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 PLANNING COMMISSION 

 MEETING AGENDA 

REGULAR MEETING 

 
 

Michael W. Hutson, Chair, and Mark Maxwell, Vice Chair 
Donald Edmunds, Philip Sanzica, Robert Schultz, Thomas Strat 

John J. Tagle, Lon M. Ullmann and Mark J. Vleck 

   

July 13, 2010 7:30 P.M. Council Chamber 
   

 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES June 22, 2010 Special/Study Meeting 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMENTS – For Items Not on the Agenda 
 
 

 
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 

 
5. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 899 A) – Proposed Automation Alley 

Addition, West side of Bellingham, South of Big Beaver (2675 Bellingham), Section 26, 
Currently Zoned R-C (Research Center) District 

 
6. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 949 A) – Proposed Troy Marketplace 

Parking Reduction, Southwest Corner of Big Beaver and Rochester Roads, Section 27, 
Currently Zoned B-2 (Community Business) District 

 
7. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 963) – Proposed North Troy Park 

Association, Southwest Corner of South Boulevard and Rochester Road, Section 3, Currently 
Zoned O-1 (Office Building) District 

 
 

SPECIAL USE REQUEST 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL USE APPROVAL AND PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW 

(File Number SU 381) – Proposed Renaissance Fencing Club, North of Maple, West of 
Livernois (408 Oliver), Section 28, Currently Zoned M-1 (Light Industrial) District 

  

500 W. Big Beaver 
Troy, MI  48084 
(248) 524-3364 
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planning@troymi.gov 



TROY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA July 13, 2010 
 
 

WTRY Broadcast Schedule Regular Meetings, Wednesday, 6:00 p.m. and 11: 00 p.m.Study Meetings, Wednesday, 3:00 p.m. 
 

2 

 
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
9. PUBLIC COMMENTS – Items on Current Agenda 
 

10. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
 
 
ADJOURN 
 
NOTICE: People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact the City Clerk by e-mail at 

clerk@troymi.gov or by calling (248) 524-3317 at least two working days in advance of the meeting.  An attempt will be made to make 
reasonable accommodations. 

mailto:clerk@ci.troy.mi.us


PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL/STUDY MEETING – DRAFT JUNE 22, 2010 
  

 
 

 - 1 - 
 

The Special/Study Meeting of the Troy City Planning Commission was called to order by 
Chair Hutson at 7:30 p.m. on June 22, 2010 in the Council Board Room of the Troy City 
Hall. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
Present: Absent: 
Donald Edmunds John J. Tagle 
Michael W. Hutson Mark J. Vleck 
Mark Maxwell 
Philip Sanzica 
Robert M. Schultz 
Thomas Strat 
Lon M. Ullmann 
 

Also Present: 
R. Brent Savidant, Acting Planning Director 
Christopher Forsyth, Assistant City Attorney 
Zachary Branigan, Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. 
Wanda Norman, Planning Department Intern 
Kathy L. Czarnecki, Recording Secretary 

 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 
Resolution # PC-2010-06-039 
Moved by: Schultz 
Seconded by: Maxwell 
 
RESOLVED, To approve the Agenda as prepared. 
 

Yes:  All present (7) 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
Resolution # PC-2010-06-040 
Moved by: Sanzica 
Seconded by: Edmunds 
 

RESOLVED, To approve the minutes of the June 8, 2010 Regular meeting as 
prepared. 
 

Yes: Edmunds, Hutson, Maxwell, Sanzica, Schultz, Ullmann 
Abstain: Strat 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 

MOTION CARRIED 
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4. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no one present who wished to speak. 

 
 
5. BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS (BZA) REPORT 

 
Mr. Edmunds reported on the June 15, 2010 Board of Zoning Appeals meeting. 
 

 
6. DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (DDA) REPORT 

 
Mr. Savidant announced there has been no recent meeting of the Downtown 
Development Authority. 
 

 
7. PLANNING AND ZONING REPORT 

 
Mr. Savidant reported on the following items, approved by City Council at their June 21, 
2010 meeting.   

 Special Use Request and Preliminary Site Plan Approval (File Number SU 379) – Big 
Beaver Tavern Outdoor Seating, 645 E. Big Beaver. 

 Rezoning Request (File Number Z 737) – Troy Sports Center, Northwest Corner of 
John R and Big Beaver, from O-1 to B-2. 

 
Mr. Savidant announced that a joint meeting with the City of Birmingham is tentatively 
scheduled on Wednesday, July 14, 2010, at 6:00 p.m. to consider Preliminary Site Plan 
approval of the transit center. 
 
Mr. Branigan addressed the status of the Zoning Ordinance re-write. 
 
 

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 
 
8. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 962) – Proposed InPro 

Insurance Group Office Building Addition, North side of Big Beaver Road, East of 
John R (2095 E. Big Beaver), Section 24, Currently Zoned O-1 (Office Building) 
District (Consent Judgment) 
 
Mr. Branigan gave a report on the proposed Preliminary Site Plan and request to 
install a compressed oxygen tank for a new tenant.  The applicant proposes to 
vacate existing cross access easements to accommodate the oxygen tank.  Mr. 
Branigan addressed the two existing cross access easements at 2051 and 2095 E. 
Big Beaver that are now obsolete as a result of established uses and build out of 
both sites.  He indicated support to vacate both easements. 
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Mr. Branigan said the Board might want to consider asking the applicant to provide 
a cross access easement to the east, for which a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
is approved.  He addressed two potential issues in requesting a cross access 
easement to the east: 

 No major regional benefit (no cross access to the west). 

 The site would lose four (4) parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Branigan confirmed departmental reviews indicated no special comments or 
special requirements for housing an oxygen tank on site.   
 
Discussion followed on a cross access easement to the east: 

 Intent of PUD site plan approval to provide cross access easement. 

 Standard City procedure for cross access easements. 

 Physical improvements relating to cross access easements. 

 Loss of parking spaces; no parking study completed. 

 Condition(s) to site plan approval; retain existing parking until such time that 
PUD is constructed. 

 Cut-through traffic. 

 Site maneuverability. 

 Future redevelopment. 
 
Chair Hutson expressed concern with the applicant’s parking lot turning into a 
thoroughfare for the PUD. 
 
Mr. Branigan said the Planning Department discussed that point.  He said basically 
if the site were to re-develop as another use other than office, the cross access 
easement might make more sense.  With the existing use, the cross access 
easement might be used only for short distance driving/parking and cut-through 
traffic to avoid potential traffic queuing on the PUD site. 
 
David Goodman, owner of Goodman Investments and InPro Insurance Group, of 
2840 Ashbury Drive, Troy, was present.  Mr. Goodman addressed a cross access 
easement to the east.  He asked the Board to take into consideration the existing 
masonry wall in the parking lot and the loss of parking spaces.  He addressed the 
building tenancy as relates to the number of employees and parking needs.  He 
also addressed the maneuverability of delivery trucks on site. 
 
