
AGENDA  
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION  
DECEMBER 8, 2025 – 6:00PM 
CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS 

CITY HALL – COMMUNITY ROOM 
31555 W ELEVEN MILE ROAD 

FARMINGTON HILLS, MICHIGAN 
Telephone: 248-871-2410     Website: www.fhgov.com 

1. Call Study Session to Order

2. Roll Call

3. Discussion on City Code Amendment to provide for Registration and Inspection of Residential 
Rental Dwellings

4. Discussion on Parliamentary Procedure

5. Discussion on USA’s 250th Anniversary (Time Permitting)

6. Adjourn Study Session

Respectfully submitted, 

Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 

Reviewed by: 

Gary Mekjian, City Manager 

NOTE: Anyone planning to attend the meeting who has need of special assistance under the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is asked to contact the City Clerk’s Office at 248-871-2410 at 
least two (2) business days prior to the meeting, wherein necessary arrangements/ 
accommodations will be made.  Thank you. 

http://www.fhgov.com/


   

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
 

DATE:  December 8, 2025 
 
DEPT:  Planning and Community Development 
 
RE:  Draft City Code Amendment 4, 2025 – Amend City Code to provide for 

registration and inspection of all residential rental dwellings.  
_____________________________________________ 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 
 
The City Council discussed expanding the residential rental inspection program in 
Farmington Hills at their May 9, 2022 study session. Additional study sessions were held 
October 10, 2022, july 24, 2023 and October 27, 2025. The meeting minutes of these 
study sessions and supporting materials are attached for reference.  
 
The City of Farmington Hills currently has a rental registration for single-family 
residential homes. There are approximately 800 units that are inspected on a rotating 
basis over a three-year cycle. The single-family rental registration focuses on external 
property maintenance items. The discussion to expand the registration to duplexes 
and multi-family units would significantly expand this program and include internal 
inspection items. There are approximately 60 multi-family complexes in Farmington 
Hills and over 10,000 units.  
 
Key points discussed at the July 14, 2023 study session: 

• Rental inspections should focus on the four top areas of concern, as these items 
are considered life safety issues: 1) Dryer venting, 2) smoke alarms (detectors), 
3) GFCI wall outlets and 4) furnace certification.  

• Registration exemptions for units inspected by other agency inspections (HUD 
or state) was discussed but not finalized.  

• Inspections of all multi-family units to be performed on a 3-4 year rotating 
basis.   

• Third party inspection instead of in-house staff to conduct the inspections.  
 
The feedback received from the previous study sessions has informed the preliminary 
city code amendment drafted the City Attorney. City Staff gave a presentation that 
covered a portion of the draft code on October 27, 2025. Staff will be in attendance 
at the December 8, 2025 study session to continue the presentation and answer 
questions. 
 
In addition, the city manager and economic development director met with 
representatives from the Apartment Association of Michigan on December 3, 2025 to 



 
 
 
garner their input on the potential implementation of such ordinance.  We will be 
sharing those thoughts with City Council at the meeting. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Draft City Code Amendment 4, 2025 
• October 27, 2025, City council study session meeting minutes 
• July 24, 2023 – City Council study session meeting minutes  
• October 10, 2022 - City Council study session meeting minutes  
• May 9, 2022 -  City Council study session meeting minutes 
• Interoffice memo to City Council dated August 2, 2023 

                                                           
# # # 

 
 
Prepared by: Charmaine Kettler-Schmult, Director of Planning and Community 

Development 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, P.E., City Manager 
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ORDINANCE NO. C-______-2025 
 

CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS 
OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE FARMINGTON HILLS 
CODE OF ORDINANCES AT CHAPTER 7, “RESIDENTIAL 
RENTAL INSPECTION” ARTICLE VIII, “SINGLE-FAMILY 
RENTAL DWELLINGS” TO PROVIDE FOR REGISTRATION 
AND INSPECTION OF ALL RESIDENTIAL RENTAL 
DWELLINGS  

 
THE CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS ORDAINS: 
 

Section 1 of Ordinance.  Ordinance Amendment. 
 
The Farmington Hills City Code, Chapter 7, “Buildings and Building Regulations,” Article VIII, 
“Single-Family Rental Dwellings,“ is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
ARTICLE VIII SINGLE-FAMILY RENTAL DWELLINGS RESIDENTIAL RENTAL 
REGISTRATIONS AND INSPECTIONS 
 
Sec. 7-340. - Purpose, intent and findings.  

