamping Sets. Also,
the change in fagade materials resulted in additional color changes from the approved
facade. The applicant indicates the approved brick materials were no longer available
from the manufacturer at the time of construction, and they were unaware additional
reviews would need to be conducted by the Planning Division for the revised materials.
Therefore, since the existing facade materials were not approved, this is a review of the
facade and associated screening of the rooftop units.

The Planning Commission reviewed this ma'tter earlier this year, and requested
additional information from both the Community Development Department and the
applicant. A review of the Planning Division and Building Division records regarding the
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facade - for the Meadowbrook Office Building was conducted. We note that
correspondence between the applicant and the Buiiding Division, not directly relating to
fagade issues, was not included with this review. The following includes a synopsis of
the timeline of reviews, as well as details of the fagade elevations provided with each

plan.

Timeline

1.

January 15, 2003 — Planning Commission tables consideration of Preliminary Site
Plan. The Planning Commission first considered the subject site plan at their
meeting on January 15, 2003. The plan was tabled with the following motion:

Motion to table SP 01-04A, Meadowbrook Office Building, to allow the developer
to work with the City Planning Department to look at reducing the building size,
which will, in turn, reduce the number of required parking, allow additional space
for the loading zone, look at the parking stall depths, which could eliminate a
need for a waiver for the parking setback. There may be additional room for the
required interior parking lot landscaping. Coming forward to the most available
Planning Commission meeting. The berm is going to be a recommendation to the
ZBA. So it will be in their hands. We can say we approve no berm, but I've been
on the ZBA, and there's a very good chance that they will enforce the ordinance.
That's a chance that you take. We do make a recommendation to the ZBA.

That's your decision with the City. We cannot guarantee whether or not you'll get
that waiver for that variance. That's my motion. Motion passes 7 to 2.

November 5, 2003 — Planning Commission approves the Preliminary Site Plan,
subject to ZBA variances for the required landscape berm or wall along 12 Mile
Road and part of the Meadowbrook frontage and for interior parking lot
landscaping.  Planning Commission noted a number of reasons why these
variances could be justified throughout the minutes.

Please note the minutes reflect several comments related to members being
willing to recommend approval of the landscape waivers, as they concluded the
building was designed to be very attractive. The Planning Commission passed
the following motion:

In the matter of the request of HEFCO Properties, SP01-04, motion to grant
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan subject to: 1) City Council waiver of the
eight-foot wide safety path on Twelve Mile, west of proposed driveway, with the
appropriate money put in escrow, bond or other means to secure [future]
construction at the cost of the developer; 2) ZBA variance for required berm or
wall along Twelve Mile and part of Meadowbrook Road; 3) ZBA variance for
required interior parking lot landscaping; 4) The comments in the attached
review letters being addressed at the time of Final Site Plan review,; and 5}
Continued evaluation of handicapped parking placement depending on the
tenant configuration that occurs within the building; for the reason that the plan
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Is in accordance with the parcel’s zoning and Master Plan of the City. Motion
carried 6-1 (Yes: Avdoulos, Kocan, Markham, Papp, Ruyle, Sprague; No:
Shroyer). '

April 6, 2004 - Zoning Board of Appeals approves the variances after
considerable discussion.

August 26, 2004 — Letter from Planning Department to Howard Friedlaender
indicating that change in use to medical office building may be reviewed
administratively.

October 13, 2004 — Planning Commission approves a Preliminary Site Plan
extension for one year.

October 26, 2005 — Planning Commission approves a Preliminary Site Plan
extension for one year.

December 2, 2005 - Stamping Sets approved administratively. Fagade elevations
indicate the proposed building was approved with brick, stone elements
(limestone), and a limited quantity of corrugated metal panels and prefinished
metal panels, with the balance spandrel glass. The final NSA Facade review
letter for SP01-04D (Final Site Plan approval) was written on August 23, 2005.

August 13, 2006 — Ron Jona & Associates (architects) transmittal to Building
Division. Item #1 in the transmittal letter noted the glazing (glass windows) was
removed on the North and South exterior walls of the stairwells, per fire rating
issues. Glazing remained on the East and West sides. The transmittal did not
note any other changes were proposed to the facade.

These elevations, modified from the Stamping Sets, were not submitted to the
Planning Division for review.

September 5, 2006 — Applicant provides a “hold harmless” letter to Building
Department to begin construction on the footings and foundation walls prior to
final approval of the building permits.

September 7, 2006 — Plans submitted to Building Division for Starting Permit -
Approved on September 10, 2006

e Submittal included a copy of the Stamping Sets, which would not have

reflected the facade changes to the stairwell areas, as noted in the August
13, 2006 transmittal letter referenced above,

e Facade modifications were made to the elevations between submittal to
the Building Division for the starting permit (9.7.06) and the building shell
(9.14.06). Again, these changes were not submitted to the Planning
Division for review and were not indicated on any correspondence.
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September 14, 2006 — Ron Jona & Associates transmittal to Building Division.
Similar to August 13™ transmittal — Item #1 noted the glazing was replaced with
brick veneer and concrete. The transmittal did not note any other changes were
proposed to the facade.

September 14, 2006 — Plans submitted for Building Shell - Approved September
17, 2006 (B06-0433). The facade elevations included with the plans for the
building’s shell were modified from the Stamping Sets (dated December 2,
2005). The Planning Division did not receive a set of these revised fagcade plans
for review. While it is difficult to detail every change to the fagade between the
Stamping Sets and these building shell plans, since the percentage of each
material was not provided on the elevations submitted with the building shell
plans, the following includes a brief comparison of the difference in materials:

Materials approved on Stamping Sets:

o Brick (37.7%-66.5% on each fagade)

» Stone (24.7%-43.6% on each facade)

o Corrugated metal panels (4.5% on west fagade) _

e Prefinished metal panels (1.5%-5.0% on each fagade, excluding the
northern facade) _

o Spandrel glass — combination of tinted vision glass, reflective vision glass,
and reflective spandrel glass (8.8% on north; 21.5% on south)

Materials on Shell Plans {percentages not provided):
¢ Utility/Closure Brick
e Cast stone - bulinose and split-faced
o Tinted vision glass '
e Reflective glass

December 22, 2006 is noted as the final revision dated on the elevation plans
recently submitted by applicant. No record can be found in the Building Division
for any facade-related -submittals after September 2006. We are assuming that
this is the final facade, as it is constructed.

The following highlights the most important changes to the fagade materials — the
differences hetween the Stamping Sets and the fagade that was constructed on the
building. (Also, we note the fagade, as it was built, differs from the elevations
provided with the building shell plans). Again, this change in material and quantity
was not reviewed by the Planning Division prior to construction (see attached review
by METCO dated January 8, 2008). .

1. Brick color changed (from tan to brown).
2. Precast stone changed to quarried limestone/marble.
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3. Spandrel glass (combination of tinted vision glass, reflective vision glass, and
reflective spandrel glass) modified to include a combination of tinted vision glass,
reflective glass, and clear glass.

4. Prefinished metal panels on roof canopy and canopy columns were removed and
replaced with quarried limestone/marble.

5. Corrugated metal panels on roof canopy were removed and replaced with
guarried limestone/marble.

The constructed building is composed of the following materials:
e Natural Brick (78.2%-86.8% on each fagade)
e Stone (8.3%-17.4% on each fagade)
e Flat Metal Panels (4.0%-4.9% on each facade)

As noted earlier in this report, the materials approved on the Stamping Sets (dated

12.2.05) are as follows:

Brick (37.7%-66.5% on each facade)

Stone (24.7%-43.6% on each fagade)

Corrugated metal panels (4.5% on west fagade)

Prefinished metal panels (1.5%-5.0% on each fagade, excluding the

northern facade)

e Spandrel glass - combination of tinted vision glass, reflective spandrel
glass, and reflective vision glass (8.8% on north; 21.5% on south)

[ ]

NOTE: Revision notes on the elevations for the Facade (as it was built) — dated
December 22, 2006 - indicate there were changes made to the plans on the
following dates and for the indicated reason. However, Planning files do not
indicate any of these plans (including the Facade — as it was built) were
submitted for review by the Planning Division:

6.13.06 — City Comments

6.26.06 — Rev per Client

7.24.06 — Rev per Client

8.18.06 — Addendum #1

In summary, the percentage of brick and stone on the built fagade increased
from what was noted on the Stamping Sets. Corrugated metal panels and
prefinished metal panels were shown on the Stamping Sets, and flat metal
panels were used in the constructed building.

Most importantly, when the as-built fagade drawings are compared to the
approved facade in the Stamping Sets, there is a significant difference in
materials, colors and overall architectural design.

September/October 2007 ~ Fagade inspection requested, and discrepancy noted
by Facade consultant. Meeting held with applicant to discuss. Determination
made by Planning Division that review of rooftop units and review of facade
materials will be required.
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13.  January 8, 2008 — Metco Services letter was prepared.

14.  January 23, 2008 — Planning Commission considered the modifications to the

fagade and requested additional information.

FACADE REVIEW PROCESS

The following includes the portion of Section 2520 of the Zoning Ordinance, Exterior
Building Wall Facade Materials, which explains the procedure for review and approval of

facades, as well as the standards for building material inspections:

4. Submittals. The foliowing shall be submitted to the Department of Planning and
Community Development. These shall be minimum requirements and the applicant may

present other items, as may be deemed necessary by the applicant. All materials
submitted shall be retained by the Department of Planning and Community

Development, shall become part of the approval documents for the project and may be

used by the Department of Community Development at a later date to determine
compliance of the completed building,

a. Facade Drawings. Architectural drawings (blueprints) not less than twenty-four
(24) inches x thirty-six (36} inches in size, not less than one-eighth ( 1/8) inch
per foot scale, consisting of elevation views of all regulated structures (north,
south, east and west) drawn to scale, showing the location and extent of all
materials. Each material shall be identified as to type and color by drawing notes,
and shall be cross-referenced to the sample board described in paragraph d. All

roof appurtenance screening shall be indicated on the facade drawings. All

gateway structures, canopies and dumpster enclosures shall be indicated on the

facade drawings.

b. Floor Plans. Architectural drawings (blueprints) not less than twenty-four (24)
inches x thirty-six (36) inches in size, not less than one-eighth ( 1/8) per foot

scale, for all requlated structures on the project site. Separate phases of
construction shall be clearly indicated if proposed.

c. Landscape Plan. A copy of the landscape plan prepared pursuant to other
Sections of this Ordinance.

d. Sample Board. - A sample board(s) not greater than twenty-four (24) inches x
thirty-six (36) inches in size showing physical samples of all facade materials
including window glass if tinted other than bronze or grey, and window frames if
colored other than white, bronze or natural aluminum. For materials without
texture, such as flat metal surfaces, paint chips not less than four (4) inches x
four (4) inches may be provided in lieu of physical samples. Each material and
color on the sample board shall be key to the facade drawings using a symbol

system.
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e. Facade Rendering. An architectural rendering (3-dimensional preferred)
accurately depicting the colors of all facade materials using an appropriate
permanent artistic medium. This drawing may consist of a colored-in version of
the elevation views described in paragraph 4.a., above.

8. Review. A determination will be made by the Planning Commission whether the
facades comply with this Ordinance. The Planning Commission may request the
review of a consulting architect to assist in this determination, and may establish a
fee for this review. A written report shall be issued to the Planning Commission and
the applicant evaluating the compliance of the facade with this Section. If it is
determined that the drawings do not comply with the Ordinance, the applicant will
be so notified, and shall have the option to (1) revise the design to comply with this
ordinance and resubmit for another review; or (2) request a waiver per Section
2520.9 of this Ordinance. All new buildings, building alterations and building
additions shall be subject to this review. For a description of certain projects that
qualify for administrative approval refer to Section 2516.1 and 2516.4 of this
Ordinance.

9. Facade Waiver. When a particular building design and the materials and colors or
combination of materials and colors proposed to be used in the exterior walls are
found by the Planning Commission o be in keeping with the intent and purpose of
this Section, but may differ from the strict application of Section 2520.2 and the
Schedule Regulating Facade Materials of this Section (e.g., use of new materials not
covered in the Facade Materials Schedule), the Planning Commission may waive the
requirements of this Section. When a waiver is requested under this subsection, the
drawings shall be accompanied by a more definitive description of the building
design consisting of a written design statement which shall describe how the
selected facade materials and/or colors and material combinations will be consistent
with and will enhance the building design concept and how the materials and/or
colors properly relate to the buildings in the surrounding area. When necessary the
Planning Commission may as part of its review request the report and
recommendation from a consulting architect as to the proposed waiver, and may
establish a fee for this report.

10. Revisions After Approval. -Changes to the facade drawings, sample board or
rendering at any time after approval by the City, shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning and Community Development for approval. A determination
will be made whether the revisions qualify for administrative approval as in Section
2516.1 and 2516.4 of this Ordinance, or whether they necessitate repeating the
facade review process described above.

11. Facade Material Inspections. Where facades have been reviewed and approved by
the City, all facade materials subject to this Ordinance shall be inspected prior to
installation. The inspections shall serve to verify that the facade materials delivered
to the project site match those approved by the City. It shall be the responsibility of
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the applicant to request said facade inspection at a time appropriate to the
construction process (after delivery, but before installation of facade materials). The
City Council may by resolution establish a fee for such on-site facade inspections.

The following is an excerpt of the Site Plan Review standards in the Zoning Ordinance,
outlining the procedure for review of new projects. References pertaining to the review
of facades is underlined for ease of reference.

Sec. 2516. Site Plan Review (All Districts).

1. a. Site plans shall be submitted to the City for review. All site plans and
accompanying documents shall be submitted together with an application form
available through the City Clerk's office. All site plans shall be prepared in accordance
with the requirements of this Qrdinance and the City's Site Plan Review Procedures
Manual.

b. Unless administrative review is permitted pursuant to subparts (c) or (d),
below, or subsection 2516.4, all site plans shall be reviewed for approval by the
Planning Commission, or where required within this Ordinance, by the City Council after
receipt of a recommendation by the Planning Commission. Site plan approval is required
prior to conducting any of the following activities:

(1) Building of any structure(s) or additions, including carports, other
than single family homes to be used as a residence.

(2) Improvements or modifications to, or expansion of, off-street parking
areas unless determined by the Planning Department that same can
be reviewed by the Engineering Department.

(3) A change in use within an existing freestanding building or the
interior modification of an existing use which results in an increase in
off-street parking needs.

(4) The improvement, expansion, extension, or abandonment of any
public or private overhead or underground utility or utility-related
lines or easements (including oil and gas production facilities), unless
determined by the Planning Department that same can be reviewed
by the Engineering Department.

(5) Establishment of any site condominium or condominium
development.

(6) Any plan showing the construction of new public or private roads.

(7) Revisions made to any previously approved site plan
including, but not limited to, the following:

i. Approved landscape plans.

ii. Modification of the location of buildings.

jli. Changes to the facade design or sample board.
- iv. Revisions in any phasing plan.

(8) Any special land use (principal use permitted subject to special
conditions). :

(9) Any of the above items that would intrude or cause impact on
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regulated woodlands or wetlands either on previously approved plans
or alterations to existing structures and parking facilities.

c. A site plan may be reviewed for approval administratively without

formal review by the approving body under the following circumstances:

(1)
2)

(3)

4
(3)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(©)

When the plan only proposes improvements to or expansion of an
existing off-street parking area;

When the plan only proposes modifications to a previousty approved
off-street parking lot layout, provided the proposed modifications do
not reduce the number of approved parking spaces to less than the
minimum number of spaces required by the Ordinance;

When the plan only proposes a change of use within an existing
freestanding building or an interior modification of an existing use
where such change results in an attendant increase in off-street
parking need;

When the plan only proposes the improvement, expansion, extension
or abandonment of any utility line or easement;

When the plan only proposes revisions to a previously approved
landscape planting layout, provided that the revision does not
compromise any applicable minimum standards of this Ordinance; or
When the plan only proposes changes in the location of previously
approved buildings, provided the proposed relocation does not
displace approved off-street parking areas and has no significant
impact on the site or adjacent properties.

When the site is already the subject of an existing and previously
approved site plan and the revised plan only proposes the
construction of an accessory building or accessory structure, where
otherwise permitted, for the containment of hazardous chemicals for
compliance with Chapter 15 of the Novi Code of Ordinances, or for
any other customary accessory use provided that the accessory
building or structure does not exceed [one thousand] (1,000) square
feet in total (gross) floor area, and does not requires a new or
revised woodlands permit or a nonadministrative wetlands permit.
When the site already the subject of an existing and previous
approved site plan and the revised plan only proposes to add a pay
telephone structure or delivery service drop box.

When the site is already the subject of an existing and previously
approved site plan and the revised plan only proposes an addition
totaling [one thousand] (1,000) square feet or less to an existing
building or structure, provided the addition does not require a new or
revised woodlands permit or a nonadministrative wetlands permit.

(10) When the plan only proposes a change to a previously approved

facade plan and the proposed facade revision conforms with the
provisions in this Ordinance. .
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(11) When an existing restaurant use proposes an outdoor seating area,
provided the addition does not require a new or revised woodlands
permit, a non-administrative wetlands permit, or where such change
does not result in a deficiency in off-street parking demand.

If during any administrative review process authorized under this subpart or subpart (d)
it is determined that changes or modifications to a site plan may significantly impact the
site or adjacent areas, the site plan shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
review and approval.

OTHER PROCEDURES
Internally these safeguards are in place in the Community Development Department to
ensure approved materials are used:

The Fagade Review Process (starting on page 6 of this report) includes language
from the Zoning Ordinance indicating how the approved fagade drawings and
sample board become a part of the record of approval, and may be used to verify
compliance with the approved plans. Following the applicant’s site plan submittal
and approval by the Planning Commission, it is the applicant’s responsibility to
inform the City of any changes proposed to the plans, in order to verify that the plan
will still be in conformance to ordinance standards. If revisions are made to
approved plans, the Zoning Ordinance outlines the review process that the applicant
must undergo for consideration of approval of all revised plans [see Site Plan Review
(All Districts) starting on page 8 above]. '

At the preconstruction meeting, the applicant is notified that an inspection of the
facade materials is required prior to installation of the materials.

Inspectors remind Construction Managers that a fagade inspection is required by the
city’s fagade consultant.

Building plan examiner confirms Stamping Sets match building submittal.

LANDSCAPE APPROVAL
Attached is the TCO Landscape Inspection Report by David R. Beschke, RLA, dated
October 29, 2007. In summary, it notes the following:

*® & & & o o &

- 7 replacement trees should be provided for trees that have suffered damage.-

1 approved tree was not installed and must be installed.

Staking must be reviewed and corrected where necessary.

Mulch in some areas is missing or inadequate.

The limestone wall not installed on North side of building.

Tagging must be removed from plantings.

Additional plantings were installed and not on the plans. These must be accounted
for on the as-built l[andscape plan.

The next landscape inspection will need to review lawn areas that have not been
fully established.

The applicant has also stated that some landscape improvements are proposed for the
front of the building in the Spring to accommodate some beautification efforts.
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BRICK INFORMATION

A representative from BrickTech noted the approved brick was manufactured by Stone
Creek in Ohio, which stopped production in December 2004, Please see attached memo
regarding the approved materials, as well as information for a couple of brick examples
similar to the one that was approved, which were given to us for reference. However, it
is unknown whether or not either of these samples would have been available at the
time the building was approved or constructed.

