CITY of NOVI CITY COUNCIL

Agenda ltem K
September 12, 2011

[NOVTI

cityofnovi.org

SUBJECT: Acceptance of a Non-Development Easement from Providence Hospital and Medical
Centers, Inc., for Providence Orthopaedic Center, SP06-22, located on the east side of the
Providence Park Ring Road, south of Grand River Avenue in Section 17. The easement
covers 18,988 square feet. LS

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Community Development Depbrfmenf - Planning
CITY MANAGER APPROVAL: V

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
Providence Orthopaedic Center is a 68,000 square foot medical office development
within the Providence Park Hospital development. The Preliminary Site Plan for the
Orthopaedic Center was approved by the Planning Commission on May 24, 2006 with
reduced parking lot setbacks. The Planning Commission may waive parking lot setback
requirements, with the provision that the additional setback is provided elsewhere on the
site, with no net loss of open space.

The site plan shows deficient parking setbacks on the interior side (north) yard and rear
(east) yard resulfing in a deficiency of 16,275 square foot of parking setback area. The
Planning Commission allowed the setback area to be placed elsewhere on the site with
the condition that the additional setback area be placed in a non-development
easement to ensure that the Zoning Ordinance requirements are met in perpetuity. The
Non-Development Easement covers 18,988 square feet and is identified on the attached
map. Permanent preservation of this open space will insure that the Planning Commission
action and intent to provide equivalent open space on this site will be maintained.

The easement has been reviewed by the City's professional staff and consultants and is
currently in a form acceptable to the City Attorney’s office for approval by the City
Council.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Acceptance of a Non-Development Easement from Providence
Hospital and Medical Centers, Inc., for Providence Orthopaedic Center, SP06-22, located
on the east side of the Providence Park Ring Road, south of Grand River Avenue in Section
17. The easement covers 18,988 square feet.
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NON-DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT




NON-DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT

THIS EASEMENT is made this day of December, 2007, by and between Providence
Hospital and Medical Centers, Inc., a Michigan nonprofit corporation, whose address is 47601 Grand
River Avenue, Novi, Michigan 48734 (hereinafter the “Grantor”), and the City of Novi, and its successors
or assigns, whose address is 45175 W. Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI 48375 (hereinafter the “Grantee™).

RECITATIONS:

A, Grantor owns a certain parcel of land situated in Section 17 of the City of Novi, Oakland
County, Michigan described in Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof (the “Property”).
Grantor has received final site plan approval for construction of a medical office building development on
the Property (the “Development”). The OSC District requirements, as set forth within the City of Novi
Zoning Ordinance, require a minimum of 20 feet of parking lot setback in the side and rear yards and 35
feet of setback in the front yard. The Development, as proposed, has deficient rear yard setbacks due to
parking needs. The City has approved the proposed Development with deficient setbacks subject to
provision of an appropriate easement to permanently prohibit construction of any structure or
maintenance of any use within certain additional setback areas set aside on the Property to ensure that the
total area of setback required for the site does not fall below the minimum required by the City of Novi
Zoning Ordinance, in accordance with the approved site plan which is on file with the City Clerk.

B. The “additional setbacks” to be known herein as “Non-Development Easement Areas”
(the “Easement Areas”) situated on the Property are more particularly described on Exhibit B attached
hereto and made a part hereof, the second page of which contains a drawing depicting the protected areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00), in hand paid, the
receipt and adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, Grantor hereby reserves, conveys and grants the
following Easement, which shall be binding upon the Grantor, the City, and their respective heirs,
successors, assigns and/or transferees, and shall be for the benefit of the City, all Grantors and purchasers
of the property and their respective heirs, successors, assigns and/or transferees:

1. The purpose of this Non-Development Easement is to provide for the modification of
setback requirements without reducing the total area of setback on the Property below the minimum
setback requirements of the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance, in accordance with site plan approval. The
Non-Development Easement Areas are the Easement Areas shown on the attached and incorporated
Exhibit B. The subject areas shall be perpetually preserved and maintained, in their undeveloped
condition, unless this Non-Development Easement is amended, modified or terminated as provided
herein., The Easement Areas may also be developed if authorized by permit from the City.

2. Except for and subject to the activities which have been expressly authorized by the City,
there shall be no development of the Easement Area including constructing or placing any structures on,

or otherwise altering or developing, and/or constructing, operating, or maintaining any use or
development in the Easement Area,



All areas identified on Exhibit B as additional setback areas shall be forever reserved and
preserved, in the condition specifically approved by the City in accordance with applicable laws and
ordinances, Amendment of the City Zoning Ordinance shall not release the Grantor from the terms of the
Easement.

3. This Non-Development Easement does not grant or convey to Grantee, or anty member of
the general public, any right of ownership, possession or use of the Easement Area, except that, upon
reasonable written notice to Grantor, Grantee and its authorized employees and agents (collectively
“Grantee’s Representatives™) may enter upon and inspect the Easement Area to determine whether the .
Easement Area is being maintained in compliance with the terms of the Conservation Easement.

4, - In the event that the Grantor shall at any time fail to carry out the responsibilities
specified within this Easement, the City may serve written notice upon the Grantor, setting forth the
violation of the easement term. Notice shall also set forth a demand that the deficiencies be cured within
a stated reasonable time period, and the date, time and place of the hearing before the City Council, or
such other Council, body or official delegated by the City Council for the purpose of allowing the Grantor
to be heard as to why the City should not restore the Easement Areas to the approved condition. At the
hearing, the time for curing the deficiencies and the hearing itself may be extended and/or continued to a
date certain. If, following the hearing, the City Council or other body or official designated to conduct
the hearing, shall determine that terms of the easement have been violated, and the violations have not
been corrected or the Easement Areas restored within the time period provided, the City shall thereupon
have the power and authority, but not the obligation, to enter upon the property, or cause its agents or
contractors to enter upon the Property and to correct or restore the Non-Development Easement Areas to
the approved condition as reasonably found by the City to be appropriate. The cost and expense of
correcting such violations, including the cost of notices by the City and reasonable legal fees incurred by
the City, plus an administrative fee in the amount of twenty-five (25%) percent of the total of all costs and
expenses incurred, shall be paid by the Grantor, and such amount shall constitute a lien on the Property.
The City may require the payment of such monies prior to the commencement of work. If such costs and
expenses have not been paid within thirty (30) days of a billing to the Grantor, all unpaid amounts may be
placed on the delinquent tax roll of the City, and shall accrue interest and penalties, and be collected as
and deemed delinquent real property taxes, according to the laws made and provided for the collection of
delinquent real property taxes. In the discretion of the City, such costs and expenses may be collected by
suit initiated against the Grantor and, in such event, the Grantor shall pay all court costs and reasonable
attorney fees incurred by the City in connection with such suit.

5. This Non-Development Easement has been made and given for a consideration of a value
less than One Hundred ($100.00) Dollars and, accordingly, is (i) exempt from the State Transfer Tax,

pursuant to MSA 7.456(26)(2); and (ii) exempt from the County Transfer Tax, pursuant to MSA
7.456(5)(a).

6. Upon City Council’s approval, this Non-Development Easement may be amended,
modified or terminated in the event that the Development and/or Property changes in use or character and
the Easement Areas need to be modified, relocated or removed in order to meet the needs of future
development in accordance with an approved site plan and consistent with all applicable laws and
ordinances. Any amendment, modification, or termination shall be effective when the proper instrument
has been executed and acknowledged, in writing, by Grantor and Grantee, and recorded in the Oakland
County, Michigan Register of Deeds.

