
 

 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

CITY OF BERKLEY, MICHIGAN 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
Tuesday, September 22, 2020 

7:00 PM – Virtual Electronic Meeting 
Information: (248) 658-3320  

 
CALL TO ORDER 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
ROLL CALL 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  --  Meeting of August 25, 2020 
COMMUNICATIONS 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
 

1. ELECTIONS: Matter of electing a chair person, vice chairperson, and secretary of the 
Planning Commission. 
 

2. APPOINTMENTS: Matter of appointing Planning Commission liaisons to the following Boards 
and Commissions: 
 

a. City Council (First and third Monday of every month at 7:00pm) 
b. Downtown Development Authority (Second Wednesday of the month at 8:30am) 
c. Chamber of Commerce (Second Wednesday of the month at 5:30pm) 
d. Environmental Advisory Committee (Fourth Thursday of every other month at 

6:30pm) 
 

3. SP-03-20; 3241 & 3249 W. Twelve Mile Rd – Amici’s Façade Change: Keith Logsdon, on 
behalf of Amici’s Kitchen and Living Room, is proposing a façade change to the existing 
structure. 

 
4. PUBLIC HEARING: Review and discussion for proposed ordinance text amendments for 

modifying parking requirements during site plan review. 
 

5. PUBLIC HEARING: Review and discussion for proposed ordinance text amendments for site 
plan projects and allowing extensions for site plan approvals. 

 
6. DISCUSSION: Discussion of accessory structure ordinances in relation to air conditionining 

units and generators 
 

7. DISCUSSION: Discussion of projections into side yard setbacks. 
 

8.  DISCUSSION: Discussion of allowing pervious pavements as acceptable paving materials in 
residential and commercial developments. 
 

 
LIAISON REPORTS 



 

 

 

 

COMMISSIONER/STAFF COMMENTS 
ADJOURN 
 

 
Notice:  Official Minutes of the City Planning Commission are stored and available for review at the office of the 
City Clerk. 
 
If you would like to attend the electronic Planning Commission meeting, follow the below link or call the 
telephone number. 
Join Zoom Meeting: https://berkleymich.zoom.us/j/93323204434 
 
Dial by Phone: 1-312-626-6799 
 
Meeting ID: 933 2320 4434   

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://berkleymich.zoom.us/j/93323204434&sa=D&ust=1590368157359000&usg=AOvVaw1PBsbs_nMQES028y0ryJR2
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THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS CALLED TO ORDER AT 
7:00 PM, AUGUST 25, 2020 VIA ELECTRONIC MEETING BY CHAIR KRISTEN KAPELANSKI 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda item.  To view the 
meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s government access channel, WBRK, 
every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  
https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:    Michele Buckler  Tim Murad  Kristen Kapelanski 
   Lisa Kempner  Mark Richardson  Matt Trotto 
   Martin Smith  Jeffrey Campbell 
 
ABSENT:   Greg Patterson 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 
   Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 
   Torri Mathes, Community Engagement Officer 
   Dan Hill, Public Policy Assistant 
   Joe Bartus 
     
   

* * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Trotto to approve the Agenda supported by Commissioner Murad. 
 
AYES: Campbell, Kempner, Murad, Richardson, Smith, Trotto, Buckler, Kapelanski 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Patterson 
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Kempner to approve the minutes from July 28, 2020 and supported by 
Commissioner Richardson. 
 
AYES:  Kempner, Murad, Richardson, Smith, Trotto, Buckler, Campbell, Kapelanski 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Patterson 
 
 
* * * * * * * * * * 
 
 
COMMUNICATIONS 
None. 
 
 
* * * * * * * * * * 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Chair Kapelanski read instructions for public to submit comments during the virtual meeting.  
 
None. 
   
 
* * * * * * * * * * 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley
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1. MASTER PLAN 2020: Discussion on Woodward, Eleven Mile corridors and update on Master Plan 

community engagement activities. 
 
Community Development Director Schlutow discussed the Woodward and Eleven Mile corridors and 
the summarized the conversation that took place with the Master Plan Steering Committee the 
previous week. There was also discussion about developing design guidelines for each corridor that 
would encourage a visual aesthetic to be cohesive throughout the community.  
 
Commissioners commented on creating more density on Eleven Mile for multi-family housing and the 
concern for increased traffic. The intent was development would be modest in scale so as not to 
create increased traffic or negatively impact the adjacent residential properties. The multi-family on 
Eleven Mile would be modest in scale. Parcel consolidation would be considered for future 
development. Scaled residential development, live/work units would be possible on Eleven Mile. 
Commissioners also noted that opening the zoning and land use options would be beneficial, so as to 
let the market decide. Additionally, there should be a focus on streetscape elements to enhance the 
corridor. 
 
Commissioners commented on Woodward and Berkley’s participation in the many planning 
documents over the years. As a state highway, Berkley is limited in what can and cannot be done, but 
should focus on long-term vision and planning efforts. The roadway has been studied for many years 
and it is a collection of projects, businesses. It’s a regional roadway, not our downtown. 
 
Commissioners also discussed Westborn Market project and how it was developed and received by 
the community.  
 
Commissioners discussed moving the Public Works yard to Eleven Mile from current location.  
 
Commissioners discussed the draft outline for the Master Plan.  

 
 

 
2. DISCUSSION: Review and discussion for ordinance text amendments for modifying parking 

requirements during site plan review. 
 
Director Schlutow summarized the discussion memo and provided examples of what other comparable 
and surrounding communities have implemented in terms of allowing the planning commission to grant 
a parking modification or deviation during site plan review. A percentage cap on the number of spaces 
permitted to be modified was included in the latest version, as well as some minor edits to the ordinance 
language. Director Schlutow also provided an analysis on the most recent site plans and how many 
parking spaces may have qualified for a parking modification, if requested, and how that would impact 
the development of the overall site. 
 
Chair Kapelanski directed staff to set the public hearing for the September meeting. 
 

 
3. DISCUSSION: Review and discussion for ordinance text amendments for site plan projects and 

allowing extensions for site plan approvals 
 
Director Schlutow provided a summary of the discussion item and proposed ordinance amendment. 
Draft Ordinance language was provided to the Commissioners. 
 
Commissioners discussed the inclusion of the Eleven Mile District requiring plan approval and façade 
alterations.  
 
Commissioner Trotto inquired about window transparency requirements. Director Schlutow noted that 
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this would be something to include in future discussions. Chair Kapelanski and Commissioner Smith 
agreed that visual transparency should be reviewed separately.  
 
Commissioner Richardson noted that a request for a site plan approval extension may be reviewed 
and granted for reasonable cause.  
 
Chair Kapelanski directed staff to set the public hearing for the September meeting. 
 

 
 

 
* * * * * * * * * * 

 
 
LIAISON REPORTS 
Commissioner Murad noted that the Chamber is still planning on hosting the State of the City addresses. It 
will be a virtual event on October 29, 2020. This will be Commissioner Murad’s final report from the 
Chamber. 
 
Commissioner Richardson reported on the Environmental Advisory Board and the change in meeting 
schedule for the remainder of the year. 
 

 
* * * * * * * * * * 

 
 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
Commissioner Trotto appreciated the improvements at Wiltshire and Coolidge at Mr. J’s. 
 
Commissioner Richardson acknowledged Michele Buckler and Tim Murad. Both individuals have been 
outstanding commissioners; very civic minded. He wanted to personally thank them for their service and 
acknowledge Commissioner Buckler’s time as Chair through an interesting time. 
 
Commissioner Smith stated that he liked seeing movement on the La Salette project. He inquired about the 
status of Berkley School Plaza Project. He also stated that he would miss Commissioners Buckler and 
Murad and thanked them both for their input and service. 
 
Commissioner Kempner wished Commissioners Buckler and Murad well on their future endeavors. 
 
Chair Kapelanski gave her appreciation to Commissioners Buckler and Murad for their civic engagement 
and participation.  
 
Commissioner Murad noted he joined in April/May 2006 and has served with three Chairs, one of whom 
was Michele Buckler, three city planners, two city managers, four mayors, countless other commissioners, 
as well as councilmembers. He stated it was his pleasure to serve the community and he will be around to 
keep an eye on things. He wished good luck to the new commissioners. He will still be active in the 
Chamber. 
 
Commissioner Buckler stated she has enjoyed her time on the Planning Commission and has learned a lot. 
She expressed her appreciation for Commissioner Smith always focusing on the details, and Commissioner 
Richardson, and Commissioner Murad always being prepared. She noted she will keep up her community 
engagement and volunteerism. She thanked city staff and wished best of luck to staff and the new 
commissioners.  
 
Director Schlutow thanked Commissioners Buckler and Murad for their years of service and wished them 



 

4 | P a g e  

 

well in the future. 
 
 
 
Commissioner Murad motioned to adjourn. Motion supported by Commissioner Buckler. 
 

AYES: Murad, Richardson, Smith, Trotto, Buckler, Campbell, Kempner, Kapelanski 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Patterson 

 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:18pm. 



MAP Staff

October 7–9, 2020   
$185 Member Early Registration Rate  | $30 Student Member Rate

The Planning Michigan  
Conference Committee
Layla Aslani 
City of Grand Rapids

Christopher Germain, 
AICP 
Michigan Economic 
Development Corporation

Carla Gribbs 
DTE Energy

Jay Gianotti, AICP 
The Arsh Group

Brett Hanlon, AICP 
Michigan Economic 
Development Corporation

Laurel Joseph, AICP 
Grand Valley Metro Council

Kristen Kapelanski, 
AICP 
City of Rochester Hills

Nathaniel Mehmed, 
AICP 
Williams & Works

Amy Neary, AICP 
West Bloomfield Township

Stephanie Scott-Sims, 
AICP 
Cornerstone Alliance

Steve Stepek, AICP 
Kalamazoo Area 
Transportation Study

Andrea Brown, AICP  
Executive Director 
abrown@planningmi.org

Tracie Faupel  
Director of Operations 
tfaupel@planningmi.org

Amy Miller Jordan 
Deputy Director 
ajordan@planningmi.org

Wendy Rampson, AICP 
 Director of Programs and 
Outreach 
wrampson@planningmi.
org

Amy M. Vansen, AICP 
Director of Information and 
Programs

MAP Board of Directors
Jerrell Harris (President)  
Urban Farmers, Inc.,

Sarah Lucas, AICP (Vice 
President)  
Housing North

Carmine Avantini, AICP 
(Secretary | Treasurer)  
CIB Planning Group

Lynee Wells, AICP 
(Professional 
Development Officer) 
Aligned Planning

Heather Seyfarth, 
AICP (Immediate Past 
President)  
City of Ann Arbor

Suzanne Schulz, AICP  
Progressive AE

Mohamed Ayoub  
City of Westland

Wayne Beyea, JD, AICP  
Michigan State University

Kelly Freeman  
City of Sault Ste. Marie

Brad Kaye, AICP, CFM  
City of Midland

Student Board 
Representatives

Najma Muhamad 
Michigan State University

Quinn Kendra 
Michigan State University

Planning Michigan Conference Goes Virtual
Planning Michigan 2020 conference will be virtual this year, and MAP’s amazing 
conference committee and staff are planning a robust program with national 
experts, compelling breakout sessions, networking opportunities, and a virtual 
exhibit hall!

Learn about leading trends and how to navigate in this ever changing world, 
connect with experts and gain knowledge on contemporary topics. 

Benefits to going virtual:
• Planning Michigan will be offered at a reduced rate this year, so you can 

register more staff and officials.  

• Sessions will be recorded so that they can be viewed later at a more convenient 
time plus . . . 

• You won’t have to choose between competing sessions . . .  you can view them all

• No rubber chicken for lunch!  

Breaks will be offered throughout the day, including strategically timed networking 
sessions, so you can catch up on your emails and have lunch or connect to fellow 
planners and officials.

Registration Policy
All sessions will be recorded and available to the registrant for viewing until 
September 1, 2021.  There is a $50 processing fee to cancel a conference registration 
on or before September 23, 2020. The cancellation request must be made in writing 
(info@planningmi.org) and sent to the MAP office. NO refunds will be granted on or 
after October 1, 2020. Sessions will be available to attendees until March 1, 2020.

AICP Certification Maintenance (CM) 
All sessions except for the MSU Extension Citizen Planner sessions have been 
submitted to the American Planning Association (APA) for AICP Certification 
Maintenance credits. Refer to the session descriptions for AICP CM information.

planningmichigan 2020

 Thank you, Planning Michigan Sponsor



Wednesday, October 7

9:30 - 10:30 a.m.
Welcome / Opening Session / Fiscal and Economic Resiliency in 
Uncertain Times | 1 AICP CM
While there is considerable awareness of the costs of sprawl on 
the provision of infrastructure and services, fiscal and economic 
sustainability components are rarely addressed in most land use 
planning efforts across the United States. This session will address 
the differences between fiscal and economic 
impact analyses, discuss the elements of the 
fiscal equation, and their influence on the fiscal 
sustainability of growth. In addition, this session 
explores the fiscal implications of the current 
COVID-19 pandemic and the emerging trends that 
will have implications for local governments.
L. Carson Bise, AICP, President, Tischler Bise

4 - 5 p.m.
Coffee | Cocktails | Conversation |COVID
Grab a beverage and log on to this interactive session that provides 
the opportunity to chat and engage with fellow conference attendees.  
We may not be able to mingle in person, but this will be the next best 
thing!

6:00 – 7:30 p.m.
Emerging Planning Professionals (EPP) Committee  
Trivia Night | $10
Our committee is hard at work putting together questions that will 
test your knowledge of planning and a few questions will about 
milestones within MAP’s 75th year anniversary. 

Thursday, October 8

9:00 - 10:00 a.m.
General Session | The Long Legacy and Harm of Public Policy
Our keynote presentation will offer a powerful 
historical view of American cities and the explicit 
discriminatory housing and education policies 
implemented at the local, state, and federal level 
that led to segregated and unequal communities.  
Richard Rothstein, Distinguished Fellow of the Economic Policy 
Institute and a Senior Fellow (emeritus) at the Thurgood Marshall 
Institute of the NAACP Legal Defense Fund

Beginning at 6 p.m.
Alumni Receptions
Spend some time with fellow alumni and current students during 
virtual alumni receptions hosted by Michigan universities.

Friday, October 9

9:00 - 10:15 a.m.
Winter is Coming | 1.25 AICP CM
While it is easy to get outside and socially distance 
during the warm weather months, winter is 
coming, and along with it cold, dark, and snowy 
weather. Experts predict that COVID-19 will be 
with us the the foreseeable future, so business 
owners and policy makers must look at increasing 
opportunities for outdoor recreation, active 
mobility, and community space. Encouraging 
outdoor activity and socialization will be key to 
the safety and sanity of Michigan residents in the 
coming months. This session highlights successful 
programs and policies implementd by planners 
and policymakers who embrace the cold, and create 
excitement about being outside in Winter Cities.
Patrick Coleman, AICP, Winter Cities Institute, North of 45 
LLC; Isla Tanaka, City of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada; Amanda 
O’Rourke, 8 80 Cities, Toronto, Ontario, Canada; Scott H. Allen, 
AICP, City of Eau Claire, WI

12:00 - 1:30 p.m.
Law Update | AICP CM 1.5 Law
It has been a very busy year for the Michigan 
Supreme Court and Michigan Court of Appeals, 
with nearly two dozen cases that affect planning, 
zoning, and community development on the 
docket. This session will provide an update on 
these important cases, and also on a few pieces of 
legislation that affect our work as planners. 
Mark A. Wyckoff, FAICP, MSU Professor Emeritus, Planning & 
Zoning News

Keynotes and Highlights

Pat Coleman

Scott H. Allen

Interactive, facilitated networking  
to be announced!



• An Online Intensive in Land Use Training 
• A Certificate Course for Community Land Use Decision-Makers
• Interactive & engaging, this course is proven to increase job confidence and decision-making. 
• Taught by a team of statewide Michigan State University Extension Educators

The Citizen Planner Program consists of a six-session course leading to a certificate of completion awarded by MSU 
Extension. The course is intended for local appointed and elected officials, zoning administrators, and interested 
citizens. The program cost is $100 and includes the MSU Extension Citizen Planner Program; notebook with extensive 
handout materials.

Only people who register for the program (and pay the additional fee) can attend the Citizen Planner Program online 
sessions.  Citizen Planner Program attendees will receive a separate registration confirmation from MSUE staff that will 
provide a link for the citizen planner zoom classes.

Participants may also choose to pursue the Master Citizen Planner (MCP) credential by completing the entire course, 
passing a final exam, and delivering a capstone presentation to their community.

Michigan State University Extension Citizen Planner Program Schedule

Michigan State University Online Citizen Planner Program 
Special MAP Discounted Course Fee: $100 per person (in addition to the conference fee)  
Regularly $225! | Scholarships/reimbursement info available

Monday, October 5, 2020
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
MSU Extension Citizen Planner Session 1: 
Understanding the Planning and Zoning Context
Learn the legal sources and limitations of planning and 
zoning authority, and explore your understanding of 
ethical decision- making.

Wednesday, October 7, 2020 
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
MSU Extension Citizen Planner Session 2: Planning for 
the Future of Your Community 
Recognize the function and importance of a master plan, 
know the process for developing one and its relationship 
to zoning. 

Monday, October 12, 2020 
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
MSU Extension Citizen Planner Session 3: 
Implementing the Plan with Zoning
Discover the importance of zoning, learn how zoning 
is administered and gain confidence in your zoning 
reviews, including site plans.

Wednesday, October 14, 2020
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
MSU Extension Citizen Planner 4: Making Zoning 
Decisions
Learn how to adopt and amend a zoning ordinance, 
understand the role of the zoning board of appeals and 
obtain skills in basic property development methods.