Conclusions:

To conclude, in this instance, the Planning Division notes that revisions were made to
the plans submitted to the Building Division through the process, and the fagade
modifications were not identified until the building was fully constructed and a facade
inspection was requested. The Community Development Department will increase the
vigilance in the plan reviews and construction phases to attempt to identify
inconsistencies early in the process. The Community Development Department will
reinforce the attempts to notify applicants that fagade inspection must take place before
the materials are applied to the building through review letters and in the pre-
construction meetings. The applicant has indicated verbally to the Planning Division on
several occasions the reasons the materials were modified, and the Planning Division
requests that this written verification be provided for consideration by the Planning
Commission.

Recommendation: _
Approval of the Preliminary/Final Site Plan is recommended, subject to the applicant:

1. The applicant providing a written statement for consideration by the Planning
Commission detailing the reasons the fagade materials were modified.

2. The applicant providing appropriate screening of the rooftop equipment units to
meet the standards noted in the fagade consultant’s review letter. A sample of
the proposed screening materials has been submitted and reviewed by the city’s
facade consultant and will be acceptable to meet the screening requirements of
the ordinance.

3. The applicant to continue to work with the Planning Division to enhance the
landscaping at the north side of the building, as indicated in recent conversations
with the department with then intent to install additional landscaping as a front
entry feature, with follow-up to be completed by the City’s Landscape Architect
this Spring.

4, The applicant to address the few remaining landscaping concerns noted by the
City’s Landscape Architect in the site review this Spring.

Review prepared by: b g
Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community Development th . e ﬂ,_

Karen Reinowski, Planner W% o vinunole
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HEFCO

Properties

March 7, 2008

City of Novi Planning Commission
45175 W. Ten Mile Road
Novi, Ml 48375

Re:  Meadowbrook Office Building (SP-07-68)
Dear Planning Commission Members:

As you know, | last appeared before the Planning Commission on January 23, 2008, and the
matter concerning various fagade changes to the project was tabled pending my further
discussion with the City about the issues raised at that meeting. It was anticipated that | would
return to the Planning Commission the following month to avoid any further delay in the
Commission taking action regarding my prior request to have the revised building facade
approved as buiit.

On January 24" 1 filed a FOIA Request with the City Clerk’s Office (copy attached) to obtain the
record from the January 23™ meeting to make sure that | did not miss anything significant in my
follow-up activities. On February 1%, | was notified that the City needed a ten-day extension to
respond to the FOIA Request. That meant | should have received the requested information by
February 14" (since that would have been the outer limit for the City to respond under Michigan
law). Based on that expectation, Barb McBeth and | had planned on my returning to the
Planning Commission on February 27"

Unfortunately, only a portion of the requested information was timely provided by the City due to
an unintended oversight. Since | needed all of the requested information to come back to the
Planning Commission fully prepared, | notified both the City Clerk’'s Office and Barb via letters
dated February 18" (copies attached) that a delay had been caused and | would not be able to
attend the Planning Commission meeting on February 27". | then promptly received all of the
requested information in time to come back to the Planning Commission at the upcoming
meeting on March 12™.

My review of the record from the January 23™ meeting highlights many of the issues that need
to be addressed concerning the facade changes made to the project following the issuance of
the Stamping Set of approved plans. While it is now clear that all of these changes should have
been brought to the attention of the Planning Department before construction of the project, this
did not occur due to an unintended oversight. As soon as this oversight was detected after
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Phone: 248.994.1500 € Fax: 248.994.1505 & www.hefcoproperties.com




construction, | promptly furnished the updated material sample board and as-built elevation
drawings requested by the Planning Department for immediate review of the fagade changes.

While there was much discussion at the January 23™ Planning Commission meeting about the
unapproved facade changes in this case and the need to have effective procedures to identify
such situations before construction, there was little discussion at that meeting about the reasons
for the particular changes made to this project. Therefore, | would like to offer an explanation
about these changes, all of which came about for good reasons and for the purpose of
enhancing the project.

The foliowing information is presented to share the reasoning behind the most significant fagade
changes and to address some of the related issues raised at the January 23™ mesting, but not
necessarily in chronologic or any particular order. | apologize in advance if | miss anything
here, but will be glad to provide further information or answer any questions at the Planning
Commission meeting. Also, please keep in mind that some of the items presented below
interact with each other. So, what follows should be read as an integrated whole.

Brick:

Material Selection — The approved brick selection was manufactured by the Stone Creek Brick
Company; it was beige in color (with a limited range of variation from brick-to-brick) and would
have been the larger utility size. When we learned that this brick was unavailable at the time of
construction, we tried to locate, but could not find a similar alternative that was acceptable.
Based on the question that arose at the January 23" meeting, | have obtained a letter from our
brick supplier (copy attached) confirming the unavailability of the Stone Creek brick selection.

While looking for a suitable brick alternative, | observed the new brick selection on another
building and came to like it better. This brick is manufactured by Glen-Gery Brick; it is reddish
brown in color (with a wide range of variation from brick-to-brick), but it is only available in the
smaller standard modular size and it involves a more expensive manufacturing process than
most other brick. We tried to locate something similar that would be available in the utility size
and/or a more economical manufacturing process to avoid a price increase, but could not find
an acceptable alternative. So, even though this brick would be more expensive, we felt the
building would look more elegant using this particular brick. Also, the reddish brown brick coior
is a more traditional selection and we believed this would give the building a more enduring and
timeless beauty as a result. Therefore, | concluded the additional expense was worthwhile and
the change provided an overall enhancement from an architectural viewpoint.

Stone:

{A) Material Selection — The approved stone selection was precast stone by Arriscraft (with
limited variation in color). With a concern about the lasting beauty of the material selections, we
looked into how this type of product would look after many years of exposure in the Michigan
climate. We searched and found some local installations of this product, and | was able to

2




confirm by direct observation that the precast stone tends to become weathered in appearance
and discolored after several years in the field, especially when used at grade level. This
problem is a consequence of the material absorbing dissolved salts; and, once this occurs there
is really nothing that can be done about it.

So, we looked into alternative stone products and found the new selection. It is not precast
stone, but rather, it is a natural quarried limestone/marbie by Arriscraft (with substantial variation
and veined appearance). It is less porous than typical limestone products and is specifically
recommended for installation at grade level and in climate regions where dissolved salts are
prevalent. As with the brick, this change in stone material was more expensive than the original
selection. However, | found the natural stone to be more attractive, and since it is more
functional than the precast stone, | concluded that this upgrade was worth the additional cost.

(B) Side Stairwells — The approved fagade includes stone masonry on the side stairwells (as
well as more stone in the center of the north and south elevations of the building). The original
brick and stone selections were more similar in color to each other than the new selections.
Even though the new brick and stone selections are harmonious with each other in color, there
is @ more distinct contrast between these two masonry products than there was before.

After learning from the Building Department that we needed to substitute masonry for the glass
on the north and south sides of the stairwells (further explained in item C of the Glass section
below}, we were afraid that such a strong contrast in color of the solid stone walls next to the
brick might stick out like a sore thumb. With this in mind, we also considered the rhythm of the
architecture along the north elevation toward both ends of the building. At these locations, the
building displays a saw-tooth pattern of 12 foot intervals, and that pattern extends right into the
stairwells. So, we concluded that it would be more aesthetically pleasing to use the brick
masonry on the stairwells instead of stone and let that architectural theme continue without
interruption to its logical conclusion. This change also highlighted the stone used in the center
of the north and south elevations, tending to make it more special in those locations.

{C) Canopy — The approved fagade shows pre-finished silver metal fascia panels on the roof
canopy with brick veneer on its supporting piers. Upon further study of the canopy and the
decision to use stone masonry only in the center of the north and south elevations (and not on
the stairwells), it seemed logical to let the stone flow all the way across the canopy and down its
supporting piers. This change would add a significant cost to the canopy -- not just for the
stone, but also for the massive amount of additional steel required to carry the weight of it
structurally. In the end, this is another instance of deciding to carry an architectural theme to its
logical conclusion and enhance the project, despite an additional cost.

(D) Rooftop Design Element — The approved fagade shows the stone masonry in the center of
the building on the north and south elevations extending vertically above the roofline and then
extending horizontally across the entire rooftop from north to south. This was intended to create
a decorative belt that would also serve as an HVAC unit screen. However, several issues arose
upon further evaluation of this concept.




First, | learned that the horizontal portion of this design element was not intended to be made of
real stone, since that would weigh too much to structurally support over such a long span. The
design intent was to use stone for the vertical portion and then switch to a lighter weight material
that would resemble limestone for the horizontal portion — however, | didn’t like that idea
because it might look fake. Another possibility would be to use real stone for the horizontal
portion, but discontinue it when no longer visible from the ground — but, | didn't like that idea
gither because it might not work out as planned. Separately (but related), we were planning the
design of the HVAC system, and it became clear that to maximize energy efficiency of the
system and to achieve optimal interior climate controi, the rooftop HVAGC units should not be
clustered in the center of the building. Also, clustering the HVAC units in the center would
create more structural support issues on account of their weight. Moreover, we had decided to
change from the precast stone to the natural limestone/marble, so there would be no way to
match it with a lighter weight material,

Puiting all of this together, it became clear that the horizontal stone element was not such a
good idea in practice, despite looking good on paper. So, we lowered the vertical portion of the
stone used in the center of the building to be continuous with the roofline, while retaining the
basic design concept of a stone picture frame. We also liked the balance of having the same
size masonry piciure frames at the north as well as the east and west elevations. And, the
picture frame at the north elevation would still be unique because now it is the only one made of

sfone.

(E) Horizontal Bull-nose — The approved fagade shows a series of subtle horizontal bull-nose
stone rings wrapping around the building at constant vertical intervals through the brick. With
the original brick and stone selections, these rings were not intended to stand out prominently
since there was very little color contrast between the two adjacent materials. However, this
design concept changed drastically with the new brick and stone selections due to their strong
color contrast. We never intended to have prominent stripes wrapping around the building
because we believe that kind of look will become dated (if it isn't already), and that would be
contrary to the goal of achieving lasting architectural beauty. So, we retained the same size
rings at the same intervals, but kept the look subtle and classic. We achieved this by making
the rings going through the brick areas out of the same brick material, but changed the coursing
to be rowlock, which provides depth and variation to these masonry surfaces. Since the brick
rowlock is flush on the same plane as the masonry above and below, we did the same thing
with the stone rings going through the stone areas, and the bull-nose feature was eliminated.

(F) Colonnade — The approved fagade shows a stone colonnade projecting from both sides of
the vestibule on the south elevation. The length of these projections was originally scaled fo the
larger 48,000 sf building that received preliminary approval from the Planning Commission.
Although the building was subsequently down-sized to accommodate medical use (which was
approved administratively by the Planning Department and contained in the Stamping Set), the
original colonnade was not scaled down along with the building. We revisited this and
concluded that the colonnade was too long, so we made it shorter and more proportional.




(Glass:

(A) Color Selection — The approved glass color was green. But, that color would not be
harmonicus with the new brick and stone selections, so we changed the glass color to gray.
However, we decided to use clear glass at the main entry to allow better visibility into the
building from the exterior approach (and there is no disadvantage in using clear glass at the
main entry since this area is protected underneath the canopy).

(B) Spandrel Glass — The approved fagade included portions of decorative spandrel glass on
the south elevation. Upon researching the energy efficiency of the HVAC system and having
the desire to maintain a consistent temperature within different areas of the building, | learned
that the spandrel glass would require more gas and electricity to run the HVAC system and it
would probably tend fo increase unpleasant temperature variations within the building.
Therefore, we eliminated the spandrel glass and replaced it with brick o make the building
systems more energy efficient and the interior temperature more comfortable for the occupants.

(C) Side Stairwells — The approved fagade has glass on all three exterior elevations of the side
stairwells.

(1) Eire_Code —~ The Building Department advised us that the glass on the north and south
elevations would be in violation of the fire code. Therefore, we replaced this glass on the north
and south sides with masonry based on the code requirement.

(2) Erit Pattern — The stairwells in the approved fagade show tinted glass on the east and west
elevations containing a circular frit pattern. This circular feature seemed to go with the original
brick and glass selections, but did not seem fo fit with the new selections for a variety of
reasons. The new brick provides a more classic architectural look, which seems out of harmony
with the modernistic circles. | was concerned that the circles would look dated in the future and
be contrary to the goal of enduring beauty. The frit pattern also raised a maintenance question,
namely, what happens if a portion of this glass pattern gets damaged and needs to be
replaced? Surely, it would be a challenge to properly match it, especially later on. In addition,
we had established a theme in our use of reflective glass, ie, we had used it everywhere else
that there is a masonry picture frame, regardless of whether the frame is made of brick or stone.
Also, using reflective glass in the stairwelis would not be as energy efficient, especially in the
west stairwell which gets the afternoon sun. So, for all of these reasons the circular pattern was
eliminated in favor of consistently using the reflective glass.

(D) Window-frames — The approved fagade has anodized aluminum bull-nose profile window
frames. To harmonize with the other material changes, the window-frames are now black
aluminum where we have gray glass (both tinted and reflective) and stainless steel where we
have clear glass. In addition, the bull-nose feature was also eliminated in the window-frames to
be consistent with the masonry and to solve various constructability issues that arose
concerning the use of aluminum bull-nose.




Coping:

Color Selection — The approved fagade shows the metal coping in a color to match the precast
stone. This color selection was changed to black so that it would match the window-frames and
better harmonize with the adjacent brick and all of the other fagade colors.

Building Address:

Material Selection — The approved fagade shows the building address to be made of prefinished
metal numbers. We decided it would look better to have the address engraved into a masonry
stone block insert.

Landscape Approval:

Limestone Wall — The approved landscape plan shows a limestone block retaining wall framing
a raised central planting area in front of the north elevation. This block wall was intended to
match the original precast stone 1o be used on the building, creating a mirror image on the
ground of the masonry picture frame on the building. The planting area extended all the way up
to the stone on the building.

Along with the masonry changes to the building, we studied this raised planting area and
concluded that it should be modified to eliminate the limestone wall for several reasons. First of
all, the limestone block would nc longer match the sione on the building. Regardless, we
realized that the block wall contained a serious design flaw. The wall would create a raised
planter that would put soil right up against the building. This would not only hide the bottom
portion of the decorative stone picture frame on the building (and compromise an important
design element), but it would also create a drainage problem and probably damage the stone
over time. Although the natural stone is intended to be used at grade level, it would not be a
good idea to use it as a retaining wall for an irrigated planting area. So, we decided {o eliminate
the retaining wall for this planting area and maintain a continuous grade. Also, the approved
plan does not contain any trees at this location, but we believe it would enhance the view to add
some type of ornamental tree(s) here.

The City’s Landscape Inspection Report prepared by David Beschke noted that the limestone
retaining wall was not installed, but he did not find this problematic. | met with Mr. Beschke
recently to discuss the matter and explain that we would like to add the ormamental tree(s). |
suggested either River Birch or Serviceberry as possibilities. He thought either would be a good
choice and there might be other candidates. Sometimes these decisions are ultimately based
on what kind of healthy plant material is available from the nursery at the time. | would request
that the Planning Commission allow me to work with Mr. Beschke and the Planning Department
administratively to resolve this and all of the other outstanding landscape issues.




Miscellaneous Issues:

(A) Rooftop Screening — 1 still believe that the rooftop HVAC units will look better with no
screening added. At the January 23" meeting, it was suggested that screening might be
needed to shield the rooftop units from the potential second floor view of surrounding buildings.
However, if 'm not mistaken, | think the operative viewing location for the screening issue is
from ground level. Regardless, | am willing to add the screening if the Planning Commission
desires it in this case. | have been advised by the Planning Department that the screening |
proposed in the louver panel design and shadow gray color is acceptable if such screening is -
required.

(B) Building Height ~ The meeting minutes from January 23" states that “a comparison of the
old and new elevations reveals a slight variation in the building height”. However, that is not the
case - there is a variation in the labeling of the plans, but there is no inconsistency. One plan
shows the height of the building from grade level to the top of coping as 31’ 8". The other plan
shows the height from grade level {o finished first floor level as 8" and the height from finished
first floor level to the top of coping as 31’ 0" — added together this plan shows the same 31’ 8"
from grade level to the top of coping.

(C) Architect — The Planning Commission requested that | bring my architect with me when |
next return. Unfortunately, my architect has a scheduling conflict and cannot attend the March
12 meeting (see attached letter). Regardiess, I will be prepared to answer any questions that
might arise about the project, even though | am not an architect. | have participated fully in all of
the architectural design issues involved.

(D) Plan Review Center Report — On page 9 of the March 3, 2008 report, three procedural
safeguards are identified as being “in place in the Community Development Depariment to
ensure approved [facade] materials are used”. These safeguards are listed as follows:

s At the preconstruction meeting, the applicant is notified that an inspection of the fagade
materials is required prior to installation of the materials.

¢ Inspectors remind Construction Managers that a fagade inspection is required by the
city’s fagade consuitant. '

« Building plan examiner confirms Stamping Sets match building submittal.

| whole-heartedly agree that the listed procedures are good safeguards, but only if they are kept
in place. In my experience here, these safeguards were not followed. | think that | attended the
preconstruction meeting, but do not recall being notified that a preconstruction fagade material '
~ inspection was required. Upon inquiring about this, my construction contractor has advised me
that they did not receive any reminders from inspectors about the requirement of a facade
inspection before construction. Also, the building plan examiner did not advise us of any
discrepancies between the Stamping Set and the building submittal.




Any of these safeguards would have been effective in this case if they had been in place.
However, it appears that there have been three more unintended oversights. | would urge the
Planning Commission to use its influence to make sure these important safeguards are kept in
place.

(E) Personnel Changes — | would like to point out that during the course of this project, there
were key personnel changes that took place at both my architectural firm and construction
contractor.

(1) Architect — There was a change in lead architect between preparation of the Stamping Set
and the construction drawings. The original architect decided to leave the firm and relocate to
another state.

(2) Contractor ~ There was a change in project manager during the course of obtaining the
building permits. | believe that the original project manager was laid off due to a company
down-sizing because of the local economic downturn.

While these personnel changes were out of my control, it is possible that either or both may
have been contributing factors in not bringing the facade changes at issue now to the Planning
Department at the proper time. Regardiess of the cause, | apologize for the oversight — it was
not intentional.

| will be glad to further clarify any of the information presented here and answer any questions
at the meeting on March 12" so that we may resolve the entire situation concerning my project.

Sincerely,
% ‘
Howard Friedlaender — President

Atts
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VTN aeya L& ROAD FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST

(248) 347-0456
Fax (248) 347-0577

cityofnovi.org )
Description of public records requested {please be very specific)
Please fumish all records from the Planning Commission meeting hetd on January 23, 2008, pertaining to the Meadowbraok

Office Building, Site Plan Number 07-68 (identified on the Agenda as item 1 under Matters For Consideration), specifically

including, but not limited to: video, audio, meeting minutes, action taken, and any documents furnished to the Planning

Commission from any other department or consultant that was part of their review packet for the meeting.

=
= o
[ ] -,
= o
opiind [~
Number of copies ! Rage
. -
Statement of Applicant =
g
| understand and agree to the following: & p

The City has five business days to respond if the request is submitted in person or through the mail and
six business days to respond if the request is submitted electronically (not counting the day the request
is received).

If necessary, the City may issue a ten-day extension, which allows ten additional business days to
search for the requested information.

Charges may include the hourly wage of the lowest pald employee capabfe of performing the search,
the costs of copying and retrieval of offsite records.