(Signatures follow on next page)



IN WITNESS WHEREQF, Grantor and Grantee have executed the Easement as of the day and
year first above set forth.
(Grantor)

Providence Hospital and Medical Centers,
Inc., a Michigan nonprofit corporation

By:
Its: ‘ Freside =
- STATE OF MICHIGAN ) Rﬂbc-*r’ {‘ C,%jp\ ,’ oY
)SS \
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )
, K +h
, On this / day of December, 2007, before me, personally appeared the above named

QOM vt Cusaloy , the PV eSident of Providence Hospital and Medical Centers, Inc., a Michigan nonprofit
corporation, to me known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument and
acknowledged that he executed the same as the company’s free act and deed.

Yonet i)

JANET CRAVER g :
RCTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF M ‘ Nm&%“m’c’
COUNTY OF OAKLAND 0 uilgrdCounty, MI -
MV COMMISSION EXPIRES Aug 29, 2012 My commission expires: §'- 2~ /S~
ACTING N COUNTY 8 Dkt con . Acting in Ol lind  County, MI
{Grantee)
City of Novi
By:
Its:
STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2007, by
, on behalf of the City of Novi, A Municipal Corporation.
, Notary Public
County, MI
My Commission Expires:
Acting in County

Drafted by:

Elizabeth M. Kudla

30903 Northwestern Highway

PO Box 3040

Farmington Hills, MI 48333-3040

When recorded return to:
Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road
Novi, MI 48375



CONSENT TO EASEMENT

As the holder of a mortgagee interest in and to the property referenced in the Non-Development
Easement, dated December Z 2007, whereby Providence Hospital and Medical Centers, Inc., a
Michigan nonprofit corporation grants and conveys said easement to the City of Novi, the undersigned
hereby evidences its consent to the grant, conveyance, existence and recordation of said easement, which
easement is hereby acknowledged and agreed to be superior to the interest of the undersigned and shall
bind the undersigned and the heirs, successors and assigns of the undersigned.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned has caused its signature to be placed on the /47 day
of December, 2007.

WITNESSES: TCF National Bank, a national banking

assooia&j,
5 — By: W T
riyﬂfarré/‘f(on{ k”(CM%V"\) Pichgol SR Ter man
% ce %’{“ﬁ ( 0/ “ezﬂ}\

and
Bﬁ%
U pigge =

Its: ASSI‘S'{‘du-(_ \/“CG P"fil‘JeuT—‘

(Print Name: )
STATE OF MICHIGAN )
' ) ss.

COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

The foregoing Consent to Easement was acknowledged before me thls
December, 207 by A S, , and b the

and /4 . G o E = ides ], respectively, of CF Nat1ona1 a nanonal bankmg
association.
MARY E. MCQUC{JWNW oigan %
hianay un ot :
N;ﬁng'trx\bI:c:WQi e ocunty, Michigan y P .119 County, MY
My Commission Expires May 26. 2013 My commission expires:
Acting in County, MI



CONSENT TO EASEMENT

As the holder of a ground lessee’s interest in and to the property referenced in the Non-
Development Easement, dated December ___, 2007, whereby Providence Hospital and Medical Centers,
Inc., a Michigan nonprofit corporation company grants and conveys said easement to the City of Novi,
the undersigned hereby evidences its consent to the grant, conveyance, existence and recordation of said
easement, which easement is hereby acknowledged and agreed to be superior to the interest of the
undersigned and shall bind the undersigned and the heirs, successors and assigns of the undersigned.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF the undersigned has caused its signature to be placed onthe  day
of December, 2007.

WITNESSES: Novi Orthopaedic Center Properties, L.L.C.,
a Michigan limited liability company

A —

p/ Jefferey Michaelson, M.D.

PRBPCANT 75 DENIEL

T
(Print Nanfe” ST a7 )

Its: Manager

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)SS
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

On this / é 7/ __ day of December, 2007, before me, personally appeared the above named
Jefferey Michaelson, M.D., a Manager of Novi Orthopaedic Center Properties, L.I..C., a Michigan limited
liability company, to me known to be the person described in and who executed the foregoing instrument
and acknowledged that he executed the same as the company’s free act and deed.

Sl A

//Notary Public,

County, MI
My commission expires:
Acting in County, MI

AESSION EXPIRES Jon 31, 2618
AARTY OF 81,82
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20050605
Non-development easement
09-21-06
10-05-06

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

Part of the Northeast ¥4 and Southeast % of Section 17, Town 1 North, Range 8 East, City of Novi,
Oakland County, Michigan, described as:

Commencing at the East % comer of said Section 17; thence South 87 degrees 17 minutes 07 seconds
West 2392.55 feet along the East-West % line to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence along a curve to
the left 275.98 feet, said curve having a radius of 447.00 feet, a central angle of 35 degrees 22 minutes 29
seconds, and a chord bearing South 30 degrees 00 minutes 10 seconds East 271.62 feet; thence along 2
curve to the right 630.07 feet, said curve having a radius of 753.00 feet, a central angle of 47 degrees 56
minutes 33 seconds, and a chord bearing South 23 degrees 43 minutes 08 seconds East 611.85 feet;
thence South 58 degrees 58 minutes 03 seconds West 101.95 feet; thence along a curve to the right 66.88
feet, said curve having a radius of 1470.00 feet, a central angle of 02 degrees 36 minutes 25 seconds, and
a chord bearing North 82 degrees 45 minutes 09 seconds West 66.88 feet; thence North 81 degrees 26
minutes 57 seconds West [41.7] feet; thence along a curve 1o the right 504.69 feet, said curve having a
radius of 320.00 feet, a central angle of 90 degrees 21 minutes 51 seconds, and a chord bearing North 36
degrees 16 minutes 01 seconds West 453.98 feet; thence North 08 degrees 54 minutes 54 seconds East
423,03 feet; thence along a curve to the left 123.31 feet, said curve having a radius of 480.00 feet, a
central angle of 14 degrees 43 minutes 08 seconds, and a chord bearing North 01 degrees 33 minutes 19
seconds East 122,97 feet; thence North 78 degrees 20 minutes 12 seconds East 35.17 feet; thence along a
curve to the left 25.25 feet, said curve having a radius of 515.00 feet, a central angle of 02 degrees 48
minutes 33 seconds, and a chord bearing North 07 degrees 36 minutes 29 seconds West 25,25 feet; thence
North 78 degrees 20 minutes 12 seconds East 54.39 feet; thence South 11 degrees 39 minutes 48 seconds
East 129.26 feet; thence along a curve to the left 5.09 feet, said curve having a radius of 447.00 feet, a
central angle of 00 degrees 39 minutes 08 seconds, and a chord bearing South 11 degrees 59 minutes 21
seconds East 5.09 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Said property contains 7.33 acres, more or less.