Resolution # PC-2010-06-041 
Moved by: Schultz 
Seconded by: Strat 
 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission recommends to City Council that 
Preliminary Site Plan Approval, as requested for the proposed InPro Insurance 
Group Office Building Addition, located on the north side of Big Beaver, east of John 
R, in Section 24, within the O-1 zoning district, be granted, subject to the following 
conditions: 
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1. A cross access easement is granted to the property to the east in the northeast 
corner of the InPro Insurance Group property.  InPro Insurance Group shall 
execute an agreement to construct same at the City’s request. 

2. That a parking adjustment of four (4) spaces is granted per Section 40.20.12. 
 

Yes: Edmunds, Maxwell, Sanzica, Schultz, Strat, Ullmann 
No: Hutson 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 

MOTION CARRIED 
 
Chair Hutson said his no vote is based on his concern expressed during discussion. 
 
 

9. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 960) – Proposed Vehma 
International Improvements, Northwest Corner of Stephenson Hwy and Rankin 
(1055 Stephenson Hwy), Section 35, Currently Zoned M-1 (Light Industrial) District 
 
Mr. Branigan briefly reviewed the Planning Consultant report and noted the 
Preliminary Site Plan meets all Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
 
Kevin Biddison of Biddison Architecture, 850 Stephenson Highway, Troy, was 
present.   
 
Thomas Kemp of Kemp & Peyerk Development, 275 W. Girard, Madison Heights, 
was present.   
 
There was discussion on: 
 Stormwater management. 
 Screening of vehicles from Stephenson Highway. 

 
Mr. Branigan stated the regional stormwater retention for the property is in need of 
improvements, and noted the Planning Commission does not have the ability to 
condition site plan approval on that provision. 
 
Mr. Biddison informed the members that construction of a berm along Stephenson 
Highway would impact existing trees in that area.   
 
Mr. Kemp expressed willingness to work with the Planning Commission to screen 
vehicles along Stephenson, but he would like to retain the existing trees. 
 
There was a brief discussion on the design of a berm and working around the 
existing trees. 
 
Mr. Forsyth reminded the members of their role as Planning Commissioners.  He 
noted the Preliminary Site Plan application for consideration this evening meets all 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  He said the Board can ask the petitioner to 
voluntarily construct a berm, but it is not a requirement. 
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Resolution # PC-2010-06-042 
Moved by: Maxwell 
Seconded by: Sanzica 
 

WHEREAS, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval, pursuant to Section 03.40.03 of 
the Zoning Ordinance, as requested for the proposed Vehma International 
Improvements, located on the Northwest corner of Stephenson and Rankin (1055 
Stephenson), in Section 35, within the M-1 zoning district, be granted. 
 

Yes: Hutson, Maxwell, Sanzica, Schultz 
No: Edmunds, Strat, Ullmann 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 

MOTION FAILED 
 
 
Resolution # PC-2010-06-043 
Moved by: Schultz 
Seconded by: Hutson 
 

MOVE, To reconsider Resolution # PC-2010-06-042. 
 

Yes: All present (7) 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 

MOTION CARRIED 
 
 
Resolution # PC-2010-06-044 
Moved by: Schultz 
Seconded by: Hutson 
 

WHEREAS, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval, pursuant to Section 03.40.03 of 
the Zoning Ordinance, as requested for the proposed Vehma International 
Improvements, located on the northwest corner of Stephenson and Rankin (1055 
Stephenson), in Section 35, within the M-1 zoning district, be granted, subject to the 
following conditions: 
 

1. The petitioner has volunteered to place a berm along the Stephenson Road 
frontage to screen the majority of vehicles from view from Stephenson. 

2. That existing trees shall remain. 
 
Discussion on the motion on the floor. 
 
Following a brief discussion, it was noted that should the petitioner discover the 
berm too cumbersome to construct with the existing trees, the petitioner would be 
required to come back before the Planning Commission with a revised site plan. 
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Vote on the motion on the floor. 
 
Yes: All present (7) 
Absent: Tagle, Vleck 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 

10. PUBLIC COMMENTS – Items on Current Agenda 
 
 
There was no one present who wished to speak. 
 
 

11. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Ullmann addressed water quality with respect to future redevelopment.  
 
Mr. Edmunds reported briefly on his attendance at the New Economy Series of free 
classes, as well as his accreditation with the Citizens Planner group.  He distributed 
booklets Chasing the Past, or Investing in our Future published by Land Policy 
Institute.  Mr. Edmunds also thanked Mr. Savidant on forwarding via email the 
Birchler Arroyo presentation. 
 
Mr. Maxwell shared film clips of deer “residing” in his back yard.  He asked that 
discussion of the deer population be placed on a future study meeting agenda. 
 
Mr. Forsyth said that effective July 1, the City Attorney’s office is implementing its 
rotation of legal representation on Boards and Committees.  Mr. Forsyth will 
represent the Board of Zoning Appeals, and Mr. Motzny will represent the Planning 
Commission.   
 
Everyone thanked Mr. Forsyth for his legal insight and wisdom. 
 
 

ADJOURN 
 
 
The Special/Study Meeting of the Planning Commission adjourned at 8:23 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       
Michael W. Hutson, Chair 
 
 
 
       
Kathy L. Czarnecki, Recording Secretary 
 
G:\Planning Commission Minutes\2010 PC Minutes\Draft\06-22-10 Special Study Meeting_Draft.doc 

 



  PC 2010.07.13 
  Agenda Item # 5 
 

DATE: July 8, 2010 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Acting Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 899 A) – Proposed 

 Automation Alley Addition, West side of Bellingham, South of Big Beaver 
 (2675 Bellingham), Section 26, Currently Zoned R-C (Research Center) 
 District 

 
 
The applicant, Synergy Group, Inc., submitted an application for a proposed 3,200 square 
foot addition to the Automation Alley facility.   
 
The attached report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. summarizes the item.   
 
City Management recommends approval of the proposed addition. 
 
Please be prepared to discuss the application at the July 13, 2010 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps. 
2. Report prepared by CWA. 
3. Site Plan. 

