CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN
Community Services Area Planning & Development Services Unit
NOTICE AND AGENDA - REGULAR SESSION OF THE SIGN BOARD OF APPEALS
June 9, 2009 - 3:00 p.m., 200 North Main Street — Basement — County Bldg.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

B-1 Draft Minutes of the Regular Session of February 10, 2009
B-2 Draft Minutes of the Regular Session of March 10, 2009

APPEALS & ACTION

C-1 SBAO09-003 — Known As “E. Hoover Avenue — VACANT”

The petitioner, Adams Outdoor Advertising, is requesting a variance from Chapter 61,
Section 5:509 (Off-Premise Signs) and Section 5:501 (10) (Maximum Height
dependent on Grade), to place a billboard that is 57 feet high (Code allows for 25
feet) in the Railroad right-of-way at Eisenhower Parkway, West of Industrial Highway.

OLD BUSINESS — None.

NEW BUSINESS — None.

REPORTS & COMMUNICATIONS - None

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION — GENERAL (Limited to 3 minutes per speaker)

ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities are encouraged to participate. Accommodations, including sign language interpreters, may be arranged
by contacting Planning & Development Services by telephone at 794-6000, x42666 or by written request addressed to Planning &
Development Services C/O Board of Appeals, 100 N. Fifth Ave., Ann Arbor, Ml 48104, at least 24 hours in advance.
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DRAFT MINUTES OF THE REGULAR SESSION OF

THE SIGN BOARD OF APPEALS OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS - FEBRUARY 10, 2009

The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m. by Acting Chair Gordon Barnett.
ROLL CALL

Members Present: (5) C. Brummer (Acting Chair), G. Barnett, Jr., E. Adenekan,
S. Olsen and D. Eyl (arr. @ 3:21 p.m.)

Members Absent: (2) S. Schweer & 1 Vacancy
Staff Present: (2) J. Ellis & B. Acquaviva

A - APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Moved by E. Adenekan, Seconded by S. Olsen, “To Approve the Agenda as Presented.”
On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - Unanimous

B- APPROVAL OF MINUTES

B-1 - Draft Minutes of the 2008-12-09 Working Session were not available. (Postponed
to the March 2009 Regular Session.)

C—- APPEALS & ACTION

C-1 2008-S-003 - 3155 Boardwalk (Holiday Inn)

The petitioner, Allied Signs, is requesting a variance from Chapter 61, Section 5:502
(Exterior Business Signs), to exceed the allowable number of message units on the
replacement of four signs, including three wall signs and one ground sign.

Description

The petitioner is requesting a variance to exceed the allowable number of message units on the
replacement of four signs, including three wall signs and one ground sign. A total of ten message
units are permitted for the business. Twenty message units are proposed. The petitioner indicates
that the replacement signs will total 200 square feet, which is the maximum allowed for this
business. Chapter 61 addresses message units in the following sections:

5:502 Exterior Business Signs.

(1) Each ground floor business is permitted exterior on-premises and noncommercial signs
having an area totaling 2 square feet per linear feet of ground floor frontage. The total area
of such signs may not exceed 200 square feet. Such signs may contain a total of 10
message units and shall meet the placement standards contained in this section. If all the
signs of a business do not exceed a maximum height of 15 feet, such business shall be
permitted sign area and message units of 20 percent more than would otherwise be
permitted by this Chapter.
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B-1
History of Appeal

In August 2005, a variance was requested to allow 321 square feet of total signage for Holiday Inn
Hotel and Suites. The variance was denied. In March 2006, a sign permit was approved to allow
three wall signs totaling 152.2 square feet and 15 message units. The application was approved
and permits were issued. The number of message units was not addressed at that time. A ground
sign exists at the front of the business. The City has no documentation indicating approval of
the ground sign or that a building or sign permit was issued. Existing signs on the site total
269 square feet and 18 message units.

Staff Recommendation

Staff contends that approval of this variance would not negatively impact other property owners,
since the proposal is to replace existing signage; however, approval of the variance may set
precedent for future similar appeals that would not be based on a practical difficulty or undue
hardship.

Staff recognizes the challenge presented to the petitioner to promote his business; however, code
compliant signage located and properly sized on the property should be sufficient to facilitate
business identification and promotion.

Recommendation: Staff does not support this variance request.

Questions of Staff by the Board

J. Ellis — As they stated, they’re not changing their name, but they are changing their logo. The “H”
that you see is a part of their new logo, which we must figure into the calculations for their signage.
The sign that is being proposed is not a ‘change’ necessarily to what they currently have — it is a
change to this logo, but they also have a ground sign in front of the building that, according to our
research — has never been approved by our department. This was installed without a permit and
not approved by the Building Department.