If research and copying costs exceed $50, a good faith deposit of no more than 50% of the final cost
may be required.
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/v% ' January 24, 2008

Signature _ Date

Howard Friedlaender, President - HEFCO Properties

Name:

Address: 33533 W. 12 Mile Road, Suite 190, Farmington Hills, MI 48331

248-994-1500 248-994-1505

Phone: Fax:

. fi ies.
E-mail Address: howard@hefcoproperties.com
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February 18, 2008

Ms. Sue Troutman

Freedom of Information Act Coordinator
City of Novi

City Clerk’s Office

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Ml 48375

Re: FOIA Request - Submitted 1-24-08

Dear Ms. Troutman:

This is a follow-up to my Freedom of Information Request (“FOIA Request”) submitted in
person to the City Clerk’s Office on January 24, 2008 (date-stamped copy attached), concerning
critical information that | need in connection with my appearance before the Planning
Commission on January 23", Atits meeting, the Planning Commission delayed taking action on
my project, and | must have all of the records pertaining to that meeting before | can return to
the Planning Commission to pursue the matter. The FOIA Request specifically stated: '

Please furnish all records from the Planning Commission meeting held on January 23,
2008, pertaining to the Meadowbrook Office Building, Site Plan Number 07-68
(identified on the Agenda as item 1 under Matters For Consideration), specifically
including, but not limited to: video, audio, meeting minutes, action taken, and any
documents furnished to the Planning Commission from any other department or
consultant that was part of their review packet for the meeting. -

On February 1*, you notified me that the City had taken the following action in response to my
FOIA Request: “Extension of 10 days to Thursday, February 14, 2008 — additional time needed
to research requested information”. On February 8™ you issued a statement of costs for the
duplication of 14 pages and 2 audio tapes, indicating that “upon receipt of fee, material will be
mailed”, 1remitted the fee via mail that same day, and subsequently received only a portion of
the requested information, along with a receipt showing that the payment was received by the
City Cashier on February 12",

Although | received a copy of the draft meeting minutes and audio tapes, | received nothing
else. Surprisingly, there was no acknowledgment or explanation given as to why the FOIA
Request was not being fully satisfied. Under the Michigan Freedom of Information Act (the

Real Estate Development, Management and Investment
33533 W. Twelve Mile Road, Suite 190 & Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331
Phone: 248.994.1500 # Fax; 248.994.1505 & www hefcopropertiss.com




“Act”), the City is not permitted to provide only a partial response to a legitimate FOIA Request.
All of the requested information must be furnished, and failure to do so is a violation of State
law. While | could take legal action against the City to compel compliance with the Act, and
also recover any legal fees incurred to do so, | hope that the City does not put me in a position
where | must do this. The Commissioners obviously received a review packet for the meeting,
and the City has not presented any reason why that information or any other relevant
information that | requested should be denied under the Act.

Based on my expectation of receiving the requested information no later than February 14" |
had planned on returning to the Planning Commission at its upcoming meeting on February
27", However, the City’s failure to furnish the requested information by the statutory deadline
will now cause a delay in my ability to return to the Planning Commission.

Accordingly, please furnish all of the requested information, so that | may avoid any further
delay.

Sincerely,

e

Howard Friedlaender, President
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Please furnish all records from the Planning Commission mesting held on January 23, 2008, psrtaining o the Meadowbrook

Office Bullding, Site Plan Number 07-88 (identified on the Agenda as item 1 under Matters For Gonsideration), specifically
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Commission from any other depariment or consultant that was part of their review packet for the meeling,
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I understand and agree to the following:

The City has five business days to respond if the request is submitted in person or through the mail and
six business days to respond if the request is submitted electronically (not counting the day the request

is received).

If necessary, the City may issue a ten-day extension, which allows ten additional business days to
search for the requested information,

Charges may include the hourly wage of the lowsst paid employee capabie of performing the search,
the costs of copying and retrieval of offsite records.

If research and copying costs exceed $50, a good faith deposit of no more than 50% of the final cost
may be required. -
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Howard Friedlaender, President - HEFCO Properties
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February 18, 2008

Ms. Barbara E. McBeth, Deputy Director
City of Novi Planning Department

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Mi 48375

Re: Meadowbrook Office Building {SP-07-68)

Dear Barb:

As you know, | submitted a FOIA Request to the City pertaining to the January 23" Planning
Commission meeting. You also know that | needed the requested information and expected to
have it in time to prepare for and return to the Planning Commission on February 27"

Unfortunately, | did not receive all of the requested information from the City by the statutory
deadline. Therefore, my return to the Planning Commission has been delayed until such time
as | receive that information and have time to prepare for the next available Planning
Commission meeting.

I have submitted a letter to the City Clerk’s Office about the City's failure to provide all of the
reguested information (copy attached). | will keep you posted on my progress, so that we may
minimize any further delay in advancing my project,

Sincerely,

.

CE -

Howard Friedlaender, President

Real Estate Development, Management and lnvestment
33533 W. Twelve Mile Road, Suite 180 @ Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331
Phone: 248.994.1500 # Fax: 248.994.1505 & www.hefcoproperties.com




HEFCO

Properties

February 18, 2008

Ms. Sue Troutman

Freedom of Information Act Coordinator
City of Novi

City Clerk’s Office

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Mt 48375

Re: FOIA Request - Submitted 1-24-08

Dear Ms. Troutman:

This is a follow-up to my Freedom of Information Request {“FOIA Request”) submitted in
person to the City Clerk’s Office on January 24, 2008 (date-stamped copy attached), concerning
critical information that | need in connection with my appearance before the Planning
Commission on January 23, At its meeting, the Planning Commission delayed taking action on
my project, and | must have all of the records pertaining to that meeting before I can return to
the Planning Commission to pursue the matter. The FOIA Request specifically stated:

Please furnish all records from the Planning Commission meeting held on January 23,
2008, pertaining to the Meadowbrook Office Building, Site Plan Number 07-68
{identified on the Agenda as item 1 under Matters For Consideration), specifically
including, but not limited to: video, audio, meeting minutes, action taken, and any
documents furnished to the Planning Commission from any other department or
consultant that was part of their review packet for the meeting.

On February 1%, you notified me that the City had taken the following action in response to my
FOIA Request: “Extension of 10 days to Thursday, February 14, 2008 — additional time needed
to research requested information”. On February 8", you issued a statement of costs for the
duplication of 14 pages and 2 audio tapes, indicating that “upon receipt of fee, material will be
mailed”. |remitted the fee via mail that same day, and subsequently received only a portion of
the requested information, along with a receipt showing that the payment was received by the
City Cashier on February 12",

Although 1 received a copy of the draft meeting minutes and audio tapes, | received nothing
else. Surprisingly, there was no acknowledgment or explanation given as to why the FOIA
Request was not being fully satisfied. Under the Michigan Freedom of information Act {the

Real Estate Development, Management and Investment
33533 W. Twelve Mile Road, Suite 190 & Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331
Phone: 248.994.1500 & Fax: 248.994.1505 ¢ www.hefcoproperties.com




“Act”), the City is not permitted to provide only a partiai response to a legitimate FOIA Request,
All of the requested information must be furnished, and failure to do SO is a violation of State
law. While | could take legal action against the City to compe} compliance with the Act, and
alsa recover any legal fees incurred to do so, | hope that the City does not put me in a position
where | must do this. The Commissioners obviously received a review packet for the meeting,
and the City has not presented any reason why that information or any other relevant
information that ! requested should be denied under the Act.

Based on my expectation of receiving the requested information no later than February 14", |
had planned on returning to the Planning Commission at its upcoming meeting on February
27", However, the City’s failure to furnish the requested information by the statutory deadline
will now cause a delay in my ability to return to the Planning Commission,

Accordingly, please furnish all of the requested information, so that | may avoid any further
delay.

Sincerely,

e

Howard Friedlaender, President




NOVI CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

Ny, TEN MILE ROAD FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST

(248) 347-0456
Fax (248) 347-0577

Description of public records requested {please be very specific)
Please furnish a)) records from the Planning Commission mesting held on January 23, 2008, pertaining to the Meadowbrook

Office Building, Site Plan Number 07-88 (Identified on fhe Agenda as item 1 under MaHers For Consideration), specificalty

Including, but not limited to: video, audio, meeting minutes, action taken, and any documents fumished 1o the Planning

Comynigsion from any other department or consultant that was part of their review packet for the maeting.
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[ understand and agree to the- following:

The City has five business days to respond if the request is submitted in person or through the mail and
six business days to respond if the request is submitted electronically (not counting the day the request

is roceived).

If necessary, the City may issue a ten-day extension, which allows ten additional business days to
search for the requested information,

Cherges may include the hourly wage of the lowest paid employee capable of performing the search,
the costs of copying and retrieval of offsite records.

If research and copying costs exceed $50, a good faith deposit of no more than 50% of the final cost
may be required,

t

M January 24, 2003

Signature Date
Howard Friedisender, President - HEFCO Properties

Name;
Addl‘BSS' 33533 W. 12 Mile Road, Sulte 1990, Farmington Hills, M1 48334

' 48-994-1
Phone: 246-984-1500 Fay: 248-994-1605

E-mail Address; MoWer@hefoopropertiss.com
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General Shale GENERAL SHALE BRICK, INC.

-
Brlc P EEERN RN ..., ocnniold Ave Detroft, Mi 48227 (313) 272-2160 FAX (313) 272-7850
EXCR IR 257 Mound Ra. Sterling Helghts, Mi 48314 (586} 726-0400 FAX (586) 726-1726

BUHdlng The American Dreamo 6558 Whitmore Lk. Rd. W:er;e!;’a:ﬁég :g”g% gf:i) 665-8800 FAX (734) 665-8977
January 29, 2008
Ron Jona & Associates
29000 Inkster Road
Suite 120

Southfield, Mi, 48034
Attention; Dino Giulietti

Re: Meadowbrook Office Building
Hefco Properties
Novi, Michigan

The original brick specified for the Meadowbrook Office Building project was Stone
Creek Brick #865. Unfortunately, Stone Creek Brick Company turned their brick kilns
off and went out of business in December of 2004. When the Meadowbrook project
finally went forward, the Stone Creek brick was no longer available.

If you need any further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Respectfully Submitted
G Shale Bric

é-ﬁ/mﬁ/

an Q. Pearson



Ron Jona & Associates
Architecture * Planning * Interiors

March 4, 2008

Howard Friedlaender

HEFCO Properties

33533 W. 12 Mile Road, Suite 190
Farmington Hills, MI 48331

Re: Meadowbrook Office Building
Novi Planning Commission Meeting

Dear Howard:

In my capacity as the registered architect on your project, you have requested that I join
you at the City of Novi Planning Commission meeting on March 12, 2008.
Unfortunately, | am not available to attend the scheduled meeting. I have also checked
with Ron Jona to see if he might be available to attend in my absence, but he is also not
available on that date either.

If anything comes up at the meeting that requires my assistance, I will be available to
follow-up afterward. I am sorry about the scheduling conflict.

Dino Giulietti

29000 Inkster Road * Suite 120 » Southfield » Michigan 48034 « Tel 248 357 3600 * Fax 248 357 3646




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
- JANUARY 15, 2003
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN CONSIDERATION — MEADOWBROOK OFFICE
BUILDING




Excerpt From

NOVI PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, JANMUARY 15, 2Q03, 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER
45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, Michigan 48375
(248B) 347-0475

Proceedings had before the NOVI PLANNING COMMISSION, taken before me, Maureen
A. Haran, C8R-3606, a Notary Public, within and for the County of Oakland,
State of Michigan, at 45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, Michigan, on Wednesday,
January 15, 2003.

PRESENT:
Chairperson: Antonia Nagy

Commission Members: Lowell Sprague, Lynne Paul, Tim Shroyer, Gwen Markham, Lynn
Kocan, Larry Papp, David Ruyle, Jchn Avdoulos

1. MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: The first item on our Agenda is Meadowbrook Office Building,
S8ite Plan Number 01-04. Consideration of the request of HEFCO Properties for
approval of a Preliminary Site Plan. The subject property is located in
Section 14, on the southwest corner of Twelve Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road in
the OST, Office Service Technology district. The developer is proposing a two-
story office building. Subject property is 4.68 acres. Ms. McBeth.

B ; Thank you, Madam Chair. I'l1l put a location map up that will
identify the site, which is located at the southwest corner of Twelve Mile Road
and Meadowbrook Road. Subject property is currently developed with one single
family home and the remainder of the property is vacant. The property to the
south iz developed single family homes which run onto Meadowbrook Road. To
the east and to the west is vacant land, to the north across Twelve Mile Road
is the Michigan State University Toll Gate Education Center. The Master Plan
shows that the property outlined here in yellow is Master Planned for office
uses, as are the properties to the west, to the east, and to the south. To the
north, the property is Master Planned for the MSU Toll Gate Education Center.
The zoning map identified -- here again the property is cutlined in yellow —-
subject property is zoned 08T, Office Service Technology, as are the properties
to the west, to the south, and to the east across Meadowbrook Road. And to the
north across Twelve Mile Road, the property is zoned RA, Residential Acreage.

We have a small version of the Site Plan, which I'1l orient, with north being
up. And again, Twelve Mile Road is located on the top part of the page;
Meadowbrook along the right side of the page. The proposed Site Plan shows the
two-story office building, containing a total of 46,595 gross leasable square
feet. Two driveways are shown to enter the site, one from Twelve Mile Rcad and
the other from Meadowbrook Road. The west part of the site contains a wetland
area, which continues off the property to the west. The storm water detention
area is shown at the southwest corner of the property.




During review of the proposed Site Plan, the City staff and ¢consultants
determined that the following items should be brought to the Planning
Commission's attention. The Planning review indicated that a Planning
Commission waiver is necessary for screening of the loading area from the
adjacent properties. The loading area is identified right here by the main
building to the north of the building. The oxdinance requires trucks, service,
and loading areas to be screened from adjacent properties by a courtyard design
of the building, by an ornamental wall, or by & berm. The loading area in this
case is shown to have a landscaped island on either side of this loading area,
which may partially screen the loading area from the adjacent properties. A
second Planning Commission waiver is needed for insufficient parking setback on
the south side of the property, right in this area. They would be required to
have 20 feet of parking lot setback, and only 19.7 feet is proposed. The
Planning Commission may modify that requirement if it found that there is
excess parking setbacks or another property line, and the Planning review
letter did point out that the west property line does have an excess of that 20
feet of setback, with approximately 124 feet of setback provided on the west
property line.

A third issue from the Planning review letter is that the required eight-foot
wide safety path, is not provided on this section of Twelve Mile Road, west of
the proposed driveway. There is a wetland and there is grade change in that
area. A City Council waiver of the design and construction standard is required
if that safety path is not installed.

The wetlands review indicated that a minor Use Permit is needed for a temporary
disturbance of approximately 600 square feet of wetland buffer in order to
construct a retaining wall 19 in this area of the plan. Restoration of the
wetland buffer will take place following the construction of that retaining
wall., Administrative approval of the permit can be granted if the Preliminary
Site Plan is approved. There are no woodlands existing on the site.

The second variance is for the regquired interior parking
landscaping. The submitted plans are deficient in parking lot landscaping by
approximately 1,650 square feet.

The Traffic Engineers review indicated only items that need to be addressed at
the time of Final Site Plan Review.

The Engineering review repeated that need for the Council waiver of the safety
path along the west part of the Twelve Mile Road frontage and other items that
may be addressed at the time of Final Site Plan Review.

The Fire Department review indicated items that need to be addressed on the
next submittal of plans. And we do have a small versicn of the facade here. I
think there is a large one on display in front of the podium, as well as the
facade board is located in front of the podium.




ni 4. And I would like the Planning Commissioners to note there is a
letter from the Applicant which was included in the Planning Commission's
packets, that addresses each of these waivers and variances that were
highlighted in the various review letters. Thank you, Madam Chair. That
concludes my presentation.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you, Ms. McBeth. Yes, Mr. Ruyle.
MEMBER RUYLE: Can we get a clarification, please?
CHATRPERSON NAGY: Would you like to ask Ms. McBeth-

MEMBER RUYLE: (Interposing) Yes, I would. Would you put up the zZoning map
again, please, overhead. In their infinite wisdom the City Council decided to
go against one of our decisions. Where is the new condominium site going in,
that's residential now. Is that further down, or is it right next to this?

MS. MCBETH: The proposed Singh development that was discussed?
MEMBER RUYLE: Off of Meadowbrook.
CHATRPERSON NAGY: Further down.

MS. MCBETH: It is further down. It would be back in -- I don't have the exact
line, but it would be around this vieinity, in here.

MEMBER RUYLE: Okay, but it does not abut this property.
MS. MCBETH: It does not abut this property.
MEMBER RUYLE: Thank vyou.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Thank you, Ms. McBeth. Would the Applicant like to add
anything further? If you would please state your name and spell it for our
court reporter.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Yes. Good evening. I'm the Applicant. Howard Friedlaender,
F-r-i-@a-d-l-a-e-n~d-e-r. The address is 5138 Village Commons Drive, West
Bloomfield. Along with me this evening are Dan Miron, the Building Architect
from Ron Jona & Associates. Jim Ludwig, the landscape architect, Dennis
Chegash the engineer with Landtech. They're available to answer any guestions
that you might have.

After I give you an overview of these issues, Dan is going to add scme
information about the building itself. And he's going to help me, as I go
through this, and point to the plan that we've got up there to make sure that
vou understand what areas we're talking about. A&s indicated, I sent you a
letter identifying the items for consideration. I'd like to give you an
overview of the planning issues that we went through, and the building and
site features that are invelved in each of these items. Unlike the typical
OST project in this z2oning district, we are proposing here a pure office
building. 8o it's not going to be like many of the projects that have office
and shop in the same facility. This is going to be a pure office building.




The likely cccupants will be professionals or corporate activities. So one of
the issues which is the screening for the loading area, the ordinance seems
to be geared towards protecting against the view of overhead doors, busy
loading/unloading activities, that may require large trucks. We aren't going
to have any of those at this project. The typical truck is going to be a Fed
Ex or UPS type of truck coming in and out quickly.

Those folks usually park near the door, so after, you know, attempting to put
the loading area in various places, we concluded that it should be near the
door, where they're going to park anyhow. Landscape it as well as we can to
screen it and provide a safe area that isn't in the way.

We've also been asked by JCK during the planning, to deal with the right-of-
way on the Meadowbrook Road side, by designing to the future right-of-way
rather than the existing right-of-way. We've done that as they requested,
however a couple of issues have arisen. One, it wasn't menticned earlier but
was in the Traffic review, suggested that we would need a City Council waiver
as a result of having the safety path along Meadowbrook Read be located four
feet within the future right-of-way. By putting it there, it is outside of
the existing right-of-way, where ordinance says it should be. We wanted to
maintain the 20-foot buffer though, so if we placed it one-foot within the
right-of-way as usually is done, we would have had a smaller green belt on the
side. So in discussion with JCK, Victoria Webber, she agreed with the concept
that we're proposing. We maintained the 20-foot buffer and berm, and then
located the sidewalk, which then ends up being four feet, inside the future
right-of-way.

So I don't know if not mentioning that earlier means that contrary to what the
review letter said, we den't need a City Council waiver. If we do, then we're
requesting your favorable recommendation to pursue that.

Next issue, related to that same right-of-way, by designing to the future
right-of-way we have a shortage of interior parking leot landscape. The review
stated that the amount that we're short is 1,554 square feet. I think we had
an error in some of the information we provided. We've recalculated it. We
are still short, we believe, 1,188 feet. I don't think the size of the shortage
matters, because if we were to redesign this to the existing right-of-way, and
then move that extra landscape that would have been on Meadowbrook into the
parking lot, which we could do, we would pick up 1,764 additional available
feet of green space in the parking lot. Se we would definitely satisfy the
ordinance.