 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/ SP 899 A 
 

 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 899 A Automation Alley Addition  Sec 26\SP-899 A Automation Alley Addition 07 13 
10.docx 



PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 
 
5. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 899 A) – Proposed 

Automation Alley Addition, West side of Bellingham, South of Big Beaver  (2675 
Bellingham), Section 26, Currently Zoned R-C (Research Center)  District 

 
 

Resolution # PC-2010-07- 
Moved by:  
Seconded by:  
 
 

RESOLVED, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval for the proposed 
Automation Alley addition, located on the west side Bellingham, south of Big 
Beaver Road (2675 Bellingham), Section 26, within the R-C zoning district, be 
(granted, subject to the following conditions): 
___________________________________________________________) or  
 

(denied, for the following reasons: _________________________________) or 
 

(postponed, for the following reasons:_________________________________) 
 

Yes:  
No:  
Absent:  
 
MOTION CARRIED / DENIED 
 
 
 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 899 A Automation Alley Addition  Sec 26\Proposed Resolution 07 12 10.docx 



 
 
 

 Date:  July 9, 2010 
 
 

Preliminary Site Plan Review 
For 

City of Troy, Michigan 
 
 
 
Applicant: Automation Alley 
 
Project Name: Automation Alley Addition 
 
Plan Date: May 25, 2010 
 
Location: 2675 Bellingham  
 
Zoning: R-C, Research Center District 
 
Action Requested: Preliminary Site Plan Approval 
 
Required Information: Deficiencies noted 
 
PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
We are in receipt of a submittal including a site plan, a topographic survey, a preliminary grading 
plan, a new floor plan, elevations, and site details.   
 
Location of Subject Property: 
The property is located on the west side of Bellingham Drive, just south of Big Beaver Road 
 
Size of Subject Property: 
The parcel is 2 acres in size. 
 
Current/Proposed Use of Subject Parcel: 
The site is currently used as the headquarters for Automation Alley.  This proposal would expand 
the existing building to allow Automation Alley to grow within the facility.  No new uses are 
proposed. 
 



Automation Alley 7-9-10 
 

2 

Current Zoning: 
The property is currently zoned R-C, Research Center District.  
 
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels (industrial and office uses on all sides):  
North: R-C, Research Center District 
South: R-C, Research Center District 
East: M-1, Light Industrial District. 
West: M-1, Light Industrial District. 
 

AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 
 
Required and Provided Dimensions: 
Section 30.20.08 requires the following setbacks and height limits.  The project currently 
complies with all required dimensions.  The proposed addition would change the west (rear) and 
north (side) yard setbacks. 
 

 
Items to be Addressed: None.  
 
PARKING, LOADING 
 
Proposed Parking: 
The site plan indicates that the site currently contains 76 spaces, 4 of which are barrier-free.  The 
applicant has included 42 proposed additional parking spaces and has labeled these as “future” 
spaces.” 
 
Parking Calculations: 
The parking calculations provided by the applicant are as follows. 
 
 

 Required 
Office 1/200 sf. of usable floor area = 15,430 x 80% usable = 12,344 square feet/200 =  

62 required spaces 
Total Provided 72 regular spaces + 4 barrier free spaces = 76 spaces = 42 proposed future spaces = 

118 spaces 
 
 

 Required: Provided: 

Setbacks   
Side 

(north) 20 feet 81.63 feet 

Rear 
(west) 20 feet 104.19 feet 

Building Height (addition) 40 feet 15 feet, 8 inches 
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The site is overparked in its current state.  The existing parking greatly exceeds the required 
parking for the site and the proposed addition can be completed with no additional parking 
required.  We question the applicant’s inclusion of 42 new, future parking spaces.  We also wish 
to clarify the applicant’s term “future” spaces.  Is the intent to land bank these spaces?  If so, the 
applicant must provide justification for the addition of these surplus spaces.  Further, the 22 
spaces along the south boundary encroach into the neighboring site.  This is not allowed without 
documentation in the form of an easement.  We do not support the approval of the surplus 42 
future spaces, and we especially oppose the approval of the 22 spaces encroaching into the 
adjacent property. 
 
Items to be Addressed:  Remove future planned surplus parking spaces, or provide justification 
and documentation of legal easement to permit their existence.  
 
 
SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 
 
Proposed Circulation: 
 
The site is accessed from Bellingham by a single driveway, and has access to the lot to the south 
and north by two driveways going south and a driveway going north.  The access drives make the 
site very accessible by car.  Also, the site has an extensive pedestrian network.  No assess issues 
will be affected by the proposed addition. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None. 
 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
The site is existing and devoid of natural features, with the exception of existing landscaping and 
trees. No natural features will be impacted by this addition, which occupies an open grass area. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None. 
 
LANDSCAPING 
 
A landscape plan has not been provided with this submittal, however no landscaping is being 
affected, nor would any additional landscaping be required, as a result of this project.  No natural 
features are impacted, and required open space is still well within ordinance requirements, as 
17.1 percent is provided when only 10 percent is required.  The proposed addition will occupy 
what is currently an open area with a small patio and manicured lawn.  The remainder of the site 
is adequately landscaped. 
 
Items to be addressed: None. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The project complies with all dimensional requirements, does not increase parking requirements 
beyond what is available on the subject site, and will have no impact on natural features or a 
discernable impact on stormwater drainage.  It has been reviewed by all City departments and no 
objections have been raised.  We support the improvement of this property and recommend the 
Planning Commission approve the preliminary site plan with the condition that the proposed 
“future” parking spaces are removed, or that adequate justification and legal documentation to 
permit them along the south is provided. 
 
 

 
#225-02-10116 
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  Agenda Item # 6 
 

DATE: July 8, 2010 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Acting Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 949 A) – Proposed 

Troy Marketplace Parking Reduction, Southwest Corner of Big Beaver and 
Rochester Roads, Section 27, Currently Zoned B-2 (Community Business) 
District 

 
The applicant, Ramco-Gershenson, Inc., submitted an application for a parking 
modification for the Troy Marketplace commercial development.  The Planning 
Commission approved the outlot building, including a 3,002 square foot restaurant and 
2,004 square foot retail store, on May 13, 2008.  The owners wish to change the use of a 
2,004 square foot retail space to restaurant.  This increases the number of parking spaces 
required by the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant also proposed some pedestrian 
improvements for the area near the outlot building.   
 
The attached report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. summarizes the item.   
 
City Management recommends approval of the parking space modification. 
 
Please be prepared to discuss the application at the July 13, 2010 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps. 
2. Report prepared by CWA. 
3. Technical Memorandum, prepared by PEA. 
4. Review of Parking Space Analysis, prepared by OHM. 