Whether removing that sign in and of itself would remedy that problem, we haven't looked at that,
but because it is currently there, we have included it within our calculations for what is permitted
and is another reason as to why they’re over the allowable amount of message units. Simply
removing that illegal sign may not necessarily make this petition any better, but it was submitted as
a part of the petition, so we have included it in the equation.

C. Brummer — So we are being asked to approve three variances; One is for the Square Footage;
the Second is for the number of signs (including the Ground Sign) and the Third is for the Number
of Message Units? (J. Ellis — If you want to include it, that’s up to the Board).

Petitioner Presentation

Patrick Steiber with Allied sign was present to speak on behalf of the appeal. He stated that
Holiday Inn currently has 4 existing signs at the site. They are updating their corporate identity
nation wide, which means they are replacing all of their current signage with the updated new logo
and letter set.

New logo’s and fonts — The intent is to replace the existing that they have with the new ones, but
the message units do not meet the ordinance. Since these are existing, they want to replace what
is there. They feel there is a hardship due to the location of the property, the setback, the traffic
flow, etc. The intent is to put their entire name on the sign.
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B-1
If there is no ‘budging’ on the number of message units available for the sign, can there be a
compromise to add some of the ten letters requested? They feel that identification on all three
sides of the building is important. The staff planner suggested ‘downsizing’ the signs and lettering.

Gordon Barnett — Is there any other business that uses Holiday Inn? (Steiber — There is a
difference between Holiday Inn, Holiday Inn Express and Holiday Inn and Suites. It is important
that that identification be on the sign). How many facilities nationwide will this affect? (Unknown.)
(The Board asked what the name was to be changed to, and the petitioner stated that it's not a
‘name change,’ per se, but a ‘logo’ and ‘font/script style’ change).

Patrick Steiber (To J. Ellis) — Isn’t what we’re proposing — with the ground sign and the three wall
signs still within the square footage of the ordinance? | didn’t think we were asking for square
footage? (According to our research, that illegal ground sign causes you to exceed your legal limit
on allowable square footage — and it's an unapproved, illegal sign. You have this illegal sign that
you have used and included in your petition as a part of the request for the variance. Because
you're using that, you've exceed your allowable square footage — so you're under a violation
already. If you had done this legally with a permit, you would not have been permitted to put that

sign up).

G. Barnett — The nature of the petition is — you have three wall signs and a ground sign now, and
you're asking for three wall signs and a legal ground sign now — with some changes that would take
you over the limit for the amount of ‘message units.” (Yes). It turns out to be more complicated than
that, because we can use the basis of an illegal sign to be able to grant more signage, varying from
the Code. (Steiber — | understand. We were unaware that the ground sign was illegal. The square
footage of the three signs and the ground sign were still within the allowable square footage).

(D. Eyl — arrives at 3:21 p.m.)
(Discussion among the Board regarding the signage square footage and message units).

G. Barnett — Asked the Board for a consensus as to what would need to be done — the current
applicant. (He asked the Board for discussion).

P. Steiber — | can go back to them and possibly come back with a revised application — since the
monument sign isn’t approved, they would need to get that approved and then go back and ask for
a variance for the rest. (Petitioner was not aware that both faces of the monument sign count in the
total calculation).

G. Barnett — Open for consideration from the Board as to whether to table or deny this issue. Mr.
Steiber stated he would appreciate having the application tabled until a revised application can be
submitted up to one year from today.

Moved by S. Olson, Seconded by E. Adenekan — “That in the matter of Appeal Number
2008-S-003 will be tabled for no more than one year from today. This application will be
considered “denied” if has not been resubmitted with significant changes within one year’s
time.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO TABLE — PASSED - UNANIMOUS. (Tabled until March 2009).

D - OLD BUSINESS — None.

E - NEW BUSINESS — None.

F - REPORTS and COMMUNICATIONS — None.




161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173

G — AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION — None.

MOTION
Moved by C. Brummer, Seconded by S. Olson “to Adjourn the meeting.”
On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO ADJOURN — PASSED - UNANIMOUS

Meeting Adjourned at 3:34 p.m.

