JUNE 17, 2008 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
d.
Public Hearing and Action on Briarwood Lots 12 & 13 Hotels PUD Zoning and PUD Site Plan, 8.28 acres, south side of Briarwood Circle west of South State Street.  A request to amend the Briarwood Lots 12, 13, 14 and 15 PUD to allow for the development of two hotels on Lots 12 and 13.  Both hotels will be 4-5 stories in height.  Hotel A (the west hotel) will have 130 rooms and a restaurant, and Hotel B (the east hotel) will have 97 extended stay rooms and kitchens – Staff Recommendation:  Approval
Kahan explained the proposal and showed photographs of the property.

Jeff Kraemer, of Raymond Management Company, petitioner, stated that he and the project team were present this evening to answer questions.

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

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Mahler, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the Briarwood Lots 12 & 13 PUD Zoning and Supplemental Regulations, and PUD Site Plan and Development Agreement, subject to providing adequate sanitary sewer capacity, and subject to contributing to the cost of mitigating traffic issues.

Potts did not see any problems with this proposal, stating that this seemed to be a suitable use for the area.  She expressed her support.
Carlberg said she would like to support staff’s recommendation for brick on the first and second floors and suggested that this be added to the supplemental regulations.
Kraemer stated that when this project was presented at a Planning Commission working session, the exterior consisted of split-faced block and brick on the first floor.  He said they were asked to enhance that look, which was what they believed they had done with the current design.  They believed the proposed design, which included masonry, split-faced block and brick, provided a sense of permanence using quality materials, he said, adding that they would prefer keeping the proposed architectural design, which has been reviewed and approved by the mall and franchise owners.
Carlberg asked what the light tan-colored material was at the ground level.
Kraemer replied that it was split-faced decorative block.

Pratt asked what wrapped around to the back.
Kraemer replied that the north elevation consisted of split-faced block along the bottom and brick above.

Bona recalled that when the Planning Commission reviewed the previous proposal for this property, there was a requirement to match the materials of other Briarwood buildings, which became part of the PUD.  She believed the original intent was for the whole building to be masonry and said she would be supportive of that for this proposal.

Westphal asked if the pedestrian access from the hotel site would be aligned with the pedestrian path on the Briarwood Mall site.
Kahan replied yes, showing how the pedestrian access on the interior of the site would align with the sidewalk on the Briarwood site.  

Westphal stated that based on similar projects where alignment of pedestrian access was important, he was looking for more of a stronger link for the pedestrian access on this plan.  He said there was access across the street on the mall site where stamped pavement would signal that access.  He liked the fact that this was on the AATA bus route and that there would be shared parking, but he was hoping to see a stronger pedestrian orientation.
Kahan stated that the petitioner explored the possibility of installing stop signs at the crosswalk, but said the owner of the mall was opposed.  He said the petitioner was proposing a striped sidewalk across Briarwood Circle Drive to let motorists know that pedestrians would be crossing in that location.  He also noted that this was not a heavily used corridor.  The petitioner shifted the buildings as far north as possible, he said, but there were limitations because of a utility easement along Briarwood Circle Drive.

Kraemer asked that the Planning Commission consider the fact they had requirements by the franchise to use variations in building materials and that they were trying to be complementary to the mall and surrounding uses.

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Potts, to require a brick exterior for the first two levels of the buildings.
Mahler stated that since this planned project site plan would allow the petitioner to exceed the building height by 12 feet, exceed the floor area ratio, and provide fewer parking spaces than required, he thought the least the petitioner could do was provide two levels of brick.
Potts did not necessarily care for franchises having materials requirements, as it tended to make the developer and municipality feel obliged to go along with it.  She did not see how providing two stories of brick would interfere with this project.

Borum stated that he preferred the vertical articulation of the proposed design, stating that having the additional third story of brick material totaled two stories.  He said he opposed the amendment, as he preferred the elevation as proposed.
Bona stated that if this amendment were to pass, she would prefer that there be a minimum of two stories of brick and allow the petitioner to decide which two stories.
Carlberg withdrew her motion to require brick on the first two stories of the building.
A vote on the main motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Borum, Carlberg, Emaus, Lowenstein, Mahler, Potts,

Westphal



NAYS:
Pratt
Motion carried.
Pratt stated that he voted against this, as he would have liked to have seen the previous development agreement for the previously approved PUD.