 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/ SP 949 A 
 

 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 949 A  Troy Marketplace Parking Reduction\SP-949 A Troy Marketplace 07 13 10.docx 
 



PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 
 
6. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 949 A) – Proposed Troy 

Marketplace Parking Reduction, Southwest Corner of Big Beaver and Rochester 
Roads, Section 27, Currently Zoned B-2 (Community Business) District 

 
 

Resolution # PC-2010-07- 
Moved by:  
Seconded by:  
 

RESOLVED, The Planning Commission hereby approves a reduction in the 
number of required parking spaces for the proposed Troy Marketplace uses to 
1,438 when a total of 1,656 spaces are required on the site based on off-street 
parking space requirements, as per Article XL.  This 218-space reduction is 
justified through the application of ULI parking methodology, as outlined in the 
Technical Memorandum prepared by PEA. 
 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval for the 
proposed uses, located on the southwest corner of Big Beaver and Rochester 
Road, Section 27, within the B-2 zoning district, be (granted, subject to the 
following conditions): 
___________________________________________________________) or  
 

(denied, for the following reasons: _________________________________) or 
 

(postponed, for the following reasons:_________________________________) 
 

Yes:  
No:  
Absent:  
 
MOTION CARRIED / DENIED 
 
 
 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 949 A  Troy Marketplace Parking Reduction\Proposed Resolution 07 13 10.docx 



 

Richard K. Carlisle, President      R. Donald Wortman, Vice President       Douglas J. Lewan, Principal      John L. Enos, Principal 
Jennifer L. Coe, Associate    Sally M. Elmiger, Associate    David J. Scurto, Associate    Brian M. Oppmann, Associate    Zachary Branigan, Associate 

 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Brent Savidant 
 
FROM: Zachary Branigan 

DATE: July 8, 2010 
 
RE: Troy Marketplace Parking Modification Request 
 
 
We are in receipt of a request from Ramco Gershenson, Inc. to approve a parking modification 
for Troy Marketplace, a site located at the SW Corner of Big Beaver Road and Rochester Road. 
The site has a collection of four existing retail and restaurant buildings housing a wide variety of 
uses including large retail tenants, a health club, and a series of restaurants.  The total square 
footage of the existing buildings is 248,893 square feet.  Of that square footage, 2,004 square feet 
in the south half of the existing outbuilding that currently houses the PeiWei restaurant (Building 
A-2) is programmed for retail use.  The applicant wishes to fill the vacant retail space with a 
restaurant use, which would require additional parking.  This request is to modify parking 
requirements for the overall project to allow the new restaurant tenant to move into the vacant 
space. 
 
The site is made up of a collection of parcels and is zoned B-2, Community Business District. 
Per the City Ordinance, retail tenants require one space for every 200 square feet of usable floor 
area, and restaurants require one space for 2 seats, plus one additional space for every 10 seats 
for employee parking.  The retail space the applicant wishes to convert to a restaurant is 2,004 
square feet, which would require 10 retail parking spaces.  As a restaurant, the space could 
accommodate (according to the applicant) 44 seats.  Those 44 seats require 22 spaces for the 
customers and 5 spaces for employees, or 27 spaces in total, 17 more than are currently 
accommodated for the vacant retail space. 
 
The applicant has provided a table outlining the required parking for the entire development with 
existing uses and planned uses, and with the potential amended planned uses with the restaurant.  
There already exists a deficiency of overall parking on the site, which was allowed by a 
modification which permitted the planned retail space in the “major E” space to be converted to 
the current LA Fitness facility, which has more intense parking requirements.  
 
The conversion of the 2,004 square feet from retail to restaurant would increase the overall 
parking required for the project by less than 1 percent. The existing facilities, in total, require 
1,639 spaces.  There are currently 1,438 space son the site, a deficiency permitted by 
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modification of 201 spaces.  The conversion of the 2,004 square feet to a restaurant creates a 
total requirement of 1,656 spaces, or a deficiency of 218 total spaces.  The applicant’s parking 
study indicates, using ULI rates of the health club only and taking into consideration peak rates 
on the weekdays and weekends, 1,386 spaces would be required on a weekday at peak, and 1,330 
would be required on a weekend at peak.  If ULI calculations are used for the entire 
development, 1121 are required on a weekday and 1154 are required on a weekend.  These are 
flat figures and do not take into consideration the shared parking reductions available, which 
vary, when using ULI rates for the health club only, from 9 percent on a weekday (given the 
staggered peak for retail, restaurants, and the health club) and 11 percent on a weekend. 
 
As the ULI calculations indicate, there is sufficient parking on the site for existing and 
anticipated uses throughout the site, throughout most of the year.  The modification of 17 spaces 
for a total deficiency of 218 would have an effect of less than1 percent of the overall required 
parking.   
 
The applicant has also provided ULI shared parking calculations that reveal that a surplus of 
spaces exists all year, even under City of Troy parking requirements, except for at 5 pm of a 
weekend in December, which is the only identified period where demand may exceed parking 
supply in this scenario.  When you apply ULI parking rates and ULI shared parking calculations, 
there is a large surplus, even at the highest peak periods throughout the year. 
 
We support the findings of the applicant’s traffic study.  The application was also reviewed by 
OHM, the City’s engineering consultant, who also agrees with the applicant’s findings. The 
available parking exceeds what is necessary to permit the site to accommodate the proposed 
change in uses.  Therefore, we support the request and recommend the Planning Commission 
approve the modification, permitting the site to go from a 201 space deficiency to a 218 space 
deficiency. 
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 



 

 
2009 American Society of Landscape Architects-Michigan Chapter “Firm of the Year” 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM VIA EMAIL  
 
To:              Mr. Laith Hermiz  
                      Ramco-Gershenson, Inc.  
 
From: Mr. Michael J. Labadie, P.E.  
        Professional Engineering Associates, Inc.  
 
Date:      October 28, 2009  
 
Subject:    Troy Marketplace 
 Parking Analysis 
 PEA Job # 2009-208-00T  
 
 
Introduction 
 
Professional Engineering Associates (PEA) has completed a parking analysis for the Troy 
Marketplace development located on the southwest corner of Big Beaver Road and Rochester Road 
in the City of Troy, Michigan.  PEA understands that Ramco-Gershenson is proposing a change in 
land use for 2,004 square feet (SF) of retail space to restaurant space.  The purpose of this study is 
to evaluate the impacts of the proposed change on existing site parking provisions.   
 
In May, 2008 Wells + Associates, Inc. (W+A) completed a shared parking study for the existing mix 
of uses that included the calculation of parking space requirements based on the City of Troy 
Parking Ordinance, parking rates published by the Urban Land Institute (ULI), and ULI Shared 
Parking methodologies.  Although City Ordinance requires parking requirements be determined 
based on the sum of individual use requirements, the W+A study demonstrated that site land uses 
would share parking due to seasonal, daily, and hourly demand variations.  As a result, the City 
approved a reduction in the number of parking spaces required by City Ordinance for the Troy 
Marketplace.   
 
The analysis for this study includes the calculation of parking space requirements for the proposed 
land use change based on the City of Troy Parking Ordinance, parking rates published by ULI, and 
ULI Shared Parking methodologies.  These calculations were evaluated to determine the impact of 
the proposed change in use on the existing parking supply.   
 
Development Details 
 
According to the information provided by Ramco-Gershenson, the mix of uses and densities for this 
site currently includes the following: 
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Retail 198,878 gross sq. ft (SF)   
Hair Salon 2,013 SF 
 8 chairs 
Health Club 45,000 SF 
Restaurant 3,002 SF 
 78 seats 

 
Ramco-Gershenson proposes to change the use of Building A-2 from retail use to restaurant use.  
This change would result in the following mix of uses and densities for the site: 
 

Retail 196,874 gross sq. ft (SF)   
Hair Salon 2,013 SF 
 8 chairs 
Health Club 45,000 SF 
Restaurant 5,006 SF 
 122 seats 

 
A Parking Exhibit is included with this memorandum that depicts the site buildings, existing and 
proposed uses, and parking provisions.  Currently, there are 1,438 parking spaces on-site.   
 
City of Troy Parking Ordinance 
 
Application of the various factors presented in the City of Troy Parking Ordinance to each of the 
proposed uses and densities results in a total number of spaces required by Ordinance of 1,656.  As 
documented in the W+A study, the existing development would require 1,639 spaces per Ordinance, 
or 17 fewer spaces.  The proposed land use change would result in a deficiency of 218 spaces; 
however the additional 17 space requirement is only 1% of the existing parking supply.  A summary 
of the parking calculations per City Ordinance for the existing and proposed land uses are included 
on the Parking Exhibit and summarized in the attached Tables 1 and 2.   
 
ULI Shared Parking Based on City Ordinance  
 
According to ULI, shared parking is the use of a parking space to serve two or more individual land 
uses without conflict or encroachment.  The ability to share parking spaces is the result of two 
conditions:  
  

1. Variations in the accumulation of vehicles by hour, by day, or by season at the individual land 
uses, and  

2. Relationships among the land uses that result in visiting multiple land uses on the same auto 
trip.   

 
The ULI seasonal, daily and hourly parking demand variation patterns were applied to the City 
Ordinance parking space calculations.  The peak requirement for the site was determined based on 
the peak month, day, and hour of parking demand for the proposed mix of uses.   
 
These calculations indicate that 1,474 parking spaces would be required.  This represents a 
deficiency of 36 parking spaces as compared to the existing supply and an increase of 14 spaces as 
compared to the existing development calculations.  The shared parking calculations based on City 
Ordinance are provided in Table 3 and the seasonal, daily, and hourly variations are depicted for the 
proposed mix of uses on the attached charts.   
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ULI Shared Parking Based on City Ordinance and ULI Health Club Rates 
 
Based on the information presented in the W+A parking study, parking rates for a Health Club vary 
significantly between City Ordinance and information published by ULI.  This factor can significantly 
impact the parking requirements for the site, as demonstrated in the W+A study.  Therefore, a 
calculation of the parking requirements based on ULI rates for the Health Club, Ordinance 
Requirements for all other uses, and ULI shared parking methodologies was completed.   
 
These calculations indicate that 1,256 parking spaces would be required.  This represents a surplus 
of 182 parking spaces as compared to the existing supply and an increase of 10 spaces as 
compared to the existing development calculations.  The shared parking calculations based on City 
Ordinance are provided in Table 4 and the seasonal, daily, and hourly variations are depicted for the 
proposed mix of uses on the attached charts.   
 
ULI Shared Parking Based on ULI Rates  
 
The parking requirements for the site were also calculated based on parking rates published by ULI 
and ULI shared parking methodologies.  These calculations indicate that 1,023 parking spaces 
would be required.  This represents a surplus of 415 parking spaces as compared to the existing 
supply and an increase of 15 spaces as compared to the existing development calculations.  The 
shared parking calculations based on City Ordinance are provided in Table 5 and the seasonal, 
daily, and hourly variations are depicted for the proposed mix of uses on the attached charts.   
 
Conclusions 
 
A summary of the parking calculations for the existing and proposed uses for the Troy Marketplace 
is provided in the attached Table 6 and on the Parking Exhibit.  These calculations indicate that the 
proposed change in 2,004 SF of retail space to restaurant would not have a significant impact on 
site parking provisions for the following reasons:  
 

1. The proposed land use change would result in a parking requirement increase of 1% or less 
as compared to the existing supply for all calculation scenarios.  

2. The application of shared parking methodologies to Ordinance requirements results in a 
parking deficiency of 36 spaces, or less than 3% of the existing supply.  

3. The use of parking rates published by ULI and the application of shared parking results in a 
parking surplus of 182 to 415 spaces, or 13% to 29% of the existing supply.   

 
Based on the results of this analysis, we believe that the existing number of spaces for this 
development will adequately serve its tenants and patrons with the proposed land use modification. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L:\2009Proj\Transportation\2009-208-00T Troy Marketplace\Admin\Memos\Troy Marketplace Parking Study Memo FINAL 10.28.09.doc

 



Shared Parking Calculations

Tables 1-6
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TABLE 6.  SUMMARY OF SHARED PARKING CALCULATIONS

EXISTING LAND USE

# OF SPACES

PARKING REQUIREMENTS PEAK
1

WEEKDAY WEEKEND

PER CITY OF TROY ORDINANCE 1,639 1,656 1,656

WITH APPLICATION OF ULI SHARED

PARKING METHODOLOGY 1,460 1,424 1,474

RESULTING REDUCTION IN PARKING REQUIREMENT 179 SPACES - 11% 232 SPACES - 14% 182 SPACES - 11%

PEAK PARKING REQUIREMENT (5PM - WEEKEND - DECEMBER)

AVAILABLE PARKING

DEFICIENCY

INCREASE IN PARKING REQUIREMENT DUE TO PROPOSED LAND USE MODIFICATION

PER CITY OF TROY ORDINANCE

FOR ALL USES EXCEPT HEALTH CLUB

WITH ULI RATES FOR HEALTH CLUB 1,372 1,386 1,330

WITH APPLICATION OF ULI SHARED

PARKING METHODOLOGY 1,246 1,256 1,181

RESULTING REDUCTION IN PARKING REQUIREMENT 126 SPACES - 9% 130 SPACES - 9% 149 SPACES - 11%

PEAK PARKING REQUIREMENT (1PM - WEEKDAY - DECEMBER)

AVAILABLE PARKING

SURPLUS

INCREASE IN PARKING REQUIREMENT DUE TO PROPOSED LAND USE MODIFICATION

BASED ON ULI RATES 1,125 1,121 1,154

WITH APPLICATION OF ULI SHARED

PARKING METHODOLOGY 1,008 987 1,023

RESULTING REDUCTION IN PARKING REQUIREMENT 117 SPACES - 10% 134 SPACES - 12% 131 SPACES - 11%

PEAK PARKING REQUIREMENT (5PM - WEEKEND - DECEMBER)

AVAILABLE PARKING

SURPLUS

INCREASE IN PARKING REQUIREMENT DUE TO PROPOSED LAND USE MODIFICATION

1. Based on Shared Parking Analysis letter by Wells + Associates, Inc. dated May 7, 2009. 

1,023

10  (1% OF AVAILABLE SPACES)

PROPOSED LAND USE

# OF SPACES

415

15  (1% OF AVAILABLE SPACES)

1,474

1,438

-36

1,438

14  (1% OF AVAILABLE SPACES)

1,256

1,438

182



Shared Parking Charts

Based on City of Troy Ordinance
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Shared Parking Charts

Based on City of Troy Ordinance and ULI Rates 

for Health Club
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Shared Parking Charts

Based on ULI Parking Rates
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June 22, 2010 
 
 
Mr. William Huotari, PE  
Deputy City Engineer 
City of Troy 
500 W. Big Beaver Road 
Troy, MI 48084 
 
Subject:  Review of Troy Marketplace Parking Analysis  
OHM JN:  0128-10-0030 
 
 
Dear Mr. Huotari: 
  
We have reviewed the Troy Marketplace Parking Analysis prepared by Professional 
Engineering Associates, Inc. (PEA) and agree with both the method and findings of the analysis.   
 
The findings indicate:  1) The Urban Land Institute (ULI) Shared Parking methodology was for 
the analysis.  2) When applying this methodology to the number of spaces required based on 
both the City of Troy Parking Ordinance and ULI Parking Rates the parking supply is in excess 
of the number of required spaces by 182 and 415 spaces, respectively.  3) The proposed 
change in land use for 2,004 square feet of retail space to restaurant space results in a parking 
demand increase of only 15 spaces. 
 
If you have any further concerns or questions, please let me know. 
 
Sincerely,  
Orchard Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 

 

Steven M. Loveland, PE, PTOE 





  PC 2010.07.13 
  Agenda Item # 7 
 

DATE: July 7, 2010 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Acting Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 963) – Proposed 

North Troy Park Association, Southwest Corner of South Boulevard and 
Rochester Road, Section 3, Currently Zoned O-1 (Office Building) District 

 
 
The applicant, Trivest Management Services, LLC, submitted an application for a parking 
modification for an existing 3-office complex.  The owners wish to market the offices to 
medical tenants.  Medical offices have a higher parking space requirement than non-
medical offices.  No physical improvements are proposed for the site. 
 
The attached report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. summarizes the item.   
 
City Management recommends approval of the parking space modification. 
 
Please be prepared to discuss the application at the July 13, 2010 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps. 
2. Report prepared by CWA. 
3. Summary Report – Parking Space Analysis, prepared by Nowak & Fraus. 
4. Review of Parking Space Analysis, prepared by OHM. 
5. Site Plan. 

 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/ SP 963 
 

 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 963 North Troy Park Association  Sec 03\Reviews\SP-963 North Troy Park 07 13 10.docx 
 



PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS 
 
7. PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW (File Number SP 963) – Proposed North 

Troy Park Association, Southwest Corner of South Boulevard and Rochester 
Road, Section 3, Currently Zoned O-1 (Office Building) District 

 
 

Resolution # PC-2010-07- 
Moved by:  
Seconded by:  
 

RESOLVED, The Planning Commission hereby approves a reduction in the 
number of required parking spaces for the proposed medical office uses to 
143 when a total of 193 spaces are required on the site based on off-street 
parking space requirements, as per Article XL.  This 50-space reduction is 
justified through the application of ULI and ITE methodologies, as outlined in 
the Parking Space Analysis prepared by Nowak & Fraus. 
 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval for the 
proposed medical office uses, located on the southwest corner of South 
Boulevard and Rochester Road, Section 3, within the O-1 zoning district, be 
(granted, subject to the following conditions): 
___________________________________________________________) or  
 

(denied, for the following reasons: _________________________________) or 
 

(postponed, for the following reasons:_________________________________) 
 

Yes:  
No:  
Absent:  
 
MOTION CARRIED / DENIED 
 
 
 
G:\SITE PLANS\SP 963 North Troy Park Association  Sec 03\Proposed Resolution 07 13 10.docx 



 

Richard K. Carlisle, President      R. Donald Wortman, Vice President       Douglas J. Lewan, Principal      John L. Enos, Principal 

Jennifer L. Coe, Associate    Sally M. Elmiger, Associate    David J. Scurto, Associate    Brian M. Oppmann, Associate    Zachary Branigan, Associate 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Brent Savidant 

 

FROM: Zachary Branigan 

DATE: July 6, 2010 

 

RE: North Troy Park Association Parking Modification Request 

 

 

We are in receipt of a request from the North Troy Park Association to approve a parking 

modification for a site located at the SW Corner of South Boulevard and Rochester Road. The 

site has three existing office buildings, two of which are traditional office.  The third building 

was converted to medical office, but was able to do so while still meeting required parking due to 

an excess of available parking on the site.  Now, the owners of the two additional buildings wish 

to market their buildings to medical tenants, which would drive the parking requirement beyond 

what is available on the subject site. 

 

The site is 3.2 acres in size and is zoned O-1, Office Building District. Per the City Ordinance, 

office tenants require one space for every 200 square feet of usable floor area, and medical office 

requires double that, or one space for every 100 square feet of usable floor area.  The applicant 

has provided a table outlining the required parking for medical office uses in all three buildings 

assuming that 65% of the floor area would be usable, which is based on the actual build out of 

the first building converted to medical office.  At this time the applicant does not have access to 

a final floor plan for the other two buildings, given that final tenants have not been secured, but it 

has been our experience that a 65% usable figure for a modern medical office facility is a 

reasonable assumption, and the actual final number could be even lower. 

 

The total useable floor area, based on actual square footage in 6905 Rochester, and on the 65% 

estimate for 6915 Rochester and 89 South Boulevard, is 19,315 square feet.  Given the 

requirement for one space for every 100 square feet of usable space, 193 spaces would be 

required (the applicant’s traffic study incorrectly states that 195 would be required). There are 

143 spaces on the subject site.  Consequently, a parking modification of 50 spaces would be 

required to allow the buildings to house all medical office uses at no more than 65% usable floor 

area. 

 

Per the Urban Land Institute (ULI), parking for medical office should be provided at a rate of 4.5 

spaces for every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The combined gross square footage of the 

three combined buildings is 29,617 square feet.  The ULI guidelines, therefore, suggest that 
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133.27 spaces would satisfy demand (the applicant’s study incorrectly states that 135 would be 

recommended). This is well within the 143 spaces provided on site.  The Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) states that average peak period demand for parking in a medical 

office development is 3.53 vehicles for every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. Consequently, 

the ITE guidelines recommend 104 spaces, also within the existing 143 available spaces on site. 

 

We support the findings of the applicant’s traffic study.  The available parking exceeds what is 

necessary to permit the site to accommodate all medical office uses.  Therefore, we support the 

request and recommend the Planning Commission approve the modification, conditioned on the 

restriction that the usable square footage for 6915 Rochester and 89 South Boulevard be limited 

to 65% of the gross square footage. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 
 
 





















 

 

 
June 22, 2010 
 
 
Mr. William Huotari, PE  
Deputy City Engineer 
City of Troy 
500 W. Big Beaver Road 
Troy, MI 48084 
 
Subject:  North Troy Park Association Parking Analysis  
OHM JN:  0128-10-0040 
 
 
Dear Mr. Huotari: 
  
We have reviewed the North Troy Park Association Parking Analysis prepared by Nowak & 
Fraus Engineers and agree with the overall method and findings of the analysis.   
 
The purpose of the analysis was to evaluate the impact of a proposed parking deviation to an 
existing office complex.  The existing office complex is planning to change from a traditional 
office complex to a medical office complex.   
 
Based on the City of Troy zoning ordinance, traditional offices require 1 parking space per 200 
square feet of usable floor area, while medical offices requires 1 parking space per 100 square 
feet of usable floor area.  Following the City’s zoning ordinance, the existing parking lot will be a 
minimum 52 spaces short when zoned under the more intensely used medical office.  
 
The analysis also reviewed national parking rates for medical offices.  While the existing parking 
supply does not meet the City of Troy Zoning Ordinance requirements for number of parking 
spaces for medical offices, the existing supply does meet the parking requirements of both the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for medical offices by 
8 spaces.  Both institutes use a rate of 4.5 spaces per 1000 square feet of gross floor area.   
 
Based on the fact that the existing parking supply meets the national rates provided by both ULI 
and ITE, we believe that a deviation should be granted for this site.    
 
If you have any further concerns or questions, please let me know. 
 
Sincerely,  
Orchard Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 

 

Steven M. Loveland, PE, PTOE 





  PC 2010.07.13 
  Agenda Item # 8 
 

DATE: July 8, 2010 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: R. Brent Savidant, Acting Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL USE APPROVAL AND PRELIMINARY SITE 

 PLAN REVIEW (File Number SU 381) – Proposed Renaissance Fencing 
 Club, North of Maple, West of Livernois (408 Oliver), Section 28, Currently 
 Zoned M-1 (Light Industrial) District 

 
 
The applicant, Renaissance Fencing Club, submitted an application for a fencing club.  
This use is classified as indoor commercial recreation use under the Zoning Ordinance.  
The club has enough parking spaces for day-to-day operations.  However during weekend 
tournaments, which are held quarterly, there is a need for additional parking.  A business 
across the street from the site offered the use of their parking lot for overflow parking.  
 
The attached report prepared by Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc. summarizes the item.   
 
City Management recommends approval of the proposed indoor commercial recreation 
use. 
 
Please be prepared to discuss the application at the July 13, 2010 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Maps. 
2. Report prepared by CWA. 
3. Statement of Compatibility and Parking Justification. 
4. Letter from James Haefner. 

 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/ SU 381 
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SPECIAL USE REQUEST 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL USE APPROVAL AND PRELIMINARY SITE 

PLAN REVIEW (File Number SU 381) – Proposed Renaissance Fencing Club, 
North of Maple, West of Livernois (408 Oliver), Section 28, Currently Zoned M-1 
(Light Industrial) District 

 
Proposed Resolution # PC-2010-07- 

Moved by: 
Seconded by: 
 
RESOLVED, That Special Use Approval and Preliminary Site Plan Approval, as 
requested for the proposed indoor commercial recreation use, located north of 
Maple, west of Livernois (408 Oliver), in Section 28, within the M-1 zoning 
district, be (granted, subject to the following conditions): 
 
1. No more than 35 students shall be permitted in a single class. 
2. Tournaments shall be held only on weekends. 
3. Three (3) street trees shall be provided along Oliver Street. 
 
___________________________________________________________) or  
 

(denied, for the following reasons: _________________________________) or 
 

(postponed, for the following reasons:_________________________________) 
 

Yes:  
No:  
Absent:  
 
MOTION CARRIED / DENIED 
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 Date:  July 8, 2010 
 
 

Special Use Review 
For 

City of Troy, Michigan 
 
 
 
 
Applicant: Stanna Stoner 
 
Project Name: Renaissance Fencing Club 
 
Plan Date: April 20, 2010 
 
Location: 408 Oliver Street 
 
Zoning: M-1, Light Industrial District 
 
Action Requested: Preliminary Site Plan Approval, Special Use Approval 
 
Required Information: Deficiencies noted 
 
 
PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
We are in receipt of a preliminary site plan and special use submittal for the reuse of an existing 
industrial building for a fencing club.  The project required no site improvements, with the 
exception of restriping the parking lot.  The use has already obtained an occupancy permit from 
the Troy Building Department, has obtained written permission from the building owner to seek 
Special Use Approval, and has written authorization from the adjacent landowner to permit 
shared parking when parking overflow is required for the fencing club. 
 
The applicant, Stanna Stoner, has provided a statement of compatibility which describes how the 
primary use of the building will occur in the evenings and on four weekends a year, to allow for 
tournaments.  The advantage of this schedule is that the Fencing Club will use the building 
primarily at off peak hours for the adjacent industrial facilities.   
 



Renaissance Fencing  July 8, 2010 

2 

The use is permitted in the M-1 District as an indoor commercial recreation facility, subject to 
special use approval.  The only special use condition for indoor commercial recreation facilities is 
that “Off-street parking requirements shall be determined based on the Zoning Ordinance requirements.” 
For more information in this regard, please review our section on parking, below. 
 
Location of Subject Property: 
The property is located on the north side of Oliver, near its intersection with Thunderbird, at the 
end of the Thunderbird Industrial Park Subdivision. 
 
Size of Subject Property: 
The parcel is 19,575 square feet. 
 
Proposed Uses of Subject Parcel: 
The applicant proposes to use the existing building for a fencing club with athletic events and 
classes. 
 
Current Use of Subject Property: 
The subject property is currently a vacant industrial building.   
 
Current Zoning: 
The property is currently zoned M-1, Light Industrial District.  
 
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels and Current Land Use:  
North: RM-1, Multiple Family Residential, multiple family residential 
West: M-1, Light Industrial District, industrial 
South: M-1, Light Industrial District, industrial 
East: M-1, Light Industrial District, industrial 
 

BUILDING LOCATION AND SITE ARRANGEMENT 
 

The existing building is located at the end of Thunderbird Drive where it intersects Oliver.  The 
building is approximately 6,400 square feet and is situated at the center of a 19,575 square foot 
lot.  Access is provided via an existing front yard driveway that extends to the rear yard, where 
the majority of existing parking is provided; 12 spaces.  There is also an existing concrete apron 
off the main driveway in which the applicant intends to stripe 8 parking spaces, one of which 
would be barrier-free.   
 
Items to be Addressed: None   
 

AREA, WIDTH, HEIGHT, SETBACKS 
 
Required and Provided Dimensions: 
Section 30.20.09 establishes provisions for the M-1 District, and requires the following setbacks 
and height limits: 
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The site does not have conforming west side or front yard setbacks, however, the applicant is not 
proposing to increase these nonconformities and they are previously existing, legally 
nonconforming conditions which are therefore allowed to remain. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None. 
 

PARKING 
 
The site plan indicates a total of 20 parking spaces which includes 1 barrier free parking space.  
The plan also has shown proposed parking in the front yard, in an area that was formerly used as 
parking by the previous tenant. This paved area off the main driveway is nonconforming, but is 
legally existing and does not appear to increase the nonconformity.   
 
The only special use condition for Indoor commercial recreation facilities is that “Off-street 
parking requirements shall be determined based on the Zoning Ordinance requirements.”  The 
Ordinance, in Section 40.21.34, requires one space for every three persons allowed within the 
maximum occupancy load as established by local, county and state building or fire officials.   
 
Given the size and maximum load of the building, the applicant reports that this would permit up 
to 60 students (we assume they are calculating this based on the possibility of having up to 20 
spaces, although the actual fire capacity may be much higher for this building).  Regardless, they 
also state that in their 14 years of operation, they have never approached such a number, and only 
once had a class as large as 35 people, but this was at an alternative location under different 
conditions.  They anticipate never exceeding their all-time largest class of 35 students, which, at 
a rate of one per three students, would require only 16 spaces.  Students are all ages and levels of 
skill, but classes are typically for young persons who are not of driving age, who would likely be 
dropped off and picked up before and after classes, although this can be confirmed by the 
applicant. 
 
In this instance, this Ordinance requirement does not seem to be applicable in that this unusual 
use, a fencing school, has these specific maximums and anticipated attendance, unlike an open 

 Required: Provided: 

Setbacks   
Front 

(south) 50 feet 49.8 feet 

Side 
(east) 10 feet 15.3 feet 

Side 
(west) 10 feet 9.5 feet 

Rear 
(north) 20 feet 70.8 feet 

Building Height 40 Feet, 3 stories unknown  
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indoor recreation facility, which could vary depending on customer traffic.  The small nature and 
limited scope of the proposed use would seem to indicate that a specific parking requirement 
could be established as a condition of approval.  The applicant’s own statement of compatibility 
states that the proposed 20 spaces would be sufficient in that their largest ever class plus 
instructors would only require 16 spaces (12 for students and a up to 4 for instructors). We 
support this justification. 
 
The application also states that four tournaments may be staged per year, on the weekend, and 
that overflow parking would be provided by a neighboring use, which has provided authorization 
for such overflow in writing.  We support this approach.  Given the unusual nature of the use and 
the fact that it is permissible only by special use approval, we believe the Planning Commission 
can approve the project with the provided parking under the condition that no more than 35 
students be permitted in a single class and that tournaments be held only on weekends. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None.   
 
SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION 
 
Proposed Circulation: 
The site will be accessed from an existing front yard driveway that connects to Oliver Street. 
This driveway extends to the north part of the site.  
 
Sidewalks:  
No sidewalks are provided or required in this area.  The parking area are directly adjacent to the 
building and provide adequate access. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None.    
,  
NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
The site is previously developed and contains no natural features.  The proposed plan would not 
impact any natural features, and will actually improve the condition of the site if street trees are 
provided. 
 
Items to be Addressed: None. 
 
LANDSCAPING 
 
No landscape plan has been submitted as part of this application.  Given that the project is a 
reoccupation of an existing facility and no external changes are proposed, no landscape plan is 
required.  However, we did observe during out site visit that no street trees are provided on site. 
 
Street trees are required at a rate of one three for every 30 linear feet of frontage along Oliver 
Street.  The subject site is 75 wide, requiring three street trees.  While nonconforming for its lack 
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of trees, we feel that as a special use, the Planning Commission should require that the applicant 
provide the three required street trees as a condition of approval. 
 
Items to be Addressed: Provide three street trees.  
 
SPECIAL USE REVIEW 
 
For any special use, according to Section 03.31.04, the Planning Commission shall review the 
request, supplementary materials either in support or opposition thereto, as well as the Planning 
Department’s report, at a Public Hearing established for that purpose, and shall either grant or 
deny the request, table action on the request, or grant the request subject to specific conditions. 
 
Required Information 
In the M-1 District, indoor commercial recreation uses are permitted as a special use. As such, a 
special use permit must be issued to allow the project to move forward, in accordance with 
Section 03.31.00. Section 03.33.00 establishes the information required for a special use 
application. All required information has been provided. 
 
The only use standard for an indoor recreation facility is that parking be provided in accordance 
with Ordinance requirements.  We have discussed this issue in our parking section, above. 
 
Standards of Approval 
Section 03.31.05 states that before approving any requests for Special Use Approval, the 
Planning Commission, or the City Council, where indicated, shall find that: 
 

1. The land use or activity being proposed shall be of such location, size and character as to 
be compatible with the orderly development or use of adjacent land and/or Districts. 

2. The land use or activity under consideration is within the capacity limitations of the 
existing or proposed public services and facilities which serve its location.  

 
We believe the land use as proposed by the site plan is of such location and character as to be 
compatible with the orderly development or use of adjacent land and/or Districts.  
 
Items to be addressed: None. 
 
SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
Given that the proposed project is a reoccupation of an existing facility, we believe the submittal 
provides adequate detail for review. 

 
Items to be Addressed: None. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
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While the existing facility has several legal nonconformities, the applicant does not proposed to 
increase these nonconformities nor alter the exterior of the site whatsoever, with the exception of 
striping the parking lot.  Given its unusual nature, we support the applicant’s parking justification 
and believe that as a special use, the Planning Commission can condition the approval on several 
factors that will ensure that the proposed parking configuration and quantity will be sufficient.  
Therefore, we recommend the Planning Commission approve the special use and preliminary site 
plan, conditioned on at least the following: 
 

1. That no more than 35 students be permitted in a single class 
2. That tournaments be held only on weekends 
3. That three street trees are provided along Oliver Street 

 

 
 
 










	July 13, 2010 MEETING AGENDA
	APPROVAL OF AGENDA
	APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	June 22, 2010 Special/Study Meeting

	PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEWS
	NORTH TROY PARK ASSOCIATION - File Number SP 963
	Proposed Resolution
	Maps
	Consultant Report
	Parking Analysis
	OHM Report
	Site Plan


	CWA Renaissance Fencing 7_8_10.pdf
	BUILDING LOCATION AND SITE ARRANGEMENT
	Setbacks
	Front
	Side
	Side
	Rear
	Building Height

	Automation Alley Addition 7_9_10.pdf
	Setbacks
	Side
	Rear
	Building Height (addition)