Submitted by: Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Support Specialist V

B-1
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DRAFT MINUTES OF THE REGULAR SESSION OF

THE SIGN BOARD OF APPEALS OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS - MARCH 10, 2009

The meeting was called to order at 3:03 p.m. by Chair Steve Schweer.
ROLL CALL
Members Present: (6) S. Schweer, C. Brummer, G. Barnett, Jr., D. Eyl
E. Adenekan and S. Olsen
Members Absent:. (1) 1 Vacancy
Staff Present: (2) J. Ellis & B. Acquaviva

A- APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Moved by S. Olsen, Seconded by C. Brummer, “To Approve the Agenda as Presented.”
On a Voice Vote — MOTION PASSED - Unanimous

B- APPROVAL OF MINUTES

B-1 Draft Minutes of the 2008-12-09 Working Session

Moved by G. Barnett, Seconded by C. Brummer, “To Approve the Draft Minutes of the
2008-12-09 Working Session as Presented.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO APPROVE - PASSED - UNANIMOUS

C—- APPEALS & ACTION

C-1 SBA09-002 - 2820 Windwood Drive

The petitioner, Mary H. Bates & Ted Verner (representing Northwestern Mutual
Insurance Co., owner of Windemere Park Apts) are requesting a variance from Chapter
61, Signs and Outdoor Advertising, Sections 5:504 of the Ann Arbor City Code. The
variance (if granted), would allow them to exceed the allowable number of residence
signs.

Description

J. Ellis - The petitioner is requesting a variance to exceed the allowable number of residence
signs for Windemere Park Apartments, a multi-building apartment complex located at the
northeast corner of Nixon and Green Roads. City code allows a maximum of two residence
signs per subdivision. The petitioner is requesting a total of five signs. Chapter 61 addresses
residence signs in the following section:

5:504. Residence Signs.
(3) Subdivisions. Subdivisions of single and two-family homes and housing complexes of more

than one apartment or townhouse building are permitted signs identifying the subdivisions or
housing complex. Such signs shall have an area of not more than 50 square feet and a
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B-2
height of not more than 8 feet. A subdivision or housing complex shall not have a total of
more than 2 such signs nor more than one per entrance.

The Windemere Park Apartments contain 482 dwelling units in a total of 32 buildings. Four
driveways exist for this complex, including three along Green Road and one along Nixon Road.
Five residence signs currently exist at the site, including one at each entrance and a
monument sign at the Nixon/Green intersection. Two of the signs were replaced in 2008. The
remaining three signs were covered, yet remain at the entrance sites. The petitioner has
agreed to remove the covered signs following action by the City Sign Board of Appeals
regarding this variance request.

History of Appeal

In 2006, the petitioner applied for sign and building permits to replace the existing five signs.
The permits were denied, since the proposed number of signs exceeded the number permitted
by Chapter 61, Section 5:504(3). At that time, no documentation was discovered indicating that
permits were issued or a variance was granted for the five original signs. Staff suggested a
revised sign application be submitted indicating the replacement of the two signs & the removal
of the remaining three signs to bring the site into compliance with Chapter 61.

In 2007, the petitioner applied for a variance seeking relief from Chapter 61, Section 5:504(3) to
allow five residence signs. The variance request was denied. The denial letter to the petitioner
dated June, 26, 2007 cited a number of code violations. Some of these allegations have been
recently identified by City staff as incorrect.

In 2008, the City approved the replacement of one entrance sign at Windwood Drive along
Green Road and the monument sign at Nixon and Green. The new signs have been installed;
however, the remaining three signs were covered but not removed.

Upon recent discussion with the City’s Planning and Development Services manager, a number
of code interpretations have been clarified relating to Chapter 61 and its relevance to the
proposed variance application. City code does not require a sign permit for residence signs.
The code requires permits only for signs regulated by Sections 5:502, 5:505 and 5:509.
Residence signs, however, are required to adhere to the requirements of Chapter 61 regarding
total number of signs and the area and height regulations. Failure to follow the standards found
in Chapter 61 may result in enforcement stated in Chapter 61, Section 5:518. The applicant
may seek a variance regarding the strict application of Chapter 61 where such application
would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships. The existing signs were installed
over 20 years ago, and the City has not pursued enforcement.

Staff contends that approval of this variance would not negatively impact other property owners,
since the proposal is to replace existing signage. The new signage would be an aesthetic
improvement. Furthermore, adequate signage is necessary for the identification of the site for
fire and safety vehicles.

Staff argues that adequate signage could be provided with four signs, rather than the proposed
five signs. In addition to the two existing new signs, staff supports an entrance sign at
Windwood Drive along Nixon Road. This would provide adequate identification for vehicles
traveling north and south along Nixon Road. Staff also supports an entrance sign at one of the
two Whisperwood Drive entrances along Green Road. The Whisperwood Drive entrances (east
and west) are within close proximity to one another. Signage at both locations appears
unnecessary, since it would not substantially improve identification for the complex.
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Recommendation: Staff does not support the variance as requested; however, staff does
support a variance request to allow two additional residence signs (total of four) based on the
size of the site and the number and location of existing driveways.