However, if the road at Meadowbrook is widened and some of that green belt
taken, we'd be concerned, as I think the City might, it would be inadequate. We
would rather leave the green belt at Meadowbrock. We feel that we have a nice
buffer all the way around the parking area. There is plenty of landscape
there. We still have a generous amount of landscape islands in the parking
lot. So we would be looking for your favorable recommendation for a ZBA
variance that we would seeck.

In designing the site the way we did, one of our earlier layouts was more
typical with the building set back further from the road frontages and
parking all the way around the building. After leoking at that, we decided
that the traffie circulation would be somewhat confusing. It requires four
different entrances to the building, because vyou've got parking all the way
around it, and it tzkes away from having a central entranceway where vyou can
make a statement and be sure that this is the right place to have your central




entrance. Because the building is not too large, we were able to consolidate
the parking all on one side, put the building right up at the setback on both
road frontages, so that we allow the building te be seen. We think it's
attractive architecture., We've got nice landscaping, we thought why hide the
building, why set it back, why surrcund it with parking, let’'s put it right up
at the street and let everybody see it and not block it with parking. So by
doing that, have three entrances instead of four, so we have a cleaner view of
the building along Twelve Mile. The main entrance is clearly the one facing
the parking area, although we still have secondary entrances on the sides. So
that's what's behind that decision.

p 11 ue th EhatheZor O . Lastly, we've got a
couple of site features. We have a wetland area at the northwest corner of the
site, and there are also a couple of retaining walls. So while we've provided
the safety path everywhere else on the site, we do not have a safety path west
of the Twelve Mile entranceway. We talked to the City engineers about this, and
what we provided was evidence that the existing grade, if you try and locate a
safety path between these, if you've gone out there, there are a couple of
retaining walls in what appears to be a path that you could walk down. However,
in terms of the City's engineering standards, they are not satisfactory. The
grades drop off too steeply there to be safe, and the space, the width of it at
the narrowest spot is not wide enough to satisfy the standards.

So the only way to have a safety path in this area, would be to build something
up on stilts over a wetland area, and it would dead-end in mid-air because
there ig no safety path continuing westerly. Sc we've left that out, and I
pelieve that would be a City Council waiver that we would ask you to support.

Mentioned earlier, is also this 19.7 feet of setback along the south property
line instead of 20 feet. That results because we set the building and site up
to be parallel to Twelve Mile, which is where we front. This site is not
perfectly square, so we do achieve 20 feet of setback for a portion of that
area, but at the narrowest it goes down to 19.7 feet because that rear property
line is not exactly parallel to the front property line. 8o hopefully, the
excess setback that we provided on the west will allow you to grant us a waiver
there.




I think I've covered everything that's in my letter. Dan can tell you something
mere about the building itself, and then any questions that you might have for
any of us, we'll be glad to answer. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you very much.

CHAIRPERSON MAGY: If you would take the hand mike, sir, then you can move and
talk at the same time.




CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. Does the Applicant have anything else to add? If
not, I'll turn this over to the Commission. Do I have any questions from any
of the Commissioners? Who would like to start? Commissioner Paul.

MEMBER PAUL: I do not have any concerns about the south side and the rear
setback being only 19.7 when it's supposed to be 20 feet., TI'm in agreement
with that. I have a question for, I think, Ms. McBeth, for the gross leasable.
When I read Mr. Arroyo's letter, I just want to clarify it again for my
specifications. 48,696 square feet was mentioned on one section. And another
section was 41,388. And my guess is two different pecple did the review, and so
there was a slight wariation. Can you tell me which is being utilized?

MS. MCBETH: Yes. For the parking calculations they used the 46,595 square feet
figure, which is, of course, less than the gross leasable area of 48,000 but
it's more than the 41,000 that you saw on another plan.

MEMBER PAUL: Which is the gross leasable area? There are two numbers.

MS. MCBETH: Right. We would like to have that clarified at the time of Final
Site Plan Review. At this point, we're going with the 46,595 sgquare feet.

MEMBER PAUL: I can't support that. I would like to know what that's going to
e now because that very much is important to us at this moment to lock at the
parking lot spaces. There is a question in the parking lot area, and I really
would like to have that result before I can go any further. Could the Applicant
mavybe clarify which one is the accurate space?

MR. MIRON: Okay. 46,595 square feet is the gross leasable floor area, which we
used to determine the parking requirement. That is an accurate number. The
48,696 square feet ig the total square footage of the building, but that's not
the number you use tc determine parking.

MEMBER PAUL: OCkay. How does 48,398 come in there?
MR. MIRON: I do not know.

MEMBER PAUL: Okay. So we're going to go by the 46, and that's your parking
calculations. :

MR. MIRCN: Yes.

MEMBER PAUL: With that, how many -- are there 69 parking spaces -- I'm sorry,
I'm thinking of the previous site. For the 46,000 sguare feet, the parking lot
spaces that are provided, are vyou happy with the number, Ms. McBeth?

MS. MCBETH: Yes, we are. The number that are reguired, based on the sguare
footage of the 46,595 is 210 spaces, and 210 spaces are provided.




MEMBER PAUL: For the Applicant: How many employees are going to be using this
building, because 210 spaces is a lot. Is that what you need for the employees,
or can you give me a specific number of employees that you will have?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: At this point, we don't know how many employees there would

be in the building, because we haven't leased it. We provided 210 under the
ordinance, feeling that that's sufficient. And when we do lease the building,

we would be sure that we didn't lease to any mixture of tenants that would
excead that number, you know. There are some businesses that could potentially .
need additional parking, and that would be a nightmare that, you know, I don't
expect to get myself into.

MEMBER PAUL: So currently you do not have a tenant for this building.
MR, FRIEDLAENDER: Correct.

MEMBER PAUL: I was very pleased to see that the Applicant resolved all of Mr.
Arroyo's lighting questions. All of those issues were answered on the 1-9-03
letter. I really appreciate the building on a corner part of this site being
Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook corner. I appreciate this building being in the
front of the property, instead of the parking lot being in the front. I alseo
appreciate the berm in the rear of the parking lot screening the parking lot
that is existent, so that the corridor on Meadowbrook will be screened. Also
between the two OST buildings it will be screened.

I do have concerns that eight parking lot islands are not on the plan. I also
have a problem with the wetland buffer. The wetland buffer is just barely
encroached upon, but when you're doing the engineering for this plan, I think
we need to ask, you, Mr. Coburn, I know that we can take some real serious
measures to be wary of the wetland buffer, but there are ten spaces that are
right on that buffer. Is there a necessity for those ten spaces?

MR. EVANCOE: I think if it's okay, I might be able to answer that. It's
difficult to say, since they don't have a tenant, whether those are necessary
or not, but unfortunately the ordinance requires 210 spaces to be provided on
the site, and otherwise they would have to prove some type of hardship as to
why they cannot provide that, and go for the ZBA variance. Whether that —-- you
know, in that particular location it's hard to say if they're needed. It would
certainly appear that the parking that is most needed is in the main parking
lot, not so much as along this entry drive coming off of Twelve Mile. But due
to the existing wetlands, the need for the detention pond, they ended up having
to place some parking along that driveway to achieve the

MEMBER PAUL:

_ : [} There is a comment I'd like to address to th
Applicant. Just when you're going to build this site, when I locked at the
interior -- and this is not reflecting the decision at all about the plan, 1
just want to make a comment. When you open the door to the rest rooms, it is —-
on one of the rest room doors, you can clearly see the urinals, or you can
clearly see the mirror te the women's rest roonm. There is a way to put a
slight little hallway door to get to that, to eliminate that visibility. I
think it would just be a suggestion for you.




MR. MIRON: We would be glad to supply that.

MEMBER PAUL: That's all for right now. I think I'd like to turn it over for
more pecple to comment on the parking lot islands and the size of the square
footage of this building. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. Mr. Ruyle.

MEMBER RUYLE: Thank you. Mr. Friedlaender, just for my own ¢larification, you
do not have a tenant for this building. Are you seeking a cne-tenant occupancy
or are you seecking multi-tenant?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Either. Right now the building site is listed with Freedman
Real Estate and we're seeking a tenant or tenants. If I had 50 percent of the
building preleased, I would be able to finance the construction of it, and then
fill up the remainder of it. So if we got somebedy to take one floor, we'd
proceed with the building. If somebody wanted the whole building, we'd proceed.
If we had a couple of different tenants that assembled 50 percent of the space,
we would proceed. The market place is going to determine that.

MEMBER RUYLE: Once again, clarifiecation. I know the answer, but I'm going to
ask it anyway. This is strictly office? There is nothing strange about it; I
mean, we're not going to have a workshop in there or anything like that, right?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Not to my knowledge. We designed it as an office building and
expect to get an office tenant. If somebody came with an unusual use that had,
vou know, some ancillary use that went along with office, as long as it worked
in the building and under the ordinance, you know, I don't see why we'd
preclude it, but I don't really expect anybody, you know. The kinds of
businesses that go inte the single story buildings with cffice and shop are a
different type of tenant. So I would expect we're going to see professionals or
corporate activities, either big corporations looking for a local headquarters,
or a regional office for some corporate activity, but I can't tell you that
they wouldn't de something that, when you say funny, you know —— I'm expecting,
vou know, 100 percent office type usage.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. Do we have anyone else? Mr. Sprague.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: Thank you. Sort of a follow-up with the question for the
Planning Department. If we -- what protects us from the use of the building not
being completely office, such that it would necessitate a loading area beyond
what they envision currently with UPS trucks and stuff?

MS. MCBETH: Typically what happens is when the tenant comes in for a
Certificate of Occupancy, the Building Department would make sure that was a
permitted use, oftentimes checking with the Planning Department to make sure
that was a permitted use. They wouldn't necessarily check to find out if it was
a use that required a lot of loading and unloading, and those type of uses, but
I believe the way the building is being designed, that's likely how it's going
to be marketed towards those types of tenants. If they needed to have an




additional loading space supplied, then they would have to come back te the
Planning Department for a review of that loading area for the Planning
Departmant to take a look at.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: So if they had a tenant that needed more lcading -- 1 mean
they haven't built out the business, the building, of course. If they had a
tenant come to them and, say, they wanted half the building, but they needed to
be able to bring bigger trucks in, you're saying they would have to come back
to get permission to do that?

MS. MCBETH: Yes. If they needed an additional leoading zone, or a loading bay
door or something like that, that would be considered a evision to the
approved Site Plan, they would have to come back to the Planning Department
and we would make a determination whether it needed teo come back to the
Commission for review.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: Who decides if they need loading capacity beyond what they
have?

MS. MCBETH: I imagine the Applicant would ask the City for that additional
provision if the tenant in the building said that they needed to have that
additional loading area.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: Is there any way we could -- I don't know that it's an issue. I
mean, if it's an office building and it's just UPS trucks, I really don't have
an issue with the loading area. What I don't want to see happen, is us approve
it with the variance and then find out that there's a tenant that's bringing
in, not a huge truck, but a big truck periodically, parking it there and we've
already given them permission to do that, and there's nothing we can do about
that.

MS. MCBETH: Perhaps, other than asking the Applicant to put something on the
record stating what kind of tenants he would be looking for, or maybe making
that a condition of approval -- thoge could be avenues, I think.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: So we can make that a condition of approval?
CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Fisher?

MR. FISHER: Yes, I think you can clarify that in some form, such as that the
waiver would contemplate the absence of trucks other than customary delivery
trucks such as UPS and the like. If that's satisfactory with the Applicant.

MR. SPRAGUE: Thank you.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: If I could-

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: (Interposing) Excuse me. It's still the Commission table.
Could you wait until you're asked a question, and then you could come up here

so we can all hear you.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: The other is the issue of the safety path to the west side of
the street. Can you describe to me what is planned for all of that stretch
along Twelve Mile? I don't think it makes sense tec build a path that hangs out
in the middle of nowhere. That's just now. I don't know what's going into the
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properties next to it, and what it would look like. If that's an
environmentally sensitive area, are we not going to put up boardwalks, or what
ig the plan at this point for that little stretch?

MR. COBURN: The stretch on the west side of the site, you're talking about on
the south side of Twelve Mile. That's a tough stretch. You've got a culvert
coming underneath the street, you've got a wetland area there. I'm not quite
sure what will happen with that. Master Plan says we'll have a pedestrian or a
bike path there, however I'm not sure how we're going to do that at this point.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: What do we have, you know, starting with the mall, moving down
Twelve Mile, do we have a bike path off of Twelve Mile to the mall. We've got
a PD-2 development coming in there, and then you've got the DMC. What does that
whole stretch got in front of it now?

MR. COBURN: Most of that area is under construction now with the Twelve Mile
Gap Project. I'm not quite sure if they're putting in bike paths as part of
that or not.

MS. MeCLAIN: I'm stealing the microphone from him., I'1ll identify myself for the
court reporter. My name is Nancy MeClain, M-c-C-~l-a-i-n, the City Engineer. And
yes, there will be an eight-foot bike path aleong that part of Iwelve Mile Road

when that is completed this summer. '

MEMBER SPRAGUE : Okay. Thank you. Those are my major questions. I'm sure the
Commission will deal with other items., I do like the placement of the building
and the look of the building, and think that that's a good spot for that exact
type of building. So overall, I support 4 the development, and I just want to
make sure some of these other issues are dealt with. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. Mr. Evancoe, did you want to say something?

MR. EVANCOE: Yes. Thank you, Madam Chair. Yes, just to follow-up Commissioner
Sprague's comments about the bike path. I think that that is a serious issue,
because I think that if the Applicant does not provide this gap to the west of
their driveway, then I suppcose the City someday would be expected to come in
with its funds and provide that. And really, the obligation for that kind of an
installation, despite the fact that it's quite expensive at times, does fall to
the developer that owns that property. So I just wanted to make that statement.

HATRPERSON NAGY: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else who would like to
address their comments. Mr. Shroyer.

MEMBER SHROYER: Thank you. Do we know whe owns the property to the immediate
west of that, and has there been any discussion at all of develcpment of that

property?

MS. MCBETH: I don't know without checking who the owner of that property is,
and to my knowledge, we haven't had any meetings with that property owner to
discuss developrent of that parcel.

MEMBER SHROYER: So at this point, no preliminary discussions. That's fine.
Anyone that follows the Planning Cemmission, and I know not many people do
because it's boring, but —-- tell it like it is -- those who do follow it know
that when I see waivers and variances, my ears turn red. It really concerns ne.
This building, however, and the way the Applicant wrote the letter of
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explanation to the waivers and the variances, and his very, very, adequate
explanation verbally this evening, I am in faver -- and you won't hear me say
that much ~- but I am in favor of the majority of the waivers and variances. I
do, however, have to say even though the building is gorgeocus, I love it --
I'm not the architect on the Commission, but I know what I like, and I like
it. Maybe the architect does too, we'll hear from him later perhaps, but I
agree with Commissioner Sprague that the concerns of the safety path is very
serious. And what I'd like to ask our attorney, is what is the best method of
assuring that when the property to the west is developed, that the Applicant
would be required to fulfill his obligation of that section at that time. In
other words, I'm not —- we may not require him to do it right now, but when
that property is developed and the path has somewhere to go, I want it to be
able to go somewhere. Can we do that, and if so, how do we do it?

MR. FISHER: In other words, not require it at the moment, but defer it?

MEMBER SHROYER: Until such time as the property te the adjacent western border
is developed.

MR. FISHER: Well, what we could do in that event, is require the establishment
of a covenant that would be recorded with the Registrar of Deeds, that would
essentially be a petition for an assessment of this property, to get that done.
And then it would provide that the property owner would have the right to do
it, but failing the property owner undertaking this preoject within a specified
period of time on notice from the City, then the City would have the right to
do it and assess the property owner.

CHATIRPERSON NAGY: Excuse me. If I might interject. I believe that we already
went through something like this at Haggerty and Fourteen.

MR. EVANCOE: North Novi Medical. We alked about it.
CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Right.
MR. FISHER: Something very similar, that's right.

CHATIRPERSON NAGY: And didn't we use some sort of a bond? Mr. Evancoe, do you
recall?

MR. EVANCOE: Yes. I'm trying to remember that as well. We may have talked about
placing money in escrow for that. The downside, of course, of that was taking
in today's dollars with an unknown future expenditure. Even though we can take
in more than just today's dollars, you almost always underestimate your costs
when you do that. The advantage, I think, of Mr, Fisher's proposal is that we
determine the cost at that time, and make an accurate assessment against the
property.

CHATIRPERSON NAGY: Thanks.

MEMBER SHROYER: Okay. Turning back to the Applicant, do you understand what
we're discussing here? And in throwing that out, my gquestion would be would you
rather spend the money currently, and have a bike path that goes nowhere, a
safety path that goes nowhere, in today's dollars, or be in a position of a
potential assessment down the road along the lines of assurance that that
would be connected, knowing that that property may not be built for 15 years,
and the money will be inflated substantially between now and then?
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CHATRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Friedlaender, would you please appreoach the podium. I
think the Commissioner addressed the question properly to you.

MEMBER SHROYER: Yes.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Well, philosophically, I guess I would be in favor of Mr.
Figher's proposal. That to guess what it should cost today, we don't really
know what needs to go there. Maybe nothing will ever go there, maybe something
different than we might imagine should go there, will end up going there, so it
makes sense to earmark the obligation teo participate in the future event if and
when that takes place.

I guess my only reluctance is that I would hope that there's some cbligation
for it to be reasonable under the circumstances that are reviewed at that time.
You know, not knowing what reasonable would be, or what beyond reason would be.
But it's, you know, a little scary to think about a future obligation that's
not specified. You know, it shouldn't end up costing more than a bike path
should cost in the future. Given that it's going to navigate some difficult
terrain, or have something unusual perhaps, you know, above and beyond just
regular concrete or whatever they're supposed to be made of.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Fisher might have something to add to your concern.

MR. FISHER: I would say if we put it within a reasonable discretion of the
City, so that you can challenge it if you think it was being abused.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: That sounds fine tc me.

MEMBER SHROYER: There may even be a possibility of going around the wetland and
making a connection here or there or something as opposed to that
construction, and that will be reviewed at that time.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I would hate to, you know, get inte having to rip ocut the
retaining walls, rebuild, you know, this the entire area. We do have a wetland
theough. I mean, perhaps, you know, some allowance may need to be made to cross
it somehow in a reasonable fashion. Again, the City would be, you know, able to
grant some permission if it made sense to get the bike path over there.

MEMBER SHROYER: We've done that before. Thank you. With those comments, I am
in favor of this proposal, or this application I should say. But only with th
support of Mr. Fisher's recommendation. Thank you, Madam Chair,

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Okay. Commissioner Kocan.

MEMET I think I'm in the minority here when I'm going to talk about
the things that I'm concerned about, because there are a number of things.
And the very first thing is the loading area. I do not consider the main
entrance to this gorgeous office building to be a leading dock. And not a
loading dock, but a2 loading zone area. It will completely block the entrance. I
do not believe the intent of our ordinance is such that it’'s supposed to be a
drive-up kind of a spot.

And I could be wrong, but I listened to other commissioners from previous
Commissiong, who have stated you may not think that there's going to be
deliveries, but there will be moving vans to move in office furniture. There
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could be -- there could be a number of trucks that will required to be in an
office building, particularly the size of this building.