DESCRIPTION OF NON-DEVELOPMENT EASEMENT

Part of the Northeast % and Southeast % of Section 17, Town | North, Range 8 East, City of Novi,
Oakland County, Michigan, described as:

Commencing at the East % comer of said Section 17; thence South 87 degrees 17 minutes 07 seconds
West 239255 feet along the East-West % line to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence along a curve to
the left 275,98 feet, said curve having a radius of 447,00 feet, a central angle of 35 degrees 22 minutes 29
seconds, and a chord bearing South 30 degrees 00 minutes 10 seconds East 271.62 feet; thence along a
curve to the right 544.98 feet, said curve having a radius of 753.00 feet, a central angle of 41 degrees 28
minutes 03 seconds, and a chord bearing South 26 degrees 57 minutes 23 seconds East 533.16 feet to the
POINT OF BEGINNING; thence along a curve to the right 85.10 feet, said curve having a radius of
753.00 feet, a central angle of 06 degrees 28 minutes 30 seconds, and a chord bearing South 02 degxees
59 minutes 06 seconds East 85.05 feet; thence South 58 degrees 58 minutes 03 seconds West 101.95 feet;
thence along a curve to the right 66.88 feet, said curve having a radius of 1470.00 feet, a central angle of
02 degrees 36 minutes 25 seconds, and a chord bearing North 82 degrees 45 minutes 09 seconds West
66.88 feet; thence North 81 degrees 26 minutes 57 seconds West 61.00 feet; North 58 degrees 58 minutes
03 seconds East 200.21 feet; thence along a curve to the right 41.68 feet, said curve having a radius of
165.00 feet, a central angle of 14 degrees 28 minutes 28 seconds, and a chord bearing North 66 degrees
12 minutes 17 seconds East 41.57 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Said easetnent containg 0.32 acres, more or less.

Y:\200506\20050605\Design\ProjeciData\Fieldiortho_esmt04_2.doc
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SECREST

SW

WARDLE : December 21, 2007

30903 Northwestern Highway
P.O. Bax 3040

Farmington Hills, M1 48333-3040
Tel: 248-851-9500

Fax: 248-851-2138
www.secrestwardlecom

Rob Hayes, City Engineer
CITY OF NOVI
lizabeth M. Kudla 45175 West Ten Mile Road
Direct: 248-539-2846 : Michs
bkudlu@"s'iircshvardlu.uom NOVI’ MlChlgElIl 48375-3024
Re:  Providence Orthopaedic Center
Utilities Review for Acceptance
Our File No. 660104.NOV1
SP06-22

Dear Mr. Hayes:

We have received and reviewed, and enclosed please find, the following
documents regarding the Providence Orthopaedic Center Property located on the
Providence Hospital development site:

Sanitary Sewer Easement

Water Main Easement

Bill of Sale

Title Insurance

Maintenance and Guarantee Bond
Non-Development Easement

We have the following comments relating to the above named documents:

Providence Hospital and Medical Centers Inc., and its lessee Novi
Orthopaedic Center Properties, LLC, seek to convey the sanitary sewer and water
system facilities and corresponding easements to operate, maintain, repair and
replace the facilities over, upon and through the subject property in Section 17 of
the City, to the City of Novi. Our office has reviewed and approved the format
and language of the Sanitary Sewer and Water System Easements and the
corresponding Bill of Sale. Subject to Engineering approval of the exhibits, they
are ready for acceptance,

TCF National Bank, the leasehold mortgagee of the subject property, has

provided an appropriate Consent documents that we have attached to the Sanitary
Sewer and Water Main Easements.

COUNSELORS AT LAW



Rob Hayes, City Engineer
December 21, 2007
Page 2

A satisfactory ingress-egress access easement has been provided within
the Declaration recorded by the property owner a Liber 38246, Page 430 Oakland
County Records. An access easement over the “By ways” within the entire
Providence Hospital Campus has been provided to all occupants of the Hospital
Campus in Paragraph 12 of the enclosed Declaration. In our opinion, the
language of Paragraph 12 is satisfactory to provide cross/access and
ingress/egress throughout the Hospital Campus to all of the occupants of the
Campus. Because the City is not a party to the access easement agreement

contained in the Declaration, the original has been recorded by the property
owner.

A Non-Development Easement has been provided as required by Planning
Commission approval to waive the parking lot setback requirements. The purpose
of the easement is to ensure that additional setback is provided elsewhere on the
site, with no net loss. Subject to the Planning Department approval of the
easement areas shown in the exhibits, the Non-Development Easement provided
is satisfactory for this purpose.

We note a defect in title consisting of an Oil & Gas Lease which may be
superior to the City’s easements. Pursuant to the TCO Attachment, a copy of
which is enclosed, we have allowed the property owner and/or lessee 30-days to
clear the title defect to our satisfaction. Rather than prohibiting the issuance of
the TCO for this issue, if it is not resolved in the amount of time permitted, then
we will seek revocation of the TCO.

Except for the Declaration that includes the access easement agreement,
all original documents are enclosed with the City Clerlc’s copy of this report.
Once the facilities and corresponding easement are approved and accepted by
Affidavit of the City Engineer, the original Water Main and Sanitary Sewer
Easements should be recorded with the Oakland County Register of Deeds. The
Bill of Sale, Maintenance and Guarantee Bond, and the Title Insurance should be
maintained in the City’s file.

The Non-Development Easement should be placed on an upcoming City
Council Agenda for approval.



Rob Hayes, City Engineer
December 21, 2007
Page 3

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns in regard to
this matter.

ery fruly yours,

EMK
Enclosures
C: Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk (w/ Otiginal Enclosures)
Marina Neumaier, Assistant Finance Director (w/ Enclosures)
Barbara McBeth, Deputy Community Dev Director (w/Enclosures)
Mark Spencer, Planner (w/ Enclosures)
Aaron Staup, Construction Engineering Coordinator (w/ Enclosures)
Dave Bluhm, Spalding DeDecker (w/Enclosures)
Sarah Marchioni, Building Department (w/ Enclosures)
Malinda Martin, Building Department (w/ Enclosures)
Nancy Siegel Heinrich, Esquire (w/Enclosures)
Andrew A. Dick, Esquire (w/Enclosures)
Thomas R. Schultz, Esquire (w/ Enclosures)

C:\NrPortbNimunage\BKUDLAV 017322 _1.DOC



REDUCED SITE PLAN




N NOVI ORTHOPAEDIC

@ CENTER

e’ | PROVIDENCE PARK |
NOVI, MICHIGAN

‘ .
\
\\\ E. 0740

}

\r\

1% = 50"~ 0¥

7iv

\

FUTURE| PEDESTAIAK
‘cok
PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL

SMIiTHGROUP |

architecture engineefing interiors planning
'SMITHGROUP, INC.
500 GRISWOLD
SUITE 1700
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48228
HR LG
110 MILLER AVENVE,

SIGN TABLE J ] R
ANNARBOR, MICHIGAN 48104

HRC I

Hubhell, Roth & Clark, Ina,
contiaTing tNaINEERS

- o e 0. 00x 14
CLOONELD AL ar) - 04

ISSUEDFOR REV DATE

p \ ; ware
= o ; ) gy “ BUILDING ADDRESS 13 10 BE

,/ - N iy % 2 PISTED FACING THE STREET THAOLGHOUT

Z P > % CoNSTRUCTION ON AT LEAST 3 INCH HIGH

/ g g o N o LETTERS DH A CONTRASTING BACKT

< ' )

kL 3 3 ALL WEATHER ACCESS CAPABLE
[ OF SUPPORTING 33 TON FIRE APPARATUS
0 BE PROVIDED PRICR TO CONSTRUCTION

< %{"“l’;‘w NOTE; . \ Y /g =7 \ ABOVE THE FOURDATION.
el 3 \ ‘ r—

LEGEND

EXISTING COMCRETE PAVEMENT

PROPOSED 2' CURR & GUTYER
Rty

_. PACP. REVERSED 2’ CIRS L GUTTER
e

PROP. 2' CURS & GUTTER- TYPE ¢’

PROP, REVERSED 2 CURB & CUTTER DESIGNED M, SLICKER
~ TYPE D" DRAWN R HAROIN /_8, BURNETT

PROPOSED L IGHT DUTY CHECKED . TRESSEL
BITLUIKOSS PAVEMENT APPROVED _I.E. BIEH:.