Questions of Staff by the Board

S. Schweer — So, they currently have three signs, and are asking for three more? (J. Ellis — No,
they currently have two legal signs, and are asking for two more). What has changed since the
last time we heard this appeal? (J. Ellis — Planning and Development Services Manager
reviewed this — along with staff, and concluded that those sections of the code were not
applicable to this petition. You don’t need sign permits for ‘residence’ signs. This is his
interpretation.

C. Brummer — What would lead us to be able to have some ordinance language with that
concept side-by-side with Chapter 617 (J. Ellis — There are only three sections in the code that
indicates that permits are required. By omission, that means that the other sections of the code
don’t require permits.)

S. Schweer — How do these permits relate to us? These signs that were already built without
permits and they’re asking they remain there?

C. Brummer — Do we have non-conforming signs that they’re asking to keep? If there are signs
they can have that we don’t regulate — to know that would be helpful. We’re used to doing
things under specific parameters — i.e., message units, sign size, placement, etc.

(Discussion between staff and the board regarding the code and interpretation).

Petitioner Presentation

Petitioner — Ted Verner and Mary Bates were present to speak on behalf of the appeal. Mr.
Verner stated that they are the Regional Managers and Property Managers, respectively. They
thanked the Board for meeting again to discuss this issue, as they feel that things have
changed since that first application for variance.

He stated that Windemere Park has been in place since 1988. The signs that are currently on
the property and at the entrance ways were originally approved by the site plan and the City of
Ann Arbor. Nothing has changed for twenty plus years. The only thing that transpired is that
when they purchased the property, they invested over 4 million dollars worth of improvements
and have done it legitimately by pulling permits and obtaining proper authorization.

When they evaluated the signage, they felt it was ‘deplorable,” and wanted to address it. In
September of 2004 we attempted to pull permits and it was discovered that there were never
any permits pulled for the existing signage. These signs are on Green Road. Because the
property is 75 acres, has several entranceways and over a half-mile of frontage, they need
additional approved signage (for a total of 5 — 4 residence, 1 monument). Petitioner states that
these signs were previously approved via the Site Plan Process, and not under actual
“permitting.”

S. Schweer — So you propose to take down the old signs and replace those with new ones?
(Yes.)

C. Brummer — | can clarify where their appeal stems from. Section 5:511 permit section states
“only signs regulated by Section 5:505 or 5:509 shall require a permit for a sign. We still hear
this issue because we are charged with the responsibility of determining any variants “in any



158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188

B-2
order, requirement, decision or determination.” We’re not just an appellant body for permit
denials. (Continued discussion between the Board, Staff and Petitioner).

MOTION

Moved by G. Barnett, Seconded by D. Eyl, “In regard to Appeal Number SBA09-002, 2820
Windwood Drive, to approve a variance to allow a total of four entrance signs for the
complex known as Windwood Park Apartments, provided that the flags and balloons or
any other unnecessary advertisement be removed in lieu of the new signage.”

On a Voice Vote — Motion to Approved — PASSED - UNANIMOUS (Variance Granted)

D - OLD BUSINESS — None.

E - NEW BUSINESS — None.

F - REPORTS and COMMUNICATIONS — Staff stated that there is still a vacancy on this
Board, and that we have brought this to the attention of the Mayor’s Office.

G - AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION — None.

ADJOURNMENT

Moved by S. Olsen, Seconded by C. Brummer, “that the meeting be adjourned.”
Chair adjourned the meeting at 3:43 p.m. without objection.”

On a Voice Vote — MOTION TO ADJOURN — PASSED — UNANIMOUS

Submitted by: Brenda Acquaviva, Administrative Support Specialist V



CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN
Community Services Area
Planning & Development Services Unit
100 North Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 8647
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48107-8647

STAFF REPORT

May 18, 2009

City of Ann Arbor

Sign Board of Appeals
100 N. Fifth Ave.

Ann Arbor, MI 48107

Subject: Billboard Sign

Appeal Number: SBA09-003

Ann Arbor Railroad (Eisenhower Pkwy west of S. Industrial)
Tax I1.D. Number: 09-09-32-115-002

Dear Board Members:

Description and Discussion

The petitioner is requesting a variance to exceed the allowable height for a billboard sign.
The allowable height for a billboard sign is 25 feet above grade. The petitioner is
proposing a height of 57-feet in the railroad right of way at Eisenhower Parkway, west of
Industrial Highway. Chapter 61 addresses sign height in the following sections:

5:509 (2) Off-Presmises Signs

Off-premise signs shall have a maximum height not greater than 25 feet.

5:501 (10) Definitions

Maximum heights shall be measured from grade or sidewalk to the highest edge of the
sign surface or its projecting structure.

Standards for Approval

The Sign Board of Appeals has the power granted by State law and by Section 5:517(4),
Application of the Variance Power from the City of Ann Arbor Sign Ordinance. The
following criteria shall apply:
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