I will not suppert the leoading dock at the front entrance. I believe it needs
to be -- to have its own parking spot, perhaps on the west side of the
building, where there's an entrance. An unpopular comment would be maybe we
need to reduce the size of the building to allow for less parking spots
required by the office gtructure itself, and to allow for a larger loading area
on the side of the building. I mean, it's minor, but it's a major concern to
me. I do not think the employees should have to walk around a delivery truck to
get into a building.

The other question that I have, and I'm still not clear, and I apologize if the
staff has gone over this over and over again, is with regard to the interior
parking lot landscaping, that it requires a variance. And I believe I had a
discussion that said that -- or someone had said that because they're proposing
the additional berm along the south property line, which is technically not
required, does that count towards the interior landscaping?

And my other question is, when we talked about, if I heard this correctly, the
developer is building to the future right-of-way. And if he didn't develop to
the future right-of-way, there would be green space between the road and the
parking lot. And my question to the staff is, does that green belt along the
right-of-way area, count as interior parking landscaping?

MR, EVANCOE: And I'll addressg that. Thank you for the question. It's a
difficult one to say. The practice -- any ordinance, zoning ordinance
provision, has to be interpreted. So the way that the Planning Department has
interpreted this portion, has been to not include the area around a parking lot
as counting toward the area requirement for the interior landscape islands. But
on the other hand, we have interpreted that landscape plantings that are
adjacent, do count towards meeting the interior landscape count.

2nd if you lock at this site, for example it requires approximately, I believe,
56 trees for interior parking let landscaping -- Mr. Ludwig is acknowledging
that that is correct. There's no way vou could provide 56 trees within the
interior of a parking lot of this size. So you end up, you provide your
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_islands, and you landscape those islands, and the remaining trees can be placed
around the perimeter and counted. So if you look at Mr. Ludwig's landscape
plan, you'll see a number of trees around the perimeter that have a P, and
that's because he counted those as parking. And Mr. McGinnis has agreed that
that's acceptable, and that's consistent.

In terms of along the Meadowbrook frontage, if they had designed their setback
based on the current right-of-way as opposed to future, yes, they would have
ended up with more area of buffer instead of just 20 feet. But we still would
not have counted that area towards the interior landscape requirement, but that
wasn't the only way to solve that. They also could have taken the extra area
and actually provided that as long islands running north and south. They could
have provided two more eight-foot islands that would have run north/south
somewhere within that parking lot. It still maintained the 20 feet on the east
side, along Meadowbrook. So we were never leoking at having a bigger buffer on
the right, or on the east, counting towards interior requirements. I hope
that's clear. I'll further explain if need be.

MEMBER KOCAN: If you're saying that you think that they could have put eight-
foot long north/south landscaping, where would the parking go?

MR. EVANCOE: It would have gone on each side of those long islands:

MEMBER KOCAN: You're saying they would have had 16 extra feet, but they set
back that extra 16 feet because of future right-of-way.

MR. EVANCOE: That's right. And that decision was arrived at in consultation
with both our Engineering Department as well as Mr. Arroyo, and we determined
that you really do have to account for the possibility of a road widening in
the future, and that's why we wanted them to set back from the future instead

of the current.

MEMBER KOCAN: Do we know how far in the future it might be before Meadowbrook
would be widened?

MR. EVANCOE: I talked with Mr. Coburn about that, and he indicated that there
is no funding for any project there, and no current plan to widen that.

MR. COBURN: If I can jump in. I've heard from the City Engineer that it is in
the fiscal year 2003 plan to do some work on Meadowbrook. However, at this
point, plans have not been developed, and the width has not yet been
determined. So that's all still to come in the future.

MEMBER KOCAN: And so Twelve Mile is expected to be -- I don't think there's
going to be any more impact to this develcper from Twelve Mile being widened.

MR. COBURN: That's correct.
MEMBER KOCAN: There's not going to be.
MR. COBURN: No more impact.

MEMBER KOCAN: So because it's on the books for the year 2003, are we saying
that it's in our judgment that he should do it this way, or should we as the
Planning Commission look at this as being a requirement that you need to take
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inte consideration that there's a future right-of-way so we can't give you
credit for something that you're required to do anyway ~- I don't know if I'm
making sense or not. Mr. Fisher, please.

MR. FISHER: I think we have to make a suggestion, and I don't believe we're
authorized to require a setback for a future right-of-way.

MEMBER KOCAN: That was my question.
MR. FISHER: Yes.

MEMBER KOCAN: Okay. I'1ll listen to hear what my other Commission members have
to say. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Avdoulos. It's about time.

MEMBER AVDOULOS. First of all, I'd like to echo Commissioner Kocan's concerns
with regards to the leoading area. I, perscnally, have no problem with an office
building and having UPS and Staples and Fed Ex and the nail truck come by. The
concern I do have is if and when it sits there, as cars come in through
Meadowbrook, they'll have to be steered, you know, through some of the islands.
They won't be able to cut across, and that may, you know, cause a problem. But,
you know, hoping that it maintains just an office capacity, I don’t know —-- and
I really can't predict if it's going to be a problem or not, but I do have that
concern, and I think it also echos Commissioner Sprague's concern with, you
know, what type of use that building is going to have.

The 19.7 feet versus the 20 feet, that's not as big an issue. The one thing
that I was going to ask, and I know in the past Ron Arroye has worked with
applicants where there was an overhang that was allowed, so you could pull back
the curb because I think the curb gets reduced to four inches rather than six
inches high. But that will gain an extra two feet of landscape, if you can have
17 feet and two feet overhang. If that can be done arocund the whole perimeter,
then two feet times the length of that, you can gain back 1500 sguare feet, if
you want to approach it that way, since we're kind of tight on the spacing.

The safety path to the west of the site, I was never in favor of building
something that dead ends. I'd rather see something, as we indicated, either in
escrow or some other decision by the City once there's a Master Plan
developed, because to me it's just a waste of money, and if it's one of these
wooden decks that I keep seeing all over the place, they'll rot before they
even get used.

That's a City Counci 'waiver but I like the wa

phrased it.

that Commissioner Shrover
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The other concern I had was with the parking. And I know we have a building
that has X-amount of square feet, and we do the calculations and we come up
with however many parking spaces are required. 210. And we do show 210, but it
would be nice if there was a way to add a strip of landscape islands right in
the middle, just to break it up and even soften up the parking area even more,
and that would entail losing eight spaces, and I don't know if the math can be
done to reconfigure the building. At least, see if they can get pushed back a
couple of feet in order to accommodate that, and maybe even take a look, if a
loading zone could be taken away from the front of the building and just pushed
off to the side and not —— it would be dedicated as a loading zone, but they
would still have to go to the front of the building, or to the main entrance of
the building to access it. But all in all, I think the project that is
presented is a very good project, and I give it my support. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Do we have any other comments? Mr. Papp.

MEMRER PAPP: Thank you, Madam Chair. I was just looking at the loading zone
and there is 12 feet of space on the west side of the building, that they could
just put a little drive there, something to park the vehicles.

MEMBER AVDOULOS: Yeah, and if -- I know there's also a requirement for a
sidewalk and stuff that goes arocund the building. But maybe that's something
that we could start looking at with the City, to see if something coculd be
accommodated.

CHAIRPERSON MAGY: With that -— Commissioner Kocan -~ I mean, Commissioner
Markham.
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MEMBE'EMARKHAME I'm golng to weigh in, although I don't have a lot of
difference from my fellow commissioners. I too am concerned about the loading,
especially things like furniture. Yes, you're going to have, you know, Fed Ex
trucks bringing envelopes and that sort of thing, but when you £i1l1 this office
building, you're going to have furniture, and I agree that I'd like to see some
adjustment, either to the west entrance or scomething else, so that bigger
deliveries can be handled not at the front door. And as far as the Twelve Mile
roadside 16 walk/bike path goes, philosophically for the City, I 17 think it's
important that every time we have a 18 development we put these bike
paths/sidewalks in.

I'm married tc a2 runner, and every time he goes out te run, I hear all about
the way he has to run on a path, run out in the street, run on the gravel. I'd
like to see bike paths throughout the City, and I do believe that it's on the
shoulders of the developers to help us with that. And therefore, I would -- I'm
glad you asked, Mr. Shrover, what could we do to make sure that we will have a
path over there at some point. I like the idea of waiting, because we may get a
nice creative design in the future that if we put a boardwalk there now, and
the next person comes along and develops the property for six, eight years,
from now and want to do something completely different, we're stuck with this
funny looking boardwalk out in the middle. So I like the idea of waiting to
incorporate it with whatever gets done around the wetlands.

I, too, think the building's a little big for the site. I think a lot of the
problems we have and a lot of walvers we're asklng for, could be resolved if
thls building had = smaller footprlnt HhE : T

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. We'll take a minute break here while the court
reporter changes her paper. (A brief recess was taken.)

CHATIRPERSON NACY: We're back on the record. Thank you very much. I'd like to
add my two cents worth ‘here, if I could I agree with my fellow Commissioners.

However, the problem as I see it, your building is a little too big for the
amount of property you have. The loading zone is an issue with us because we
have the ordinance requirement, and it's yvour obligation to meet that
requirement, Aalsc, from a practical point of view, I just happened to be in an
office building where they had that very same thing. I spent most of my day in
Auburn Hills, and they had the loading zone as part of the entranceway, and
there was a truck there for hours on end in idle. So as I was taking the
depositicn, I heard this truck for hours on end, and it was a larger truck,
like a stake truck, and then when you left the building, you were continually
maneuvering around the truck. So I have a concern because it just happened to
me.

Alsc by the leading area, you also have your handicap area, handicap parking.
And, yes, I see that you have the sidewalk there, and yes, they ¢an walk on the
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sidewalk. But I really would like to ask the Applicant, it's not my place to
make any kind of motion whatsoever, but would you be amenable tq mas be maklng a

think, Mr. Friedlaender?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: So you're asking me if I think you should go zhead and vote
in light of these concerns or table it and see if we can make some adjustments?

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Yes.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: If you take a vote and it's negative, are we precluded from
addressing this -- I'm a little confused on the procedure.

CHATIRPERSON NAGY: Well, obviously, some of the waivers that we're requiring are
beyond the Planning Cocmmission, such as those that are required by the Zoning
Board of Appéeals, where you are going to show that you have some sort of a
hardship. Obviously, there are some waivers that only the City Council can give
you. But our reccmmendation can be one to either approve or to deny. So
whatever our motion would be, either to approve with certain conditions, oxr to
deny, it would go to all those areas, so that the City Council would receive
the minutes, you know, with our denial, or the ZBA, and our reasons stated in
there. I mean, if it's denied, it's done with us.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Fisher, if we deny it, it's denied all total; right?
ME. FISHER: As I understand it, this is recommendation to Council?
CHAIRPERSON NAGY: No. This ig a motion to either deny-

MR. FISHER: If you deny, you deny, that's right.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: I'm sorry, I was thinking recommendation. If we deny your
Site Plan, then you have to start from the very beginning. If we table your
Site Plan, the major concerns that the Commission had, you can work with Ms.
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McBeth, our planner; our engineer, Mr. Coburn, and make the adjustments and
then come back for approval. I apologize. I thought this was like a-

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Well, when you say if there's a vote and it's a denial, we
start over. I'm- '

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: (Interposing) The process starts over. With your money, with
the time, with the site plans. It sounds like you're starting afresh with a
new set of site plans.

FRIEDLAENDER: Why don't we go ahead and table it then.
MR. EVANCOE: If I may, Madam Chair.
CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Mr. Evancoe.

MR. EVANCOE: I'm not trying in any way toc steer the Commission in a particular
direction, but cne other option, of course, that you would have would be to
approve it as a Preliminary Site Plan with various conditiong, and then have
the staff work with the Applicant towards that Final Site Plan, to work out
those details. But again, I'm not trying to tell you what you should do, but
that is a third option.

MEMBER RUYLE: You also have an option for bringing it back.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: You're not on the -- Mr. Ruyle, nobody heard you. You didn't
have your mike on.

MEMBER RUYLE: Don't we also have the option of bringing it back for Final Site
Approval?

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: All right. Commissioner Markham.

MEMBER MARKHAM: I just want to be clear on this. If we approve it with
conditions, we have the authority to do that, and it has to be submitted with
those conditions being met; is that correct?

MR. EVANCOE: Submitted to the staff?
MEMBER MARKHAM: Yes.

MR. EVANCOE: That's right. And if they are not to meet that, then we would
probably kick it right back to you, and say here’s the #inal Site Plan, but
it's not what you had ordered.

MEMBER MARKHAM: My concern, I think, is alleviated because -- all I want to
make sure of is that when we make these recommendations that all the hard work
that goes into this, is not negated because someone decides it’'s not important
or doesn't agree with the Commission. If we vote that way, that becomes the
required condition in this case, because it's not a gpecial land use —- or no,
that doesn't have anything to deo with this.

MR. EVANCOE: Right. You would be making a2 conditional approval, and those
conditions would stick. And if they can't be met, they would have to come back
to the Commission.
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MEMBER MARKHAM: Okay. I understand. Thank you.
CHATIRPERSON NAGY: Commissioner Sprague.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: With this project, I can see it with conditions, but it doesn't
seem to me that a condition can be reducing the size of the building. Is that a
fair statement?

MR. EVANCOE: And T might defer to Mr. Fisher, but I would just say this, that
it's probably better teo state what your end desired result is, as opposed to

the exact method to get there. So if your desire is more internal landscaping
or a different location for the loading area, that's what I would say instead
of reduce the building, because there might be some other way to achieve that

result.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: If we table it, do we provide direction as to what we would
like to see approved, as opposed te approving with conditions which are
specific about what we would like to see?

CHATIRPERSON NAGY: Right.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: So either way, we can convey the issues we'd like to see
addressed.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Right. Mr. Ruyle.
MEMBER RUYLE: Thank you, Madam Chair. Just for the record, if we make a motion
to table, I will vote against it. If we make a motion to deny, I will vote

against it.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you, Mr. Ruyle. Commissioner Kocan.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Thank you. Is there a second to that motion?

MEMBER MARKHAM: Second.
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CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Seconded by Commissioner Markham. Is there any further
discussion?

MEMBER AVDOULOS: Madam Chair?
CHAIRPERSCN NAGY: Yes. Mr. Avdoulos.

MEMBER AVDOULOS: I just wanted to make sure that the Applicant was informed or
sure with what Member Kocan had indicated, the areas that we were looking at.
And the things that we have to take responsibility for are Planniﬁg Commission
waivers, not ZBA waivers. So ZBA, as was indicated, leccks at us for direction,
and could do with it whatever they want to do.

The waiver, I think the most ceritical waiver is the one for the screening of
the loading area from adjacent properties, but it's not sc much the screening
ag it ig right now the lccation, and the location has concern with safety and
welfare of people entering the building, and alsco with handicap access.

2And the other issue is there are requirements for interior landscaping, so
that's where the size of the building comes in. Although we can't tell you how
and what to design in order to meet the requirements, there has to be z little
bit of mathematics to go along with that. As you get that going and have your
discussions with the City, then I think we'll have, you know, a good project.
But as indicated, we want to work with vou, and we don't want to go through the
effort of denying and then having to resubmit., I think, you know, what we've
got is a fantastic step forward and it's by no means a negative reaction to the
project. It’s just that we want to make sure that we do what the =zoning
ordinance asks us to do.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: All right. Any further discussion? Mr., Sprague.

MEMBER SPRAGUE: I just have a question; it's probably for the attorney. I
think that tabling this is the right thing to do in conveying what we want. I'm
a little troubled with saying you need to reduce the building. That's one
solution to it, but it sounds to me like we're prescribing that solution. And
I'm wondering, are we in the business of prescribing seclutions, or should it
more be a motion to say we want to table it but it's to address the loading
zone issue, or specific issues, leaving how they're addressed tec the Applicant.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Go ahead, Mr. Fisher.

MR. FISHER: Thank you. It would be my understanding that the motion would
essentially direct that these matters be considered.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Right.

MR, FISHER: And then be brought bkack.
MEMBER KOCAN: Did I say consider?
CHATRPERSCN NAGY: Yes.

MEMBER RUYLE: You said look at. You said look at this and look at that, and I
thought that was good wording.

22




CHAIRPERSCON NAGY: Yes.
MEMBER KOCAN: I meant to say consider reducing.

MEMEER SPRAGUE: Maybe I just need to hear it again. I understood the basic
premise to be reduce the size of the building so that we can achieve -- you
know, reducing the number of parking spaces, reducing the depth, you know,
locking at the loading zone. It sounded to me like we're telling him to reduce
the size of the building to accomplish these things, which is, you know, where
I'm having an issue. I don't know want to prescribe how he has to do it. I
agree with all of these things as goals, I just don't want to prescribe the
solution.

MR. FISHER: It's all a consideration.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: It is, and it's really late and I'm not going to ask the
court reporter to read back at ten-thirty at night. But it's the intent, to
look at these things. It's not preseribing, it's not telling him what to do. We
never do that when we table. However, the only thing that I think that was
addressed in the motion that was important is our leading zone area, we have 2
specific ordinance. That's got to be locked at, and that's what she said, lock
at these things. If there's no further comment, can we call the roll, please,

Mr. Schmitt?

MR. SCHMITT: Thank you, Madam Chair. Chairperson Nagy.
CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Papp.
MEMEBER PAPP: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Paul.
MEMRBER PAUL: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissiocner Ruyle.
MEMBER RUYLE: No.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissicner Shroyer.
MEMBER SHROYER: No.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Sprague.
MEMBER SPRAGUE: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Avdoulos.
MEMBER AVDOULOS: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Kocan.
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MEMBER KOCAN: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Commissioner Markham.
MEMBER MARKHAM: Yes.

MR. SCHMITT: Motion passes 7 to 2.

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Thank you very much. And we will make sure that when you meet
with the Planning Department, you will be brought back for the first available
meeting. Did you have a question, sir?

MR. LUDWIG: When will the minutes be available? Either could they restate the
motion, or when would the minutes be available? '

CHATRPERSON NAGY: Well, the minutes won't be available for 30 days. You want
the court reporter to read back your motion?

MR. LUDWIG: Your motion, yes.

MR. SCHMITT: I can restate the motion. I have it written down. The motion was
to table the project to allow the developer and the City to loock at, consider,
reducing the building size, moving the loading zone, locking at the depth of
the parking stalls, the amount of parking in order to get more interior
landscaping.

MR. LUDWIG: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: And you know what, I didn't catch youf name for the court
reporter.

MR. LUDWIG: Jim Ludwig. Landscape architect.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: And that’s 11 L-u-d-w-i-g; correct?

MR. LUDWIG: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank you, Mr. Ludwig. Do you have any further questions?
MR, FRIEDLAENDER: No.

CHAIRDERSON NAGY: And they have everything written down, and they'll work with
vou, and you'll come back.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I'm satisfied. I'm willing to work with you. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON NAGY: Thank vou. We really appreciate it.
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 5, 2003
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN CONSIDERATION — MEADOWBROOK OFFICE
- BUILDING




PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2003, 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER
45175 W. TEN MILE, NOVI, MI 48375 (248) 347-0475

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to rorder at or about 7:3C p.m.

ROLL CALL

Present: Members Avdoulos, Kocan, Markham, Papp, Ruyle, Shroyer, Sprague
Absent: Members Nagy (excused), Paul (excused)

Also Present: David Evancoe, Director of Planning; Barbara McBeth, Planner;
Darcy Schmitt, Planner; Brian Coburn, Civil Engineer; Lance Shipman,
Landscape Architect; Tom Schultz, Attorney

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE |

Member Shroyer led the meeting in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Member Shroyer asked that Committee Membership be added under Matters for
Discussion.