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY
BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT

PROPOSED CONCRETE $IDEWALK

PROPOSED HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE

DESIGN FILE = v 000806420050505AC4c0508 1 16 0R1H0. G

3 FIRL ¥ORGNG DAYS DAANG TTLE

BEFORE YOU DIG

CALL MISS DIG> NOVi QORTHOPAEDIC CENTER
t M

¥ ? 0N IR P g D i (- ) J, . PLAN
. A 4 : 2 : & Fy s e
N H. Lo ; ? - oy 1" = 50
b4 ~J R4 e B E v ¢ - P ALL ERJSTING UTELITIES SHONK OF THIS
4 - mlc :'1:;5 HA/E BEEN TAXEN SCRE
g AP VISUAL OISERVAT I0H, R0 R .
3 BAPPIYG, WHERE. ANILASLE. WO CUARNTEE HRC: 20050605
L TS AT 20 e
. 5 08 O S e SED D
! 5
§ STILLTIES SOl O TS DO -
E e i
3 s
i

/



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
EXCERPT — MAY 24, 2006




AYY Oy, AMENDED

PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 2006 7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - NOVI CIVIC CENTER
45175 W. TEN MILE, NOVI, Mi 48375
Nov (248) 347-0475

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

ROLL CALL

Present: Members John Avdoulos, Victor Cassis, Lynn Kocan, David Lipski, Michael Lynch, Mark Pehrson, Wayne
Wrobel

Absent. Andrew Gutman (excused), Michael Meyer (excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Director of Planning; Tim Schmitt, Planner; David Beschke, Landscape Architect;
Ben Croy, Engineer; Larry DeBrincat, Woodland and Landscape Consultant; Brian Filbert, Facade Censultant;
David Gillam, City Attorney

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The meeting attendees recited the Pledge of Allegiance, led by Member Kocan.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Member Kocan asked that a discussion of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act be added to the Agenda under
Matters for Discussion.

Moved by Member Pehrson, seconded by Member Wrobel:
Motion to approve the Agenda of May, 24, 2006 as amended. Motion carried 7-0.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. PROVIDENCE ORTHOPAEDIC CENTER, SP06-22
The Public Hearing was opened on the request of Providence Hospital and Medical Center for Preliminary Site
Plan, Woodland Permit, and Storm Water Management Plan Approval. The subject property is located in
Section 17, at the southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Beck Road, in the R-3, One-family Residential
District. The subject property is 7.33 acres and the Applicant is proposing to construct a 68,000 square-foot
Orthopaedic Center.

Planner Tim Schmitt described the site for the Planning Commission. The Orthopaedic Center will be located on
the southwest corner of the ring road. Beck Road is to the east and Grand River Avenue is to the north. The
property is master planned for Office, as are the properties to the north, south and east. Further south is Single
Family Residential. Directly west is the utility corridor. Further west is Single Family Residential at 4.8 dwelling
units per acre, and Wildlife Woods Park.

The property is zoned OSC, Office Service Commercial, and R-3, Single Family Residential. The rezoning just
considered by the Planning Commission will remove the R-3 zoning, if City Council chooses to change that zoning.
The new zoning will allow this medical office building and parking. The rezoning must be finalized prior to this plan
being approved. The Applicant is aware of that. This should be finalized in June. The zoning to the west is Single
Family Residential. Further west is R-T with a PRO for Songbird Ridge.

The property does contain some regulated woodlands. Those woods are partially in a Conservation Easement as
part of the ring road construction. There are no wetlands.

Mr. Schmitt described the hospital campus. The hospital is near the center of the site. The construction on the
bed tower is underway. This building will be to the southwest of the hospital. A medical office building will be just
on the other side of this building. The medical office building will be forthcoming for approval by the Planning
Commission. There will be a shared property line down the middle of the parking lot, which will be discussed
further.

A Staybridge Hotel is proposed to the north. These plans will be received by the City within the next couple of
days.
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This center will share a parking lot island down the middle of the site. This will become a property line, if the
Planning Commission approves a few items with respect to waiver provisions. The overall site is designed
together. They share an entrance at the south end. They share the northern entrance as well. There aren't any
additional curb cuts. ltis an efficient use of the property.

The Planning Review suggests that the Planning Commission discuss a small area of front yard parking in two
different places on the plan. The Planning Commission might wish to make a finding that front yard parking is in
harmony with the surrounding developments and other expected developments in the area. The Planning
Department supports this finding. The Applicant is proposing the requisite berm and the requisite setback along
the Providence Park ring road. For the purposes of this review, the ring road is considered the road frontage.

The Planning Commission may wish to consider a waiver request for the lack of setback along the internal
property line. Typically in the OSC District, a minimum of twenty feet parking lot setback is required on both sides
of the property line. The Applicant is proposing a ten-foot island, so each side has a deficiency of fifteen feet, the
entire length of the line. Additionally, there is an area on the north end of the site that is deficient in setback as
well. Under Section 2400, the Planning Commission will note that there is a double asterisk footnote that allows
the Planning Commission to waive setback requirements under certain circumstances.

Specifically, the Applicant is required to provide additional area on the site equal to the setback being proposed to
be waived. In this case, a lineal calculation was done along the property line, at a width of fifteen feet, and the
Applicant has provided this space on the south end of the site, which exceeds the amount required in terms of total
area for that waiver request. The Planning Department recommends the approval of the waiver.

The rezoning request involves the setback from the parking area to the south. 100 feet is required in the OSC
District. The rezoning must go through or there will be a setback problem against the R-3 zoning. The Planning
Department asks that the Planning Commission condition this approval, if given, on the approval of the rezoning
request. The Planning Department anticipates no problems with City Council granting the rezoning.

The Woodland Review recommends that more information be provided at the time of Final Site Plan submittal.
There are two areas in question. There is a woodland area outside of the Conservation Easement. There are two
large trees in ancother area that the Applicant is being asked to preserve. The Applicant has indicated that they
should be able to contour the berms and move the plantings in such a way to preserve the trees. They are
requesting to remove trees on the southern end of the site.

The Applicant has been asked to make changes to the perimeter of the parking lot and the foundation plantings.
The Applicant has indicated he is prepared to do that. A Landscape Waiver is sought for the island, because the
plantings will be within four feet of the property line. The Planning Department supports the request. The
Applicant will provide clarification on which trees are part of the medical office building and which are part of the
orthopaedic center site plan.

The Traffic Review, Fire Department Review and Engineering Review all recommend approval with minor items to
be addressed at the time of Final Site Plan submittal.

The Planning Commission is asked to consider a Section Nine Fagade Waiver request. Two materials proposed
are not listed in Section 2520 of the Ordinance. Cast stone is not listed, but other types of stone materials are
permitted. The Planning Commission has referred the review of the Fagade Ordinance to the Implementation
Committee, and this is one of the items that will be discussed. The Applicant has provided information on this
material. Cast stone does appear to be a quality material. Coloration has been a concern. This product is colored
at the time of firing so it is colored throughout, as opposed to being “painted.” The Applicant also seeks a waiver
for the excessive ribbed metal panels, specifically along the top side of the building. 25% is allowed in Region 2,
and the Applicant is proposing as much as 44%. In all cases, the 25% is exceeded.

The Planning Department does not expect too many changes on the Final Site Plan, save the landscape changes.
The Planning Department recommends that the Planning Commission act on each of these issues accordingly.
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Anne Belleau Mills represented the Applicant. She is an employee of Smith Group, the architect and engineer for
the project. Ms. Mills said this property is a land lease with the hospital. There are two owners for the two
buildings discussed. The whole site was treated as one development. They feel their setback waiver request is
reasonable.