The purpose of this article is to help protect the health, safety and welfare of city residents 
and citizens, to prevent blight and property deterioration in neighborhoods, and to promote and 
maintain healthy, sanitary conditions in all single-family residential rental dwellings located 
throughout the city, recognizing the importance of such to the persons who do or may reside 
therein or in the vicinity. The city also recognizes a compelling interest in establishing standards 
for the maintenance of sanitary and safe single-family residential rental dwellings within the 
city, which will provide for the maintenance of property values of nearby properties and the 
reduction and elimination of blight and other deleterious factors affecting neighborhoods and the 
quality of life within the city. 

 
The city has received recommendations from citizen visioning groups indicating that an 

ordinance to address concerns relating to single-family rental dwellings is necessary to protect 
the health and welfare of the community, and the city recognizes the unique nature of single-
family rental dwellings versus multiple family and non-residential rental buildings because, in 
the city's experience: 

(1) The maintenance of single-family rental dwellings is typically the obligation of a 
non-owning tenant or a non-occupying, off-site owner rather than an on-site 
manager or management company; 

(2) Unlike non-residential rental buildings and apartment units, single-family rental 
dwellings are typically located in neighborhoods consisting of owner-occupied 
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single-family dwelling units where the deterioration and non-maintenance of homes 
has a much more significant and direct negative impact on the quality of life, 
character, vitality, appearance and value of property in the surrounding 
neighborhood affecting residents on a broad and large scale basis in the city; 

 
(3) Single-family rental dwellings are more often located in close proximity to other 

single-family residential structures and they therefore have a greater effect on the 
general health, safety, and welfare of the city's residents; and, 

 
(4) Therefore, regulating single-family rental dwellings is the most effective way to 

reduce neighborhood and city blight with the resources available to the city. So in 
order to address this unique situation and help to protect residents of neighborhoods 
surrounding single-family rental dwellings, the city finds that a single-family rental 
dwelling inspection program is warranted and necessary. 

Sec. 7-341. - Scope.  
 

The provisions of this article shall apply to single-family all residential rental dwellings 
and the properties on which they are located, including those currently existing and those that 
may be hereafter constructed or later converted to rental properties. 
 
Sec. 7-342.  - Definitions.  

For purposes of this article, the following words and phrases have the meanings 
indicated: 

* * * 

 Cooperative apartments mean any structure, building, or other facility promised 
and/or leased, cooperatively to a cooperative shareholder with a proprietary lease for use as a 
home, residence, or sleeping unit. The term "cooperative apartments" includes by way of 
example, but is not limited to, one- and two-family dwellings, multiple-family dwellings, 
apartment units, cooperative apartment units, boardinghouses, rooming houses and flats. 

 
Cooperative apartment complex means a group of cooperative apartments, in one or 

more buildings, owned by a consumer housing cooperative, identifiable to the public under a 
common name. 

* * * 
Dwelling shall include the following: 

(1) Single-family dwelling. A building designed exclusively for and occupied by 
one family. 

(2) Two-family dwelling. A building designed exclusively for occupancy by two 
families living independently of each other. 

 



DRAFT 
10.22.2025v2 

3 
 

(3) Multi-family dwelling. A building, or portion thereof, designed exclusively for 
occupancy by three or more families living independently of each other. 

 

* * * 
 
Inspection guidelines means the guidelines to be used by the code official in conducting 

inspections under this article, setting forth the minimum requirements for single-family 
residential rental dwellings. 

 
Lease means a lease agreement, rental agreement or other written or oral agreement or 

arrangement for the use and occupancy of a single-family residential rental dwelling or rental unit 
by one (1) or more persons that are not an owner. 
 

Local agent means a responsible local agent for a residential rental dwelling or rental 
unit as described in Section 7-344. Local agent may include the manager for a residential rental 
dwelling. 

 
Manager means a person who actively operates or manages a residential rental dwelling 

for the owner.  
 

 Occupants means tenants, lessees, renters, and/or persons residing in or occupying a single-
family residential rental dwelling who are not owners. 
 

Owner means any person, agent or entity having a legal or equitable ownership interest 
in a single-family residential rental dwelling, which ownership interest is established by a 
written document that has been recorded at the Oakland County register of deeds office or is 
reflected on a property transfer affidavit filed with the city. 
 

* * * 

Residential rental dwelling means any building or structure within the city that 
contains one or more residential rental units or cooperative apartments to be let for occupancy 
which are wholly or partly used or intended to be used as habitable space. This shall include 
any area within the building that contains mechanical equipment for the rental unit(s), 
hallways, or other spaces that serve one or more rental units. 

 
Rental unit means a single housekeeping unit providing complete, independent living 

facilities for one or more persons, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, 
cooking and sanitation. 