Moved by Member Papp, seconded by Member Kocan:

Motion to approve the Agenda of November 5, 2003 as amended.

Motion carried 7-0.

Chair Markham congratulated Members Nagy and Paul on being elected to City
Council on November 4, 2003. They are not present at this meeting under the
-advice of the City Attorney, who suggested that because they will be reviewing
issues from this Agenda at the City Council level in the near future, they should

instead prepare for that review. The Officer positions will be reviewed by the
Planning Commission in two weeks.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Wayne Hogan, Novi: Requested that the Developer of the Meadowbrook Office
Building relocate a south-side handicapped space to the west side where the




main entrance off Twelve Mile is located. He offered to assist the Developer with
designing the bathroom stalls in an ADA-compliant manner.

CORRESPONDENCE

There was no Correspondence to share.
COMMUNICATIONS/COMMITTEE REPORTS

There were no Communications or Committee Reports to share.
PRESENTATIONS

Mr. Evancoe indicated he would be sharing some reports during the Special
Reports portion of the meeting.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

1.MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING, SITE PLAN NUMBER 01-04

Consideration of the request of HEFCO Properties for approval of a Preliminary
Site Plan. The subject property is located in Section 14 on the southwest corner
of Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook Road in the OST (Office Service Technology)
District. The developer is proposing a two-story office building. The subject
property is 4.68 acres. This case was postponed by the Planning Commission on
1/15/03.

Planner Barb McBeth located the property on an aerial photo. It is located in
Section 14 on the southwest corner of Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook Road. This
matter last appeared before the Planning Commission in January of this year. A
number of concerns were expressed about the proposed plan by the Planning
Commission at that time. The matter was tabled to allow the Petitioner to
continue working on the proposed development plans to resolve those issues.
The Applicant has met and discussed the site plan with the Plan Review Center
on several occasions since that meeting in January and a number of the
concerns expressed at the Commission have been resolved. There are three
items still remaining for possible waiver or variance. Among the issues resolved
are the elimination of the Planning Commission waiver for inadequate parking lot
setback along the south side of the property and the relocation of the proposed
loading area.

Ms. McBeth said that the subject property is currently developed with one single
family home. The property to the south is developed with single family homes
fronting on Meadowbrook Road. To the east and west is vacant land. These
properties are zoned OST, Office Service Technology, and master planned for
office uses. To the north, across Twelve Mile Road, is the Michigan State




University Tollgate Education Center. It is zoned R-A, Residential Acreage, and
the Master Plan describes the property as a Quasi-public use, designating the
land use as the MSU Tollgate Education Center.

The proposed site plan shows a two-story office building containing a total of
46,659 square feet. The plan that was presented to the Planning Commission in
January of this year contained 46,595 gross leasable square feet, approximately
64 square feet less than the proposed office building now under review. The one
change made to the building is a modification of the front of the building with
different material, and has technically expanded the size of the building by the 64
square feet. Two driveways are proposed, one from Twelve Mile and the other
from Meadowbrook Road. The west part of the site contains a wetland area
which continues off-site. The stormwater detention area is proposed to be
located at the southwest corner of the property.

Ms. McBeth said the Planning Review indicates that a City Council waiver of the
required eight-foot wide safety path along Twelve Mile will be required for the
area west of the proposed driveway on Twelve Mile. The elevation naturally
drops away in this area because of a large wetland system that exists on this site
and further to the west.

Previously there was considerable discussion regarding the screening and
location of the proposed loading area. The proposed loading area has been
moved from the area just south of the main entrance on the south side of the
building to an area further away from the main door and out of the drive aisle
(just south of one of the traffic control islands). The Pianning Commission may
wish to make a determination whether the intent of the OST Ordinance has been
met for screening of the proposed loading area. The OST Ordinance encourages
the screening of truck service areas by either a courtyard building design or an
ornamental wall or berm. The proposed plan does provide landscaping along the
north side of the loading area, and along the east, west and south sides of the
property.

The Wetlands Review indicated that a Minor Use Permit is needed for temporary
disturbance of approximately 600 square feet of the wetland buffer in order to
construct a retaining wall. Restoration of the wetland buffer will take place
following construction of the retaining wall. Administrative approval of the permit
is possible and will be granted following approval of the site plan. There are no
Regulated Woodlands on the site.

The Landscaping Review indicated that two ZBA variances will be needed. The
first variance is for the lack of the required berm or wall along the Twelve Mile
frontage and part of the Meadowbrook Road frontage and is necessary since the
plan is being reviewed under the previous Landscape Ordinance. These areas
are adjacent to the building and where the wetland exists on the west side of the




property. The second variance is for the required interior parking lot landscaping;
the submitted plans are deficient by approximately 1,554 square feet.

The Traffic Review indicated items that may be addressed at the time of Final
Site Plan review. The Engineering Review contained a number of items that may
be addressed at the time of Final Site Plan Review. The Facade Review
recommended approval of the plan subject to two items being addressed at the
time of Final Site Plan review. Ms. McBeth showed the Planning Commission the
facade board. The proposed building will be constructed primarily of brick with
cast stone. Spandrel glass is also proposed. The Fire Marshal's Review indicated
items that need to be addressed on the next submittal of plans. The Applicant
provided a letter addressing the waivers and variances discussed in the review
letters and in this presentation.

Howard Friedlander, 5138 Village Commons Drive, West Bloomfield, represented
the Applicant at the meeting. He acknowledged that stone material was added to
an area that was previously submitted in brick. This change resulted in a larger
building footprint, as the window and wall connection had to be redesigned to
alleviate a potential problem of standing water.

Mr. Friedlander said the loading area was moved and alleviated the concerns
that the entrance or handicapped spaces may get blocked. He had confirmed
with the Planning Department that the screening he provided on this OST site
plan would have been sufficient in the other Office Districts. This screening
requirement contemplates a more intense use than what is proposed — an office
building with professionals and no shop area.

Mr. Friedlander said that the safety path near the Twelve Mile entrance could be
installed as a bridge-like structure on stilts and would dead-end in mid-air. It
seems more appropriate to construct this path when a plan is presented for the
adjacent property. He would agree to this as a future obligation, as long as the
cost is reasonable under the circumstances.

Mr. Friedlander said that the eight-foot safety path along Meadowbrook Road
was designed in accordance with the City’s request to observe the future ROW
rather than the existing ROW. Civil Engineers Brian Coburn and Ben Croy have
agreed that having the safety path within the future ROW would not violate
anything in the Ordinance and is therefore not an issue.

Mr. Friedlander said that the berm has been removed from around the building.
The area between the building and public streets is exposed. The Ordinance
says the screening is meant to obscure parking areas and provide an
aesthetically pleasing view from the road. He said that there is no parking in that
area’ they felt it was a better design to put the building at the setback on such a
prominent corner. The berm would detract from the landscaping. He




acknowledged that this is a judgment call and that a berm could be added if
requested.

Mr. Friedlander said that the interior parking landscaping was previously
reviewed and agreed to by Mike McGinnis, even with its deficiencies. He was not
sure how Landscape Architect Lance Shipman’s number is different, but Mr.
Friedlander admitted there is a shortage of landscaping. If this plan was
redesigned to the existing ROW that shortage would disappear. Again, this
Ordinance could be satisfied but it would slide the parking area further to the east
and would only be removed when Meadowbrook Road is widened. The
landscaping that is being left out there for the road widening could be relocated
to the parking area, a sketch of which was provided to the Planning Commission
as Exhibit B. This plan would create a new landscaped island and remove
thirteen feet of greenbelt that would result in a twelve-foot wide strip of grass.
While that could be done, Mr. Friediander did not think it was the better way 1o go
forward. '

Mr. Friedlander asked for the Planning Commission’s approval and favorable
recommendations for the City Council and ZBA issues. He said he is willing to
change the plans if his suggestions are not found to be acceptable,

Member Sprague confirmed that the additional 64 square feet is the result of an
additional 2'x32" area. He did not think that the safety path that led to nowhere
was necessary at this time; he confirmed with City Attorney Tom Schultz that the
Planning Commission only needs to forward their recommendation to City
Council regarding this plan’s failure to meet the City’s Design and Construction
Standards. Mr. Schultz said that a financial mechanism can ensure that this work
will ultimately be done, and would be created with input from the Engineering,
Finance and Treasury departments. The need for the mechanism will be set forth
in City Council’s-motion if the plan is approved. The Planning Commission’s
motion should include the language similar to, "subject to the waiver by the City
Council of that Design and Construction Standard.”" Member Sprague was
concerned that it would not be taken care of to the extent that the Planning
Commission desired. Mr. Schultz said their recommendation could include their
opinion on how they would like the waiver to proceed. He said that he would not
expect the Planning Department to recommend that the waiver remove the '
standard altogether; the issue is determining what the mechanism will be that
guarantees the work will uitimately be completed.

Member Sprague asked Mr. Evancoe what the Planning Department’s
recommendation would be. He responded that they will recommend that the
sidewalk be constructed at the appropriate time with an escrow or bond attached
to the stipulation to assure that the developer maintains the financial
responsibility for the completion of the work. He explained that the amount that
would be escrowed or bonded would be determined at today’s dollars plus a




percentage increase to reflect the future construction of the path. A cash escrow
would also gain interest over the years.

Member Sprague asked whether there is any additional information regarding the
property located to the west. Ms. McBeth responded that the City did not have
any additional information on that parcel. She said that it could not be estimated
when that parcel would be developed.

Member Sprague was inclined to agree with the request to waive the berm from
an aesthetic point of view. He asked how the Planning Commission defends their
granting of waivers when it is their charge to ensure that Applicants comply with
the Ordinance standards. Mr. Shipman thought one of the considerations must
be the effect or intent of the proposed landscaping — would it be affective by
some other means, and still be within the spirit of the Ordinance? Aside from
that, he said he was unsure how this would be handled on a broader basis for
other sites.

Member Sprague asked Mr. Shipman if it was his opinion that the site was more
aesthetically pleasing without the berm. He responded that the question was
rather subjective; he did believe the Applicant has proposed a reasonable
amount of Jandscaping. Whether their plan serves a betier purpose than the
berm or rolling landscape is subjective and Mr. Shipman asked that the Planning
Commission make the determination based on their own opinion, with 7
acknowledgement of the other projects where the berm has been required.
Member Sprague concluded that he may agree to waive the berm and he
certainly did not want a wall in its place.

Member Sprague thought the relocation of the loading area was an improvement.
He felt the Applicant’s parking lot landscaping plan made sense and he would
support their request for a waiver. He asked the Applicant about putting
handicapped parking spaces along the west side of the building. Mr. Friedlander
responded that the problem with that request is the intent of the plan is to have a
field of parking and a main entrance. There are two side entrances but they are
not intended to be used as often. Depending on how this building is used or who
the tenants will be, it may not be practical to have handicapped spaces on the
west side because that entrance may not have access to all of the tenants. It will
ultimately depend on the final interior design. By keeping the handicapped
parking by the main entrance, patrons of the building will enter where they have
access to all tenants (both first and second floors), the rest rooms, etc. Mr.
Friedlander also commented that this same consideration applied to their
reasoning for not shifting the loading area to a location that did not adequately
serve the entire building. He concluded that while he is not adverse to moving the
parking places, he does not consider it wise until the interior buildout has been
determined.




Member Papp agreed that it did not make any sense for the City to require the
path and subsequently maintain it when it isn't going to be functional until the
next parcel is developed. He supported the idea of requesting a financial
guarantee.

Member Papp asked whether the loading and unloading would occur through the
front entrance and whether the moving trucks would be blocking entry into the
building. Mr. Friedlander responded that the moving trucks would park where it is
most convenient, on a temporary basis. He previously discussed this with the
Planning Department and was told that moving trucks are an occasional event
and a necessary short term inconvenience. He felt enough area was provided for
maneuvering around a moving truck. Mr. Friedlander said there was no freight
elevator.

Member Papp confirmed with Mr. Friedlander that the side entrances would be
available for emergency building evacuation, for all tenants.

Member Papp thought the building was atiractive and that a berm would detract
from its appearance. He felt the landscaping proposed on the plan fooked good.

Member Shrover liked the building and felt that it would look good on the
proposed corner. He was also in favor of waiving the berm requirement because
the building is attractive and the landscaping is sufficient. He felt that the
Planning Commission had come to terms with the path issue.

Member Shroyer was not convinced that the loading area meets the intent of the
Ordinance. He asked if the use of the building changes would the City have any
recourse regarding the loading area. Mr. Schultz responded that the short
answer is no; the Planning Commission is determining this evening whether the
proposed building layout and plan meets the Ordinance requirements. A change
of tenant would not typically require a change to a site plan. If a new tenant
needs a different kind of physical layout, then the Planning Commission may well
have the site plan back before them at some point in the future. Member Shroyer
agreed that the new loading location was better but he was not convinced of new
plan’s worthiness.

Member Shrover's biggest concern was that there were two issues that the Staff
gave negative recommendations on. He said the plan was postponed the first
time so that the Applicant could reduce the size of the building, thereby reducing
the parking lot allowing more space for a better loading location and interior lot
landscaping. He said the Applicant has had nine months to reduce the size of the
building and instead, he returns with a larger one. The other issue — the parking
spaces and increased landscaping — may have been discussed but they weren't
adequately addressed. At this time Member Shroyer was not in favor of the plan.




Member Avdoulos was also concerned for the same reasons. He said that at the
last meeting the Planning Commission determined there were landscaping
deficiencies, loading area issues, and building issues. He was uncomfortable
with the loading area being shown as four crossed out parking places. He felt the
loading area should be safe and not be a hindrance to any other traffic in the
parking area or to any pedestrians. Member Avdoulos felt that the UPS and
Fedex drivers will likely park in front of the building and run in and out with their
deliveries. He would be more comfortable with the loading area being placed
where it would not be an interference.

Member Avdoulos felt that the lobby area would be used for transporting up and
down in the building. This ties into how the parking lot circulation is going to be.
With the large footprint of the building, the parking is being adversely affected
and is causing landscaping issues. He felt that something has to give.

Member Avdoulos was also concerned about the HVAC screening because of
the proximity of the building to the street. Mr. Friedlander responded that the
super frame stone material runs all the way to the back of the building and the
mechanical equipment will be located where it is hidden from view.

Mr. Friedlander also stated that both Mr. Evancoe and the Traffic Consultant had
looked at the loading area and they found that it was safe and hammonious.
Member Avdoulos was considering the issue based on the intent of the
Ordinance. He felt the proposed location is not providing the access that the
Ordinance was looking to provide.

Member Avdoulos did not have an issue with the berm or path requests. He was
conhcerned about the loading area not being in close proximity fo the building and
not meeting the Ordinance’s intent and the deficiencies in the landscaping issues
in the middle of the site. He assumed that the new Landscaping Ordinance did
not apply because of the timing of this plan’'s submittal.

Member Avdoulos asked what ROW is on record with the City. Civil Engineer
Brian Coburn said that the intent is to plan for the future — the sixty-foot half
ROW. That's what the City has asked the Applicant to do. He did not think they
were offering to dedicate the land to the City at this time.

Member Avdoulos asked if the actual square footage of the building has been
determined since there seemed to be some confusion. Ms. McBeth said she
agreed that the number must be clarified and that can be done at the time of
Final Site Plan review.

Member Ruyle said that when this plan came before the Planning Commission in
January he did not have a problem with it. He has no problem with the additional
64 square feet because the aesthetics are better and it alleviates a potential
maintenance problem. He had a problem with the loading area. He sells office




furniture for a living and he knows how lazy his people are — they would go right
to the front door. He suggested that the Applicant have a traffic cop/building
manager at the building to request that trucks park in the loading area. He said
that ultimately it is the Applicant’s responsibility to manage this problem.

Member Kocan agreed with many comments made thus far. She was most
disappointed with the fact that the downsizing of the building was not even
addressed, which was the biggest issue of the January review. She noted that it
was a beautiful building. She said that although this plan does not fall under the
new Landscape Ordinance, the Planning Commission does have the discretion
of looking at aesthetics as one of the determining factors for a berm, and
because the intent of the new Ordinance takes this into consideration, she felt
comfortable making a positive recommendation to the ZBA to grant this variance,

Member Kocan was trying to determine whether there was a deficiency in green
space, landscaping or parking islands. She determined from Staff that it is not the
island; she asked if the Applicant was taking the thirteen feet that they are
providing between the potential new Meadowbrook setback and the current
Meadowbrook setback and using it fo their advantage in calculating. Mr. Shipman
responded that if the developer were to develop to the current ROW situation that
would afford them the opportunity to push their parking lot out further and actually
add an island space between bays of parking, down the center of two head-in
parking spaces. It would provide them an opportunity to provide more interior
landscape space. It is their contention that since they’re bringing the parking
back thirteen feet to stay out of a proposed ROW, they have lost their ability to
provide that landscaped space. What they are deficient in is the square footage
of landscaped space that would typically be required. He confirmed that thirteen
feet of greenbelt is being used as part of the landscaping calculation, although it
typically would not be used.

Mr. Schultz said that in Novi setbacks are measured from the existing ROW, not
from the future ROW. The Applicant could build to the existing ROW and
everything would be interior to his site, but he pulled everything back at the
request of the City. This is throwing off the calculations. The Applicant has to go
to the ZBA for a variance; the issue at hand is whether the Planning Commission
accepts this proposal such that they could forward a positive recommendation.

Member Kocan noted that this configuration will ensure that when the road is
widened, this parking lot is not abutting the road. Mr. Shipman responded that
building to a future ROW removes the potential for a scenario like Novi Road Big
Boy where the parking lot is up against the road.

Member Kocan understands that the Planning Department has recommended
the waiver of the Design and Construction Standards; she thought that
historically the Planning Commission has asked for an escrow or, as the City
Attorney suggested, the establishment of a covenant to be recorded for the




possible future conception of a bike path, with an obligation that would be
deemed appropriate and reasonable by the City and the Developer at that time.
She is more comfortable with a covenant or a bond than she would be to
recommend a waiver, because she doesn’t want this path fo fall by the wayside
and never be completed. She commented that the City has to have a lot of bike
paths that lead to nowhere - all of which will eventually connect. She felt that the
City needs to be consistent in this matter. Member Kocan wished the building
were smaller and that there were fewer parking spaces.

Chair Markham was happy to see the Applicant back. She liked the building the
first time thev came before the Planning Commission. The guestion of the new
vs. the old ROW is answered by the fact that the Applicant is only required to
work with the old ROW. By working with the new ROW they are actually doing
the City a favor — preventing future problems. Good planning outweighs the
desire to have the landscaping internal to the parking lot. It is_conceded that they
could meet the intent of the Ordinance if they design to the old ROW, but that
doesn’'t make long term sense.

Chair Markham thought the Applicant should be financially obligated to build the
bike path. How this is ultimately phrased is of no consequence to her, but the
path is definitely needed. Eventually all the paths will be connected throughout
the Community. '

Chair Markham agreed that the Twelve Mile berm should be waived. The intent
of the Ordinance was to screen parking, and this is being accomplished by the
building. It defeats the purpose of the building as it has been designed.

Chair Markham does not see a good solution to the loading problem. She felt the
Applicant made an attempt to solve the problem but it is not optimal. She also
thought that it wasn't such an issue that it couldn’t be worked out with the
tenants. She said that the design meets the intent of the Ordinance, but in a very
minimal way.

Moved by Member Sprague, seconded by Member Ruyle:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING, SP01-04,
MOTION MADE BY MEMBER SPRAGUE, SECONDED BY MEMBER RUYLE:

In the matter of the request of HEFCO Properties, SP01-04, motion to grant
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan subject to: 1) City Council waiver of
the eight-foot wide safety path on Twelve Mile, west of proposed driveway,
with the appropriate money put in escrow, bond or other means to secure
[future] construction at the cost of the developer; 2) ZBA variance for
required berm or wall along Twelve Mile and part of Meadowbrook Road; 3)
ZBA variance for required interior parking lot landscaping; 4) The
comments in the attached review letters being addressed at the time of

10




Final Site Plan review; and 5) Continued evaluation of handicapped parking
placement depending on the tenant configuration that occurs within the
building; for the reason that the plan is in accordance with the parcel’s
zoning and Master Plan of the City.

Motion carried 6-1 (Yes: Avdoulos, Kocan, Markham, Papp, Ruyle, Sprague;
No: Shroyer).
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FXCERPT FROM

CITY OF NOVI
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 2004

NOVI CIVIC CENTER - 45175 W. Ten Mile Road
Novi, MI 48375 (248} 347-0475

The NOVI ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS taken kefore me, Darlene K. May, CSR-
6479, a Notary Public, within and for the County of Oakland, State of
Michigan, at 45175 West Ten Mile Road, Novi, Michigan, cn Tuesday,
April 6, 2004.

PRESENT :

Members: Frank Brennan, Cynthia Gronachan, Sarah Gray, Justin Fischer,
Brent Canup, Gerald Bauer, Mav Sanghvi

ALSO PRESENT:

Donald Saven, Building Official; Denise Andersocn, Recording Secretary;
Thomas Schultz, City Attorney, Timothy Schmitt, Planner; Alan Amolosch,
Code/Compliance Officer

Case No. (04-024

2 CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Let's call

3 our next case 04-024 filed by HEFCO Properties

4 propesed Meadowbrook Office Building.

5 Mr. Friedlander is reguesting two

6 variances to the landscape standards for the

7 projection of a property known as Meadowbrcook Office
8 Building.

9 Are you Mr. Friedlander?

10 MR.'FRIEDLAENDER: Yes, T aﬁ.

11 CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Will you

12 pleaée faise your right hand and be sworn in by our
13 secretary.

14 MEMBER BAUER: Do you solemnly swear
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or affirm te tell the truth regarding Case 04-024.
MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I do.

MEMBER BAUER: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Go ahead.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Howard

Friedlander, 51378 Village Coats (ph} Drive, West

Bloomfield.
I brought some boards. I didn't
know you were going to have an overhead.




21 Sheould I go on to the second item?
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CHATRPERSON GRONACHAN: Please.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: The second item

that is being requested is a reduction of 1,504 square
9

feet of required interior parking landscape. We could
meet the interior‘landscape reguirement by designing a
site to the existing right-of-way. By deoing that,

over here along this area right now at the City's
request, we designed it to the future right-of-way.

By doing so, we have 13 feet of extra'landécape buffer
along Meadecwbrook Road. We could relocate that 13
feet, put i£ in the parking area, making a long island
right here of landscaping. We would pick up more than
1,700 additicnal square feet,

However,.when Meadowbrook Road is

widened as it is scheduled this evening, the sidewalk
that we would have placed out further to the east
would have to be_removed-at City cocst and we would
lose —— we would have sbout three area feet of

landscaping cutside of the parking lot. There would
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not be enough room for a berm so the parking area
would be highly visible. So to avoid those problems
we designed this to therfuture right-ocf-way. We
maintain a 20 foot landscape buffer over here. We
have the ability to install a berm, which is in the
plans, and we avoid the problem that would occur when
Meadowbrook Road is widened.

I would also like to peoint out that
0
the south area arcund the parking while we are not
required to have the berm, we've put cone in the plan
just to make Lhe parking area more private arcund this
area. Bnd, as you can see, although we are a little
under in the parking area, the site has ample
landscaping. We have a wetland area over here that
needs to be preserved as well as our detention ponds.

So the entire site is surrounded with landscape.
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CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Thank you.

is there anyone in the audience that wishes to make
comment with regards to this case.
Ma'am, you can come dOown.

Before you start can we please have




18 your name and address and tell us who you're speékinq
19 on behalf of.

20 MS. STGEPPERT: Sue Ann S'Geppert.

21 I live at 27563 Meadowbrook Road. I am speaking for
22 myself, my mother,.Marjorie S'Geppert, same spelling,
23 and Mrs. Mary Louise Taylor who lives at 27551

24 Meadowbrook Road, which is the property next to ours.
121

1 Right here. This 1s my property

2 right here along their socuthern border and then my

3 aunt's property is the next property down. We have

4 long, narrow lots. She says, "Since I cannot attend

5 Mrs. S'Geppert is to speak for me.

We request that trees

18 evergreens be planted along a continuous berm or
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continuous wall which will ruﬁ along their south, our
north boundary line to ameliorate the noise and any
possible blowing trash from the parking lot. We also
request that if any of their plaens for water runoff
away from our ?roperty should fail, that the condition
be corrected. We should not have to pump away any

) .

extra water from them. Also during construction we
degire a temporary water trench to handle any water
runcff and to hire debris fence to catch all thelr

building debris.‘Additionally, we are concerned about

possible light pollution. It would effect us on the

north, east and west sides and intrude into our

privacy."”

Thank vou.

CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Thank you.

Ckay. Anyone else?

Seeing none.

: Building department?
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MR. SAVEN: Just to point out that

during the course of construction oﬁ these buildings
it's built the issue of the ordinance requirements
will be handled threough neighborhood services. What
is before you today are the issues regarding the berm
and the landscaping requirements and T believe

Mr. Schmitt can answer or address those particular
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questions.

MR. SCHMITT: Just briefly to the

koard through the chair. Beth of these items are
items that have been taken care of in the new
landscape ordinance that become more of a design

3

criteria. prefully the board will see very, very few
of these in the future. What essentially i1s being
requested is along the two main right-of-ways avound
the building is to give the landscape architect on the
project some design leeway to do a little bit
different frontage thereby requesting a waiver of the
berm and as Mr. Friedlaender pointed out because of
the designs of the future right-of-way the reduction
in the interior building landscaping.

I can also say that I've spoken with

the city engineer, civil engineer on this project has
reviewed it and this homecwner maintenance plan has
bheen approved. Ultimately the water for this
projection is going teo be draining to the north out of
an outlet that is detention based. The rear of this
property is close to being at the highest point. But,
ultimately, the project is designed to go to the
detention basin in the southwest corner and then
cutlets intc the wetland. Thank you.

CHATRPERSON GRONACHAN: Thank you.
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Mr. Schultz?
MR. SCHULTZ: Very briefiy. This is
one of those unusual instances, I guess, like the one
before it whare the property owners have acknowledged
4
that he can meet-the ordinance if he had to. I don't
have a preference as to what the board cught to do but
remember that in reviewing the wvariance reguest you
look at that as cone issue that they're complying with
the ordinance, but you alsc have a couple of other
issues that you look at. For example, would a
variance do substantial justice to the city and the
public and would a variance do justice to the
adjacent property owner. If you need to evaluate it,
in this case, just to make sure you've given a full
view as to is there any benefit teo the city and to the
public and to the adjacent landowners even though he

could comply if we come out. You know, if we come oul

and widen the road and he's going to remove
landscaping is that an issue that you need to take
that into consideration and it's permissible for you
to do that.

CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Okay. Thank

you. Member Brennan?
MEMBER BRRENNAN: I want to address

twe things. I want to address what's before us in the
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variance and I want.to address the homeowner. I heard
three issues raised. One, berming --

And you understand, ma'am, now that

5
£hey are proposing to put a how tall, six foot berm.

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Three feet, I
believe, is what the ordinance requires along
Meadowbrook Road and the berm that we're putting on
The south is not reguired. We're going to have--
MEMBER BRENNAN: I understand. T
just wanted to be clear on height.
S0 along your property line --
MS. S'GEPPERT: The entire property
line?
MEMBER BRENNAN: The entire property
line he's going to put a three fcoot berm and have
landscaping on top of that.
MR. SAVEN: Excuse me. I don't think
that's correct. I believe her property is directly to
the north and his south property line. T den't think
that's what he has. He's locking at the Meadowbrook
Road.
MEMBER BRENNAN: No. No.
MEMBER BAUER: Down south.
MR. SCHMITT: Along the southern

frontage there is a berm proposed roughly in the




23 center of the site and the remainder of the site will
24 be grated as normal. It's fairly cobvious landscaping.
126

1 MEMBER BAUER: Tt's geoing socuth.

2 MR. SCHMITT: Yes. The berm is not
3 on the southern property line. The berm does not run

4 the entire length.

5 MEMBER GRAY: And how high is that

6 berm on the south?

7 MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I'm not sure.

8 Tt's on the plan.

9 MEMBER BRENNAN: I don't know how

10 this got so complicated. Let me start over again.
11 This is north. This lady's property

12 sits right here. Are you putting a berm across that
13 entire property line?

14 MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Not a typical berm

15 that is completely mounted all the way across. We

16 have provided berming. There is, you know, some

17 contouring. We have added some additional matefial

18 that amounts to a berm that I can't say it's a

19 continuous berm that's three feet high across that

20 entire property line. But we have provided additional

21 screening that isn't required under the ordinance.

22 MEMRER BRENNAN: Ckay. Let me move

23 on to the next item. The next item raised was water

10
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24

drainage. It's been presented the water in the

.
parking lot drains north, not south. Correct?
MR. SCHMITT: It starts by going

southeast to the detentlon basin and then gces north.
MEMBER BRENNAN: Okay. I'm trying
to address this lady's concerns here. Third item is
lighting, we'wve had in the past yea? a lot of parking
lets lighting issues that were brought up that were
solved with a particular design of lighting that was

directed light straight down and there wasn't a lot of

parallel lighting. Are vou familiar with that from an
architect side?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: Somewhat.

MEMBER BRENNAN: Do you know 1f

that's what you plan on implementing here?

MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I don't.

MR. SCHMITT: Yes, it is. My

apologies for jumping in. Yes, the applicant is
proposing full cutoff lighting. Full cutoff is,
actually, required under the ordinance. Zo the site
does meet ordinance reguirements under the lighting
crdinance.

MEMBER BRENNAN: Hold on, ma'tam. I'm

trying to address your questions, all right.

I don't know 1f I'm personally

11
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8
completely safisfied with the berming issue toAthe'
south. I'm satisfied that the development <¢an go in
as proposed and take care of drainage and liqhting. I
didn't have any initial problem with either of the
variance requests but I want to satisfy the neighbor.
MR. SCHMITT: The applicant's
proposing to plant 15 White Spruces and -- I'm drawiné_
a blank on the other species of trees. Five Lindens
on the southern property. Spruces are partlally on
the berm that he's been discussing. Partially not.
That is the most heavily landscaped area in the site
in all reality. Spruces will grow relatively cquickly
and should fill in and prévide very adequate
screening. I believe that the majority of those
spruces aren't necessarily required under the
ordinance. It's something the applicant's deone to
attempt to screen it better because of whatl minimal
space they have in that area a full berm would not ke
able to be put in but they have done a fairly good Job
to attempting to screen and should be a factor once
the landscaping is maintained.
Tn addition to the entire Meadowbrook
corridor is zoned 08T. While we do take into
consideration existing, gquote, unguote, noﬂconforming

9

12




1 houses, they are still existing CSD. There isn't a

2 substantial screening reguirement Betweenrlight zoned
3 properties. Specifically the OST is called out where
4 properties that are zoned OST or master planned for

5 this type of use do not necessarily have to provide

6§ the specific screening. This applicant has chosen to
7 do so because they're basically the first one in this
8 part of this corrider and try to set some sort of a

9 precedent in standard and design. I'm dons.

10 CHATIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Member Gray?

And I alsc understand that you're putting

130

1 berming along the south property line where you don't

13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
i8
19
20
21
22
23
24
13
1

2

have to and while residents do live there, you know,
it's a catch 22 situation.

Can you meet with your neighbors and

see 1f there is a compromise? I mean, short of
putting a wall along there which may not be required.
MR. FRIEDLAENDER: I think we are
there. You know, we planned it this way for a couple
of reasons, one knowing that it is currently used as
residential next door even though it's zoned 0ST and
under the OST ordinance, there can be shop areas that,
you know, receive very big deliveries, trucks and so
forth and this building, even though it's an 03T is a
pure cffice building. Sc it's -- we want it to be
screened from our future neighbor who might bé a
heavier, you know, a little more of a, you Know,
technology user and didn't want to be looking at
that. So, you know, it seemed like a good solution,
you know, as pointed out. It's a very, thick green
belt and I fhink we've done as much as we could and we
did that deliberately to satisfy everyone, including
ourselves.

CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Anyone else?

Is there any other board members that

1
wish to make any comment?

Is there a motion?

14




3 MEMBER GRAY: I'1l make a motion.

4 CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Okay.

14

15

16

i7

18

19

CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: It's been

moved and seconded. Is there any further discussion
on the motion?

Seeing none, Denise --

MEMBER BRENNAN: Wait.

CHATIRPERSON GRONACHAN: I'm sorry.

15




4 MR. SCHULTZ: Just if I could, to the

5 C

6 s

7 C

3 D

9 M

10

11

iz

13

14

15

16
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20

hair, the terms of the plan is acceptable as
hown?

HAIRPERSCN GRONACHAN: Right. Yes.

enise, please call the roll.

S. ANDERSCN: Member Gray?

MEMBER GRAY: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Member Brennan?

MEMBER BRENNAN: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Member Bauer?
MEMBER BAUER: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Member Canup?
MEMBER CANUP: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Member Gronachan?
CHAIRPERSON GRONACHAN: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Member Sanghvi?

MEMBER SANGHVI: Yes.

23

24

133

MR, FRIEDLAENDER: Thank you,

it's

16



PLANNING DIVISION LETTER TC MR. HOWARD FRIEDLAENDER
REGARDING MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING
CHANGE TO MEDICAL SITE PLAN

AUGUST 26, 2004




August 26, 2004

Mr. Howard Friedlaender
HEFCO Properties

5138 Village Commons Drive
West Bloomfield, Ml 48322

Fax: 248-788-4511
Re: Meadowbrook Office Building change to medical site plan
Dear Mr. Friediaender:

This letter is sent in response to your plans and letter dated July 7,
2004 requesting consideration of modified use of the proposed
general office building for medical office uses. The approved plans
indicate the building would be used for general office uses. The
Planning Commission approved the Preliminary Site Plan on
November 5, 2003, for a 46,659 square foot general office use, with
210 parking spaces, with the following motion:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON MEADOWBROCK OFFICE BUILDING, SP01-04,
MOTION MADE BY MEMBER SPRAGUE, SECONDED BY MEMBER RUYLE:

In the matter of the request of HEFCO Properties, SP01-04, motion to grant
approval of the Preliminary Site Plan subject to:

1) City Council waiver of the eight-foot wide safety path on Twelve Mile,
west of proposed driveway, with the appropriate money put in escrow,
bond or other means to secure [future] construction at the cost of the

developer

2} ZBA variance for required berm or wall along Twelve Mlle and part of
Meadowbrock Road;

3} ZBA variance for required mtenor parking lot landscaping;

4) The comments in the attached review letters being addressed at the time
of Final Site Plan review; and

5) Continued evaluation of handicapped parking placement depending on
the tenant configuration that occurs within the building;

for the reason that the plan is in accordance with the parcel’s zoning and
Master Pian of the City. Motion carried 6-1 (Yes: Avdoulos, Kocan, Markham,
Papp, Ruy!e, Sprague; No: Shroyer).

The Zoning Board of Appeals met on April 6, 2004 and approved
variances for the berm and interior parking lot landscaping. Approval
was subject to several items dlscussed at that meeting.

The following chart provides a comparison of two factors relevant to
the consideration of the proposed change in use of the building:




ITEM REQUIRED PROPOSED COMMENT
Building | Approved Proposed building Building is proposed to be
Size building size: size: 38,654 sq ft 8005 square feet less than
| 46,659 sq ft originally approved.
Parking | Approved Proposed parking Parking spaces proposed are
Spaces | parking spaces. 221 based on medical office
spaces: 210 parking requirements.

Section 2516.1.¢ of the Zoning Ordinance provides conditions under
which a site plan may be reviewed for administrative approval,
without formal review by the approving body. Two sections are
relevant to this situation:

o Section 2516.1.c (2) “When the plan only proposes modification to
a previously approved off-street parking lot layout, provided the
proposed modifications do not reduce the number of approved
parking spaces to less than the minimum number of spaces
required by the ordinance.”

e Section 2516.1.c (3) “When the plan only proposes a change of
use within an existing freestanding building or an interior
modification results in an attendant increase in off-street parking
need.”

It is therefore, my opinion that the submitted site plan showing the
revised use of the building and parking layout may be reviewed
administratively. The revised plans will need to be reviewed by all
reviewing disciplines, which may uncover additional items for
consideration. However, | expect that the matter will not need to
return to the Planning Commission for approval unless the review
letters from the reviewing disciplines find any waivers, variances or
significant differences from the original approval that would not be
consistent with Section 2516 of the Zoning Ordinance.

| trust that this letter answers your questions. Please feel free to let
us know if there is any additional information that is needed.

Sincerely,

Barbara E. McBeth, AICP
Acting Director of Planning, City of Novi




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
OCTOBER 13, 2004

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A ONE-YEAR PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN
EXTENSION FOR
MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING




Excerpt from:

PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2004 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER
45175 W. TEN MILE, NOVI, Mi 48375
(248) 347-0475

Present: Members Andrew Gutman, Victor Cassis, Lynn Kocan, David Lipski, Mark Pehrson,
Lowell Sprague, Wayne Wrobel

Absent: Members John Avdoulos (excused), Richard Gaul (excused)
CONSENT AGENDA - REMOVALS AND APPROVAL

1. MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING, SITE PLAN NUMBER 01-04

Consideration on the request of Howard Friedlaender of HEFCO Properties, for approval of a one
year Preliminary Site Plan extension. The subject property is located on the southwest corner of
Meadowbrook Road and Twelve Mile in Section 14. The Applicant proposes a two-story building
with 46,659 square feet on 4.68 acres of land. The property is zoned OST (Office Service).

2. NOVI TECHNOLOGY CENTER, SITE PLAN NUMBER 00-19

Consideration on the request of Raymond Galper for a third one year extension of Final Site Plan
approval and Special Land Use approval. The subject property is located north of Grand River
Avenue between Haggerty Road and Seeley Road in Section 24. The Applicant proposes a light
industrial building containing 17,451 square feet on 2.97 acres. The property is zoned I-1 (Light
Industriaf).

Moved by Member Pehrson, seconded by Member Sprague:
Motion to approve the Consent Agenda.

Motion carried 7-0.




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
OCTOBER 26, 2005

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A ONE-YEAR PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN
EXTENSION FOR
MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING




PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26, 2005 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER
45175 W. TEN MILE, NOVI, MI 48375
(248) 347-0475

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at or about 7:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL

Present: Members Victor Cassis, John Avdoulos, Andrew Gutman, Lynn Kocan, Michael Meyer,
Wayne Wrobel

Absent: David Lipski (excused), Mark Pehrson (excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Director of Planning; Tim Schmitt, Planner; Jason Myers,
Planner; Lance Shipman, Landscape Architect; Ben Croy, Civil Engineer; Larry DeBrincat,
Woodland Consultant; Steve Dearing, Traffic Consultant; David Gillam, City Attorney

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1. MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING, SITE PLAN NUMBER 01-04C

Consideration on the request of Howard Friedlander of HEFCO Properties for a one year
Preliminary Site Plan extension. The subject property is located in Section 14, at the southwest
corner of Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook roads, in the OST, Office Service Technology District.
The subject property is 4.68 acres and the Applicant is proposing a two-story office building.