Monday, October 19, 2020 
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
MSU Extension Citizen Planner 5:  Using Innovative 
Planning and Zoning
Strategize with placemaking and design-based solutions 
for local and regional success in the New Economy.

Wednesday, October 21, 2020 
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. 
MSU Extension Citizen Planner Session 6: Successfully 
Fulfilling Your Role
Strengthen your ethical decision-making skills, apply 
standards to your decision-making and know when to 
ask for help.



planningmichigan 2020 MAP’s First Virtual Conference  

Wednesday, October 7, 2020

8:30 a.m. - 9:15 a.m.
MAP Board of Directors Annual Meeting
Enjoy your favorite morning beverage during MAP’s Annual 
Meeting. Learn about the important work the MAP Board of 
Directors has been doing this past year, and meet the newest board 
members!

9:30 - 10:30 a.m.
Welcome / Opening Session / Fiscal and Economic Resiliency in 
Uncertain Times | 1 AICP CM
While there is considerable awareness of the costs of sprawl on 
the provision of infrastructure and services, fiscal and economic 
sustainability components are rarely addressed in most land use 
planning efforts across the United States. This session will address 
the differences between fiscal and economic impact analyses, 
discuss the elements of the fiscal equation, and their influence on 
the fiscal sustainability of growth. In addition, this session explores 
the fiscal implications of the current COVID-19 pandemic and the 
emerging trends that will have implications for local governments.
L. Carson Bise, AICP, President, Tischler Bise

10:30 - 11:00 a.m.
Live Question and Answer Session with Carson Bise, AICP  
.5 AICP CM

11:15 a.m. - 12:15 p.m.
Disruption Demands Determination | 1 AICP CM
Events that cause rapid and significant shifts in human behavior are 
often referred to as “disruptions.”  Disruptions can be technological, 
environmental or social, and we’ve experienced a trifecta in 2020.  
Debates about data during a pandemic, record high Great Lakes 
water levels and dam failures, and significant social activism and 
demands for racial justice all have ties to conversations about the 
role of government, bureaucrats, and public policy. Planners help 
residents, business owners, stakeholders and decision-makers 
find the patterns, think ahead, facilitate discussions, and leverage 
opportunities to more efficiently use limited resources to navigate 
the seas of change. This session will explore those “old” things that 
are “new” again, as well as emerging trends to help planners prepare 
clients and communities for what may come next.
Paul Lippens, AICP, NCI, McKenna; Suzanne Schulz, AICP, Progressive AE

11:15 a.m. - 12:15 p.m.
Quit (using the same old street design) | 1 AICP CM 
With many different users sharing the street right-of-way, how 
do you determine who gets priority? To assist communities and 
agencies in those discussions, SEMCOG and MDOT’s Metro 
and University Regions have developed a new toolkit to support 
multimodal and context-sensitive street design throughout 
Southeast Michigan. This session will describe the new tool and how 
to apply it in an interactive workshop.  
Jenya Abramovich, AICP,  SEMCOG; Mike Davis Jr., MDOT, University Region; 
 Cullen McCormick, Fehr & Peers; Brad Strader, AICP, PTP, MKSK

1:15 - 2:15 p.m.
Planning for Resiliency in Small Towns – Turning Blighted 
Properties into Community Assets | 1 AICP CM
Most communities have blighted properties that tarnish the 
municipal image, hinder economic development and tourism, and 
impact physical and environmental health.  By addressing blight, a 
community is viewed as vibrant and attractive which is so important 
in attracting new residents and reducing the outmigration of young 
people that seek that sense of place.  This session provides insights 
and tools to address problem properties and demonstrates how 
they can be converted into community assets such as apartments, 
workforce housing, restaurants, community centers, and parks. 
Case studies will be used throughout the session.
Trudy Galla, AICP, Leelanau County; Sabine Martin, CTOR Solutions;  
Jeff Hawkins, Envirologic 

1:15 - 2:15 p.m.
The Post-Pandemic Boom for Main Street Commerce   
1 AICP CM
Since the beginning of humanity, the retail experience has evolved 
to meet the ever changing needs of the public. This evolution has 
taken us from rural markets, to towns, cities, suburban shopping 
malls, big box mega stores, and to the internet. Since March, US 
retail and restaurant sales have declined by 50 percent, 50,000 stores 
have closed, and over 75 percent of shopping centers are forecast 
to close by 2025. What will retail shopping look like in the post-
Pandemic era, once people leave home again for their shopping 
experiences?  This timely session will explore the unexpected 
opportunities for Michigan small towns, cities and suburban 
commercial centers during these uncertain times.
Robert J. Gibbs, FASLA, AICP, Gibbs Planning Group

2:45 - 3:45  p.m. 
The Importance of Economic Development Marketing and 
Branding for Communities |  1 AICP CM
Many communities spend money developing a vision for their future 
and then turn to marketing agencies to tell their stories.  The result 
is destination brands that don’t connect the economic development 
goals and objectives with deliberate steps to brand and market 
communities to the decision-makers who will play a role in growing 
the local economy. Learn why it pays to approach the marketing and 
branding process from an economic development perspective that 
incorporates public engagement and positions communities to tell 
the right story to the right people.
Elena Moeller-Younger, CIB Planning; Justin Sprague, CIB Planning

2:45 - 3:45 p.m.
Tackling Stormwater Management Across a Regional Park 
System: Data Collection, Planning and Implementation 
1 AICP CM
The challenge: develop a stormwater management plan for the 
Huron-Clinton Metroparks, a 25,000-acre regional park system 
spread across 5 counties. The numbers: 94 miles of streambank, 
65 miles of shoreline, 191 outfalls and 600 culverts. The goal: full 
assessment, resulting in a list of prioritized projects. Bonus: identify 
an additional 64 acres of green infrastructure treatments. Learn how 
the Metroparks, working with OHM Advisors, successfully met the 
challenge in less than 18 months.
Nina Kelly, Huron-Clinton Metroparks ; Christine Spitzley, OHM Advisors



Thursday, October 8, 2020

9:00 - 10:00 a.m.
General Session | The Long Legacy and Harm of Public Policy 
1 AICP CM ETHICS
Richard Rothstein’s keynote presentation will offer a powerful 
historical view of American cities and the explicit discriminatory 
housing and education policies implemented at the local, state, 
and federal level that led to segregated and unequal communities. 
Rothstein is a Distinguished Fellow of the Economic Policy Institute 
and a Senior Fellow (emeritus) at the Thurgood Marshall Institute 
of the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, and author of The Color of 
Law: A Forgotten History of How Our Government Segregated 
America. This now classic book lays bare how government policies 
created inequities that continue today, and sets forth the regulatory 
fixes that can make right the errors of the past. 

10:00 - 10:30 a.m.
Live Question and Answer Session with Richard Rothstein  
.5 AICP CM ETHICS 

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.
How Government Segregated America and How Government 
Can Fix it | 1 AICP CM
Mr. Rothstein will discuss the role of planning and other 
governmental agencies in rewriting the policies that have 
profoundly impacted generations of People of Color, and how we 
can remedy the harm through thoughtful new laws and programs. 
Richard Rostein, Distinguished Fellow of the Economic Policy Institute and a Senior 
Fellow (emeritus) at the Thurgood Marshall Institute of the NAACP Legal Defense Fund

11:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.
MEDC and Community Partnerships: A Collaborative Approach 
to Leverage Technical Assistance and Capacity  
1 AICP CM
With a goal of using economic development strategies to promote 
overall community prosperity, a state program granted two 
rounds of technical assistance funding and one round of capacity 
enhancement to one “at risk” community per prosperity region. This 
presentation examines the major challenges that slowed growth 
and contributed to the communities’ at-risk status, and highlights 
the effects of additional staffing and support.  Communities’ 
perspectives on the benefits and shortcomings of this approach, as 
well as on state programs more generally, will be featured.
Michelle Parkkonen, Michigan Economic Development Corporation;  
Leah DuMouchel, Beckett & Raeder, Inc.; Sarah Teater, Community Economic 
Development Association of Michigan

1:00 - 2:00 p.m.
Cut the Commute: Zoning for Inclusivity and Affordability 
1 AICP CM
Grand Haven has emerged as one of Michigan’s most attractive 
cities to live, work, play, and learn, leading to challenges related to 
housing affordability, attainability, and accessibility. An Affordable 
Housing Task Force was deployed to develop housing solutions.  
Grand Haven’s process to  implement those recommendations 
was multi-faceted including robust community engagement and 
incremental zoning changes.  
Andrew Moore, AICP, Williams & Works; Ryan Kilpatrick, AICP, HousingNext; 
Jennifer Howland, AICP, City of Grand Haven 

1:00 - 2:00 p.m.
Demystifiying Tourism Planning | 1 AICP CM
While tourism is integral to the economies of many Michigan 
communities, very few incorporate locally-driven tourism strategies 
into their master plans. With a recent grant from the Michigan 
Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy, MAP 
identified a gap between traditional tourism marketing efforts and 
local master plan guidance for economic development, land use 
and public infrastructure, all of which provide the foundation for a 
beneficial tourism economy. The project resulted in MAP’s Master 
Planning for Tourism in Michigan, a resource to help communities 
to bridge this gap by using their master plans to identify and protect 
their unique tourism assets and balance economic opportunity 
with quality of life. This session will provide an overview of how the 
tourism industry operates, highlight the benefits of incorporating 
tourism into local and regional plans and introduce tools that 
communities can use to plan for their tourism economy.
Andy Northop, MSU Extension Tourism; Moderator: Wendy Rampson, AICP

2:30 - 3:30 p.m.
Virtual Community Engagement | 1 AICP CM
As our communities grapple with the ongoing impacts of COVID-19, 
new methods and tools for online and remote public engagement 
have been put to the test. At the same time, there has been a growing 
recognition of the need for more flexible, transparent, and equitable 
community engagement processes — a need that predates the 
pandemic and one that will remain after it is gone.
Kathleen Duffy, AICP, Smith Group; Ujijji Davis, Smith Group

2:30 - 3:30 p.m.
Pandemic Challenges to Regulatory Norms | 1 AICP CM 
In Spring 2020, communities across the state scrambled to identify 
actions they could take to help eating and drinking establishments 
to recover from three months of mandated COVID-19 closures and 
severe limitations on indoor dining. Temporary outdoor seating 
quickly took hold where there was enough room for adequate 
social separation and reduced exposure to COVID-19. Dozens of 
communities passed measures to suspend typical regulations 
in order to permit various forms of outdoor seating. Over the 
summer, communities gathered information on these outdoor 
seating experiments. This session explores these efforts, and the 
findings of a September survey that followed up on the community 
responses. The survey findings could influence the design and 
implementation of local responses that can support economic 
activity across Michigan before Spring 2021, when we may still be 
facing restrictions on gathering publically.
Elizabeth King, MEDC; John Wallace, City of Cadillac; Jerry Adams, Retired 
Community Planner; Kurt Schindler, MSUE Sr. Land Use Educator Emeritus;  
Mark A. Wyckoff, FAICP, MSU Professor Emeritus, Planning & Zoning News

4:00 - 5:00 p.m.
Be yourself. Know your community.  And have good regulations 
1 AICP CM
RuPaul once said, “Be yourself. Know your proportions. And have 
a good tailor.”  Communities need that same custom fit.  Rural 
communities are neither urban nor suburban.  They require 
solutions designed for them.  Learn about efforts in Weldon 
Township (in Benzie County) and others across Michigan that have 
had land use regulations tailored to fit their needs, reflecting how 
they actually want to use and regulate their land.
Elise Crafts, AICP, Statecraft; Adam C. Young, AICP, Wade Trim; Arthur F. Mullen, 
AICP, Wade Trim



4:00 - 5:00 p.m.
Rural Climate Health Planning in Michigan: The Marquette 
County Model Process | 1 ACIP CM
Marquette County is Michigan’s largest rural, coastal county.  The 
innovative Rural Climate Health Planning process was funded in 
part by the Centers of Disease Control and included design charrette 
techniques and a multi- disciplinary team. With funding from 
the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), local citizens and officials 
addressed critical health impacts of climate change and adaptation 
responses, particularly for vulnerable populations.
Presenters will discuss the planning process and planning responses 
for vector-borne diseases (e.g. ticks), increased air pollution from 
wildfires, extreme events and water related droughts and floods.
Aaron Ferguson, MI Department of Health and Human Services; Brad Neumann, 
AICP, MSU Extension; Wayne R. Beyea, JD, AICP, Michigan State University

Friday, October 9, 2020

9:00 - 10:15 a.m.
Winter is Coming | 1.25 AICP CM
While it is easy to get outside and socially distance during the warm 
weather months, winter is coming, and along with it cold, dark, 
and snowy weather. Experts predict that COVID-19 will be with us 
the the foreseeable future, so business owners and policy makers 
must look at increasing opportunities for outdoor recreation, active 
mobility, and community space.  Encouraging outdoor activity 
and socialization will be key to the safety and sanity of Michigan 
residents in the coming months.  This session highlights successful 
programs and policies implementd by planners and policymakers 
who embrace the cold, and create excitement about being outside in 
Winter Cities.
Patrick Coleman, AICP, Winter Cities Institute, North of 45 LLC; Isla Tanaka, City of 
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada; Amanda O’Rourke, 8 80 Cities, Toronto, Ontario, Canada; 
Scott H. Allen, AICP, City of Eau Claire, WI

10:30 - 11:30 a.m.
Considering Racial and Health Equity in City Planning 
1 AICP CM
Social Determinants of Health (SDOH) are the conditions in the 
places where we live, learn, work, and play that affect our health 
risks and outcomes. Planning plays an important role in creating 
the factors that promote or provide barriers to healthy lifestyles. 
This presentation will emphasize how SDOH should be considered 
in planning decisions and demonstrate how public health 
organizations and nonprofits can be important allies to planners.
Bianca Caldwell, National Kidney Foundation of Michigan;Theresa Tejada, National 
Kidney Foundation of Michigan; Sarah Teater, Community Economic Development 
Association of Michigan

10:30 - 11:30 a.m.
COVID-19, Planning and Food: How Relationships and Policy 
Helped During the Pandemic
The COVID-19 pandemic challenged our communities, including our 
food systems.  This session explores the fragility of the businesses 
and organizations that bring food to our tables, how relationships 
and policies impacted a local planner, and what policies need to 
change in the future to assist in the recovery and the resilience of 
our farmers, food processers, and distributers.  Join us to hear and 
share food stories, but also to directly influence the Michigan Good 
Food Charter, a statewide policy document.
Megan Masson-Minock AICP, Carlisle Wortman Associates and the Michigan Local Food 
Council Network Lindsey Scalera, MSU Center for Regional Food Systems; 
Rachael Pressley, Western U.P. Planning & Development Region and the Western U.P. 
Food Systems Council

12:00 - 1:30 p.m.
Law Update | AICP CM 1.5 Law
It has been a very busy year for the Michigan Supreme Court and 
Michigan Court of Appeals, with nearly two dozen cases that affect 
planning, zoning, and community development on the docket.  This 
session will provide an update on these important cases, and also on 
a few pieces of legislation that affect our work as planners.
Mark A. Wyckoff, FAICP, MSU Professor Emeritus, Planning & Zoning News; 
Moderator: Mary Reilly, AICP, MSU Extension



Wednesday, October 7

planningmichigan 2020 Conference at a Glance

 8:30 – 9:15 AM MAP Board of Directors Annual Meeting

 9:30 – 11 AM  Welcome/ Opening Session / Fiscal and Economic Resiliency in Uncertain Times

 11:15 AM – 12:15 PM Disruption Demands Determination 

   Quit (using the same old street design)

 12:15 - 1:15 PM  Lunch Break

 1:15 - 2:15 PM  The Post-Pandemic Boom for Main Street Commerce

   Planning for Resiliency in Small Towns – Turning Blighted Properties into Community Assets

   Interactive Facilitated Session

 2:45 - 3:45 PM  The Importance of Economic Development Marketing and Branding for Communities

   Tackling Stormwater Management Across a Regional Park System: Data Collection, Planning & Implementation

   Facilitated Networking

 6 – 7:30 PM  Emerging Planning Professions (EPP) Committee Trivia

 4 – 5 PM   Coffee | Cocktails | Conversation |COVID

 9 – 10 AM  General Session | The Long Legacy and Harm of Public Policy 

 10 – 10:30 AM  Live Question and Answer Session with Richard Rothstein

 11 AM – 12:00 PM Live Breakout with Richard Rothstein

   MEDC & Community Partnerships: A Collaborative Approach to Leverage Technical Assistance and Capacity

 12:00 - 1:00 PM Lunch Break

 1:00 - 2:00 PM Cut the Commute: Zoning for Inclusivity and Affordability

   Demystifying Tourism

   Interactive Facilitated Sessions

 2:30 - 3:30 PM Virtual Community Engagement

   Pandemic Challenges to Regulatory Norms

 4:00 - 5:00 PM Be yourself. Know your community.  And have good regulations.

   Rural Climate Health Planning in Michigan: The Marquette County Model Process

 6:00 PM  University Receptions

 9 – 10:15 AM  Opening Session: Winter is Coming

 10:30 – 11:30 AM Considering Racial and Health Equity in City Planning

   COVID-19, Planning & Food: How Relationships & Policy Helped During the Pandemic

   Interactive Facilitated Sessions

 12 – 1:30 PM  Law Update

Thursday, October 8

Friday, October 9



Payment Information  

Method of Payment:     Check Enclosed         Visa          MasterCard            Please Invoice Me

Credit Card Number:     Expiration date:  _____________

Security Code: _______________________  Card Holder’s Name: _______________________________________________

Signature: _____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Make checks payable to Michigan Association of Planning | 1919 W. Stadium, Suite 4, Ann Arbor, Mi 48103 
Fax to (734) 913-2061

Conference Registration 
Includes conference educational sessions that will be accessible 
virtually October 7-9 and for one year after the event (the MSUE Citizen 
Planner program is an additional charge).