 
Single-family rental dwelling means a single-family dwelling that is not occupied by an 

owner and that is rented or available to be rented. 
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Single-family dwelling means a building or structure designed exclusively for occupancy 
by one (1) family for residential purposes. This definition does not include structures or buildings 
the principal use of which results in licensing and/or inspection by the state. 

Tenant means a person who rents or has a lease for or who occupies a single-family 
residential rental dwelling. 
 
Sec. 7-343.  - Required registration  

Owners of single-family residential rental dwellings shall register such dwellings with 
the department as provided in this section before they are rented or offered for rent. An owner 
shall register the single-family residential rental dwelling with the city to be entitled to collect 
rent from tenants and occupants residing or located in the single-family residential rental 
dwelling. 

(1) Registration shall be on a form provided by the department. Required information 
shall include the name, address and telephone number of the owner and any 
managing manager or local agent. For each individual owner and local agent, a 
driver's license number or State of Michigan identification number must be 
provided. The department may require any additional information as may be 
relevant and necessary to the proper implementation and enforcement of this article. 
The form must be signed by all owners and agents. 

(2) Any changes, at any time, in the information provided by an owner on a registration 
form must be provided to the department in writing within thirty (30) days of the 
change. 

 
(3) If an owner is a business entity, other than an individual, the names, addresses and 

telephone numbers of corporate officers, partners, members and managers as 
applicable to the form of the organization shall be listed. If such business entity has 
no substantial assets other than the single-family residential rental dwelling to be 
registered and is controlled in whole or in part by one (1) or more other business 
entities, then the name, address and telephone numbers of those entities and their 
officers, partners, members and/or managers shall be listed. 

 
(4) All single-family residential rental dwellings and rental units existing and not 

already registered at the effective date of the amendments to this article shall be 
registered within ninety (90) days of the effective date of the amendments to this 
article and every three (3) years thereafter. 

 
(5) All existing, non-rental single-family dwellings that are converted to a single-

family rental dwelling after the effective date of this article shall be registered prior 
to the date on which the property is first occupied for rental purposes and every 
three (3) years thereafter. 
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(6) All newly constructed residential rental dwellings and cooperative apartments shall 
be registered prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy by the city. 

 
(7) All other single-family residential rental dwellings shall be registered prior to any 

use or occupancy as a rental dwelling and every three (3) years thereafter. 
 
(8)(7) A new owner shall register a single-family residential rental dwelling, which is 

sold, transferred or conveyed, within thirty (30) days after the date of the sale. Any 
existing certificate of compliance for the new owner's single-family residential 
rental dwelling shall be transferred to the new owner and shall be valid until its 
expiration or revocation. 

 
(9)(8) After the registration of each individual single-family residential rental dwelling 

with the city, the director of the department or his designee may, in his discretion, 
place such dwelling on a schedule of inspections for certificates of compliance that 
allows the administrative burden on the department to be evenly spread from year 
to year. 

Sec. 7-344. - Responsible local agent.  
 

The responsible local agent shall be an individual person residing in the State of 
Michigan who, subject to the rights of occupants, can and shall provide access to residential 
rental unit(s) for a city inspection upon 24 hours verbal, written, or email notice. The manager 
may also be designated by the owner as legally responsible for operating and maintaining such 
premises. The owner may act as the manager or local agent if the owner can and does provide 
access within the time allowed. All official notices of the city shall be issued to the designated  
local agent, and if that agent has been designated by the owner as responsible for operating and 
maintaining the premises, any notice so issued shall be deemed to have been issued upon the 
owner or owners of record.  
 
Sec. 7-3445. - Certificate of compliance required. 

 
Persons shall not occupy, and owners shall not rent or allow occupancy, of a single-

family residential rental dwelling unless a certificate of compliance has been applied for and 
issued, except single-family residential rental dwellings existing on the effective date of the 
ordinance establishing this article may continue to be rented and occupied after such effective 
date without a certificate of compliance provided the owner timely complies with the registration 
requirements under section 7-343, pays all applicable fees under section 7-3526, complies with 
the requirements of section 7-34951 for the scheduling and performance of all inspections 
necessary for issuance of a certificate of compliance, and diligently and timely undertakes all 
actions necessary to meet the requirements for and obtain a certificate of compliance under this 
article. 
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-343RERE
https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-352FE
https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-349INPR
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Sec. 7-3456. - Issuance of certificate of compliance.   
 
A certificate of compliance shall be issued for a single-family residential rental dwelling 

only after: 

(1) An inspection of the home residential rental dwelling and all rental units by the 
code official verifies that there are no violations of the inspection guidelines 
described in section 7-3502 and the ordinances and codes upon which they are 
based. 

(2) All registration, inspection, and other fees have been paid and the residential rental 
dwelling and/or rental unit has been registered and all registration information is 
current as provided in section 7-343. 

 
A certificate of compliance shall not be issued for residential rental dwellings with 

outstanding bills or liabilities to the city, including, but not limited to, outstanding permit fees 
or delinquent real property taxes or water and sewer charges, and including all fees required 
by this article. 

Sec. 7-3467. - Term and revocation of certificate of compliance. 
 
 Unless revoked, a certificate of compliance shall be valid for a period of three (3) years 
from the date it is issued and until the next code official inspects and issues a new certificate of 
compliance at which time the preceding certificate expires. The code official may revoke a 
certificate of compliance if an inspection reveals violations of this article or upon a determination 
that the owner is otherwise not in compliance with any provision of this article. 
 
Sec. 7-348. - Renewal of certification.  
 

(1)    At least 30 but not more than 60 days before the expiration date of the certificate 
of compliance issued for a residential rental dwelling, the owner or local agent for 
the property shall apply to the city for the scheduling of an inspection for the 
issuance of a new compliance certificate for that residential rental dwelling.  

 
(2)    Upon receipt of a timely request for an inspection for the purpose of renewal of a 

certificate of compliance, the city shall inspect the premises before the certificate 
of compliance expires. Upon failure of the city to conduct an inspection prior to 
expiration of the certificate of compliance, the owner may rent the property until 
the city has conducted an inspection, and the owner will not be deemed in violation 
of this article during that time. If, however, the city's failure to inspect is due to the 
owner's, local agent's or tenant's action(s), failure to act, or refusal to permit an 
inspection after reasonable notice of the intent to inspect, the owner shall not rent 
the property.  

 
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-343RERE
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Sec. 7-3479. - Temporary certificate of compliance. 
 
The code official is authorized, in his or her discretion, to issue a temporary certificate 

of compliance for any single-family residential rental dwelling that he or she has determined 
can be occupied safely, provided that all fees have been paid and current registration information 
has been provided. The temporary certificate shall identify any remaining violations and include 
the time periods for correction and during which it is valid. A failure to correct a violation within 
the time specified shall result in revocation of the temporary certificate, and issuance of an order 
for that residential rental dwelling to be vacated, and shall constitute a violation of this article. 
 
Sec. 7-34850. - Inspection frequency. 

(a) After issuance of the initial certificate of compliance for a residential rental 
dwelling under this article,  the frequency of regular inspections of single-family 
residential rental dwellings  and rental units under this article shall be at least one 
(1) such inspection every three (3) years. 
 

(b) Vacant single-family rental dwellings may be inspected every one hundred eighty 
(180) days in order to verify maintenance in compliance with this article. 

(c) single-family Residential rental dwellings  and rental units may be inspected any 
time there is a credible complaint or other indication of a violation of this article. 

 
Sec. 7-34951. - Inspection procedures. 

(a) The department shall schedule and mail the registered owner or local agent a notice 
of the date and time for all inspections and the fees that must be paid before the 
inspection. 
 

(b) Prior to receipt of a notice under subsection (a), above, a registered owner or its 
local agent may provide written notice to the department of dates and times that 
inspections are requested to be or not be scheduled. Such requests shall not be 
binding on the department, but the department shall make a reasonable effort to 
accommodate reasonable and timely requests from registered owners or their  local 
agents. 

 
(c) An inspection may be rescheduled for just cause. Once a date and time for 

inspection is scheduled, an owner or an owner's local agent shall: 
 
(1) Notify the tenant or tenants of the date and time when the inspection is 

scheduled to occur and regardless of whether the owner or agent has a right to 
enter the residential dwelling under the lease with the tenant(s), request and 
obtain tenant permission for such entry. This notice shall be delivered both by 
mail and by posting at an entry door of the residential home rental unit at 
least twenty-one (21) calendar days prior to the date of the scheduled 
inspection. 
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(2) Notify each tenant or occupant that the property owner or agent is required to 

accompany the inspector during the performance of all inspections and in the 
event that the tenant or occupant is not present, the property owner/agent must 
provide access to the inspector by unlocking the door, verifying that no 
occupant is present and securing the unit after the inspection is completed. 

 
(3) On the date and time for inspection, provide the code official with access to 

the single-family residential rental dwelling. If entry is refused or not 
obtained, the inspector shall conduct the inspection only as permitted by law. 
This article shall not be construed to require a tenant, occupant or owner to 
consent to a warrantless inspection except as provided by law. 

(d) For two – and multi-family dwellings, the owner or local agent shall:  

(1)   Provide access to the residential rental unit to be inspected if the owner's lease 
with the tenant provides the owner or local agent with the right of entry.  

 
(2)  Provide access to areas of the residential rental dwelling other than an 

individual residential rental unit.  
 
(3)   Notify the tenants of a residential rental unit of the code official's request to 

inspect the unit, make a good-faith effort to obtain permission for and arrange 
the inspection, and notify the code official within ten (10) days of the 
residential rental unit being vacated by the tenants.  

 
(4)   Provide access to a residential rental unit if an occupant of that unit has made 

a complaint to the code official regarding the condition of that unit.   

Sec. 7-3502. - Inspection and maintenance guidelines. 
 

(a) The director of the department shall prepare and maintain a list of inspection 
guidelines to be used in making inspections relating to the enforcement of this article. The 
inspection guidelines shall be based on this article and applicable code and ordinance 
requirements and shall set forth the requirements and conditions and scope of repairs necessary 
for obtaining the issuance of a certificate of compliance. 

 
(b) In all events, single-family rental dwellings and the premises upon which they are 

located shall be maintained in a manner consistent with the criteria set forth in the 
Property Maintenance Code adopted and amended under chapter 7 of this Code. 

 
(c) Regular inspections under this article shall be of the exterior of the single-family 

rental dwelling and the premises upon which it is located. The interior of single-
family rental dwellings shall only be subject to inspections under this article if one 
(1) or more of the following conditions have been reported to the city or been 
identified by an exterior inspection as possibly existing: 

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE
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(1) The single-family rental dwelling is, or is in or part of, a structure that is 

unsafe, unfit for human occupancy, unlawful, dangerous or that includes 
unsafe equipment, as defined and regulated under the Property Maintenance 
Code administered and enforced under chapter 7 of this Code. 

 
(2) The single-family rental dwelling is, or is in or part of, a dangerous or unsafe 

building as defined in chapter 7 of this Code. 
 
(3) A violation of any maintenance standard in the Property Maintenance Code 

in chapter 7 of this Code that may allow rain, moisture, surface or roof 
drainage or animals to enter the exterior walls, structure or living space of 
the single-family rental dwelling it is in or part of. 

 
(4) The single-family rental dwelling is, or is in or part of, a structure that 

includes an unsafe condition pursuant to any other provision of this Code or 
any other code adopted by reference in this Code. 

 
(5) Multiple or recurring violations of the inspection and maintenance 

guidelines under this article. 
 

Sec. 7-353. – Compliance inspections. 

(a) Following an initial inspection, periodic compliance inspections shall be 
scheduled by the owner or local agent for registered residential rental dwellings 
and rental units 30 days prior to the expiration of the existing residential rental 
certificate of compliance as outlined in section 7-348. Failure of the code 
official to conduct a periodic compliance inspection within 30 days of the 
inspection request is considered as not due to any actions of the owner, agent 
or tenant, and shall result in the owner or agent being permitted to let for 
occupancy the rental dwellings and rental units until the code official has 
conducted an inspection. 

(b) Non-periodic compliance inspections will be scheduled as soon as practical by 
the code official: 

(1) Upon receipt of a written complaint from an owner, agent, occupant or 
citizen who would have occasion to be aware that the rental dwelling or 
rental unit is in violation of this article. 

(2) Upon receipt of a report or a referral from any city department, public 
or private school or other public agency. 

(3) Upon receipt of knowledge that a rental dwelling is not registered with 
the city as required by this article. 

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE
https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE
https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE
https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIILADERE_CH78BUBURE_ARTVIIIREREREIN_S78-284CECO
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(c) No person shall cause a compliance inspection to be made for the sole purpose 
of harassing any individual, corporation, or governmental agency when a 
violation is not present. 

(d) If the code official is unable to inspect a property due to the owner's action, 
failure to act, or refusal to permit an inspection after reasonable notice of the 
intent to inspect, the owner shall not rent the residential rental dwelling or 
rental unit and, if occupants are utilizing the residential rental dwelling or 
rental unit, the code official may require vacation of the residential rental 
dwelling or rental unit. 

(e) Reasonable entry and access to residential rental dwellings and rental units 
shall be granted to the code official as follows: 

(1) The code official is authorized entry and access to a residential rental 
dwelling or rental unit at reasonable times to inspect to ensure 
compliance with the terms of this article. 

(i) If entry or access is not made available by the owner, the code 
official is authorized to revoke the existing certificate of 
compliance, pursue administrative warrants or pursue other 
recourse as provided by law. 

(ii) If entry or access is not made available by the occupant, the code 
official is authorized to pursue administrative warrants or pursue 
other recourse as provided by law. 

(2) The owner or local agent must accompany the code official and allow 
full entry and access to the residential rental dwelling and unit(s). 

(f) If a residential rental dwelling or rental unit should fail a compliance 
inspection, a subsequent re-inspection will be required with an additional fee. 

(1) In the event an inspection discloses that a residential rental dwelling or  
rental unit is not in compliance with applicable codes, the code official 
will prepare a written notice of the requirements that must be 
undertaken by the owner, and in what timeframe, in order to schedule a 
re-inspection. A certificate of compliance will be issued or re-issued only 
when those requirements have been met. 

(2) In the event an inspection discloses that a residential rental dwelling or  
rental unit is not in compliance with applicable codes, and if the 
residential rental dwelling or rental unit is occupied, the code official 
shall indicate whether the conditions are such that the residential rental 
dwelling or rental unit must be vacated, or whether steps to bring the 
rental dwelling or rental unit into compliance with applicable codes may 
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continue while the residential rental dwelling or rental unit continues to 
be occupied. 

(3) The city may revoke a certificate of compliance if a residential rental 
dwelling or rental unit fails any inspection. 

Sec. 7-3514. - Transfer and termination of certificates of compliance. 
  

(a) The department shall transfer a certificate of compliance to a new owner when the 
new owner supplies the registration information required by section 7-343. 

 
(b) Upon receipt of a written notice and documentation of a sale or transfer of a single-

family residential rental dwelling to a new owner that will occupy the premises 
with no portions rented, the department shall terminate any certificate of 
compliance and remove the unit from the city's registry of single-family residential 
rental dwellings. 

 
Sec. 7-3523. - Suspension or revocation of compliance certificate. 

 
If the department determines that any person has failed to comply with this article or 

any applicable codes, the code official may suspend the compliance certificate held by that 
person. A notice of suspension shall be provided by first class mail. A person aggrieved by 
such a suspension, or the initial denial of compliance certificate, may appeal to the… in 
writing within 20 days of issuance of notice of the suspension or denial of compliance 
certificate. During the appeal process to the …, the residential rental dwelling and rental units 
therein may continue to be occupied until a final determination of ….. A fee is required at the 
time an appeal application is filed. Upon receipt of the request for appeal and application fee, 
the … shall hear and consider the matter. Failure to file a timely appeal shall result in 
revocation of the compliance certificate. The owner and/or local agent shall have the right to 
appear and be represented by counsel. The …, after a public hearing, shall issue its order of 
decision. There shall be no appeal to the city council. If an appeal is denied, the compliance 
certificate is revoked. If the appeal is granted, the compliance certificate shall be reinstated.  
A notice of revocation shall be provided by first class mail. 
 
Sec. 7-354. – Vacating and securing buildings. 
 
 The code official may declare a residential rental dwelling or rental unit to be unsafe, 
dangerous and unfit for human occupancy or entry, and may prohibit occupancy or entry  by 
any person.  Notice of such determination that a residential rental dwelling or rental unit is 
unsafe shall be given as required in section 7-252 of this chapter. 
 
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/canton_charter_township,_(wayne_co.)/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-343RERE
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Sec. 7-3525. - Fees. 
 
Except as may be otherwise provided in section 7-353, the owner of the single-family 

residential rental dwelling shall be responsible for payment of registration, inspection, certificate 
of compliance, appeal, and other fees involved in the administration and enforcement of this 
article, which fees shall be established by resolution of the city council. 
 
Sec. 7-3536. - Collection of fees. 

(a) All required fees shall be paid at the time of submitting application materials and 
before commencement of scheduled inspections, unless otherwise authorized by 
the department. 
 

(b) In the event of repeated complaints from a tenant necessitating multiple 
inspections of a particular single-family residential rental dwelling between 
regular inspection periods, the director of the department may, in his or her 
discretion, require advance payment of inspection fees by the tenant. 

(c) If for any reason, fees that are due and payable under this article are not paid, a 
statement of the fees shall be mailed to the owner or, if applicable, the tenant. 

 
Sec. 7-357. – Occupancy prohibited. 
 
 No person shall occupy or permit or allow another person to occupy any residential 
rental dwelling or unit which the code official has ordered vacated as provided in Section 7-354. 
 
Sec. 7-358. - Reliance on certification.  
 

Issuance of a certificate of compliance shall not constitute a guarantee or warranty of 
the habitability or complete compliance of the building or structure to code requirements, and 
the occupant of any residential rental dwelling or rental unit shall not rely on any certificate as 
such a guaranty or warranty. The certificate of compliance shall contain a notice to this effect. 
The city shall not assume any liability to any person by reason of the inspections required by 
this ordinance or issuance of a certificate.  
 
Sec. 7-359. - Other actions, prosecutions. 

 
Nothing in this article shall prevent the city from taking action under any of its 

applicable codes for violations thereof or to seek injunctive relief or criminal prosecution of 
such violations in accordance with the terms and conditions of the particular ordinance under 
which the city would proceed against the owner, local agent, manager or occupant of any 
residential rental dwelling unit covered by this registration, licensing, and inspection article. 
 
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH7BUBURE_ARTVIIISIMIREDW_S7-353COFE
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Sec. 7-35460. - Violation and penalty. 
 
(a) A violation of any provision of this article shall constitute a municipal civil 

infraction, and shall be subject to the relief provided for municipal civil infractions 
under chapter 1 of this Code. 

 
(b) In addition, any use or activity in violation of the terms of this article is hereby 

declared to be a nuisance per se and may be abated by order of any court of 
competent jurisdiction. The city, in addition to other remedies, may cause to be 
instituted any appropriate action or proceeding to vacate the premises and/or 
prevent, abate or restrain the violation. 

 
Section 3 of Ordinance.  Repealer. 

 
All ordinances, parts of ordinances, or sections of the City Code in conflict with this ordinance are 
repealed only to the extent necessary to give this ordinance full force and effect, and the 
Farmington Hills Ordinance Code shall remain in full force and effect, amended only as specified 
above. 
 

Section 4 of Ordinance.  Savings. 
 
The amendments of the Farmington Hills Code of Ordinances set forth in this Ordinance do not 
affect or impair any act done, offense committed, or right accruing, accrued, or acquired or 
liability, penalty, forfeiture or punishment, pending or incurred prior to the amendment of the 
Farmington Hills Code of Ordinances set forth in this Ordinance. 
 

Section 5 of Ordinance.  Severability. 
 
If any section, clause or provision of this Ordinance shall be declared to be unconstitutional, void, 
illegal or ineffective by any Court of competent jurisdiction, the validity of the Ordinance as a 
whole, or in part, shall not be affected other than the part invalidated, and such section, clause or 
provision declared to be unconstitutional, void or illegal shall thereby case to be a part of this 
Ordinance, but the remainder of this Ordinance shall stand and be in full force and effect. 

 
Section 6 of Ordinance.  Effective Date. 

 
The provisions of this ordinance are ordered to take effect twenty-one (21) days after enactment. 
 

Section 7 of Ordinance.  Date and Publication. 
 
This ordinance is declared to have been enacted by the City Council of the City of Farmington 
Hills at a meeting called and held on the ____ day of __________, 2025, and ordered to be given 
publication in the manner prescribed by law. 
 
  

https://library.municode.com/mi/farmington_hills/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH1GEPR
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Ayes: 
Nays: 
Abstentions: 
Absent: 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
    ) ss. 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 
I, the undersigned, the qualified and acting City Clerk of the City of Farmington Hills, Oakland 
County, Michigan, do certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of the Ordinance 
adopted by the City Council of the City of Farmington Hills at a meeting held of the ____ day of 
______________, 2025, the original of which is on file in my office. 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       CARLY LINDAHL, City Clerk 
       City of Farmington Hills 
 
 













































   

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
 

DATE:  December 8, 2025 
 
DEPT:  Gary Mekjian, City Manager 
 
RE:   Parliamentary Procedure Quick Refresher 
_____________________________________________ 
 
City Attorney Joppich will provide a quick refresher on the referenced, reviewing the 
more common motions and actions taken by City Council during meetings.  He will be 
providing documentation at the meeting. 



   

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
 

DATE:  December 8, 2025 
 
DEPT:  Gary Mekjian, City Manager 
 
RE:   USA’s 250th Anniversary Celebration 
_____________________________________________ 
 
In recognition of the USA’s 250th birthday celebration, City Council has budgeted for 
and the City has procured a vendor for a fireworks display to be held on Thursday, June 
25, 2026.  The purpose of this item is to gather City Council input on what, if any, 
additional events City Council may want to consider hosting in honor of the incredible 
occasion. 



AGENDA 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

DECEMBER 8, 2025  
CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS 
31555 W ELEVEN MILE ROAD 

FARMINGTON HILLS, MICHIGAN 
Telephone: 248-871-2410     Website: www.fhgov.com 
Cable TV:  Spectrum – Channel 203; AT&T – Channel 99 

YouTube Channel:  https://www.youtube.com/user/FHChannel8 

REQUESTS TO SPEAK:  Anyone requesting to speak before Council must complete and turn in to the City 
Clerk a blue Public Participation Registration Form.  

REGULAR SESSION BEGINS AT 7:30PM IN THE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 

STUDY SESSION (6:00PM Community Room – See Separate Agenda) 

REGULAR SESSION  

CALL REGULAR SESSION TO ORDER 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

ROLL CALL 
1. Approval of regular session agenda

2. Selection of Mayor Pro Tem

ANNOUNCEMENTS/PRESENTATIONS FROM CITY BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

CORRESPONDENCE 

CONSENT AGENDA - (See Items No. 4-12) 
All items listed under Consent Agenda are considered routine, administrative, or non-controversial 
by the City Council and will be enacted by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these 
items, unless a Council Member or citizen so requests, in which event the items may be removed 
from the Consent Agenda for consideration.    

CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 

COUNCIL MEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 

CITY MANAGER UPDATE 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
3. Consideration of amendment to Planned Unit Development Plan 4, 2000; Cutting Edge Cuisine

kitchen and storage addition. CMR 12-25-175

http://www.fhgov.com/
https://www.youtube.com/user/FHChannel8


CITY COUNCIL REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 
DECEMBER 8, 2025 Page 2 

CONSENT AGENDA: 
4. Recommended approval of the 2026 City Council Annual Meeting Calendar.

5. Recommended approval of setting the City Council annual goals session date of January 10, 2026.

6. Recommended approval of removal and replacement of windows at the Nature Center to Regal 
Construction Inc. in the amount of $58,794.90. CMR 12-25-176

7. Recommended approval of extension of agreement for Street Sweeping Services to G&M Enterprises 
in the amount not-to-exceed the annual budgeted amount, with optional extensions. CMR 12-25-177

8. Recommended approval of award of Dump Truck and Pick-Up Truck Upfitting to Truck & Trailer 
Specialties in the amount of $413,770.86. CMR 12-25-178

9. Recommended approval of award of proposal for Youth Theatre Services to In The Mitten Productions 
for a one-year contract with optional renewals. CMR 12-25-179

10. Recommended approval of purchase of purchase of ambulance to Emergency Vehicles Plus 
representing Horton in the amount of $397,464.00. CMR 12-25-180

11. Recommended approval of City Council study session minutes of November 24, 2025.

12. Recommended approval of City Council regular session minutes of November 24, 2025.

ADDITIONS TO AGENDA 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Limited to three (3) minutes. 

CITY ATTORNEY REPORT 

ADJOURNMENT 

Respectfully submitted, 

Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 

Reviewed by: 

Gary Mekjian, City Manager 

NOTE: Anyone planning to attend the meeting who has need of special assistance under the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is asked to contact the City Clerk’s Office at 248-871-2410 at 
least two (2) business days prior to the meeting, wherein necessary arrangements/ accommodations 
will be made.   



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: December 8, 2025 

DEPT: Planning and Community Development 

RE:  Amend Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) Plan 4, 2000 – Cutting Edge 
Cuisine Kitchen and Storage Addition 

____________________________________________________________________ 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY: 

Applicant: Zack Sklar 

Owner: CEC Farmington, LLC. 

Sidwell: 22-23-02-176-068

Zoning: B-3 General Business District and RA-4 One-Family Residential
District

Master Plan: 14 Mile Mixed Use 

Location: 32555 Northwestern Hwy; south side of Northwestern Hwy., east of 
Orchard Lake Road  

Description: 

The application to amend PUD Plan 4, 2000 proposes to amend the City Council-
approved PUD to allow a building addition to an existing building within the PUD. The 
building and addition will be occupied by a catering business and event space. The plans 
indicate the building addition will eliminate 20 existing parking spaces. The landscape 
plan shows replacement of the manmade pond along Northwestern Highway with an 
assortment of native plants. 

Please see Giffels Webster’s review attached for a detailed review of the plans. 

The applicant’s attorney has requested further postponement to allow for negotiations 
with adjacent property owners.  

PROCEDURAL HISTORY: 

• August  21, 2025 – Planning Commission preliminary hearing and set for public 
hearing (6-0)

CMR 12-25-175



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
• September 18, 2025 - Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation to 

City Council (6-0)  
• October 27, 2025 – City Council postponed action on the item until November 10, 

2025. (7-0) 
• November 10, 2025 - City Council postponed action on the item until December 8, 

2025. (6-0) 
 
 
ZONING DEVIATIONS: 
 
Permit  

• Catering as a permitted use within the PUD;  
• Acceptance of submitted building materials and elevations as presented; 
• Allow 1,328 parking spaces where 1,373 are required; and 
• