NOVEMBER 18, 2008 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
b.
Public Hearing and Action on 523 Packard Street Planned Project Site Plan, 0.29 acre.  A proposal to construct two dwelling units (12 bedrooms total) in an addition to the existing structure.  After completion of the addition and renovation to the existing structure, there will be a total of five dwelling units and 26 bedrooms – Staff Recommendation:  Approval

Cheng described the proposal and showed photographs of the site.

Noting no further speakers, Mahler declared the public hearing closed.

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Potts, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the 523 Packard Street Planned Project Site Plan, subject to providing a minimum use of open space of 50 percent and mitigation of sanitary sewer flow equivalent to the disconnection of one footing drain before issuance of the first certificate of occupancy.
Carlberg stated that this was an old house and asked if the petitioner intended to upgrade the electricity as part of the renovation.
Warren Samberg, petitioner, replied yes.

Carlberg asked about the petitioner’s experience with the number of tenants who had cars.  She confirmed that this proposal would increase the number of residents, but not parking spaces.

Samberg said it was true that additional residents were proposed, but no increase in parking spaces.  He stated that out of the 14 current residents in this house, eight of them had cars.  Because this house was one block from campus, he believed most students would walk, adding that there also was public transportation available.  

Carlberg asked what the petitioner would do if there was a prospective tenant who wanted to rent a unit but would not do so unless he or she could bring a car.
Samberg believed that one in three tenants would have a car.  He also stated that on-street parking was available, as well as a nearby parking structure.
Carlberg noted the difficulty in finding available on-street parking.  She wondered how storm water would be handled, asking if there were structures that could be used to clean pollutants out of the water.

Kathy Keinath, of Perimeter Engineering, representing the petitioner, explained the proposed storm water system.  She stated that two forebays were proposed to treat and release water at a controlled rate, one a rain garden at the base of the steep slope near the north property line, and the second in an underground storage tank.  She stated that there were different technologies, such as octo swirls and stormceptors, adding that the petitioner was interested in a tank that at some point could be used to plumb water back into the building.

Carlberg asked that additional information regarding the different storm water systems be provided prior to this site plan going to City Council, as she wanted to be sure that there was optimal cleaning of storm water.  She was not concerned about the increased height of the building, noting that this site was at the bottom of a hill and there were tremendous benefits to having parking underneath the building.  She believed the streetscape along Packard would be similar to what currently existed and perhaps even be an improvement with the upgrading of the house.  She thought this was an appropriate planned project with the proposed benefits.
Westphal asked for an explanation between the existing and increased usable open space.

Cheng explained that the minimum usable open space was 40 percent and that 46 percent currently existed on the site.  This proposal would increase the minimum usable open space to 50 percent, he said.
Westphal asked about the bicycle parking.
Samberg stated that he was providing four Class A parking spaces, noting that code required one space.

Pratt stated that this proposal would result in 26 tenants.  He believed that most of the tenants who did not have a car likely would have a bicycle.

Potts thought the code requirements for bicycle parking were inadequate, stating that she has heard many complaints about the lack of bike parking.

Westphal stated that he concurred about the benefit of this proposal providing storm water treatment and, while the historic façade of this structure would be preserved and it was assumed that some of the housing would be affordable, he was concerned about setting a precedent with regard to the criteria for planned project modifications.  He noted that increased density was encouraged and there did not seem to be any neighborhood opposition here, but this may not be the case for a different location.

Cheng stated that staff discussed this concern when reviewing the proposal.  He stated that the parking being located under the building was a benefit that otherwise might not be provided if something less desirable allowed by right was proposed.  He said staff believed these were appropriate benefits.

Westphal believed this was a suitable planned project for this location.

Pratt asked what the plan was for storm water maintenance, as occasionally these types of management plans were beneficial for about the first year until it was time for the sediment to be removed.  He would want to see some type of clear statement as to what the agreement was regarding the maintenance of the storm water management structure.  

Keinath stated that the plan contained a maintenance schedule requiring cleaning the sediment both during and after construction.  She stated that the majority of the water would be from the building’s roof, as most of the parking area would be covered.  She said they intentionally placed the tank under the driveway to allow access for a truck to come and clean it out.

Pratt stated that he would like to see more bicycle parking spaces provided.
Potts said this planned project claimed to meet the active open space standard, but she said there did not appear to be any active open space on the site.  She asked the petitioner to address this.

Samberg stated that space at the rear of the site would be created for open space.

Potts stated that this would be a significant improvement because all of the backyards in this area were parking lots and it would be nice to have something planted in that space for both the environment and the tenants.  With regard to the reduced side setbacks, she said, they generally were important; however, this was not as critical in this neighborhood.  She thought the proposed benefits from this proposal would be a major improvement to the neighborhood.
Carlberg did not think it would be too difficult for the petitioner to install additional bike hoops and suggested that the motion be amended to require the addition of ten bicycle parking spaces on the property.
Westphal offered a friendly amendment, so the language would say, “subject to the addition of parking for 18 bicycles.”

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Borum, to amend the main motion by adding the following language:  “subject to the addition of parking for 18 bicycles.”
Woods stated that she would like to see the bicycle parking spaces covered, otherwise they likely would not be used.  She proposed this as a friendly amendment to the motion.

Carlberg accepted this as a friendly amendment to the motion.

Potts agreed about the covered bicycle parking spaces, suggesting that perhaps they could be placed within the carport.  She knew that bicyclists did not like to park their bikes out in the open during inclement weather.  She suggested that ten spaces be required, rather than 18, as this property was within walking distance of campus and it was likely that not all students would use a bicycle.

Carlberg stated that she would like to leave the requirement at 18 bicycle spaces.

Pratt asked the petitioner if this would be feasible.

Samberg stated that it would be difficult to place that many bicycle parking spaces under the building, but said there was plenty of space for bicycle parking beyond the building envelope, which meant they would be uncovered.

Carlberg stated that a small roof or awning could be placed over the spaces to keep rain and snow off the bikes.
A vote on the amendment showed:



YEAS:
Borum, Carlberg, Mahler, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
Potts


ABSENT:
Bona, Derezinski

Motion carried.
Carlberg wanted to make sure that staff followed up on the issue of the cleanest storm water design so the information could be available prior to Council consideration.
Pulcipher stated that staff would provide this information to City Council.
A vote on the main motion as amended showed:



YEAS:
Borum, Carlberg, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None


ABSENT:
Bona, Derezinski

Motion carried, reads as follows:
Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Potts, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the 523 Packard Street Planned Project Site Plan, subject to providing a minimum use of open space of 50 percent, subject to mitigation of sanitary sewer flow equivalent to the disconnection of one footing drain before issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, and subject to the addition of enough parking for up to 18 covered bicycle spaces.