Michigan State University Extension Citizen Planner Program 
Six Citizen Planner virtual sessions and handouts. Sessions only open to 
individuals that sign up for the MSUE Citizen Planner Program.

Join MAP 
Individuals can join and pay the discounted member rate. Student 
membership is free: contact the American Planning Association.

Trivia Night
(funds will be dedicated to MAP Memorial Scholarship Fund) 

   Early bird Regular rate

 9/20  9/22 – 10/7

	  Member  $185 $205 

  Non-member*  $245 $265 

  Student Member  $30 $35 

TOTAL $ 

Registrant Information

Name:  _____________________________________________________________________ Credentials: (AICP, PE)  ____________________

Title:  ___________________________________________  Municipality:  _______________________________________________________

Address:  ___________________________________  City:  ______________________________  Zip Code:  _____________  State:  _______

Daytime Phone:  ____________________________  Email:  __________________________________________________________________

*By registering for the Planning Michigan Conference as a non-member, MAP will provide you with a complimentary one-year MAP 
membership. If you are not interested in a complimentary MAP membership, please check this box       

Student Member Rate: The purpose of this discount is to make the conference affordable for student members. MAP recognizes the 
importance of the conference to give students a jump-start on their career. 

This fee is in addition to the 
conference registration fee

$100

$60
MAP membership

www.planning.org  
or 312-431-9100

$10

planningmichigan 2020 Registration  

(Please complete one form for each attendee)
Forms may be faxed to: (734) 913-2061, sent via email to: info@planningmi.org,  
or mailed to: 1919 West Stadium Boulevard, Suite 4, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 48103

Celebrating
75 Years

75Years

75Years

YEARS

Years

75 Years

75 Years

Pins:
Square 3/4”x3/4”
Oval 1”x3/4”

Click here to register online! Questions? Call MAP at 734-913-2000

https://www.planningmi.org/planning-conference-2020-home
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Angled Reflector (AD)
LSI Abolite® LED Angled Reflector

FEATURES & SPECIFICATIONS

Construction
• Heavy gauge spun galvanized steel with 

a thermally cured high quality polyester 
powder coat finish.

• Integrated power supply built into the 
fixture allowing the RLM to be connected 
directly to line voltage.

• Manufactured in the USA

Optical System

• Available in 4000K, 3500K, 3000K, and 
2700K color temperatures

• Glass Globe required for outdoor 
applications

• Minimum CRI of 80

Electrical

• Standard Universal Voltage (120-277 Vac) 
Input 50/60Hz

• 0-10V dimming, 5% standard

• Operating Temperature -30° to +50°C 
(-22°F to +122°F)

Installation 

• Fixed hub tapped for 3/4” NPT conduit.

• Pre-wired with 96” leads standard.

• Suitable for gooseneck mounting 
applications.

• Not designed for uplight applications.

Warranty

• LSI fixtures carry a limited 5-year warranty.

• Complete warranty terms located at: 
https://www.lsi-industries.com/resources/
terms-and-warranty.aspx.

Listings

• UL Listed

• Suitable for wet locations

OVERVIEW

Lumen Range 1,250 - 1,700

CCT 27/30/35/40K

Wattage Range 9.3 - 12.8

QUICK LINKS

Ordering Guide Performance Photometrics Dimensions

wet location

https://www.lsi-industries.com/resources/terms-and-warranty.aspx
https://www.lsi-industries.com/resources/terms-and-warranty.aspx
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LSI Abolite® LED Angled Reflector

ORDERING GUIDE Back to Quick Links

Prefix Lumen Package Voltage Color Temp Lens1 Finish Mounting Options

AD 100 

AD 150 

AD 200

12L - 1250 lms
15L - 1500 lms
17L - 1700 lms

UNV - Universal Voltage (120/227V) 40 - 4,000K 
35 - 3,500K 
30 - 3,000K 
27 - 2,700K

Blank - Flat lens (indoor only)
CGG6 - Clear Glass Globe 6-3/4” 
FGG6 - Frosted Glass Globe 6-3/4” 
PGG6 - Prismatic Glass Globe 6-3/4”

MSV - Metallic Silver 
GWT - Gloss White 
GBK - Gloss Black 
GRD - Gloss Red 
GPT - Textured Graphite 
RUS - Textured Rust 
SCP - Satin Copper 
STQ - Satin Turquoise 
SVG - Satin Verde Green

LDS96WL- Prewired leads. For use with stem or bracket mounting in wet 
or indoor locations.

TYPICAL ORDER EXAMPLE: AD    150    17L    UNV    35    GPT    LDS96WL

Accessory Ordering Information
CANOPY ORDERING INFORMATION (Accessories are field installed)  
Description Order Number
3/4" (19mm) Tap Decorative Box Cover Aligner - Gloss White  BC600 3 GWT

3/4" (19mm) Tap Round Box Cover Aligner - Zinc BC585 ZINC

3/4" (19mm) Tap Square Box Cover Aligner - Zinc BC585SQ ZINC

GLOBE GUARD ORDERING INFORMATION (Accessories are field installed)  
Description Order Number
6-3/4" Cast Aluminum Globe Guard GGDC6

6-3/4" Wire Globe Guard GGW6

WALL BRACKETS ORDERING INFORMATION (Accessories are field installed) 
Description Order Number
Contemporary Wall Bracket - Medium - Gloss White CWBM 1 GWT

Contemporary Wall Bracket - Long - Gloss White CWBL 1 GWT

Contemporary Wall Box - Gloss White CRB GWT

Wall Plate Bracket* CA5 GWT

GOOSE NECK BRACKETS ORDERING INFORMATION (Accessories are field installed)
Description Order Number
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB A 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB B 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB C 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB E 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB F 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB G 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB H 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB K 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB P 3 GWT
3/4" (19mm) Aluminum Gooseneck Bracket - Gloss White GB U 3 GWT

STEM ORDERING INFORMATION (Accessories are field installed)
Description Order Number
3/4" x 3" (19mm x 76mm) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 3 3 GWT

3/4" x 6" (19mm x 152mm) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 6 3 GWT

3/4" x 12" (19mm x .4m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 12 3 GWT

3/4" x 18" (19mm x .5m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 18 3 GWT

3/4" x 24" (19mm x .6m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 24 3 GWT

3/4" x 36" (19mm x .9m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 36 3 GWT

3/4" x 48" (19mm x 1.2m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 48 3 GWT

3/4" x 60" (19mm x 1.5m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 60 3 GWT

3/4" x 72" (19mm x 1.8m) Aluminum Stem - Gloss White ST 72 3 GWT

3/4" (19mm) Alum. Stem Coupler - Gloss White COP 3 GWT

1. Flat lens for indoor applications only. Globe required for outdoor applications         

Standard BC600 finish is Gloss White Powder; other RLM colors available.  

Standard finish is Natural Aluminum; other RLM colors available

Standard finish is Gloss White Powder; other RLM colors available.
CA5 to be ordered for Stem mount applications.

Standard finish is Gloss White Powder; other RLM colors available.
CA5 to be ordered for Stem mount applications.

PERFORMANCE Back to Quick Links

DELIVERED LUMENS

Lumen 
Package CRI

2700K 3000K 3500K 4000K 
WattageDelivered 

Lumens Efficacy BUG Rating Delivered 
Lumens Efficacy BUG Rating Delivered 

Lumens Efficacy BUG Rating Delivered 
Lumens Efficacy BUG Rating

12L

80

1162 126 B1-U2-G1 1294 141 B1-U1-G1 1152 125 B1-U1-G1 1150 125 B1-U1-G1 9.3

15L 1403 128 B1-U2-G1 1563 143 B1-U2-G1 1391 127 B1-U1-G1 1389 127 B1-U1-G1 10.9

17L 1587 124 B1-U2-G1 1768 138 B1-U2-G1 1574 123 B1-U2-G1 1571 123 B1-U2-G1 12.8

ELECTRICAL DATA* 

Lumen Package Wattage 120V 208V 240V 277V

12L 9.3 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.03

15L 10.9 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.04

17L 12.8 0.11 0.06 0.05 0.05

*Electrical data at 25C (77F). Actual wattage may differ by +/-10%. 

*Photometric performance values shown are representative with flat lens option. Alternate glass globe option outputs will vary. Consult factory.     
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LSI Abolite® LED Angled Reflector

PRODUCT DIMENSIONS Back to Quick Links

Prefix Height (A) Diameter (B) Neck (C) Weight (lbs./kg.)

AD100 10" (254mm) 7" (178mm) 5" (127mm) 2.0 (.9kg)

AD150 11-1/2" (292mm) 9" (229mm) 5-1/4" (133mm) 2.0 (.9kg)

AD200 13-1/2" (343mm) 11" (279mm) 5-1/2" (140mm) 2.5 (1.1kg)
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(20mm)

3/4 (20mm)

3/4
(20mm)

8 (203mm)

8 (203mm)

8 1/8 (205mm)

8 1/8 (205mm)

1 (27mm) O.D.
4 3/4 (120mm)

4 3/4 (120mm)

4 3/4
(120mm)

4 3/4
(120mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

1 7/8 (46mm)

6 5/8
(169mm)

46°
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1 (27mm) O.D.

48 1/4 (1226mm)

32 5/8
(829mm)

46°

3/4-14 NPT

13 3/4
(349mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

10 7/8
(276mm)

1 (27mm) O.D.

13
(335mm)

29 7/8 (758mm)

90°

3/4-14 NPT
14 7/8 (378mm)

12 1/8
(309mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

2 1/2
(65mm) 9 3/4

(249mm)

3/4
(20mm)

3/4-14 NPT

24 3/4 (629mm)
1 (27mm) O.D.

Brackets are finished in gloss white powder, other optional colors are available. All brackets suitable for use in wet locations, and mounts to recessed 4” 
octagon box (by others). Fixtures used in wet locations must be specified “WL” separately. To order, specify catalog number indicated.  
NOTE:  Brackets feature 3/4" stems which slip fit into wall plate (wall end is unthreaded).  Conduit may be cut down (in the field by other) to shorten bracket length.  CA5 wall plate 
included with all goosenecks.  

GB A 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB B 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB C 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features 
rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB D 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. 
Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" 
octagonal box (by other). The bracket features a gloss white 
powder finish.

ARRA
Funding Compliant

LSI ABOLITE GOOSENECK AND WALL BRACKETS

10/22/15
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(120mm)

4 3/4 (120mm)

4 3/4 (120mm)

3/4-14 NPT
3/4-14 NPT

1 7/8
(46mm)

1 (27mm) O.D.

1 (27mm) O.D.

1 (27mm) O.D.17 1/2
(445mm)

40 1/4
(1022mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

1 7/8
(46mm)

25 1/4 (641mm)

29 (737mm)

1 (27mm) O.D.

22 1/4
(564mm)

54 1/4 (1378mm)

5 3/4 (145mm) 23 (585mm)

27 3/8 (695mm)

32 1/4 (819mm)

39 3/4 (1010mm)

3/4-14 NPT

3/4-14 NPT

11 1/2
(291mm)

14 1/2 (370mm)

14 (356mm)

8 1/8 (205mm)

6 5/8
(169mm)

46°

22 1/4 (565mm)

Brackets are finished in gloss white powder, other optional colors are available. All brackets suitable for use in wet locations, and mounts to recessed 4” 
octagon box (by others).  Fixtures used in wet locations must be specified “WL” separately. To order, specify catalog number indicated.  
NOTE:  Brackets feature 3/4" stems which slip fit into wall plate (wall end is unthreaded).  Conduit may be cut down (in the field by other) to shorten bracket length.  CA5 wall plate 
included with all goosenecks.  

GB E 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall 
Bracket.  Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which 
fits 4" octagonal box (by other). The bracket is designed 
to be mounted to a horizontal surface, but could also be 
mounted to a wall. The bracket features a gloss white 
powder finish.

GB F 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features 
rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB G 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other). 
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB H 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

ARRA
Funding Compliant

LSI ABOLITE GOOSENECK AND WALL BRACKETS

IN
D

O
O

R

10/22/15

340



© 2015 
LSI INDUSTRIES INC.

Project Name                     Fixture Type

Catalog #
© 2015 

LSI INDUSTRIES INC.

Project Name                     Fixture Type

Catalog #

38 1/2 (977mm)

37-1/2"
(953mm)

1-3/8" (35mm)

3/4"  NPT

4 3/4
(120mm)

1 O.D. (27mm)

1 O.D. (27mm)

1 7/8 (46mm)
2 1/2 (62mm)

25 1/8 (639mm)
7 (177mm)

3/4
(20mm)

3/4
(20mm)

3/4
(20mm)

12 5/8
(320mm)

3/4-14 NPT

3/4-14 NPT

3/4-14 NPT

12 1/8
(307mm)

4 3/4 (120mm)

4 3/4 (120mm)

12 3/8 (313mm)

1 7/8 (46mm)

1 7/8 (46mm)

3 1/4 (82mm)

36 1/4 (921mm)

39 7/8 (1011mm)
41 1/4 (1048mm)

8 5/8 (217mm)

ABOLITE

LIGHTING

3-1/2"
(89mm)

1-3/4"
(44mm)

3/16" 
(5mm) Holes

Accepts 3/4" Conduit

3/8" Set Screws

4-3/4"
(121mm)

LSI ABOLITE GOOSENECK AND WALL BRACKETS
GB K 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket.  
Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal 
box (by other). The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB J 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket.  
Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal 
box (by other). The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

GB P 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other).  
The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

Replacement CA 5 - Gloss white powder finish (other colors 
available). Part number 102962GWT. Catalog description - 
Kit CA5 GB MTG CLR.
•  Mounts to recessed 4” octagon box (by others).

GB U 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket.  
Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal 
box (by other). The bracket features a gloss white powder finish.

ARRA
Funding Compliant

10/22/15
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LSI ABOLITE GOOSENECK AND WALL BRACKETS
CWBM 1 GWT and CWBL 1 GWT - Contemporary Wall Bracket with gloss white powder finish. 

ARRA
Funding Compliant

18-1/4"
(464mm)

6" (152mm)

9"
(229mm)

5"
(127mm)

Mounting Hole Centers

4" (102mm)

23-7/8"
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19-3/4"
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8" 
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23"
(584mm)

20"
(508mm)
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4"
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(356mm)

CWBM 1 GWT CWBL 1 GWT 
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MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

 

Subject: SP-03-20; 3241 and 3249 W. Twelve Mile Rd. – Amici’s Façade Change 

Date:  September 13, 2020  

 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

Tim Kenrick, the owner of Amici’s Kitchen and Living Room is proposing a façade change at the pizzeria 

and restaurant at 3241 and 3249 W. Twelve Mile Rd. 

The existing façade of the restaurant looks like two separate storefronts, instead of one united business. 

The façade on 3241 W. Twelve Mile Rd is composed of brick, while the façade on 3249 W. Twelve Mile 

Rd is stone. Each has expansive windows and a individual entrance from the sidewalk, however, the 

doorway at 3241 W. Twelve Mile Rd has not been in use for many years. 

The proposed façade change, provided by the applicant, includes a change in façade materials, as well 

as removal of a doorway. The applicant is proposing to remove the stone and the metal awning and 

replace with a painted brick veneer and a new canvas awning across the entire facade. The proposed 

change will give continuity to the building so it appears as one business, instead of two separate 

unrelated entitites.  

No other site improvements or changes are proposed that would impact vehicular or pedestrian access, 

safety, or parking requirements. 

ZONING/LAND USE 

The surrounding properties include residential, commercial, and office. 

Property Occupant Land Use Zoning District 

Subject site 
Amici’s Pizza and Living 
Room 

Restaurant Downtown District 

North Odd Fellows Antiques Retail Downtown District 

East Sweet Essentials Bakery Downtown District 
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South Parking Parking Parking District 

West Step Up Salon Hair Salon Downtown District 

 

STANDARD FOR REVIEW 

The proposed façade change at 3241 and 3249 W. Twelve Mile requires review and approval of the site 

plan by the Planning Commission. 

The six (6) standards for granting site plan approval are set forth in Section 138-679 of the Zoning 

Ordinance. We have reviewed the proposal for the façade change with respect to these standards and 

offer the following findings: 

1. The site meets the requirements of this Code.  

 

Window Coverage 

Section 138-447(a) requires that a building that fronts a street shall be composed of a minimum 

of 40 percent and a maximum of 80 percent windows. Based on the total façade area, 592 sq. ft., 

the required window covage must be 237 sq. ft. – 474 sq. ft. The applicant is proposing a total 

window coverage of 274 sq. ft., which is approximately 46% window coverage, and satisfies this 

condition. 

 

Building Entrance 

Section 138-447(b) requires that a building elevation that fronts a street shall contain an entrance. 

While one doorway is proposed to be removed, the main entrance will remain in its current place 

fronting on Twelve Mile Rd.  

 

Height 

The height of the structure is not proposed to be increased and is in compliance with the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

 

2. The proposed development does not create adverse effects on public utilities, roads, or 

sidewalks. 

 

The proposed façade change will not have an impact on public utilities, roads or sidewalks. 

 

3. Pedestrian and vehicular areas are designed for safety, conveneience, and compliment 

adjacent site design. 

 

The pedestrian and vehicular areas will not be impacted or changed as part of this application. 
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4. Site design, architecture, signs, orientation, and materials are consistent with the city’s 

master plan objectives and the design of the neighboring sites and buildings. 

 

The proposed façade change includes alterations of architecture and façade materials. The 

applicant is proposing to remove an existing doorway and remove all stone façade materials from 

the east façade and replace with brick.  

 

The applicant should provide a sample of materials for Planning Commission consideration. 

 

The DDA Design Committee has reviewed the site plan for the proposed façade change. The 

DDA Executive Director has provided a separate letter reporting the Committee’s findings. It is 

attached for your consideration. 

 

The applicant is also proposing a change in signage. A separate sign permit must be submitted to 

the Building Department and approved prior to installation.  

 

5. Landscaping, lighting, dumpster enclosures, and other site amenities are provided where 

appropriate and in a complementary fashion. 

 

No changes in landscaping or site design are proposed with this application. 

 

6. Site engineering has been provided to ensure that existing utilities will not be adversely 

affected. 

 

DPW has submitted a review letter under separate cover. It is attached for your reference. Any 

outstanding issues as noted by DPW shall be addressed prior to building permits being issued. 

 

Full engineering review is not required for a façade change project. 

 

SUMMARY  

We are excited for the façade change at 3249 W. Twelve Mile and think that the cohesive design and 

removal of the east doorway will create a welcoming entrance to the restaurant and enhance the Twelve 

Mile corridor.  

Based on the submitted plans, we recommend approval of the site plan with the following conditions: 

1. The two properties should be combined with one parcel number and one address. 

2. Final site plan approval from DPW, Fire Marshal, and Community Development Departments. 
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 

Erin Schlutow 

Community Development Director 

 

 

 

c:  Matthew Baumgarten, City Manager 

  Victoria Mitchell, City Clerk 

  John Staran, City Attorney 

  Derrick Schueller, DPW Director 

  Jennifer Finney, DDA Executive Director 

  Matt Koehn, DPS Director 

  Pete Kelly, Fire Marshal 

  David Reily, Building Official 

  Kim Anderson, Building Clerk 

  Tim Kenrick, tkenrick@yahoo.com 

  Keith Logsdon, keith@mwa-architects.com 



  

To:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director (via email) 
  Kim Anderson, Community Development (via email) 
 
Cc:  Shawn Young, DPW Foreman (via email) 

From:  Derrick Schueller, DPW Director  

Date:  September 17, 2020 

Subject:  Proposed Façade Change-Amici’s Pizza 
  Plan Review #1 
  3241 & 3249 12 Mile 

We have reviewed the plans provided by the Community Development Department and prepared by Michael Willoughby 
& Associates dated September 11, 2020.  Please find below our comments: 

1. The site has two separate parcels and unique Tax ID numbers.  A lot combination shall be made to combine 
the accounts with a single address (3249 12 Mile). 

2. The existing dumpster and recycling containers for the restaurant currently reside in the public alleyway.  This 
restricts alley circulation and hinders maintenance activities.  

3. Existing downspouts shall be maintained to splash on-grade. 

4. While the total site impervious area is not changing, the combination of 3241 and 3249 may result in changes 
to the stormwater ERU calculation.  This figure will be re-evaluated at a later date and reflected on a future 
quarterly utility bill. 

Feel free to call with any questions or concerns.  Thank you. 

DLS 
 

Dept. of Public Works 



September 16, 2020

To The City of Berkley Planning Commission:

On behalf of the Downtown Development Authority (DDA) Design Committee and DDA Board, this letter is to
express the DDA's approval of Amici's Kitchen and Living Room proposed facade change. 

The Design Committee met on September 2, 2020, and reviewed the proposed change submitted by Tim
Kenrick, business and property owner of Amici's Kitchen and Living Room. In this review process, the Design
Committee noted the extensive changes (removal of stone, addition of brick, new windows, paint, new
awning, and lighting), and deemed Amici's Kitchen and Living Room eligible for Tier 3 funding of the DDA's
Facade Grant Program. Tier 3 is defined as "Up to $5,000 for paint, signage, awnings, lighting, glazing,
historic building renovations/restoration, and other significant building enhancements".

After determining the tier level that Amici's Kitchen and Living Room would be eligible for, the Design
Committee noted that the proposed facade change does meet the requirements of the DDA Design
Guidelines, a document that this committee uses as a guide for all facade changes that go through the DDA
Facade Grant Program. While it meets the requirements and the Design Committee agreed that it's a great
improvement to the existing facade, there was some concern over the fact that this new facade might blend
in and not appear to be a restaurant but rather a retailer. With all facade improvements, the Design
Committee likes to ensure that it will benefit the business and enhance the downtown. 

After a detailed review and discussion, the Design Committee decided to award a $5,000 facade grant if Tim
agreed to add a mural (through the DDA's Mural Program) to the exterior of his building that faces 12 Mile
Road. The Design Committee felt that adding a mural would hep to add some color and character to the
facade along with helping to distinguish Amici's as a restaurant. Immediately following the Design
Committee, I spoke to Tim and he agreed that after this facade project is over, he would work with the DDA
to add a mural to the exact spot that the Design Committee is recommending. 

On September 9, 2020, the DDA Board held it's regular September Meeting, and reviewed Amici's Kitchen
and Living Room proposed facade change and the recommendation from the Design Committee. The Board
unanimously approved Amici's Facade Grant for $5,000 as they all agreed with the Design Committee that
this facade improvement (with the addition of the mural) enhances both Amici's Kitchen and Living Room
and the downtown.

Please feel free to reach out to me with any questions about this proposed facade change or the DDA's
Facade Grant Program.

Thank you,
Jennifer Finney
Executive Director, DDA
jfinney@berkleymich.net
248-752-0589



 
   
   

 

   

MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

Subject: Parking Requirement Modification during Site Plan Review 

Date:  September 10, 2020 

At the August 25, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission directed staff to set the public hearing for 

proposed text amendment related to parking requirement modifications. The new ordinance would grant 

the Planning Commission the authority to reduce a numerical parking requirement during site plan review, 

provided that applicant provide sufficient information or data to support the request.  

In the course of our discussions, I have reviewed ordinances of several surrounding and comparable 

communities in southeast Michigan to analyze how other municipalities have permitted the Planning 

Commission to grant off-street parking modifications or deviations from the Zoning Ordinance during site 

plan review. I have also included an analysis on the three most recent site plans that were reviewed and 

approved by the Planning Commission and the numerical parking reduction that would have been 

applicable in each case. They include: KinderCare (1695 Twelve Mile), AquaTots (2485 Coolidge), and 

La Salette (2219 Coolidge). 

As we have previously discussed, it is common for a planning commission to have the authority to modify 

a parking requirement during the site plan review process. It would be the responsibility of the applicant to 

make such request and demonstrate and provide evidence that the parking requirement in the Zoning 

Ordinance does not fit the proposed use of the building. 

 

Modifications of parking requirements during site plan review 

The long, narrow design of the commercial corridors with shallow parcels has been problematic for 

potential business owners looking to make a home in Berkley. Oftentimes, the size of the properties does 

not allow for the required minimum on-site parking to serve each individual business. While there are 

provisions in the Zoning Ordinance that permits shared parking agreements between properties as well 

as eliminating parking requirements for properties within 500 ft. of a municipal parking lot, there are still 

issues that are hindering occupancy of vacant commercial properties. 

 

I recommend discussing an ordinance amendment that would give the Planning Commission the authority 

to grant modifications or deviations to parking requirements during site plan review. This flexible approach 

to development can provide business owners opportunities in Berkley that may have been deemed too 

difficult in the past. 
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Requests for parking requirement modifications would encourage an applicant to review and analyze the 

proposed project and think critically about alternatives that would benefit the community. It has proven a 

useful tool in other communities where land for development is scarce and has garnered positive 

pedestrian and bicycle transit opportunities. Communities have approached the topic of off-street parking 

modification request in different ways. 

Community Comparison 

Below is a table summary of what is permitted by surrounding and comparable communities. The full 

ordinance text for each community is provided in separate letter. 

 

Municipality Approval  Determination to Modify Numerical Parking 
Requirements 

   

Clawson Planning 
Commission 

CMD-1 District Only 
Seven (7) standards of review 

Ferndale Planning 
Commission 

Five (5) standards of review 

Hazel Park Planning 
Commission 

Evidence that there will be lower demand for parking 
due to one of four factors 
 

Lake Orion Planning 
Commission 

May grant lesser number of parking spaces as part of a 
shared parking between multiple uses 

Lyon Township Planning 
Commission 

Evidence that another standard would be more 
reasonable, due to level of current or future 
employment, level of current or future customer traffic 

Madison Heights Site Plan 
Review 
Committee 

Surplus parking “land banked” and banked area to be 
landscaped. To be constructed as parking if needed in 
the future. 

Plymouth Planning 
Commission 

Evidence that another standard would be more 
reasonable, due to level of current or future 
employment, level of current or future customer traffic 

Rochester Hills Planning 
Commission 

Evidence that another standard would be more 
reasonable because of the level of current or future 
employment or customer traffic. May attach conditions 
of approval. 

Royal Oak Zoning 
Administrator 
 
Planning 
Commission 

Minimum parking requirements deemed excessive for 
use. No more than 10% of the required parking may be 
waived. Does not run with land. 
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Land banking up to 20% of required parking spaces 
through special land use process 

Troy Planning 
Commission 

Evidence that sufficient number of parking spaces are 
provided to accommodate characteristics of the 
intended use, usually a parking study. May be 
considered separately with no other concurrent request 
(site plan review) 

 

As noted above, every community has a different approach as to how to allow such requests. Some 

require the applicant to satisfy specific standards related to the request (Ferndale, Clawson), and others 

have left it fairly open to allow the applicant to make their case to the PC (Lyon, Plymouth, Hazel Park).  

 

However, not every community allows for a modification of off-street parking requirements within the 

Zoning Ordinance. Birmingham, Southfield, and Oak Park do not allow for such deviations. 

 

Off-Street Parking Modification Examples 

One of the concerns regarding a parking modification is a limit or cap to the number or percentage 

allowed to be reduced. During our previous discussions, a 10% cap was suggested. The City Attorney 

has reviewed the language and has also suggested a numerical or percentage cap. 

 

In order to provide context to the requests, below is a summary of the parking requirements and potential 

parking modification requests based on a 10% maximum modification. Please note, the below table 

demonstrates the maximum allowable spaces to be reduced and does not indicate that the maximum 

reduction would be permitted in each case. 

 

Project Address Required Parking Parking Provided Modification 

Kindercare 
 
Bldg. also 
includes office and 
medical office 

1695 Twelve Mile 
Rd 

185 spaces 121 spaces on-site 
+ shared parking 
agreement 

19 spaces 

AquaTots 
 
Development 
includes two retail 
and one 
restaurant with 
outdoor dining 

2485 Coolidge 74 spaces 77 spaces 7 spaces 
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La Salette 
Residential  
 
55 units;  
7 studio 
41 one-bedroom 
7 two-bedroom 

2219 Coolidge  108 spaces 109 spaces 11 spaces 

 

 

While each of the above cases may not have warranted granting a parking modification request, it would 

be beneficial to have the opportunity to review such requests and determine whether it would be better 

suited for a development and a community to have additional green space or buffer area between 

residential properties than to meet the parking requirement. 

Summary 

Any request for a parking modification would be thoroughly vetted by city staff prior to review by Planning 

Commission to determine the feasibility and practicality of such request. It is not the intent to reduce 

parking requirements across the community, as that would undermine the authority of the parking 

standards in the Zoning Ordinance. The ability to modify or deviate off-street parking requirements, in 

limited circumstances, gives some flexibility for development in the community with the intended 

opportunity to enhance the aesthetic appeal of the property. 

I have included proposed language for the Zoning Ordinance text amendment that would grant the 

Planning Commission the authority to modify parking requirements.  

After the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council 

related to the proposed ordinance. We request that that Planning Commission recommend approval of 

the proposed ordinance to City Council. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 

Erin Schlutow 
Community Development Director 
  



 
   
   

 

 
 
 
   

MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

 

Subject: Community Comparison – Parking Modifications 

Date:  July 20, 2020 

Lyon Township – Section 14.01(C)(8) 

Minimum number of spaces for each use. The amount of required off-street parking space shall 

be determined in accordance with the schedule. The planning commission may modify the 

numerical requirements for off-street parking, based on evidence that another standard would be 

more reasonable, because of the level of current or future employment and/or level of current or 

future customer traffic. 

 

 

City of Ferndale – Section 24-223(g) 

Reduction of parking requirements. The planning commission may reduce the parking 

requirements based upon a finding that there will be a lower demand for parking due to one or 

more of the following factors: 

 

(1) Shared parking by multiple uses with peak parking demands during differing 

times of the day or days of the week; 

(2) Convenient municipal off-street parking or on-street spaces are located within 

500 feet that have the capacity to handle additional parking; 

(3) Expectation of walk-in business due to sidewalk connections to adjacent 

residential neighborhoods or employment centers. The site design incorporates 

pedestrian connections to the site and on-site pedestrian circulation providing 

safe and convenient access to the building entrance; 

(4) Availability of other forms of travel such as transit. The planning commission may 

require that the site design incorporates transit stops, pedestrian connections to 

nearby transit stops or enhanced bicycle parking facilities; 

(5) The applicant has provided a parking study, conducted by a qualified traffic 

engineer, that demonstrates that another standard would be more appropriate 

based on actual number of employees, expected level of customer traffic or 

actual counts at a similar establishment. The planning commission may require a 

parking study to document that any one of the criteria (1) through (4) above 

would be met. 
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City of Clawson – Section 34-1071(6) 

Modification of off-street parking requirements. Parking requirements as established in section 

34-1074 may be modified by the planning commission within the CMD-1 district only: 

a. Collective parking arrangements are in effect between the applicant and the owner of 

another property for customer parking during nonoverlapping hours; 

b. Parking may exist during the same business hours, and there is no immediate impact 

on the surrounding properties; 

c. The particular site plan under consideration involves a first floor use in a multiple-

story building in which other uses exist which do not conflict nor impose a burden on 

the parking demands or requirements under consideration; 

d. The particular use subject to site plan review is in a nonconforming structure to a 

conforming use the parking for which creates no substantial impact on surrounding 

properties; 

e. A contract agreement as allowed by section 34-1147 has been entered into by the 

applicant with the city and is to be a condition to site plan approval; 

f. There exists a development agreement that takes into consideration on a temporary 

basis, parking for the affected site. 

g. Subsection 34-1146(d) permits the planning commission to modify the parking 

requirements for first-floor uses within a multiple-story building and a single-story 

structure where certain conditions have been satisfied. 

Village of Lake Orion – Section 14.01(A)(7) 

Shared Parking. Nothing in this Section shall be construed to prevent collective provision of off-

street parking facilities for two (2) or more buildings or uses, provided such off-street parking 

facilities collectively shall not be less than the sum of the requirements for the individual uses 

computed separately. The uses that share parking facilities may be located within a single 

building or in separate buildings located on the same or different sites. 

Not withstanding the foregoing, the Planning Commission may, in its discretion, approve a lesser 

number of parking spaces based upon the following: 

a. Computation. The number of shared parking spaces required for two or more land 

uses sharing a parking lot or located on the same parcel of land shall be determined 

by the following procedure: 

 

i. Multiply the minimum parking required for each individual use, as set forth in 

Table 14.02, by the appropriate percentage indicated in Table 14.01 for each 

of the six (6) designated time periods. 

 

ii. Add the resulting sums for each of the six (6) columns. 
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iii. The minimum parking requirement shall be the highest sum along the six (6) 

columns resulting from the above calculations. 

 

b. Other Uses. If one or all of the land uses proposing to make use of shared parking 

facilities do not conform to the general land use classifications in Table 14.02, as 

determined by the Planning Commission, the applicant shall submit sufficient data to 

include the principal operating hours of the uses. Based upon this information, the 

Planning Commission shall determine the appropriate shared parking requirement, if 

any, for such uses. 

Table 14.01 – Shared Parking Calculations 

Land Use Weekdays Weekends 

 1 am – 
7am 

7am – 6pm 6pm – 1am 1 am – 
7am 

7am – 6pm 6pm – 1am 

Office/Service 5% 100% 5% 0% 15% 0% 

Commercial 0% 100% 80% 0% 100% 60% 

Restaurant 20% 70% 100% 30% 75% 100% 

Residential/Motel 100% 60% 100% 100% 75% 95% 

 

c. Any uses proposing to share parking shall be subject to the provisions of 14.01.A.5 

and 6, above. 

d. A written agreement between joint users in a recordable form approved by the Village 

shall be filed with the Oakland County Register of Deeds and a copy shall be 

provided to the Village. The agreement shall assure the continued availability of the 

parking facility for the uses it is intended to serve. 

e. A site that has been approved for a reduced shared parking standard shall not 

change to another use or combination of uses without review and approval of the 

Planning Commission.  

 

Royal Oak – Section 770-106(D) 

Flexibility in application. The City recognizes that, due to the specific requirements of any given 

development, inflexible application of the parking standards set forth in Section 770-107, Table of 

Off-Street Parking Requirements, may result in development with inadequate parking or parking 

in far excess of that which is needed. The former situation may lead to traffic congestion or 
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unauthorized parking on adjacent streets or neighboring sites. The latter situation may result in 

excessive paving and stormwater runoff, depreciation of aesthetic standards, and a waste of 

space, which could be left as open space. 

(1) Waiver based on use. The Zoning Administrator may grant a waiver in cases where the 

applicant has sufficiently demonstrated that the minimum parking requirements of Section 

770-107, Table of Off-Street Parking Requirements, are excessive for their use. Such waivers 

may be approved if no more than 10% of the required parking per Section 770-107, Table of 

Off-Street Parking Requirements, is being waived. The approved waivers shall apply only to 

the current site use, and shall not be carried over to another use or occupant of the site. 

 

(2) Land banking. The Plan Commission may permit land banking up to 20% of the required 

parking spaces through the special land use review process. Sufficient land shall be available 

in the case that the Plan Commission determines the banked spaces need to be constructed 

based on observed usage. After such determination, banked parking spaces shall be 

constructed within six months of written notification by the Zoning Administrator. Such land 

banking requests shall require special land use approval, subject to the requirements of 

Section 770-11, Special land uses; permit procedures, and the posing of an appropriate bond 

in an amount to be established by the Zoning Administrator or his designee.  

 

City of Plymouth – Section 78-270(10) 

Parking requirements within the B-2 central business district. 

(c) The planning commission or city commission may, at their discretion, modify the numerical 

requirements for off-street parking, based on evidence provided by the applicant that indicates 

that another standard would be more reasonable because of the level of current or future 

employment and/or the level of current or future customer traffic. The planning commission or city 

commission may consider parking standards such as the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) or other documented parking standards or studies, including shared parking/collective 

parking arrangements and/or peak/non-peak parking demand. The planning commission or city 

commission may also consider prior arrangements or written agreements established before 

December 31, 2011, which satisfies required parking for the downtown or B-2 zoning district. 

 

City of Rochester Hills – Section 138-202 

Modification of Parking Requirements. The Planning Commission may modify the numerical 

requirements for off-street parking based on evidence submitted by the applicant that another 

standard would be more reasonable because of the level of current or future employment or 

customer traffic.  
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The Planning Commission may attach conditions to the approval of a modification of the 

requirements of Section 138-11.204 that bind such approval to the specific use in question. 

 

City of Hazel Park – Section 17.28.040(B) 

Reduction of Parking Requirements. The Planning Commission may reduce parking requirements 

based upon a finding that there will be a lower demand for parking due to one (1) of the following 

factors: 

1. Shared parking by multiple uses with peak parking demands during different times of 

the day, days of the week, or parts of the year. 

2. Expectation of walk-in business due to sidewalk connections to adjacent residential 

neighborhoods or employment centers. Site design shall incorporate pedestrian 

connections to the site that provide safe and convenient access to the building 

entrance. 

3. Availability of other forms of transit. The Planning Commission may require that the site 

design incorporate transit stops, pedestrian connections to transit stops, or enhanced 

bicycle parking facilities. 

4. Special provision is made for applying the standards of this chapter to developed sites 

which existed prior to the adoption of this chapter. In determining whether or not a site 

can comply, the Planning Commission shall consider reducing parking requirements 

based upon the following: 

a. The proposed use of the site; 

b. The existing parking and building(s) at the site; and 

c. Whether the requirements for parking, as determined by the Planning 

Commission, are unduly burdensome. 

 

City of Madison Heights – Section 10.505(10) 

All occupancies shall provide for the minimum number of off-street parking spaces as determined 

by type of use in accordance with the following schedule. If it is determined during the site plan 

review process that the proposed use may require less parking that that required by ordinance, 

the surplus parking area may be shown as “banked” on the plan, subject to approval of the site 

plan review committee. The parking area saved by reducing the number of space (“banked 

spaces”) shall be landscaped. If at any time the city determines that part or all of the banked 

spaces are required to provide adequate parking, the community development department shall 

notify the property owner, who shall construct said spaces within 90 days of notification of the 

determination, or as established by the site plan review committee due to seasonal conditions. 
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City of Troy – Section 13.06(F) 

Flexibility in Application.  

1. The City recognizes that, due to the specific requirements of any given development, 

inflexible application of the parking standards may result in development with 

inadequate parking or parking far in excess of that which is needed. The former 

situation may lead to traffic congestion or unauthorized parking on adjacent streets or 

neighboring sites. The latter situation may result in excessive paving and stormwater 

runoff and a waste of space which could be left as open space. Projects with 

Prequalified Sustainable Development Project (SDP) status are automatically eligible 

for a parking deviation, provided the measures proposed for SDP status are so 

qualified for that purpose. 

2. The City may grant deviations from off-street parking requirements. These deviations 

may require more or less parking based upon a finding that such deviations are more 

likely to provide a sufficient number of parking spaces to accommodate the specific 

characteristics of the use in question. In the event that a deviation is granted, the 

following shall apply: 

a. An applicant may request a parking deviation as part of a development application or 

as a separate and district action with no other concurrent request. 

b. The applicant shall provide a parking study with adequate detail and information to 

assist the City in determining the appropriateness of the request. 

c. A parking deviation may be included in an action on a concurrent request or be made 

separately by resolution. 

d. The City may attach conditions to the approval of a deviation from the off-street parking 

requirements that bind such approval to the specific use in question. 

e. The City may require the applicant to set aside area for reserve parking (landbanking) 

that can be constructed as needed, although this is not a prerequisite for the approval 

or a deviation. Where an area is set aside for reserve parking, it shall be easily 

developed, not devoted to a use other than open space, and shall be designed to 

accommodate attendant facilities such as maneuvering lanes and drainage. 

3. It is the intent of this Ordinance to minimize excessive areas of pavement which 

reduces aesthetic standards and contributes to high rates of storm water runoff. 

Exceeding the minimum parking space requirements by more than twenty percent 

(20%) shall only be allowed with approval by the City. In granting such additional 

space, the City shall determine that such parking will be required, based on 

documented evidence, to accommodate the use on a typical day. 

 



  08/20/20 
 

AN ORDINANCE 

Of the Council of the City of Berkley, Michigan  

Adding Section 138-226 of Chapter 138, Zoning,  

Of the City of Berkley Code of Ordinances  

to Allow Parking Requirement Modifications During Site Plan Review 

 

THE CITY OF BERKLEY ORDAINS: 

SECTION 1: New Section 138-226 shall be added to Chapter 138 of the Berkley City Code, as follows: 

 

Sec. 138-226 - Parking Requirement Modification During Site Plan Review. 

An applicant for site plan approval may request the Planning Commission to modify the minimum 

numerical parking requirements of this Chapter for off-street parking applicable to the proposed use, 

based upon the applicant’s demonstration that a different parking standard would be more appropriate.  

An approved deviation from the ordinance standard will be tied to the specific use and site plan approved 

and will not apply after the use on the site terminates or changes to another use. The Planning 

Commission may grant a parking modification up to 10% of the total parking requirement for a particular 

use, as noted in Section 138-219.  

The Planning Commission shall have the authority and discretion to grant or deny the requested 

modification based on consideration of the following factors: 

a. Current or anticipated levels of employees and/or patrons; 

b. Peak period usage versus normal usage; 

c. Banked or reserved parking for future use; 

d. Opportunities to provide or accommodate green space, additional landscaping and to minimize 

impervious areas on the site; 

e. Provision of valet parking or other means of accommodating parking off-site that will not 

overburden public parking and is a reasonable alternative to on-site parking. Further, the 

applicant must demonstrate that such valet parking will be available for the days and times 

needed and will not conflict with other businesses that share the same parking facility or valet 

service; 

f. Neighborhood or other surrounding characteristics justify the requested deviation; 

g. Strict application of the ordinance would unreasonably hinder development of the site for a 

permitted use, and an alternate parking requirement would be appropriate; 

h. Modification will not negatively impact public parking in the city; 

i. Proximity of the site to local or regional transit, including but not limited to SMART bus stops, 

bicycle sharing stations, lite rail, etc. 

Any planning commission modification under this section shall be contingent on the continuing use of the 

property as approved. Any change in the use, scope or intensity of the property use will invoke 

reinstatement and application of the standard parking requirements of this Chapter.  

 

SECTION 2: Severability Clause 



  08/20/20 
 

Should any word, phrase, sentence, paragraph, or section of this Ordinance be held invalid or 

unconstitutional, the remaining provisions of this ordinance shall remain in full force and effect. 

SECTION 3: Penalty 

All violations of this ordinance shall be municipal civil infractions and upon a determination of 

responsibility therefore shall be punishable by a civil fine of not more than $500, and/or such other 

sanctions and remedies as prescribed in Article IX of Chapter 82 of the Code of Ordinances. 

SECTION 3: Effective Date 

This Ordinance shall become effective 30 days following the date of adoption. 

SECTION 4: Publication 

The City Council directs the City Clerk to publish a summary of this ordinance in compliance with Public 

Act 182 of 1991, as amended, and Section 6.5 of the Berkley City Charter. 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Daniel J. Terbrack 

Mayor 

 

Attest: ___________________________ 

Victoria Mitchell 

City Clerk 



 

 
   
   

 

 
 
 
   

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

 

Subject: Projects Requiring Site Plan Approval Text Amendment Discussion 

 

Date:  September 10, 2020 

 

At the August 25, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission directed staff to set the public hearing for 

proposed text amendments related to projects requiring site plan approval. The amended ordinance 

is intended to fix minor errors and to clarify the text.  

 

In some of our earlier discussions this year, it was noted that it would be beneficial to discuss the 

standards and projects that require site plan approval; Division 7 Site Plan Review of Article VI 

Administration and Enforcement in the Berkley Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Below is a summary of the proposed changes. The full text is included in separate letter. 

 

Section 138-677 

1. Eleven Mile District was not included in the development list requiring site plan review.  

 

This was discussed at the previous meeting and was agreed that it would be included in 

proposed language. The attached proposed language has been revised so as to require site plan 

approval for all projects that are not located in single family residential zoning districts. 

 

2. The ordinance does not distinguish the between adding one parking space to ten parking spaces. It 

was suggested to review the language to determine if it would be beneficial to have a threshold for 

how many additional parking spaces should require site plan approval by Planning Commission. 

 

This was discussed and it was determined that any additional parking spaces should be 

reviewed by the Planning Commission. 

 

 

3. Façade alterations including change in material and size or number of windows is in contrast with 

Section 138-678 (2). This should be revised to prevent confusion with applicants or property 

owners. 
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 Façade change – if any one façade is 50% change or more – PC review 

 Increase in number or size of windows – can be approved by staff 

 Decrease in size or number of windows – PC review 

 

 

Section 138-678 

1. Façade alterations changing surface material does not specify if that is one façade or the entire 

structure. 

If any one façade is changed 50% or more, PC review would be required 

 

2. Increase in number and size of windows is in contract with Section 138-677, as noted above. 

 

Increase in number or size of windows – can be approved by city staff 

3. Accessory structures are typically reviewed administratively 

Accessory structures located within residential districts do not require PC review and 

approval. 

 

Sec. 138-682 – Revisions 

The Zoning Ordinance allows for a previously approved site plan to be revised, however, it is 

recommended to determine if some revisions can be approved administratively. If so, it is necessary 

to include parameters for revisions that can be approved administratively (minor) and those that 

should be approved by the Planning Commission (major). 

 

Some minor revisions to an approved site plan may include:  

 

1. additions or alterations to the landscape plan or landscape materials  

2. relocation or additional screening of trash enclosure 

3. alterations to the internal parking layout of the off-street lot, etc. 

 

The construction of a new building or structure, adding or deleting parking or the addition  of curb cuts 

onto a public road would not be considered minor and would require return to Planning Commission.  

 

Sec. 138-684 – Conformity 
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The Zoning Ordinance does not allow extensions to a site plan approved by the Planning 

Commission. As a way to show flexibility to work with property owners, I would recommend an 

applicant may submit a request for site plan extension, subject to approval by the Planning 

Commission. 

 

This would allow for an extension of a project, but would require the applicant to appear in person, 

wherein the PC can inquire about the reason for delays and anticipated construction timeline. The 

request for site plan extension should be submitted to Planning Commission prior to the expiration 

date of the site plan.  

 

After discussions, the Planning Commission determined to permit site plan approval extensions, up 

to two one-year extensions to be approved by the PC. 

Administrative Review by Zoning Administrator 

During the course of our discussion at the February meeting, it was noted that the Zoning Ordinance 

does not contain a reference to the Zoning Administrator’s ability to determine that the size, scope, 

intensity of a project should be sent to Planning Commission for review and approval. In the course 

of the revisions to Division 7, it would be beneficial to include specific language that gives the Zoning 

Administrator the discretion to determine if a project should be sent to the Planning Commission, 

even if an administrative review is applicable by ZO standards.  

 

That being said, the Zoning Administrator would not have the discretion to administratively review 

and approve a project that is specifically noted as requiring site plan approve by the Planning 

Commission. 

 

 

After the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council 

related to the proposed ordinance. We request that the Planning Commission recommend approval 

of the proposed ordinance to City Council. 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Erin Schlutow 

Community Development Director 

 



08/17/2020 

AN ORDINANCE 

of the Council of the City of Berkley, Michigan 

Amending Division 7 of Article VI of Chapter 138, Zoning, 

of the City of Berkley Code of Ordinances to Modify Site Plan Review Procedure. 

THE CITY OF BERKLEY ORDAINS: 

SECTION 1: Division 7 of Article VI of Chapter 138 of the Berkley Code of Ordinances shall be 

amended, as follows: 

DIVISION 7. – SITE PLAN REVIEW 

Sec. 138-676. – Purpose. 

(a) The intent of this division is to provide for consultation and cooperation between the 

applicant and the planning commission, so that both parties might realize maximum 

utilization of land and minimum adverse effects upon the surrounding area. 

(b) It is hereby recognized that peculiarities of lot contour, existing and potential development 

of adjacent properties and existing and potential traffic and pedestrian circulation patterns 

require a flexibility in the location of buildings, open spaces, parking lots and driveways 

that cannot be achieved by detailed specifications.  It is therefore required that all 

development within the districts listed in section 138-677 be submitted to the planning 

commission for its review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits.  Nothing 

contained in this section is intended to allow a greater density of population nor less 

required open space than that which is specified. 

Sec. 138-677. – Applicability. 

(a) Any development in the following zoning districts shall require site plan review:not located 

in single family residential districts shall require site plan review. 

R-M Multiple-family residential district 

R-M-H High-rise multiple-family residential district 

 Greenfield district 

 Office district 

 Downtown district 

 Community centerpiece district 

LB Local business district 
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 Gateway district 

 Coolidge district 

 Twelve mile district 

 Woodward district 

 Industrial district 

P-1 Parking district 

C-1 Cemetery district 

(b) Site plan review is also required for development of all institutional uses permitted in 

single-family districts such as, but not limited to: churches, schools and public facilities. 

(c) Development requiring site plan review shall include: 

(1) Construction of a building; 

(2) Structural alteration of a building that includes adding floor area or height to the 

building; 

(3) Additional parking; 

(4) Facade alterations that include any50% or more change in the exterior surface 

material or changes in the size or number of windowsof any one façade of a 

building. 

(5) Façade alterations that reduce the size and/or number of windows. 

Sec. 138-678. – Administrative review. 

Administrative review for site plan review shall be conducted by the building department 

in cases where: 

(1) The façade alterations do not change the surface material more than 50%; or of any 

one façade 

(2) The number or size of the windows are increasing in size. 

(3) The structure requiring site plan review is an accessory structure. An accessory 

structure must conform to site standards according to ch. 138, article III, division 1 

of the Berkley Code of Ordinances.  Accessory structures located within single 

residential districts do not require Planning Commission review and approval. 
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During administrative review, the building official and city planner shall act as the planning 

commission in determining compliance with the standards for approval.  If the building official 

and city planner do not agree, then the application is denied.  If the property owner is not satisfied 

with the administrative review, the property owner may take the application to the planning 

commission for site plan review.The Zoning Administrator shall have the discretion to request site 

plan review and approval by the Planning Commission, based on the size, scope and/or intensity 

of a proposed project.  The applicant shall be responsible for providing all required information 

for site plan approval. 

Sec. 138-679. – Standards. 

The site plan shall be reviewed and approved by the planning commission upon finding 

that: 

(1) The site meets the requirements of this Code. 

(2) The proposed development does not create adverse effects on public utilities, roads, 

or sidewalks. 

(3) Pedestrian and vehicular areas are designed for safety, convenience, and 

compliment adjacent site design. 

(4) Site design, architecture, signs, orientation, and materials are consistent with the 

city's master plan objectives and the design of the neighboring sites and buildings. 

(5) Landscaping, lighting, dumpster enclosures, and other site amenities are provided 

where appropriate and in a complementary fashion. 

(6) Site engineering has been provided to ensure that existing utilities will not be 

adversely affected. 

Sec. 138-680. – Required information. 

The following information shall be included on the site plan for final review, unless waived 

by the planning commission.  The site plan shall be to a reasonable scale and indicate: 

(1) Seal of architect and/or engineer who prepared plans. 

(2) An appropriate descriptive legend, including north arrow, scale, legal description 

and the names and addresses of the architect or engineer responsible for the 

preparation of the site plan. 

(3) The existing (and proposed) zoning. 

(4) Location and size of all structures (including location of entrances and loading 

points). 
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(5) All outside dimensions of each structure, its distance from the property lines, its 

area and its height. 

(6) With multiple-family residential proposals, the number and location of one-

bedroom units, two-bedroom units, etc., and include typical floor plans with square 

feet of floor areas. 

(7) Recorded and measured dimensions of all lot lines and location and design of all 

lots. 

(8) Adjacent property's structures, uses, zoning and other significant features of the 

community, where appropriate (using a location sketch). 

(9) Location of all existing and proposed drives and parking areas including types of 

surfacing, parking layout and dimensions. 

(10) Dimensions of road widths and rights-of way. 

(11) All existing easements and vacated easements and rights-of way. 

(12) All required minimum setbacks (from the existing or proposed right-of-way from 

adjacent properties). 

(13) Locations of lawns and landscaped areas, types and number of species, and how the 

landscaping is to be accomplished. 

(14) Locations, sizes, and types of existing trees over four inches in diameter (before 

and after proposed development). 

(15) Location and type of outside lighting, include site and fixture photometrics. 

(16) All proposed screen and freestanding architectural walls, including typical cross-

sections and the heights above ground on both sides of walls. 

(17) Elevation drawings of all existing and proposed buildings on the site drawn to a 

scale of one inch equals four feet, or to another scale adequate to determine 

compliance with this chapter and to provide any other information needed to 

evaluate the overall site design on the basis of the criteria set forth in this section. 

(18) Color and type of façade materials. Samples representing color and materials shall 

be presented to the planning commission. 

(19) Stormwater engineering including: existing and proposed grading of the site, 

location of existing and proposed utilities, stormwater calculations for a 100-year 

storm, the drainage area on site that will detain the 10-year storm, and a profile of 

the sanitary sewer. 
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Sec. 138-681. – Approval process. 

(a) Sketch plan (optional). An item may be submitted to the planning commission for informal 

discussion.  No approval shall be granted.  However, the applicant may wish to present and 

discuss a proposed project and any anticipated problems before applying for site plan 

approval. 

(b) Site plan approval. 

(1) An application for site plan approval shall be submitted to the city planning 

commission on such forms and containing such information that the planning 

commission shall prescribe. 

(2) The planning commission is hereby authorized to approve, approve with 

conditions, or deny all site plans submitted under this chapter. 

(3) Approval may be issued by the planning commission, subject to the applicant 

receiving board of appeals variances, as required by the zoning chapter. 

(4) Each action taken with reference to site plan review and approval shall be duly 

recorded in the minutes of the planning commission and shall state the grounds for 

the action taken upon each site plan submitted for its approval. 

Sec. 138-682. – Revisions. 

An applicant for site plan approval may wish to revise a previously approved site plan. A 

site plan outlining the differences in the original approved site plan and the requested changes shall 

be submitted to the city. The approval process shall be similar to that outlined above. If the revised 

site plan is denied, the applicant may develop the site plan as originally approved or appeal the 

matter as outlined below. 

If a change is deemed to be minor in scope or intensity, the revised site plan may be 

approved administratively.  Such minor revisions may include: 

(1) Additions or alterations to the landscape plan or landscape materials. 

(2) Relocation or additional screening of trash enclosure. 

(3) Alterations to the internal parking layout of the off-street parking lot, restriping, 

etc. 

Any major revisions to the site plan, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be 

subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission. 
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Sec. 138-683. – Appeals. 

An applicant for site plan approval shall have the right of appeal to the zoning board of 

appeals, and in such cases, the board may reverse, affirm or modify the action of the planning 

commission by the concurring vote of two-thirds of the members of the board.  

Sec. 138-684. – Conformity; extension of approval period. 

When an applicant receives final site plan approval, the site shall be developed in complete 

conformity with the approved site plan, except as provided for under Revisions and Appeals.  The 

site plan approval shall be valid for a period of 12 months. If a building permit is not procured and 

construction begun within that time, the site plan approval becomes null and void. No time 

extension to the site plan approval shall be grantedA site plan shall be valid for a period of one 

year from date of final site plan approval.  An applicant may request up to two one-year extensions, 

to be reviewed and granted by the Planning Commission for reasonable cause.  The request for 

site plan extension must be submitted in writing to the Community Development Department prior 

to the expiration of the site plan.  Upon request, the applicant shall provide a proposed timeline for 

the proposed project or development. 

Sec. 138-685. – Site maintenance. 

The city planning commission shall not approve any site plan under this chapter unless and 

until the applicant signs a site maintenance agreement in a form approved by city council. 

SECTION 2: Severability Clause 

Should any word, phrase, sentence, paragraph, or section of this Ordinance be held invalid or 

unconstitutional, the remaining provisions of this ordinance shall remain in full force and effect. 

SECTION 3: Effective Date 

This Ordinance shall become effective 30 days following the date of adoption. 

SECTION 4: Publication 

The City Council directs the City Clerk to publish a summary of this ordinance in compliance with 

Public Act 182 of 1991, as amended, and Section 6.5 of the Berkley City Charter. 

      ________________________________ 

      Dan Terbrack 

      Mayor 

Attest: 

____________________________ 

Victoria Mitchell 

City Clerk 



 
  

 

 
 
 
   

MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

Subject: Discussion of External Mechanical Equipment on Residential and Commercial 

Properties  

Date:  September 13, 2020 

Over the past several years, the Berkley Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals have 

discussed the standards and appropriate locations for external mechanical equipment on residential 

properties in the community; specifically, generators and air conditioning units. 

Background and History 

Several years ago, city staff interpreted and determined that generators and air conditioning units are not 

considered accessory structures, and therefore, would not be restricted to the rear yard, as noted in 

Section 138-53, “Accessory buildings or structures shall not be erected in any yard, except a rear yard.” 

For decades, such mechanical equipment has been permitted to be located in the side and rear yards. 

In 2017, the Zoning Board of Appeals determined that generators would be considered an accessory 

structure and restricted to being installed in the rear yard.   The ZBA has reviewed four (4) cases since 

2017 requesting variances to install a generator in the side yard of a residential property. All have been 

approved. 

Based on the determination of the ZBA, the former city planner initiated a discussion with the Planning 

Commission to amend the Zoning Ordinance to list generators as an accessory structure. 

The PC has had five (5) discussions related to external mechanical equipment since 2018. The initial 

conversations were focused on generators in the side yard, based on the variances requested by the 

ZBA. However, in the course of those conversations, the location of air conditioning units on residential 

properties was also discussed. 

Ultimately, the discussions were dropped and any proposed text amendments did not receive a public 

hearing and were not recommended to City Council. For your reference, included are the meeting 

minutes for the Planning Commission meetings in which this topic was discussed. 

While we have not received any new variance requests for generators to be installed in the side yard 

since 2018, it is necessary to clarify the ordinance as it pertains to generators and air conditioning units to 

provide clarity to residents, contractors, developers, etc. It is necessary to discuss and codify whether 
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they are to be defined as accessory structures, and where they are permitted to be located on residential 

and commercial properties. 

 

Current Practice for Installing A/C Units 

Not classified or defined as an accessory structure, air conditioning units have been permitted to be 

installed in the side yard. As a policy, city staff has required written and signed approval from the 

neighbor who resides at the adjacent property prior to unit installation. The standard is widely known 

among developers and contractors who regularly work within the community. It has been stated on the 

city electrical and mechanical permit applications, as well. 

 

What are Considered to be Accessory Buildings and Structures? 

For your reference, below are three definitions from the Zoning Ordinance that provide context for this 

discussion. 

• Accessory building or accessory structure: A building or structure which is secondary and 

clearly incidental to the principal building on a parcel of land. 

 

• Building: any structure, either temporary or permanent, having a room, and used or built 

for the shelter or enclosure of persons, animals, chattels or property of any kind. This 

shall include tents, awnings, or vehicles situated on private property and used for 

purposes of a building. 

 

•  Structure: Anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires location on the 

ground or attachment to something having location on the ground. 

The Zoning Ordinance does include a list of accessory buildings and structures, as noted below: 

Division 1, Accessory Buildings and Structures, of Article III, General Provisions, of Chapter 138 Zoning, 

• Accessory building • Garage 

• Antenna • Room 

• Carport • Shed 

• Dog houses • Swimming pool 

• Dog run  
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It is acknowledged that the above list is not exhaustive and other items may be considered to be 

accessory structures. Section 138-62 states, “Any accessory building or structure not defined in this 

division shall be subject to the approval of the zoning board of appeals.” 

 

Comparable Communities 

Each community has a different approach to regulating the location of mechanical equipment on 

residential properties. For your reference, I have included standards that are used by comparable 

communities in the region 

City of Ferndale 

Section 24-193(b) – Projections into Yards 

Equipment used for central air conditioning heating or water filtration purposes and installed outside of a 

single-family or two-family dwelling and their attached structures shall be located in the rear yard. The 

community development department may allow units to be located within side yard in those instances 

where such location does not adversely impact an abutting dwelling conditioned upon screening of the 

equipment with appropriate landscaping to reasonably conceal the equipment from view. 

City of Huntington Woods 

Section 6.04 Height and Area Regulations and Exceptions 

(E) Air Conditioners & Power Generators. Refrigeration or cooling equipment (used for central air 

conditioning purposes) or power generators (used as a source of interim power) installed outside of a 

dwelling or main building shall be:  

1. Screened with approved fencing or landscaping 

2. Located in the rear yard of the dwelling or main building. 

3. Not more than three (3) feet away from the related dwelling or principal building 

4. In compliance with sound emission as set forth in Section 9.04.C. 

5. In the case of corner lots, the city manager may authorize installation toward the side lot line 

adjacent to the street in instances where compliance with the general rules set forth above would 

cause practical difficulties or result in unnecessary hardship. If authorized, shrubbery or other live 

plant material must be planted and maintained to screen it from view; further provided that the city 

manager may authorize installation toward side lot lines on any lot upon the receipt of written 

approval of such installation from the owner of the premises adjacent to and affected by such 

installation. 
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City of Plymouth 

Section 78-217 – Projections into Setbacks 

Equipment Front Side  Rear 

Air Conditioning Unit Not permitted 4 ft. 4 ft. 

Generator Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 

 

Next Steps  

It is necessary to determine if a generator and/or air conditioning unit is to be classified and defined as an 

accessory building or structure and where they are permitted to be located on residential and commercial 

properties. 

If the Planning Commission determines that these external mechanical equipment devices are to be listed 

as an accessory structure, they will need to be added to the Accessory Structure list noted above, so as 

to clearly  

If the Planning Commission determines that these external mechanical equipment devices are not to be 

considered an accessory structure, it should be so stated in the Ordinance so as to eliminate confusion or 

unnecessary appearances before the ZBA. 

 

It is important to note – while city staff does not receive as many requests for generators to be located in 

the side yard, air conditioning units are installed frequently throughout the year. The size of the residential 

lots and the wish of homeowners to enjoy their rear yard have made side yard air conditioning units a 

desired choice. 

If air conditioning units are to be prohibited from being installed in the side yard, this will create a mass of 

non-conformities within the community. Non-conforming uses and structures are permitted to be 

maintained with incidental repairs, but a removal and replacement of a unit would require the non-

conformity to cease. This will be costly and burdensome for property owners who may have purchased 

the home long after the unit was installed and would not be aware of the non-conformity.  

Additionally, there is the probability and likelihood of many variance requests to install air conditioning 

units in a side yard to be sent to the Zoning Board of Appeals. Typically, when multiple cases for similar 
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requests are heard by the ZBA, I make a point of bringing that item to the PC to review that section of the 

Ordinance to determine if the standard or requirements are too strict and need to be tweaked or modified.  

 

We request the Planning Commission to discuss the above item so we can provide clarity to 

homeowners, contractors and developers and to uphold the intent of the Ordinance. 

 

If you have any questions about this item, please feel free to contact me.  

 

 

Erin Schlutow 

Community Development Director 
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THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS 
CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:30 PM, JULY 24, 2018 AT CITY HALL BY CHAIR BUCKLER. 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda 
item.  To view the meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s 
government access channel, WBRK, every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, 
on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:   Mark Richardson  Lisa Kempner Martin Smith     
  Ann Shadle   Michele Buckler Greg Patterson    
  Tim Murad  Matt Trotto 
 
ABSENT:  Kristen Kapelanski 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 

Tim McLean, Community Development Director 
   Several members of the public 

* * * * * * * * * 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Patterson to approve the agenda as written and supported by 
Commissioner Richardson. 
 
AYES:  Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Kempner, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Smith to approve minutes with two revisions (corrections on 
Public Hearing comments and Liaison Reports) from June 26, 2018 and supported by 
Commissioner Shadle. 
 

AYES:  Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Kempner, Murad, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Written communication from resident Jim Phillips. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
None 
   
NEW COMISSIONERS 
Chair Buckler introduced new Planning Commissioners Greg Patterson and Matt Trotto. 

 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley
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* * * * * * * * * * 
 
1. PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT: CH.138-ARTICLE VI, DIVISION 7—SITE PLAN REVIEW 

 
Public Hearing opened at 7:39PM 
No public comments 
Public Hearing closed at 7:40PM 
 
 
2. ORDINANCE AMENDMENT: CH.138-ARTICLE VI, DIVISION 7—SITE PLAN REVIEW 
 
Community Development Director McLean briefly reviewed proposed changes to the ordinance. 
The changes would allow for administrative approval of all accessory structures.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked about approval for façade changes. By ordinance, a façade not 
altered more than 50% does not have to go for plan review by the Planning Commission. He 
asked if it should be considered that all façade changes be approved administratively.  
 
Commissioner Smith stated he agreed with comments made by Commissioner Murad.  
  
 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to recommend approval of the proposed 

amendments to Ch.138-Article VI, Division 7—Site Plan Review of the Berkley City Code 

to City Council and supported by Commissioner Kempner. 

AYES:  Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 

 
 
3. DISCUSSION: MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 
Community Development Director McLean gave an introduction of the Master Plan update. He 
stated that the Master Plan had not been fully updated since 2007. Prior to 2007, the Master 
Plan was last updated in 1989. 
 
Chair Buckler asked about timelines, funding, and if the City would utilize a planning consultant 
for the Master Plan update.  
 
Community Development Director McLean responded that before a request for proposals (RFP) 
could be sent out, a scope of work for the plan needs to be determined. He suggested that a 
joint meeting between the Planning Commission and City Council would be the appropriate 
venue to determine project scope. He stated that $70,000 to be spread out over two fiscal years 
had been budgeted for the Master Plan. He also pointed out that the Downtown Development 
Authority is going through the process to create a Downtown Master Plan and that the City 
Master Plan should work in concert with that document.  
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Chair Buckler pointed out that there are many “moving parts” associated with the Master Plan 
update. The City has recently created a Complete Streets Ordinance. Also, the City’s 
involvement in the MEDC RRC program, participation in the Main Street program are items that 
need to be considered in the scope of work for the project.  
 
Chair Buckler asked DDA Director Carmody about the next steps in the Design Guidelines 
process.  
 
DDA Director Carmody stated that the process to establish the Design Guidelines is underway. 
There is considerable work to be done for the guidelines relative to the zoning ordinance. 
Establishing a Design Review Board is an essential part of the process.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she had read the recently updated Master Plan done by the 
City of Ferndale. She stated that it was very easy to read and navigate through that document. 
She also stated that the Berkley Master Plan could use some cleaning up.  
 
Commissioner Smith stated that he doesn’t believe a wholesale change to the Master Plan is 
necessary. He stated that the Cities of Troy and Ferndale had undergone comprehensive 
changes to their respective Master Plans.  
 
Chair Buckler asked City Council Liaison Ross Gavin for some guidance from City Council on 
next steps.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked if the DDA’s Design Guidelines would be adopted as an 
ordinance.  
 
DDA Director Carmody responded that the Design Guidelines is a stand-alone document and 
not an ordinance. She referenced the design guidelines process in the City of Ann Arbor as an 
example. She also stated that all powers of site plan approval rest with the Planning 
Commission.  
 
Citizen Comments 
Wendi Zabramski, Gardner: Asked if the Design Review Board would have any approval powers 
for a Planned Unit Development (PUD).  
 
Chair Buckler responded that the Design Review Board does not have any authority for 
approval or denial of a PUD.  
 
Analise Pietras, Franklin: Asked if the Master Plan update would cover just the items outside of 
the DDA District since a Downtown Master Plan is being developed.  
 
4. DISCUSSION: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT—CH.138-ARTICLE III, DIVISION 1.5—ACCESSORY 

BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES 
 
Community Development Director McLean introduced this item. The Zoning Board of Appeals had heard 
a number of cases regarding generators in a residential side yard. Due to no clarity in the ordinance over 
generators, the ZBA had opined that generators fall under the category of accessory structures. 
Currently, by ordinance no accessory structures are permitted in a residential side yard.  
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Chair Buckler stated that it has been one year since the Planning Commission last discussed this item.  
 
Commissioner Murad stated that he doesn’t believe a generator should be placed in a side yard and that 
it can be placed in a rear yard.  
 
Commissioner Trotto discussed building codes relative to the placement of generators.  
 
Commissioner Smith discussed decibel levels. He stated that the permitting of up to 65 decibels in the 
draft ordinance is too high. He stated that normal conversation between people registers around 60 
decibels. He believes this is too loud and that generators should not be in a residential side yard.  
 
Commissioner Shadle stated that she doesn’t see an issue with generators in a residential side yard.  
 
Chair Buckler suggested that there be a different decibel standard for generators in a side yard and in a 
rear yard.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked about the number of permits issued for generators.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated that the standards for generators in industrial and residential districts is 
typically different. He stated that a number of communities have language in their ordinances for the use 
of generators during emergencies.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked the Community Development Director to look at ordinances for 
generators in similar sized communities.  
 
Chair Buckler instructed the Community Development Director to revise the draft ordinance based on 
feedback this evening and bring it back to the Planning Commission.  
 

5. ELECTION OF OFFICERS: 
 
Chair Buckler stated that due to the commitment of time necessary for the Chair, she would like 
to step down from this role. She also stated that she would be open to nominating Kristen 
Kapelanski for the Chair position.  
 
Community Development Director McLean informed the Planning Commission that although she 
is absent from tonight’s meeting that Kristen Kapelanski had informed him via email that she is 
interested in becoming the Chair.  
  
It was moved by Chair Buckler to nominate Kristen Kapelanski as Planning Commission 

Chair and supported by Commissioner Smith. 

AYES:  Smith, Trotto, Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to nominate Marty Smith as Planning 

Commission Vice Chair and supported by Chair Buckler. 

AYES:  Trotto, Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
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ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 
It was moved by Chair Buckler to nominate Mark Richardson as Planning Commission 

Secretary and supported by Commissioner Murad. 

AYES:  Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Buckler 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 
6. APPOINTMENT OF PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISONS: 
Chair Buckler made the following appointments: 
 
Downtown Development Authority: Matt Trotto 
Parks & Rec Advisory Board: Greg Patterson 
Chamber of Commerce: Tim Murad 
Environmental Committee: Mark Richardson 
Zoning Board of Appeals: Michele Buckler 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 

LIAISON REPORTS 
Commissioners Richardson discussed the recent meeting of the Environmental Committee. He 
stated that the focus of the discussion was on annual activities.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

Commissioner Smith confirmed that the current Master Plan was approved January 2007. 
 
Commissioner Richardson welcomed new Planning Commissioners Patterson and Trotto. 
 
Commissioner Shadle welcomed new Planning Commissioners Patterson and Trotto. 
 
Commissioner Kemper welcomed new Planning Commissioners Patterson and Trotto. 
 
Commissioner Trotto stated he was happy to be serving on the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Richardson thanked Michele Buckler for her service as the Chair.  
 
Commissioner Smith thanked former commissioners David Barnett and Joe Tangari for their 
years of service.  

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:58PM. 
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THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS 
CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:30 PM, AUGUST 28, 2018 AT CITY HALL BY CHAIR 
KAPELANSKI. 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda 
item.  To view the meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s 
government access channel, WBRK, every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, 
on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:   Mark Richardson  Kristen Kapelanski Martin Smith (arrived 7:43PM)  
  Ann Shadle   Michele Buckler Greg Patterson    
  Tim Murad  Matt Trotto  Lisa Kempner (arrived 7:31PM) 
 
ABSENT:  Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Tim McLean, Community Development Director 
   Ari Zartarian, FSZ Holdings 
   Daniel Stakhiv, FSZ Holdings 
   Grant Jeffries, Five Eighths Architecture 
   Some members of the public 
    

* * * * * * * * * 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Murad to approve the agenda as written and supported by 
Commissioner Buckler. 
 
AYES:  Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Trotto, Buckler, Kapelanski 
NAYS:  None 
Motion Carried. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to approve minutes from July 24, 2018 and 
supported by Commissioner Buckler. 
 

AYES:  Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Trotto, Kempner, Buckler, Kapelanski 
NAYS:  None 
Motion Carried. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
None 
   

 
* * * * * * * * * * 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley
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1. SITE PLAN REVIEW: PSP-01-18 2838/2850 Coolidge—Façade Change 
Community Development Director McLean introduced this item. Applicant is seeking a façade 
change for the front and rear façade of the buildings located at 2838/2850 Coolidge.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked if wall pack lighting will be shielded.  
 
Mr. Jeffries responded that shielding could be added.  
 
Commissioners Murad and Shadle had questions and expressed concern about the proposed 
vertical section of awning on the front façade.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked if the vertical sheeting noted on the site plan is located where 
the existing door should be.  
 
Mr. Jeffries responded that the store front door will be moved and that the vertical sheeting on 
the plan would go where the existing door is located.  
 
Chair Kapelanski asked if the majority of the building façade will be the material sample shown 
to the Planning Commission.  
 
Mr. Jeffries responded that would be the case, with some steel added.  
 
Chair Kapelanski asked about window transparency.  
 
Mr. Jeffries stated that the majority of the windows are intended to be transparent with the 
possibility of a frosted window for the meeting space for added privacy.  
 
Chair Kapelanski suggested that the applicant utilize window tinting as opposed to a frosted 
window.  
 
Commissioner Trotto questioned the brightness of the proposed wall packs in the alley. Mr. 
Trotto stated that he felt the lights may not be bright enough for patrons parked behind the 
building.  
 
Mr. Jeffries stated that the applicant is comfortable with the lighting as proposed but that the 
lights could be brighter.  
 
Commissioner Trotto suggested that emergency lighting have a battery backup. Mr. Trotto also 
asked if the proposed cedar siding would be affected by salt applied to the sidewalk in the 
winter,  
 
Commissioner Buckler stated that the cedar deck at her residence has not been negatively 
impacted by regular application of salt in the winter months.  
 
Commissioner Shadle asked about the purpose for the proposed fence enclosure.  
 
Mr. Jeffries responded that the enclosure would be utilized as an outdoor patio for the building 
tenants.  
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It was moved by Commissioner Murad to approve PSP-01-18 with the following conditions: Wall 
pack lighting must be shielded towards the ground, vertical section of awning removed from the 
final plan, and supported by Commissioner Buckler. 

 
AYES:  Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Buckler, Kempner, Murad, Kapelanski 
NAYS:  None 
Motion Carried. 
 
 
2. ORDINANCE AMENDMENT: CH.138-ARTICLE III, DIVISION 1—ACCESSORY BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES 
 
Community Development Director McLean briefly reviewed revisions that were made, based 
upon feedback from the previous meeting.  
  
Commissioner Kempner expressed concern for the proposed decibel level standards. Ms. 
Kempner also suggested that a setback of five feet instead of three feet in cases of exterior 
appliances placed in a side yard.  
 
Commissioner Buckler stated that the side yard setback for exterior appliances should be the 
same for all districts. Ms. Buckler stated that she believes a decibel standard is necessary but 
this is an item that can be revisited as needed.  
 
Commissioner Richardson questioned the necessity for a different decibel standard for exterior 
appliances in a side yard vs a rear yard.  
 
Commissioner Kempner suggested that a side yard setback of six feet could help alleviate noise 
concerns.  
 
Commissioner Murad expressed support for a side yard setback of six feet.  
 
Commissioner Smith stated that he believes an ordinance that defines exterior appliances 
separately from accessory structures is necessary but he is not in favor of permitting exterior 
appliances in side yards by right.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated that it would be very difficult for generators to meet the decibel 
standard in the proposed ordinance. Mr. Trotto stated the standard would be easier to meet for 
air conditioning units. Mr. Trotto also clarified that most generators come with a noise reducing 
enclosure.  
 
Commissioner Shadle expressed support for a standard of 65 decibels at 23 feet.  
 
Commissioner Buckler pointed out that when used, generators run constantly, whereas air 
conditioning units cycle.  
 
Commissioner Kempner asked if the proposed decibel standard is unenforceable.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated that generators don’t usually get quieter than 60 decibels.  
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Commissioner Patterson stated that he prefers exterior appliances in a side yard as opposed to 
a rear yard.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked about the time duration for weekly generator tests.  
 
Community Development Director McLean responded that the tests are usually around 10 
minutes and that the generators do not run at full power.  
 
Chair Kapelanski stated that she was fine with placing exterior appliances in a side yard. She 
asked for more information on decibel levels at 15 feet. Ms. Kapelanski also voiced support for 
an increased side yard setback of at least 5 feet.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked for more information on size and materials for generator 
enclosures.  
 

 
 
3. DISCUSSION: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
 
Community Development Director McLean gave a summary of the first draft of the plan. The 
proposed plan borrows language from plans in other communities. The plan is also intended to 
meet best practices of the MEDC’s Redevelopment Ready Communities program.  
 
Commissioner Buckler stated that she liked the first draft but felt it got too specific in some 
areas. Ms. Buckler suggested that language is added to differentiate between the levels of 
engagement for specific types of development.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked for language specifically identifying timelines for engagement 
in a PUD process.  
 
Commissioner Shadle asked that the language regarding the communicating results of public 
engagement  include more transparency. Ms. Shadle also pointed out a few typos in the draft.  
 
Commissioner Trotto asked that language for participation between Boards and Commissions 
be included. Mr. Trotto used the example of DDA interaction with the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Kempner asked that the draft plan be shared with the City Engagement Advisory 
Board.  
 
Chair Kapelanski asked that the Zoning Enabling Act be added to the list of statutory 
requirements. Ms. Kapelanski also asked that there be clarification in the plan regarding types of 
development and appropriate levels of engagement.  
 
Commissioner Buckler suggested that flowcharts for types of development and levels of 
engagement be included in the plan. Ms. Buckler pointed out that all development won’t have 
the same level of engagement.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
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LIAISON REPORTS 
Commissioners Richardson discussed the recent meeting of the Environmental Committee. He 
stated that the committee would have speakers for the next two meetings. DDA Director 
Carmody and DPW Director Schueller would address the committee over the next two 
meetings. The topics of discussion will cover stormwater management and Complete Streets.  
 
Commissioner Trotto reported that he was unable to attend the DDA meeting but that he met 
with Director Carmody to discuss what is happening.   
 
Commissioner Murad discussed Chamber participation in Cruise Fest and the recent pub crawl.  
 
Commissioner Patterson stated that the Parks & Rec Committee will have an upcoming “Touch 
a Truck” event and a mystery trip.  
 
Chair Kapelanski gave a summary of events at recent City Council meetings. Ms. Kapelanski 
touched on ordinance changes to the Eleven Mile District, Chickens, and Administrative 
Approval for Accessory Structures.  
 
Community Development Director McLean stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals did not meet 
in August but will be meeting in September to discuss revisions to the Rules of Procedure.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

Commissioner Kempner stated things are very busy with school starting back up and summer 
coming to a close.  
 
Commissioner Buckler wished everyone a safe and happy Labor Day holiday.  
 
Commissioner Richardson congratulated Chair Kapelanski on her recent appointment as the 
new Chair of the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Smith congratulated Chair Kapelanski on her recent appointment as the new 
Chair of the Planning Commission and thanked Commissioner Buckler for her time served as 
the previous Chair.  

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:44PM. 
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THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS 
CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:30 PM, SEPTEMBER 25, 2018 AT CITY HALL BY VICE CHAIR 
SMITH. 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda 
item.  To view the meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s 
government access channel, WBRK, every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, 
on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:   Mark Richardson   Martin Smith  Ann Shadle    
  Michele Buckler  Greg Patterson Tim Murad   
  Matt Trotto   Lisa Kempner  
 
ABSENT:  Kristen Kapelanski, Chair 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 
   Tim McLean, Community Development Director 
   Vivian Carmody, DDA Director 
   Roland Alix, HRC Engineering Consultant 
   Scott Maynard, Neumann Smith Architecture 
   Alexis Polsinelli, Neumann Smith Architecture 
   Erin Bowdell, Michigan State University Federal Credit Union 
   Analise Pietras, City Resident 
    

* * * * * * * * * 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to approve the agenda as written and supported by 
Commissioner Patterson. 
 
AYES:  Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Trotto, Buckler, Smith 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Buckler to approve minutes from August 28, 2018 and 
supported by Commissioner Kempner. 
 

AYES:  Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Trotto, Buckler, Kempner, Smith  
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley
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CITIZEN COMMENTS 
None 
   

 
* * * * * * * * * * 

 
1. SITE PLAN REVIEW: PSP-02-18 1833 COOLIDGE 
Community Development Director McLean introduced this item. Applicant is seeking site plan 
approval for the construction of a new credit union at 1833 Coolidge.  
 
Scott Maynard of Neumann Smith Architecture spoke on behalf of the applicant. Mr. Maynard 
described the proposed development. He indicated that the existing building is inadequate for 
needs of the applicant. Applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building and construct a 
new development.  
 
Commissioner Trotto asked how the applicant calculated the usable square footage of the 
proposed new building relative to the amount of required parking spaces.  
 
Mr. Maynard stated that utility and mechanical rooms are excluded from the calculation of 
usable floor area.  
 
Commissioner Buckler commented that a side entrance on the building would be easier for 
customer utilizing barrier free parking spaces.  
 
Community Development Director McLean clarified the process by which required parking 
spaces were calculated. 1 space per 200 square feet of usable floor area (2750/200 = 14 
spaces), plus 3 spaces per teller station (8x3= 24) for a total of 38 parking spaces. Applicant 
gets credit for two spaces for the installation of a bike rack bringing the total down to 36 spaces. 
Applicant is proposing 36 parking spaces. By ordinance, there must be 2 barrier free spaces. 
Applicant meets this standard.  
 
Commissioner Trotto asked for clarification on the proposed ITM stations. He also stated that 
the proposed  canopy lighting near the ITM stations is not very bright. He also asked about 
shielding for the lights.  
 
Mr. Maynard responded that the proposed lighting on the building would have shielding. He 
explained that the ITM stations are very similar to a traditional ATM. However, the machine can 
connect  the user to a live customer service representative at a remote location for service 
beyond the capabilities of a regular ATM.  
 
Commissioner Shadle noted that in the site photometric plan, the footcandle threshold 
established by ordinance is exceeded along the west and north property lines in several places.  
 
Vice Chair Smith stated that lighting needs to be corrected in areas where the threshold is 
exceeded.  
 
Commissioner Buckler expressed concerns about the lighting along the north property lines. 
She also stated that she felt the site plan submitted was an incomplete package due to the 
items noted in the engineering report.  
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Mr. Alix referenced the engineering review report. He stated that calculations were needed for 
the 100 year storm detention volumes.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked Mr. Alix about the adequacy of the existing system on the 
property.  
 
Mr. Alix responded that he would need to see how the standards were calculated for the existing 
building.  
 
Vice Chair Smith asked Mr. Alix if, aside from calculations for the 100 year storm, if there were 
any issues related to engineering that could not be solved.  
 
Mr. Alix responded that most of the items in the report can be corrected through the final design 
process.  
 
Vice Chair Smith asked if it was known when the existing building was constructed.  
 
Commissioner Buckler responded that she believed it was 2006.  
 
Commissioner Patterson asked if there would be drive-up ATM’s or just ITM’s. 
 
Mr. Maynard responded that the stations function as ATM’s at all times, however, during day 
hours, the capability for ITM would be utilized.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked about shielding and the cut sheet for the exterior wall sconces for 
the building.  
 
Mr. Maynard stated that the wall sconces served more of a decorative function than functional 
lighting.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked about the added services of an ITM.  
 
Mr. Maynard responded that the details for additional ITM services were still being decided.  
 
Erin Bowdell stated that the ITM’s were an exploratory concept.  
 
Commissioner Shadle asked if the ITM functions as a regular ATM. 
 
Ms. Bowdell responded that the ITM’s do function as an ATM.  
 
Commissioner Shadle commented that if ITM’s become the norm, that parking standards for 
those stations might need to be re-evaluated in the future.  
 
Vice Chair Smith commented that he would like to see the existing stormwater capacity for the 
site.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked for a summary of the exterior finish of the building.  
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Mr. Maynard provided a summary of the materials to be utilized for the exterior finish of the 
building.  
 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to approve PSP-02-18 with the following conditions: 
Submit a revised engineering plan that addresses the items noted in the report issued by 
Hubble, Roth, & Clark, Inc. on September 18, 2018, Submit a revised site photometric plan, 
Include revised heights on light poles (not to exceed 18’ in height with a 2’ base), and supported 
by Commissioner Trotto. 

 
AYES:  Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Trotto, Kempner, Murad, Smith 
NAYS:  Buckler 
ABSENT: Kapelanski 
Motion Carried. 
 
 
2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN: 2ND

 DRAFT 
 
Community Development Director McLean briefly reviewed revisions that were made, based 
upon feedback from the previous meeting.  
  
Commissioner Richardson stated that the second draft was a more complete product. He 
recommended that language is added that determines who decides what communication tools 
to utilize.  
 
Commissioner Buckler suggested revisions to Table 1: Type of Development & Communications 
Methods. 
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she agreed with statements made by Commissioners 
Buckler and Richardson, but that the public needs reassurance about utilizing more advanced 
forms of communication.  
 
Commissioner Shadle suggested that language is placed in the document under “Goals” relative 
to movement beyond the status quo.  
 
Commissioner Trotto asked about how the DDA Design Guidelines and proposed Review Board 
would fit into the development flow charts in the document.  
 
Mr. McLean responded that the flowcharts would be updated if/when the Design Review Board 
is established.  
 
Vice Chair Smith suggested a revision to the development flowcharts in the case of 
postponement.  
 
Mr. McLean stated that he would make the requested revisions and get an updated draft to 
Planning Commission very quickly. If the Commission finds the revisions acceptable, he 
recommends that an extended public comment period be placed on the agenda for the next 
meeting to receive citizen feedback on the draft plan.  
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CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Analise Pietras, Franklin: asked if a timeline for documents such as the Master Plan would be 
included in the Public Participation Plan.  

 
 
3. PROPOSED ORDINANCE: DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
 
DDA Director Carmody explained that it will be necessary to have two ordinance adopted to 
establish the Design Review Board. One ordinance could be approved specifically by City 
Council, while any ordinance related to Zoning must first be adopted by the Planning 
Commission.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked about submitting comments to City Council on the proposed 
ordinances.  
 
Commissioner Richardson stated that language in section 2b was too vague and that more 
objective criteria is needed. He also commented that there is no language listed for establishing 
timelines for review.  
 
Mr. McLean stated that there is existing language in the zoning ordinance for development that 
requires a full site plan review by the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Kempner addressed the topic of guidelines as opposed to items required by 
ordinance. She inquired as to how many inconsistencies exist between the zoning ordinance 
and design guidelines.  
 
Commissioner Richardson asked about Section 5 regarding language about waiving zoning 
codes.  
 
Mr. McLean clarified that the Zoning Enabling Act is clear on which bodies have the authority to 
grant variances for zoning codes. He also stated that the language in Section 5 needs clarity 
and that the Zoning Enabling Act takes precedence over any codes adopted by the City.  
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
Analise Pietras, Franklin: stated that the design guidelines and review board seem more like a 
stopgap until ordinances are updated. She suggested including a sunset date for the Design 
Review Board.   
 
 
4. ORDINANCE AMENDMENT: EXTERIOR APPLIANCES 
 
Mr. McLean explained revisions that had been made to the draft ordinance from the previous 
meeting.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she did not believe there should be language in the draft 
ordinance requiring approval from a neighbor for side yard placement of exterior appliances.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated that he was comfortable leaving in language requiring neighbor 
approval.  
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Commissioner Buckler stated that there should be a standard set that does not require that a 
neighbor sign an approval. She also stated that a decibel level standard of 70db at 23 feet is too 
loud. She stated that generators are more of an elective appliance rather than a necessity. She 
stated she does not favor placement in side yards.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she believes a decibel standard at 23 feet is arbitrary.  
 
Commissioner Richardson stated that he is not in favor of placing exterior appliances in side 
yard by right. He stated if a resident has a hardship, that it can be heard by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  
 
Vice Chair Smith stated that he is opposed to placing exterior appliances in a side yard, but that 
an ordinance defining exterior appliances is necessary.  
 
Commissioner Shadle voiced concerns about higher decibel levels.  
 
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 

LIAISON REPORTS 
Commissioner Trotto stated that the topic of possible bike sharing stations between 
communities was discussed by the DDA.  
 
Commissioner Patterson discussed an informational meeting hosted by the Parks & Rec 
committee regarding bond proposals for a new community center. He also stated that the 
Friends of the Parks & Rec Program is looking for projects.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

N/A 
* * * * * * * * * * 

 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:38PM. 



 

 1 

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS 
CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:30 PM, OCTOBER 23, 2018 AT CITY HALL BY CHAIR 
KAPELANSKI. 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda 
item.  To view the meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s 
government access channel, WBRK, every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, 
on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:   Mark Richardson   Martin Smith  Ann Shadle    
  Michele Buckler  Greg Patterson Tim Murad   
  Kristen Kapelanski  Lisa Kempner  
 
ABSENT:  Matt Trotto 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 
   Tim McLean, Community Development Director 
   Vivian Carmody, DDA Director 
   Several members of the public 
    

* * * * * * * * * 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Murad to approve the agenda as written and supported by 
Commissioner Buckler. 
 
AYES:  Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Buckler, Kapelanski 
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Trotto 
Motion Carried. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Richardson to approve minutes from September 25, 2018 and 
supported by Commissioner Patterson. 
 

AYES:  Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Buckler, Kempner, Kapelanski  
NAYS:  None 
ABSENT: Trotto 
Motion Carried. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
None 
   

 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley
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* * * * * * * * * * 
 
1. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN: DRAFT #3 
Community Development Director McLean discussed revisions to the plan. Mr. McLean also 
pointed out that there will be an extended public comment period for the proposed plan. 
Comments and feedback may be left in the online survey. Links to the survey are posted on the 
City website and City Facebook page. The comment period will end November 9, 2018 at 
5:00PM. 
 
Commissioner Richardson stated that he felt that necessary revisions were addressed in this 
draft. 
 
Commissioner Buckler agrees with the comments made by Mr. Richardson. Ms. Buckler stated 
that this draft has enough specificity and balance to allow for meaningful participation.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked if the photos in the document can be larger and easier to read.  
 
Mr. McLean responded that he would work on making the photos easier to see.  
 
Chair Kapelanski pointed out a few typos in the draft.  
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
Kurt Hite, Robina: Asked about clarifying postponements in the PUD flowchart.  
 
Sue Citraro, Sunnyknoll: Stated she could not find links to the survey.  
 
Dean Smith, Larkmoor: Stated that there are multiple channels for citizen input in the draft plan. 
Mr. Smith, using the example of input on social media, asked how those comments would get to 
the Planning Commission. Mr. Smith also asked about mechanisms to correct misinformation.  
 
Vivian Carmody, DDA Director: asked if a Design Review Board flow chart could be included in 
the plan once it is established.  
 
Chair Kapelanski stated that there were multiple notices for the online survey. Ms. Kapelanski 
also responded that language could be added to the Public Participation Plan urging residents 
to forward comments on social media to City staff through written or electronic communication if 
they would like those comments entered into the public record.  
 
 
2. EXTERIOR APPLIANCES ORDINANCE 
 
Community Development Director McLean briefly reviewed revisions that were made, based 
upon feedback from the previous meeting.  
  
Commissioner Shadle stated that she didn’t want to create a burden for existing appliances in 
side yards. Ms. Shadle asked about language for non-conformity.  
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Commissioner Patterson stated that it would be expensive to relocate exterior appliances to a 
rear yard in cases of future replacement.  
 
Chair Kapelanski stated that a/c units are quieter than generators. Ms. Kapelanski also stated 
that lot sizes can make placement a challenge.  
 
Commissioner Murad agreed that yard size can make placement difficult.  
 
Chair Kapelanski stated that not permitting a/c units in a side yard could lead to a larger number 
of variance requests and unhappy residents.  
 
Commissioner Buckler stated that she has an a/c unit in a rear yard and that it has not been a 
challenge or infringement. She stated that she can hear neighboring units inside her home.  
 
Vice Chair Smith stated that language could be added to address existing appliances in side 
yards.  
 
Commissioner Richardson stated that he is not in favor of placement of exterior appliances in a 
side yard.  
 
Vice Chair asked about window a/c units. 
 
Chair Kapelanski replied that those would not be considered exterior appliances.  
 
Commissioner Buckler stated that there needs to be some type of standard for noise ordinance.  
 
Vice Chair Smith stated that he favors industry standards for exterior appliances regarding 
noise.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she was not in favor of a standard “from the property line.”  
 
Citizen Comments 
 
Patti Curtis, Kenmore: Asked if front and side yards are defined in the ordinance. She also 
stated that generator noise tends to be consistent whereas a/c units tend to get louder.  
 
Kurt Hite, Robina: In favor of language for existing appliances in side yards.  
 
Dean Smith: Stated that as proposed the decibel standard would be impossible to enforce. Mr. 
Smith suggested deferring to manufacturer noise rating. He also stated that excessive noise is 
usually a sign of a product defect.  
 

 
 
3. PROPOSED ORDINANCE/DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
 
Community Development Director McLean briefly reviewed revisions that were made, based 
upon feedback from the previous meeting.  
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DDA Director Carmody stated that an overlay district simplifies the process.  
 
Vice Chair Smith stated that the Design Review Advisory Board addressed many of his 
questions. Mr. Smith also referenced some inconsistent language in the revised draft. He also 
expressed concerns that this process could be an extra step for developers that could delay site 
plan approval.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that the overlay would not give developers a choice.   
 
Mr. McLean stated that there is existing language in the zoning ordinance for development that 
requires a full site plan review by the Planning Commission.  
 
Commissioner Kempner addressed the topic of guidelines as opposed to items required by 
ordinance. She inquired as to how many inconsistencies exist between the zoning ordinance 
and design guidelines.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked if not having a set meeting schedule and having an “on demand” 
meeting could streamline the process.   
 
DDA Director Carmody stated that timing to convene could be difficult.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked if this meeting could happen via conference call.  
 
DDA Director Carmody responded that the Open Meetings Act would apply.  
 
Commissioner Murad asked if a member of the Planning Commission should be on the Design 
Review Board.  
 
Commissioner Kempner stated that she was uncomfortable with language that could override 
existing zoning.  
 
Commissioner Shadle stated that an overlay district clarifies concerns from the first draft. Ms. 
Shadle suggested a non-voting liaison to the Design Review Board.  
 
Commissioner Buckler asked about mechanisms to enforce what is approved.   
 
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 

LIAISON REPORTS 
Commissioner Patterson discussed Tail on the Train event for Parks & Rec.  
 
Commissioner Murad discussed the upcoming State of the City event.  
 
Commissioner Richardson discussed the City Manager and DPW Director as guest speakers for 
the Environmental Committee on energy efficiency..   
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* * * * * * * * * * 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

N/A 
* * * * * * * * * * 

 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:22PM. 



 

THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BERKLEY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS 
CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:30 PM, MARCH 26, 2019 AT CITY HALL BY CHAIR 
KAPELANSKI. 

 
The minutes from this meeting are in summary form capturing the actions taken on each agenda 
item.  To view the meeting discussions in their entirety, this meeting is broadcasted on the city’s 
government access channel, WBRK, every day at 9AM and 9PM.  The video can also be seen, 
on-demand, on the city’s YouTube channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley.   
 
PRESENT:   Mark Richardson   Martin Smith  Ann Shadle    
  Lisa Kempner  Greg Patterson Matt Trotto   
  Kristen Kapelanski  Tim Murad 
 
ABSENT:  Michele Buckler 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Tim McLean, Community Development Director 
   Ross Gavin, City Council Liaison 
   Matthew Baumgarten, City Manager 
    

* * * * * * * * * 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Commissioner Kempner to approve the Agenda with one addition under 
Communications and supported by Commissioner Patterson. 
 
AYES: Kempner, Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Kapelanski 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Buckler 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
It was moved by Commissioner Patterson to approve minutes from February 26, 2019 and 
supported by Commissioner Trotto. 
 
AYES: Murad, Patterson, Richardson, Shadle, Smith, Trotto, Kempner,  Kapelanski 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: Buckler 

 
* * * * * * * * * * 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Letter to the Planning Commission regarding the proposed Design Overlay District, letter to the 
Planning Commission regarding decibel standards for the proposed Exterior Appliances 
Ordinance, letter to the Community Development Director requesting a zoning text amendment, 
Flyer from MEDC on training opportunities for RRC program.  
* * * * * * * * * * 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
N/A 
   

* * * * * * * * * * 
 

https://www.youtube.com/user/cityofberkley


 

 

1. PRESENTATION: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN 
 
City Manager Baumgarten gave a presentation of a draft of the Capital Improvements Plan. Mr. 
Baumgarten provided highlights of proposed capital improvements by Parks & Recreation, 
Public Library, City Hall, Public Works, and Public Safety. Mr. Baumgarten stated that the 
proposed Capital Improvements Plan would be on the agenda for the regularly scheduled 
meeting in April.  
 
2. DISCUSSION: EXTERIOR APPLIANCES ORDINANCE 
 
Community Development Director McLean provided a summary of revisions that were made to 
the proposed ordinance since it was last discussed by the Planning Commission. Mr. McLean 
stated that language was added to address exterior appliances that could be rendered legally 
non-conforming due to ordinance change. Mr. McLean also asked for a consensus of the 
Planning Commission regarding the placement of exterior appliances in side yards.  
 
Commissioner Shadle asked about the percentages listed in the section on non-conformities.  
 
Mr. McLean responded that this language was similar to the current ordinance on non-
conforming structures and uses.  
 
Vice Chair Smith suggested that language be revised to allow for the replacement of legal non-
conforming exterior appliances.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated that generators are different from air conditioning units and that 
they create more noise. Mr. Trotto stated that the 60bd standard was not feasible for generators.  
 
Commissioner Murad stated that a generator doesn’t have to be close to the house and that the 
setback requirements could be changed.  
 
Commissioner Murad stated he was not in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards.  
 
Commissioner Trotto stated he was in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards. 
 
Commissioner Shadle stated she was not in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards. 
 
Commissioner Patterson state he was in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards. 
 
Chair Kapelanski stated she was in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards. 
 
Commissioner Kempner stated she was not in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side 
yards. 
 
Commissioner Richardson stated he was not in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side 
yards. 
 
Vice Chair Smith stated he was not in favor of permitting exterior appliances in side yards. 
 
The Planning Commission also agreed that there was a consensus against the proposed 
decibel level as well.  



 

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
Wendi Zabramski, Gardner: Stated that due to lot sizes it would be difficult not to permit exterior 
appliances in side yards.  
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 
LIAISON REPORTS 
Mr. Trotto stated that he attended the DDA meeting on the proposed artwork on Twelve Mile Rd.  
 
Mr. Murad stated that the Berkley Chamber of Commerce was hosting a “State of your 
Business” event on Wednesday, March 27.   
 
* * * * * * * * * * 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

Ms. Kempner stated that she signed up for the RRC Best Practices training online and 
suggested this as an alternative to attending training in person.  
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:02PM. 



 
   
   

 

 
 
 
   

MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

Subject: Discussion on Projections into Side Yard Setbacks on Residential Dwellings 

Date:  September 15, 2020 

The Zoning Ordinance permits projections into rear and side yard setbacks, as stated below.  

Section 138-192. – Projections 

Projections may extend into a required side yard setback not more than two inches 

for each one foot of width of such setback; and may extend or project into a 

required front or rear yard setback not more than three feet. Such projections shall 

not have a foundation and shall be above grade at least 12 inches. The total of all 

projections into a given yard shall not exceed 30 percent of that wall’s surface area. 

In nonresidential districts, where not front yard setback is required, a projection 

may extend into the right of way three feet provided that it is at least 11 feet above 

the sidewalk. The total of all projections into a given right of way shall not exceed 

30 percent of that wall’s surface. 

The Ordinance does not distinguish between different kinds of projections, such as cantilevers, awnings, 

chimneys, etc. Some communities give different projection allowance for cantilevers and chimneys. While 

it is not required to give different projection allowances, it is necessary to discuss and clarify a past 

interpretation that has become common practice. 

 

Current Practice for Chimney Projections into Side Yard 

A former Building Official interpreted and determined projections apply only to extensions of the livable 

space within a dwelling. It was determined that chimneys are not considered extensions of the livable 

space and are therefore exempt from building envelope calculations.  

This standard was reviewed in 2017, after there was concern from local residents that new construction 

was violating the standard for projections. After investigating the issue at length, the following information 

was provided to local residents detailing the City’s practice and explanation of projection calculations 
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“This has been the practice for the building department since 1950 to consider a chimney ancillary to any 

home featuring a fireplace. Those fireplaces that utilize natural gas still require the same such spacing as 

a traditional, log burning fireplace. As such they are measured based on a requirement of the amount of 

capacity needed to function properly and separate from that of a projection intended to expand upon the 

floor space of the interior of the home. Since this is a past practice it ought to be reexamined from time-to-

time to ensure it still serves the community well.” 

As it has been some time since the standard was reviewed, it would be beneficial to reexamine this 

practice. 

 

Comparable Communities 

For your reference, I have researched nearby communities to determine how they approve or regulate 

projections, specifically chimneys.  

 

City of Ferndale 

Section 24-193 – Projections into Yards 

Projection Front Side – Interior Side – Corner Rear 

Chimney 3 ft. 5 ft. 5 ft. 3 ft. 

 

City of Huntington Woods 

Section 6.04(D) – Projections  

Projection Front Side  Rear 

Chimney 2 ft. 1 ft.  2 ft.  

 

City of Plymouth 
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Projection Front Side  Rear 

Chimney – up to 8 ft. 
width 

1 ft.  Not permitted 1 ft. 

 

City of Oak Park 

Section 2106 – Projections into yards. 

Architectural features may extend or project into a required side yard not more than two inches for each 

one foot of width of required side yard, and may extend not more than four feet into a required front or 

rear yard. However, in no case shall any projections extend closer than three feet to any lot line. 

 

Next Steps  

It is recommended that the Planning Commission discuss projection allowance as a whole and specific to 

chimneys to provide clarity to residents, contractors, and developers. 

 

If you have any questions about this item, please feel free to contact me.  

 

 

Erin Schlutow 

Community Development Director 

 

 

 

 

 



 
   
   

 

 
 
 
   

MEMORANDUM 

To:  Berkley Planning Commission 

From:  Erin Schlutow, Community Development Director 

Subject: Discussion to Permit Pervious Paving Materials in Parking Areas 

Date:  September 15, 2020 

In order to be proactive in mitigating stormwater runoff for future developments, it would be beneficial to 

discuss allowing pervious paving materials in parking areas in the City of Berkley. Currently, the Zoning 

Ordinance specifies asphalt or cement are appropriate and approved paving materials.  

Section 138-222. Parking lot location, design, construction. 

(d) Construction. All parking areas and drives shall be provided with paving having 

an asphaltic or Portland cement binder at least 4 inches in depth so as to provide a 

permanent, durable, and dustless surface. Single family residential driveways may 

be constructed of masonry pavers. All parking areas shall be graded and drained 

so as to dispose of all surface water accumulated within the area according to 

Oakland County requirements prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit. 

Approaches shall be provided with paving having a Portland cement binder at least 

6 inches in depth. Approaches shall have a 2 foot flare on each side of the 

driveway.  

It is recommended to include pervious paving materials, so as to allow developers the opportunity to 

explore alternative paving materials. Such pervious paving materials would be subject to review by the 

city engineer. 

 

Comparable Communities 

For your reference, I have researched nearby communities to determine how they approve or regulate 

alternative paving materials. Many do not reference opportunities to allow paving materials other than 

asphalt or concrete.  

City of Ferndale 

Section 24-224 Parking Design. 
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(3)(a) All parking lots and vehicle equipment storage areas shall be paved with an asphalt or concrete 

binder. Alternative paving materials, such as permeable/grass pavers, may be approved based upon the 

review and recommendation of the city engineer. For storage areas, the city engineer may approve a 

substitute for hard surfaced pavement upon a determination that there are no adverse effects. 

 

 

Next Steps  

It is recommended that the Planning Commission discuss including pervious pavement materials as an 

acceptable pavement material as part of Section 138-222, as noted above. 

Draft text for a proposed text amendment is attached. 

 

If you have any questions about this item, please feel free to contact me.  

 

 

Erin Schlutow 

Community Development Director 
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Section 138-222. – Parking lot location, design, and construction. 

 

 (d) Construction. All parking areas and drives shall be provided with paving having an asphaltic or 
portland cement binder at least 4 inches in depth so as to provide a permanent, durable, and 
dustless surface. Single family residential driveways may be constructed of masonry pavers. All 
parking areas shall be graded and drained so as to dispose of all surface water accumulated 
within the area according to Oakland County requirements prior to the issuance of an occupancy 
permit. Approaches shall be provided with paving having a portland cement binder at least 6 
inches in depth. Approaches shall have a 2 foot flare on each side of the driveway. 

Permeable pavement materials may be permitted, upon the review and recommendation by city 
engineer. The Planning Commission shall have the authority to approve alternative paving 
materials, based on the recommendation of the city engineer.  

A zoning certificate shall be required for all driveway replacement and construction. 
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