Member Kocan asked to remove Iltem #1 from the Consent Agenda for discussion further down
the Agenda, which is the standard placement of pulled Consent Agenda items. .

Moved by Member Kocan, seconded by Member Wrobel:

ROLL CALL VOTE dN CONSENT AGENDA REMOVAL MOTION MADE BY MEMBER
KOCAN AND SECONDED BY MEMBER WROBEL.:

Motion to remove ltem #1 from the Consent Agenda. Motion carried 6-0.

1. MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUILDING, SITE PLAN NUMBER 01-04C

Consideration on the request of Howard Friedlander of HEFCO Properties for a one year
Preliminary Site Plan extension. The subject property is located in Section 14, at the southwest
corner of Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook roads, in the O8T, Office Service Technology District.
The subject property is 4.68 acres and the Applicant is proposing a two-story office building.

Howard Friedlander addressed the Planning Commission. He said that at this time it is not clear
whether he needs the extension. If he receives Final Site Plan approval prior to the expiration
date this request is no longer valid. Therefore, he is asking for a conditional site plan extension
approval. His plan’s expiration date is November 5, 2005.




Chair Cassis asked why there is a problem. Mr. Friedlander said that the Final Site Plan submittal
was returned with the comment, "Approval is recommended provided that the Stamping Set
incorporates various minor changes." The minor changes are many items. There are many
reviewers. The Applicant made the changes and he believes everything is complete; however, if
there is something missing on the resubmittal, it could cause a problem. The resubmittal was
turned in on October 12, 2005. So far, the Applicant has been told that the cover sheet did not
identify every single sheet, so it has been redone. The photometric plan was a problem and is
being corrected at this time. Mr. Friedlander has been asked to make these two changes, but
Planner Jason Myers is still waiting for some of the City’s Consultants to confirm their portions of
the plan. In the event that the plan is not approved, Mr. Friedlander risks having his plan expire.
The Planning Department told him that he should request the extension conditioned on his
needing the extension. Mr. Friedlander noted that the conditional nature of his request was not
described on the Agenda, so he asked the City Attorney whether this extension would count
against him even if his plans are stamped prior to November 5, 2005, and the answer might be
yes.

" Chair Cassis said that this process does not indicate the problem is with the City. Mr. Friedlander
said that the plan is running its natural course. Mr. Friedlander said that he and the City are doing
what they can do. There have been changes in the plan and issues are being addressed. He was
not complaining about delays; these things take time.

Chair Cassis asked City Attorney David Gillam about this continuing process. It seemed to him
that the “clock” has not stopped somewhere. Mr. Gillam thought that Chair Cassis was
suggesting that because the review process is ongoing, that the site plan review would not expire.
Mr. Gillam disagreed. The Ordinance is fairly clear that regardless of whether the process is
ongoing, there are specific timeframes and deadlines. There is a shelf life. If the process wasn't
going on, there wouldn't be a basis for an extension. Mr. Friedlander has shown goaod faith in
proceeding with his plan. if he hadn't shown good faith, there would be a basis on which to deny
the extension.

Chair Cassis confirmed that the request was for a one-year extension. Mr. Gillam said the
Applicant was trying to ensure that his plan did not expire while he waits for approval.

Member Avdoulos described the process. A site plan may be extended three times total. Right
now this Applicant is getting his Final Site Plan approval. Member Avdoulos was trying to guage
gage what the benefit of getting a contingent approval was.

Director of Planning Barbara McBeth said the issue is the Applicant is concerned about running
out of time on the earlier approval. If he gets his Final Site Plan approval, then he has one year to
begin construction, or he can seek an extension of the Final Site Plan approval. If he doesn't get
the stamping set approved, he would like to get an extension to the Preliminary Site Plan. Ms.
McBeth said that the issue is the Applicant can have a tofal of three extensions. If this Applicant
uses one for his Preliminary Site Plan approval, then the "shelf life" of his plan is only three years.
If the Applicant doesn't use one of the extensions on the Preliminary Site Plan, then basically the
"shelf life" of his plan is increased fo four years, because he can use his remaining extensions on
the Final Site Plan. This would benefit him if along the way he seeks to modify anything on the
plan prior to the actual construction of the building. Mr. Friedlander said the irony is he doesn’t
even know if he needs to worry about this. If he had his way, he would not be extending the plan.
Mr. Friedlander noted that he has already extended this plan once. His request is meant to
provide him with assurance, that if he needs to extend his approvals in the future, there would be
two opportunities to do so, not just one.

Mr. Friedlander needs final approval before he markets the plan. Approval will cement the
process. He can have construction documents prepared. He can gather information on his final
costs. He can get financing in place. His ability to start construction requires the financing. To get




financing, he needs to be sufficiently pre-leased, and a final approval helps that effort, or he
needs to add additional equity, which he might be able to do but his ability to do that depends on
how other deals he has underway pan out. Time is precious. He has several years invested in
this plan. It is a good project that he would like to build, but he doesn’'t want to run out of time. Mr.
Friedlander would accept the extension without the condition if the Planning Commission refuses
.to make the extension conditional.

Mr. Friedlander said he did receive two variances. If he does not begin construction prior to
October 2006, he would have to go before the ZBA for extensions on those variances. If the
variances were to expire, it would not prevent the project from moving forward. He would install
the berms in the area where there is no parking, even though they would detract from the project.
He could reconfigure the parking lot to take greenbelt buffer off the right-of-way area and put it in
the parking lot. The variances were meant to enhance the project. It is not impossible to comply
with the requirements, but in this case, the requirements didn’t make sense. That is why the
variances were granted. There was a third issue, which is what has taken some time in this
process, regarding a dead-end stilted walkway. The Applicant worked out an arrangement
whereby he had a future obligation to install the path, but when it came time for the City Official to
sign that agreement, he decided he didn't like that idea. Therefore, Mr. Friedlander reconstructed
the retaining walls along Twelve Mile so that the bike path could be putin.

Ms. McBeth told Member Avdoulos that the first extension was granted on October 13, 2004.
Today would be extension number 2, and in fall 2006 there could be third extension that took this
plan to 2007. The extensions run from the criginal Ptanning Commission approval date. Member
Avdoulos felt that the extension approval without a condition would still provide the Applicant with
a window through November 2007. Mr. Gillam said that the plan’s approval is also influenced by
the ZBA variances too. Member Avdoulos asked Mr. Friedlander whether he could be ready by
November 2007. He responded that it's possible and he hoped that would take place. Member
Avdoulos has never seen a condition placed on an extension. He did not see a great hardship.
The Applicant has up until November 2007 under normal circumstances. He didn’t want to see
the Planning Commission get into a position of bartering for time for every site plan approval. He
agreed with the request for an extension, but not with the condition.

Moved by Member Avdoulos, seconded by Member Kocan:

I the matter of the request of Howard Friedlander for Meadowbrook Office Building, SP01-
04C, motion to approve a one-year Preliminary Site Plan extension.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Gillam said this was discretionary, even the Planning Commission’s approval of an extension.
Chair Cassis said that there are pending issues on the plan under review at this time. it is not yet
an approval.

Member Kocan has never seen this situation before. She did not want a condition on the
extension. The whole point is for the Applicant to anticipate deadlines and meet them. Member
Kocan asked whether the extension could be rescinded at the next meeting if the Applicant
received his other approval prior to the deadline. Mr. Gillam said that he believed that would be
acceptable, either at the Applicant’s request, or at the request of a Planning Commission
member. Member Kocan said that over a span of four years, things change physically in the City,
with the Ordinance, etc., and the City doesn’'t want site plans sitting out there for an extended
period of time.




ROLL CALL VOTE ON MEADOWBROOK OFFICE BUIL.DING, SP01-04C, SITE PLAN
EXTENSION MOTION MADE BY MEMBER AVDOULOS AND SECONDED BY MEMBER

KOCAN:

In the matter of the request of Howard Friedlander for Meadowbrook Office Building, SP01-
04C, motion to approve a one-year Preliminary Site Plan extension. Motion carried 6-0.




NSA FACADE REVIEW
AUGUST 23, 2005




Cify of Novi
Fac¢ade Ordinance
Compliance Report

Project:  [Meadowbrook Office Building | Date:[23-Aug-05 !

Locaiion: |Southwest corner of 12 Mile and Meadowbrook Roads.

NSA File No. [ 072203B City SP No.[ 01-04D City Billing No.[__ 8.245
Zoriing District: OST Fagade Region: Size: 40,706 =1,
Section 02520 Review  Preappl. | | Preliminary[ ] Final Revised ||

Approval:

Recommended Not Recommended D Comments ]::l

Summary

Project meets Fagade Ordinance.

Items below listed as applicable to this application review. Coemments on page 2.

Color: On Sample Board On Rendering ]:[ Not Included |:|

Roof Appendages: shown [ | NotShown Comments
Submittals

Fagade Drawings:  Included Not Included D Comments I:_[
Floor Plans: Included Not Included [ ] Comments 1
Landscape Plans:  Included Not Included I:[ Comments [:i
Sample Boards: Inciuded Notincluded [ | Comments | ]
Fagade Rendering: Included [ | NotIncluded Comments [ |




Fagade Material Calculations

Included With This Review Applicant's Calcs. Verified |:] Comments | |

Alternafives: [nfa

|

Revision After Approval:  [nfa

|

Canopies: Shown Notshown [ | Comments [ 2 |

This review based on the following:

Applicant's Drawings and Submittals [ X] City of Novi Application Forms

Comments:

1 Roof mounted equipment screened by building parapet.
2 Canopy design complimenis building.

200~ W W

-

Please nete that this review does not address any signage, planning, engineering, wetlands,
woodlands, traffic, acoustic, land use, or zoning issues. Those are coverad under separate

reviewing entities.

Please contact this office at 248-477-2444 fo address any questions you may have,

NORDSTROM SAMSON ASSOCIATES
Novi Fagade Review Consultants

CAT e~

Christopher C. Amold, AlA

Vice President

Copies® A Pawlowski, Cify of Novi
NSA File




Architecrcts Fagade Materials Compliance Checklist
NSA Project No. 204080.02

s hog it n e e s City File No., 01-04D
P a n n e r s NSA File No. 072203h

Revisw Date: 8/23/05

Facade Materials Compliance Checklist

Project Name: - Meadowbrook Office Building  Reviewed By: P. Taylor
Project Entity: Oifice Building ] Checked By:
District: Q8T Region 1
Region [X]aPPROVED[_JREJECTED, RESUBMIT
1
Wail Matertals Allowable North East South West
Percenlage
Brick natural clay 100 {(9) 72.60 54.62 42.74 55.09
Glazed brick &
ceramic tile 25
Limesione 50 17.38 38.80 31.85 38.40
Stone field, cobble,
efc.. 50
Granite/ Marble,
polished 50
Fluted & spiit faced
cMu 0
Striated scored CMU 0
Precast colored
exposed agg. 0
Precast, other 0
Fiat metal panels
(urethane backed) 50 (10) 5.23 1.47 5.18
Standing seam metal 25 (3)
Ribbed Metal panels 0
Spandrel glass . 50 8.54 22.41
Glass block g
Display Glass 25
Molded cornice, irim,
columns, surrounds 15 1.48 1.35 1.53 1.33 |
{Wood siding, painted; { T ' ]
t & g and batted
siding 0{iH
Vinyl & aluminum
siding 0 o
E.LF.S. {Dryvit, Sto) 2 {1 1t i1 b1 |
Cement plasier 0
Canvas Awnings . 1G

Asphalt shingles 25




STARTING PERMIT — HOLD HARMLESS LETTER
SEPTEMBER 5, 2006




STARTING PERMIT - HOLD HARMLESS LETTER

CITY OF NOV1
Department of Building and Safety
{248) 347-0415

TO: The City of Novi

e PROJECT. /ea dowhrook OFfice Bu;/a(e};d_
PROJECT ADDRESS: Q)55 Twelve M.le K&gg’

Please be advised that the undersigned has requested a starting permit from the City for the purpose
of commencing the layout of footings and the construction of foundation walls on the Project site
prior to final site plan approval, in a manner consistent with the approved preliminary site plan. The
undersigned represents, however, that it has applied for, and will continue to segk final site plan
approval and all necessary approvals in respect to the named Project, and withinV/ days of the date
of this permit, will submit all necessary docurnents, information, and applications needed to secure
final site plan approval.

The undersigned acknowledges and affirms that the City has agreed to permit construction,
consisting of the layout of footings and the construction of foundation walls, subject to the following

conditions:

In General. :

The undersigned agrees to, and hereby does, release, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from
any and all claims, demands, causes of action, or damages of any kind or nature against the City, its
consultanis, employees, agents, representatives, or designees, brought by the undersigned or others,
arising by reason of, or in any way associated with, the City’s permission to commence the layout of
footings and the construction of foundation walls prior to final site plan approval. This includes,
without limitation, claims, demands, costs, or judgments against the City, its employees, consultants,
agents, representatives, or designees, whether such liability, loss, or damage is due or claimed to be
due to the negligence of the undersigned, its subcontractors, the City of Novi, its consuliants,
officers, agents, and employees.

In Respect to the Improvements

The undersigned also agrees to, and hereby does, release, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its
employees, consultants, agents, representatives, or designees and accepts all risks of loss associated
with respect to the improvements themselves, as a result of commencing the layout of footings and
the construction of foundation walls prior to final site plan approval. And, further, that in the event
of its failure to obtain final site plan approval, or to satisfy any other applicable law, code, ordinance,
or other requirement with respect to the subject project, the undersigned agrees, acknowledges, and
affirms thai the City retains the authority, at its sole option, to require the undersigned to discontinue
the construction and/or use and to require the undersigned to vacate the Project premises, or to issue
stop work orders, or to take other appropriate action, including but not limited fo prohibiting
pecupancy with respect o the Project. The undersigned also accepts all risks of loss with respect to
commencement of the layout of footings and the construction of foundation walls before final site
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plan approval, including, but not limited to, the risk that final site plan approval may not be obtained,
the risk that the building may not be occupied if final site plan approval is not obtained or other
requirements are not satisfied, and the risk of any other loss or damage that may result from the
undersigned’s failure or inability to obtain final site plan approval or to satisfy all other requirements
for occupancy, whether such risks are known or unknown at the time of executing this letter

- The undersigned acknowledges that the City is under no obligation, in law or equity, to permit the
activity contemplated hereunder. Permission is based upon the unique circumstances of this
application and shall have no bearing or effect on the City’s rights or authority with respect to any
other requests by the undersigned or any other property owner within the City. The undersigned
acknowledges that the issuance of this starting permit does not guarantee final site plan approval.

The undersigned agrees, as owner of the above-described Property, that this document may be
recorded, and that the representations and obligations herein are binding upon its successors and

assigns. o N .
2 aua»f /‘;; gl@“fe,.
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TCO LANDSCAPE INSPECTION REPORT
OCTOBER 29, 2007




cyrTY O,
Community Development Department

45175 West Ten Mile
Novi, MI 48375

Nov?t

www.cityofnovi.org

‘TCO LANDSCAPE INSPECTION REPORT

TO: Sarah Marchioni, Building Permit Coordinator
FROM: David R. Beschke, RLA
DATE: Qctober 29, 2007

SUBJECT: Meadowbrook Office Building SP#01-04
Landscape Inspection 1

A landscape inspection was performed on October 26, 2007. As a condition of the
granting of the Temporary Certificate of Occupancy the Applicant must provide a
Landscape Performance Guarantee in the amount of $ 13,950 (Landscape materials
x 150%} in order to cover those landscape plantings, mulch and lawn area not yet
installed or installed improperly.

City of Novi Fee Calculation Chart

Perennials $15.00 Omamental trees $250.00 Deciduous trees $400.00
Shrubs $50.00 Evergreen trees  $325.00 Labor hr $50.00
Seed sqg/fyd $2.50 Sod sqg/yd $4.00

Our findings are as follows:

1. Seven (7) Canopy Trees on the site suffer from moderate to severe truck damage.
The damages appear to be the result of mishandling during installation. The
Applicant should replace these trees.

2. One (1) Weeping False Cypress has not been installed at the northwest building

foundation. '

3. All staking should be reviewed and repaired to meet City of Novi standards. Many

stakes have come loose or are no longer in the ground and must be rectified.

4. Shredded hardwood mulch on the site should be reviewed. Many plantings have
inadequate mulch depths. Al muich should be pulled back 3" form tree trunks.
Not all Parking Lot Trees have been mulched. Please correct.

Shrubbery in the area surrounding the storm basin needs additional mulch. Itis

recommended that these shrub groups of 9 to 11 plants be installed as singular

beds rather than individual plants. This is best for long term survival of the
plantings.

7. Note that no limestone wall was installed on the north side of the building. It

appears that this was a decorative feature only and is not necessary.

8. Remove all tagging from plant material.

o o

Building Ordinance Enforcement Planning
248.347.0415 248.735.5678 248.347.0475
248.735.5600 fax 248.735.5682 fax 248.735.5633 fax



9. As plant substitutions have occurred, the Applicant must provide 2 full size copies of
an as-built landscape plan. Additional plantings have been installed that were not
part of the originally approved site plan. These should be documented as well.

10.Not all lawn areas are fully established. This will be reviewed again upon the next

landscape inspection.

If there are any further questions, please direct the applicant to contact staff at the address

or phone number below.

vid R. Beschke, RLA
City of Novi Landscape Architect
45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375-3024
Phone (248) 735-5621 Fax (248) 735-5600

Ccf S. Weber
J. Schimpf

Building _ : Ordinance Enforcement

248.347.0415
248.735.5600 fax

248.735.5678
248.735.5682 fax

Planning
248.347.0475
248.735.5633 fax



BRICKTECH ARCHITECTURAL TRANSMITTAL
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By: Brick Tech Architectural; 248 548 0780; Mar-3-08 5:33PM; Page 1/1

BRICKTECH

ARCHITECTURAL

3040 W. | | Mile Road Phone; (248) 548-0777

w Berkley, Michigan 47072 Fax: (248) 548-0780
TRANSMITTAL

TO: City of Novi RE: Gray Brick Information

ATTENTION: Karen Reinowski DATE: March 3, 2008

Enclosures: Drawings Samples [ | Lab Reports |

Action: Approval Comments Information

Remarks:

Per your request please find tha following information on the gray brick that you have at the
planning department. Brick type as follows.

Manufacturer: Stone Creek Brick Company

Brick; #8685 with spec

Size: Modular (358 x 2 % x 7 5/8
Texire! Smooth

Style: Cored

\_'\H_“‘JL’
The Stone Creek Brick Company stopped production of all preducts on December 10, 2004 and
has gone out of business. There was a smal quantity of inventory that was sold in the early part

of 2005 and all stack is depleted.
The following two brick types that | brought to your office are products that are stiii manufactured.

Manufacturer: Glen Gery Brick Company

Brick: W75 Toledo Gray

Size: Meduiar {3 6/8 x 2 Ya x 7 5/8)
Texture: Smooth

Style: Corad

Production: approx. 8 weeks

Price: $610.00/m

Manufacturer: Lakewood Brick Company
Brick: Dark Gray

Size: Modular (35/8 x 2 ¥4 x 7 5/8)
Texture: Smooth

Style: Corad

Production: in stock at this time

Price: $691.00/m

If you have any questions of comments, please call me.

Sy

Robert W. Woaeks
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