The intent of the plan is to allow for patients to be dropped off. Surgery patients must be driven to the hospital.
When the patients are released, they are picked up on the “exit only” road that goes directly out to the ring road.
One of the items in the reviews identifies this as problematic. Ms. Mills believes that this design is acceptable as it
prevents too much traffic from going through the parking lot and back out. The intent is that the traffic will flow
from the pick up area directly out onto the ring road. Patients arrive from Beck Road or Grand River onto the ring
road.

Ms. Mills said that there was an issue regarding barrier-free parking. She said more spaces may be required; she
analyzed the code and she found that if the building is categorized as a hospital outpatient facility (which is yet to
be determined) then 23 barrier-free spots will be necessary. At this time twelve are proposed; eight are required.
Eleven will be added if necessary. They are looking at the plan to determine where these spaces should go. Ms.
Mills said they will squeeze in spots at the island ends. There is no parking proposed on one end of the building,
but it could become parking. There are some opportunities to use driveways at one end of the site for more

parking spaces. The space is tight. They may lose parking spaces or trees. They are trying to be diligent in this
design.

Ms. Mills explained that the fagade waiver request is just. The intent of the design is to marry materials throughout
the campus. The materials proposed respect the budget and the character of the project. The metal panel
matches the hospital. The stone detail matches the existing facility. The brick picks up on the existing facility.
This blending brings aesthetics that do fit onto this site.

Chair Cassis asked about the color of the fagade. Ms. Mills said the coloring varies. Chair Cassis thought that the
hospital used mauve or brown. He said this project proposes a pale light brown. Ms. Mills said that the limestone
detail on the existing facility will pick up on these colors. The family of colors on the campus ranges from light to
dark, and this project is on the darker end of the scale.

Ms. Mills asked Dino Lekas, JJR Landscaping, to address the woodland issue. Mr. Lekas explained that the
Conservation Easement was respected with this design. There is, however, a finger of trees that extends into the
parking area. They did not understand that there is an agreement between Providence and the City to conserve
this finger of trees. They understood that the boundary of the Conservation Easement was the location of tree
preservation. They understood that all other areas of the golf course land was available for development.

As these two buildings were designed, a circulation system was paramount. There was an issue of the
relationship between the two buildings. There was an interest in having these buildings in rather close proximity.
The medical office building needs to have a fairly close relationship to the hospital. Comments were previously
made about how nice it was that the wellness center backed up to the beautiful woods. This plan was designed in
similar fashion to promote such a feeling. If these buildings were situated along the greensward, the further
parking stall is very far from the buildings. Both buildings need to have accessible parking. It is also important that
the parking lot is negotiable. Traversing the parking lot in a comfortable manner is important. They did not want to
surround the buildings with parking. Ultimately, the compromise is the design before the Planning Commission.
Unfortunately, there are trees that will be removed. But the Conservation Easement, as agreed, is left in tact.

Mr. Lekas said that the analysis of ADA parking requirements revealed that eight stalls are required. They looked
at how many customers may be in the building for therapy at any one time. Eight may be getting therapy, and
eight may be waiting. An additional 20% of 16, or 3.2 rounded to 4, brings the requirement to fwelve spaces. This
is the number proposed. They can shrink some islands and look for other places to add more spaces.

Mr. Lekas said it should be easy enough to preserve the two trees. He apologized for not noticing those trees prior
to designing the berm. The east-west finger of woodlands will not be easy to preserve in light of their parking
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needs.

Chair Cassis asked about building ownership. Bob Martell spoke for the Applicant. This building is owned by Novi
Orthopaedic Centers Properties, LLC. There are twenty physicians who will practice in this building. They are
orthopaedic surgeons, anesthesiologists and the like. The other building is owned by Providence Park Medical
Group Building, LLC. That is a larger group of doctors who will also practice in their building.

Chair Cassis asked about how these two groups will interact on these site plan issues. Mr. Martell said that there
are two islands — one to the north and one to the south. Each building will take responsibility for one island in its
entirety. They haven’t determined which will oversee which. If a tree dies, the City will know whom to call.

Richard Abbott from Providence addressed the Planning Commission. He asked to frame the project for the
benefit of the Planning Commission members. This is the next step in the campus project. There will be office
space, surgery space, and a continuation of the “health park” theme. Speaking about ownership depersonalizes
the project. Providence will be the landlord and own the ground. These LLCs will develop the buildings. This is
an arrangement between many to bring quality healthcare to Novi. Mr. Abbott was concerned that the review of
these new buildings has resulted in the impression that buildings are being pushed into a smaller site. He said
there are competing interests here. Walking distance from the parking lot and the convenience factor are
important. It is important that the medical office building be close to the hospital. It will assist with communication
as well. If the buildings are spread out, then walking distances become greater. That starts pulling the site plan
apart. Their consensus is this plan represents the optimal use of the land. The adjacency of these buildings is
very important.

Chair Cassis asked if patients would go from one building to another. Mr. Abbott said it could happen with the
medical office building more so than with the Orthopaedic Center. There will be a pedestrian pathway and closed
connector between those sites. That plan will be forthcoming.

There was no correspondence and no one from the audience wished to speak. Chair Cassis closed the Public
Hearing.

Member Lynch thought it would be to Providence’s advantage to provide the adequate barrier-free parking. He
said that as long as the federal statute is met, he had no problem with the design.

Member Lynch did not want to choose colors for the building. He asked whether the specifications of the new
material were reviewed against approved material. Mr. Schmitt responded that a similar material was proposed for
Sam’s Club; the material holds up surprisingly well. This is a step in the right direction. The Planning Department
has always been concerned about the colorization throughout the material, which might affect the overall
appearance of the building. This material has the color baked right in. That alleviates a concern. Member Lynch
supported the idea of adding materials to the Fagade Ordinance that meet or exceed the functionality of currently
approved materials. Brian Gilbert, Fagade Consultant, reviewed the materials and they do not think the material is
bad or unworthy. They do feel there is an inconsistency with this cast stone and the rest of the site. The color and
the overall feel of the stone in relationship to the rest of the facility was a concern to them. That is why they would
not recommend the Facade Waiver.

Member Lynch thought the design was beautiful. He approved of the placement of the buildings, and their
proximity to one another.

Member Wrobel asked about the main entrance to the building on the south side. Ms. Mills said that the south
entry is the intended entrance for the patients. She said that employees will be parking on the north side of the
building, farthest from the building entry.

Member Wrobel thought that people entering from Beck Road will have to do a lot of back-tracking. He did not
think that the traffic flow was user-friendly.

Member Lipski asked for clarification on the site responsibilities. A comment was made earlier that this project is a
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land lease. Mr. Abbott said the land lessor is the hospital. The lessees will be the owners of the building — the
physicians. Member Lipski said that with Providence owning the land, the City can look to Providence to maintain
the landscaping if it becomes deficient. Mr. Abbott agreed, but said that the lease between the hospital and the
building owners will specify whose responsibility it is to maintain each of those islands. The responsibility of the
islands will be spelled out in a three-party agreement.

Member Lipski commented for the record that the mitigation for the setbacks is not unlike what the City requires for
wetland mitigation. He had no problem with their request, assuming that they do what they can to preserve the
landscaping and mentioned trees.

Member Lipski said that as long as the cast stone meets architectural and building requirements, having a unique
facade is a potentially helpful asset for the patients. Large hospital complexes can be difficult to navigate. If the
nuance of the building can be as described, it will help patients find their way.

As a Planning Commission, Member Lipski said that they are responsible for enforcing the Ordinance. The reality
of re-classifying this building seems difficult. He urged the Applicant to work with the City when they meet to
discuss the ADA requirements. The Planning Commission must be consistent in the application of the Ordinance.
To call this building an outpatient facility, when it may be surgical center, needs to be clarified. Ms. Mills said that
the code refers to the use as a “hospital outpatient facility.” The fact that there is a surgery center in it is what sets
it apart from other medical office buildings. A surgery center requires someone to accompany the patient so the
patient won’t be driving or parking the car him/herself. There are provisions for pick-up and drop-off. They do not
view this use as something that requires more handicapped parking. They are looking to add more spaces for
other reasons. Member Lipski thought that the drop-off area was helpful; he encouraged the Applicant to help the
City help Providence in reviewing this issue.

Member Avdoulos was pleased to see Mr. Abbott. He has been a part of the process since the beginning. His
presence shows the interest of Providence in the development of their campus.

Member Avdoulos remembered the discussion about woodlands during the ring road review. The site does have
many natural features. There are setback concerns. He had difficulty following the plans because the dimensions
weren’'t given. He said that the geometry of the site may be the underlying cause for the waiver requests. Member
Avdoulos was also concerned about the timing of these two buildings. Is there a catch-up phase, or can both
buildings be built at once? He feared that if they don’t get built together, then the parking entrances may be
lacking. Mr. Schmitt responded that the City met with the medical office building Applicant just recently. The City
has encouraged these to buildings to work together. The undercurrent of this situation is that the projects are on
the same timeframe. Both want to break ground this fall. Both want to be constructed at the same time. Itis not
anticipated that one building will slow the other building down. He knew that the medical office building was
pained that it did not make this agenda. If it gets to the point where this project moves forward faster, the City will
look for an off-site easement to address the entrance. That is this site’s second access; it must be in place.
Otherwise, this plan will have to go before City Council for a variance.

Mr. Schmitt said that the property line runs across the throat of the driveway. All the property lines referred to in
the reviews refer to the internal property lines. A parcel will have to be created for both sites. He agreed that there
are geometry issues at work, and the bottleneck toward the north end does not help. The two issues that
concerned the Planning Commission were the residential adjacency (taken care of by the rezoning request) and
the landscaped islands. Historically, the City has encouraged shared islands. The setbacks should be met, but
since the Applicant couldn’t they went to Providence and got more land. There is now more than enough land.
From a functional standpoint, the island is going to be in place and meets its intent.

Member Avdoulos said things happen, and any delays could be a problem. He would like the Planning
Commission's motion to include a provision for an off-site easement if there is a delay with the other project. Mr.
Schmitt said this is the only area where there is a joint concern. The orthopaedic center stands on its own outside
of this entry issue.

Member Avdoulos said that parking lot setback waiver was an acceptable request. Member Avdoulos said that the
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front yard parking and lighting was acceptable to him. The lighting is consistent with the other fixtures elsewhere
on site. Mr. Abbott said some of the old box fixtures will be removed as the site is updated. Member Avdoulos
thought the new fixtures were slick.

Mr. Martell said that these two owners have cross-access easements with the hospital. If the medical office
building lags behind, the users of this building will still have the right to go across this property line. Arrangements
might have to be made to make that area suitable if this becomes the case.

Member Avdoulos understood that the two regulated trees would be saved. Mr. Lekas said the grade of the area
is appropriate and the same as what exists, but if an issue arises, they will look to add a low wall.

Member Avdoulos confirmed that the Applicant would provide the perimeter landscaping. Mr. Lekas’ reservation
was the interpretation of the Ordinance. Is the requirement one tree for every 35 feet around the lot a subset of
the landscape requirements, or is it a stand-alone number, apart from the other landscaping requirements? Mr.
Schmitt responded that it is a two-part answer. Section 2509 has a parking lot calculation that requires “X-amount
of” landscaping and “X-amount of” trees. A standard design includes canoe-shaped islands at the end of parking
rows, each with two trees. There is never enough room to place all of the necessary trees. The design standard
in the landscape design manual is to put those trees one every 35 feet around the perimeter. It is not an added
standard. What is seen on this plan is a fairly unique situation. It is because a lot of islands are required
throughout the entire park site. With the medical office building, very few perimeter trees are needed because so
many will fit in their parking lot islands. Most times Applicants don’t have enough room for these trees. These two
designs will have enough room. Where they can, they will be encouraged to plant the trees. Their replacement
trees might also be added to this perimeter design. Mr. Lekas then felt he misunderstood the review letter. He
thought he was required to put these 1:35 trees in place.

Director of Planning said that the Landscape Consultant, Larry DeBrincat, was present to discuss the matter. Mr.
DeBrincat said that the 1:35 tree count is not an additive. As Mr. Schmitt said, this standard is for the
overabundance of trees. In this case, there are quite a few trees in the woodland easement area, trees will be
required on the berm, the street trees were not provided and must be added. Mr. Lekas said that he understood
now that this is an office development adjacent to a right-of-way, and therefore a three-foot berm is required and
on the berm one tree per 35 feet is required. Then, so many subcanopy trees are required. He felt that this 1:35
requirement was over and above the other 1.35 street tree requirement. He found that the Subdivision Ordinance
addressed the street tree issue — for both residential subdivisions and office parks. This would effectively place
trees every 17 feet. He thought this was a double count. If it's necessary, he'll do it.

Mr. DeBrincat said that the landscape table indicates that there are so many trees required — 1:35 canopy, and
1:25-or-so for subcanopy trees. There shall be one tree for every 35 lineal frontage feet, which are the trees
between the sidewalk and the curbline. Obviously this is a private road; he did not think there was a sidewalk on
this side of the road. Mr. DeBrincat assumed that the street trees would also be required.

Member Avdoulos asked about the sidewalk. Mr. Schmitt replied that the Applicant received a pseudo-waiver for
the sidewalk during the ring road process. On the west side there will be a path. The Applicant is suggesting
pedestrian links. Mr. Schmitt said that the Planning Department has suggested this be cleaned up in the
Ordinance: Street trees are still required even where no sidewalk exists.

Mr. Lekas said that his understanding was that the street tree requirement was for residential. He’ll do whatever is
required, but he felt that one tree every 17 feet is thick.

Member Avdoulos asked about the woodland finger being removed. Mr. Lekas did not feel as though this could be
circumvented. Mr. DeBrincat said that the line of trees on the southerly site could be saved if the service drive to
the two buildings was jogged to the south. It would require a waiver because the distance from the road to the
parking lot would be affected. Also, he said that some of the parking could be eliminated. Then some of the trees
could be saved. He understood that some trees have to be removed for the drive. Mr. DeBrincat said that one of
the big trees is located ten feet from the curb line; it has already lost significant root system from the ring road
construction. Mr. DeBrincat thought the proximity of the parking lot could further damage the tree. It might not
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survive. Mr. DeBrincat has suggested that two parking spaces be removed, minimum (preferably three) to
preserve more of the tree’s root system. Mr. Lekas said that the northern area may be doable, but he has to
temper this request with the fact that more ADA parking spaces may be necessary. He was concerned that if the
southerly road is kinked anymore because there is already a tight geometry for vehicular traffic. The southern tip
of the road is on the setback line. That is another issue. It is tricky to maintain a decent circulation for traffic while
maintaining the trees in an island that previously have grown unencumbered. In a perfect world, all trees would be
saved. They have the competing requirements for parking that must be considered.

Member Avdoulos asked about the parking. He said that the City does invite Applicants to landbank parking
spaces if their use does not require so much parking. Mr. Lekas said that the orthopaedic building requires 314;
314 are proposed. The Planning Department believes that the medical office building is shy on parking. Member
Avdoulos agreed that reviewing the footprint of the building may be necessary in light of the fact that more
handicapped parking may be necessary.

Member Avdoulos thought the Applicant addressed most issues in his response letter.

Member Avdoulos said that the traffic issue was explained with the access drive. He thought the issue had been
clarified.

Member Avdoulos asked if the parking lot setback variance was necessary if the rezoning is approved. The
Planning Department believes that the rezoning must be done or there is a problem. The Planning Department
would not support the variance request if the rezoning fails.

Member Avdoulos asked about the elevations. He agreed that the color is through the entire cast stone material.
There will be light and dark variations. Member Avdoulos does not mind new products coming forward for
consideration. Each material should be looked at for its character. The cast stone is like a field stone and, along
with the dark brick and horizontal ribbed metal panels, works nicely in this setting. There are heavy woods on this
campus. These materials are trying to work in concert with the hospital's brick and phenolic panels. There is also
glass. The materials can add a comfort level for the patients. It could dispel the institutional feel. The horizontal -
building will hug the site. Member Avdoulos noted that Smith Group JJR is an old reputable Detroit firm. He said
that the metal panel system is great; he had no concerns. They work better than brick fagade for weathering and
keeping moisture out. He thought this building would be complementary to the site. It matches the hospital’'s
quality. He said it was nice to see top name architects and contractors on this campus.

Member Avdoulos said that the mindset ing the health care industry is to provide comfort for its patients.
Comforting surroundings help the healing process.

Member Kocan was worried about handicapped parking. She told them that it would be nice if they went over and
above on this item. The accessibility issue is important, particularly if there is physical therapy in the building.

Member Kocan said that 30,000 square feet of landscaped islands are provided; only 8,300 square feet are
required. She thought there was considerable room with which to work.

A few parking spaces require the front yard parking variance. She said that as long as the Lighting Ordinance was
adhered to she had no problem with this issue — the front yard parking is compatible with the rest of the park.

Member Kocan wanted the off-site easement listed in the motion.

Member Kocan discussed the regulated woods. She understood that the woodland finger would have to be
removed. She understood that the Applicant was trying to save the two oak trees. She said that the Applicant
offered to take out the berm, but Member Kocan did not think that was the intent of the Planning Department — for
the Applicant to remove the berm to save the tree. Mr. Lekas said he was shaving the berm back around the
trees. Mr. DeBrincat said the berm should not be within the drip line of the trees because that can be disruptive.
The Applicant should work additional landscape in this area, but even then it should be a light treatment. Shrubs
and subcanopy trees could be too intense.
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Member Kocan understood the tree issue to be that the berm trees are a suggestion. She did not think it was a
requirement. Mr. DeBrincat said that was true, but the number of canopy and subcanopy trees are specified
based on the total measurement of the frontage area. The streets trees are indicated in the same table. Member
Kocan said that the street trees are described in the subdivision section. She asked for clarification on the trees.
Mr. DeBrincat said that it is not a separate requirement to for measuring the perimeter of the parking and adding
additional trees, but that the trees along the outside of the edge of the parking lot should be 1:35. Whether those
trees meet the interior tree requirements or right-of-way trees is inconsequential.

Mr. Martell said that there will not be a free-standing physical therapy in this building. Two of the practices will
have a small facility within their space. One use is for hand therapy, so handicapped spaces are less applicable in
that instance. The other facility is less than 400 square feet. They will review the handicapped parking standards
with the City.

Member Kocan thought the 44% ribbed panels was a significant number. She was having a problem with this — it
is almost a 100% increase over what is allowed. Ms. Mills said that the application ranges from 28% to 44%. Not
all four sides are designed at 44%.

Member Kocan thought there was a sidewalk for the ring road. She thought there was a connection to the
Conservation Easement area. Mr. Schmitt said that the trail system is part of the entire campus. A trail will go to
the south and to the west. Sidewalks are placed in certain areas. The medical office building plan proposes trails
through the greensward. There is a physical connection between the orthopaedic center and the medical office
building, and the medical office building and the hospital. There is a rhythmic trail system throughout the site.

Member Kocan asked about the trees. Mr. DeBrincat said that the trees are part of the regulated woodland area.
Some of the woodlands were once removed to create the golf course that was once on this site. There is a linear
arm coming from the northwest corner of the easement that is regulated. There wasn’t much understory. There
are sizable, hardwood trees. Routing the drive differently and removing parking spaces might save the trees. No
tree inventory was submitted, but Gary Tressel from Hubbell Roth and Clark indicated that there about twenty
trees in the finger. Mr. Tressel said that these trees are up on a summit, and to take the road around them will
create grading problems. In the original discussion of what should be preserved was taken into consideration.

Member Kocan said this was one of her original Providence review concerns. She did not recall a lengthy
discussion on tree preservation for this area during the first ring road review, and at a subsequent meeting she
thought she recalled that Providence offered to put all of the woodlands into an easement. Whatever that was
agreed to must be adhered to.

Mr. Schmitt explained that he was not the plan reviewer of the ring road, but he has reviewed the Conservation
Easement. He laid the easement over this site plan, and found that the Conservation Easement is being
respected. There may have been trees on the ring road plan that may have been preserved at the time of that
plan’s review, but they were not intended for long-term preservation. The Conservation areas are not being
impacted. Ms. McBeth was the project manager of the ring road plan and she agreed that the understanding at
the time of that review was there would be areas of impact at a future date with other Providence plans.

Mr. DeBrincat said that sheet C-4 indicates the proposed parking area and the affected trees are crossed out. In
their review of this information, they felt there was an alternative design available that would preserve some of
these trees; an alternative design would require a waiver because the service road would then be closer to the ring
road than what is allowed. Member Kocan asked if any of the marked trees could be saved with this design. Mr.
DeBrincat said that most of the trees are in the paved area. The island that is being left is about ten to twelve feet
wide. Any tree in that area would have a difficult time of surviving. That is why rerouting the road further to the
south and eliminating some of the parking spaces is their recommendation. It would preserve a larger area.

Mr. Lekas said that the trees are three feet higher than the proposed parking area. Additionally, the internal
circulation driveway will be approaching ten to fifteen feet off of the perimeter ring road. Southbound cars and ring
road cars will present headlight issues and there are geometric issues working against the parking lot flow. If there
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was a way to save those trees, they would do so.

Member Kocan asked where the replacement trees would go. She appreciated Providence’s work on the
greensward area and throughout the site. Mr. DeBrincat showed an area on the plan adjacent to the woodland
near the ring road where trees could go. Adding to the affected woodland is one of the first priorities of the
Woodland Ordinance. It would be possible to add some trees in that area. Other than that, some could be placed
in front of the building. The rest may have to be placed in the greensward area. There is an area on the medical
office building site that could be used to supplement that woodland. Member Kocan sought clarification on which
of the roads Mr. DeBrincat was requesting be moved. Mr. Lekas said that making that move will negatively affect
the geometry of the drive. The curb becomes tight.

Member Kocan said that the building may have to be scaled down if parking becomes an issue. That would be
Member Kocan's largest concern. Member Kocan would not ask for the building to be scaled down for the sake of
the trees because of the greensward area and the Conservation Easement. This is atypical of Member Kocan, but
she was willing to give on this issue. She just wanted to ensure that this plan does not affect any of the approvals
made on plans already submitted.

Mr. DeBrincat drew a picture of how the drive could be realigned. He thought the geometrics would work. He
showed it to the Planning Commission, and located the drive and the parking spaces. He said eight parking
spaces would have to be eliminated. The drive would have to swing down. There is a measurement of about forty
feet to the ring road. The trees in a particular area could then be saved. Obviously some trees will have to be
removed. Member Kocan encouraged the Applicant to look at Mr. DeBrincat’s plan. She thought that his
suggestion did add to the area. Natural trees add to the site as opposed to trying to replace a woodland.

Member Kocan said that the Planning Commission required the ring road location to be changed and now
Providence says that it is actually in a better location.

Member Kocan noted that there is complimentary valet service for the emergency patients. She applauded
Providence for providing that service.

Member Pehrson asked where there would be signs relative to patient parking and visitor parking. Mr. Martell said
that he would not wish to do that — limit the patients — but internally they will encourage the employees to park on
the north side as far from the building as possible. There is a north entrance. Patients may find that entrance too,
and he wouldn’t want them to be precluded from using it.

Member Pehrson thought this project was an excellent use of materials. It is complementary to everything else on
the campus.

Moved by Member Pehrson, seconded by Member Wrobet:

In the matter of the request of Anne Belleau Mills for the Providence Hospital Orthopaedic Center,
SP06-22, motion to grant approval of the Preliminary Site Plan subject to: 1) City Council approval of
Zoning Map Amendment 18.663 for the southern portion of the site; 2) A Planning Commission Waiver
for lack of parking lot setback, with no net loss of sethack area on the site; 3) Planning Commission to
allow plantings within four feet of common property lines with other developments in the Providence
Hospital complex; 4) A Planning Commission Section 9 Facade Waiver to allow excessive ribbed metal
panels and the use of cast stone materials, for the reason that it is otherwise compliant with the theme
of the surrounding buildings; 5) The Applicant redesigning the landscape plan to meet perimeter
parking lot planting requirements and building foundation requirements; 6) Woodland information
being provided prior to a Woodland Permit being issued; 7) Compliance with all conditions and
requirements listed in the Staff and Consultant review letters; 8) Revisions to the off-site easement to
the north should the timing of the two buildings not be in concert or able to be coordinated; for the
reason that the plan meets the intent of the Master Plan for Land Use.

DISCUSSION
Member Kocan asked if, “A Planning Commission Finding that the front yard parking and lighting with the
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changes necessary being made are consistent and compatible with the surrounding area” could be added
to the motion. Member Pehrson agreed.

Member Pehrson also added, “The Applicant working with the City and Planner to facilitate the retainment
of the two trees on the westerly property which will also be in the Woodland Permit, and to work with the
Consultant to determine if any of the trees on the southernmost part of the property can be saved.”
Member Wrobel agreed to the changes.

Chair Cassis said this development has been reviewed thoroughly. Chair Cassis said that the Planning
Commission is trying to have a world-class project go forward. The hospital has come forward with an ambitious
and beautiful design. It is called a park because of the healing process that is being aimed at and Chair Cassis
hoped that these two new projects coming into this campus interrelate with each other and act in harmony with
each other. This is not a bunch of buildings fronting on main roads.

Chair Cassis said he would not deive into the parking situation, other than to say he was concerned about parking.
He understood that no one should be confined to just square footage. He thought that these doctors, in the
healing process, don’'t want to impede the mentality and the psychology of the customers who come here and
cannot find adequate parking. There will be nurses, service personnel, suppliers, etc. He hoped that the Applicant
was considering those people.

Chair Cassis said that barrier free parking is important. These are medical people, not a restaurant. Even
restaurant owners want the parking right in the front for the customers. He hoped that the Applicant paid attention
to this issue, and that they will provide more barrier free parking.

Chair Cassis said this was a total campus. He believed that there has been such a wonderful presentation by the
hospital and there are beautiful fagades being applied to the hospital. As he has said, he would like to see a more
harmonious working between all of the buildings on this campus. Chair Cassis said there was nothing wrong with
the materials proposed or its resiliency. What Chair Cassis was looking at was that the hospital had the smooth,
more formal look, and as he looked at this material, it is more rugged and rough in appearance. His statement is
not going to stop this project from going forward. He just felt that he had an idiosyncrasy about design and looks
and this is one of the things where he wanted to differ from his colleagues.

Chair Cassis said that if it is economics that the Applicant was talking about, he hoped they would reconsider. If
economics is preventing the Applicant from matching the colors and smooth materials, he asked that they please
reconsider. He knew that doctors paid a lot of money for insurance and other things, but if they can find that they
want to use that kind of material, that would be wonderful.

Chair Cassis said that the City would love to see these doctors reside here and buy homes in this community, do
business here and pay taxes here.

Chair Cassis called for the vote.

ROLL CALL VOTE ON PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL ORTHOPAEDIC CENTER, SP06-22, PRELIMINARY SITE
PLAN MOTION MADE BY MEMBER PEHRSON AND SECONDED BY MEMBER WROBEL:

In the matter of the request of Anne Belleau Mills for the Providence Hospital Orthopaedic Center,
SP06-22, motion to grant approval of the Preliminary Site Plan subject to: 1) City Council approval of
Zoning Map Amendment 18.663 for the southern portion of the site; 2) A Planning Commission Waiver
for lack of parking lot setback, with no net loss of setback area on the site; 3) Planning Commission to
allow plantings within four feet of common property lines with other developments in the Providence
Hospital complex; 4) A Planning Commission Section 9 Fagade Waiver to allow excessive ribbed metal
panels and the use of cast stone materials, for the reason that it is otherwise compliant with the theme
of the surrounding buildings; 5) The Applicant redesigning the landscape plan to meet perimeter
parking lot planting requirements and building foundation requirements; 6) Woodland information
being provided prior to a Woodland Permit being issued; 7) Compliance with all conditions and
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requirements listed in the Staff and Consultant review letters; 8) Revisions to the off-site easement to
the north should the timing of the two buildings not be in concert or able to be coordinated; 9) A
Planning Commission Finding that the front yard parking and lighting with the changes necessary
being made are consistent and compatible with the surrounding area; and 10) The Applicant working
with the City and Planner to facilitate the retainment of the two trees on the westerly property which
will also be in the Woodland Permit, and to work with the Consultant to determine if any of the trees on
the southernmost part of the property can be saved; for the reason that the plan meets the intent of the
Master Plan for Land Use. Motion carried 7-0.

Moved by Member Pehrson, seconded by Member Wrobel:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL ORTHOPAEDIC CENTER, SP06-22, WOODLAND PERMIT
MOTION MADE BY MEMBER PEHRSON AND SECONDED BY MEMBER WROBEL.:

In the matter of the request of Anne Belleau Mills for the Providence Hospital Orthopaedic Center,
SP06-22, motion to grant approval of the Woodland Permit subject to: 1) Additional woodland
information being provided prior to the Woodland Permit being issued; and 2) Preservation of the large
trees along the western edge of the site, with reconstruction of the berm to take place per the
direction of the Consultants and the City Planners; for the reason that the plan is otherwise in
compliance with the City’s Ordinances. Motion carried 7-0.

Moved by Member Pehrson, seconded by Member Wrobel:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL ORTHOPAEDIC CENTER, SP06-22, STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN MOTION MADE BY MEMBER PEHRSON AND SECONDED BY MEMBER WROBEL:

In the matter of the request of Anne Belleau Mills for the Providence Hospital Orthopaedic Center,
SP06-22, motion to grant approval of the Stormwater Management Plan for the reason that the plan
otherwise in compliance with the Ordinances. Motion carried 7-0.
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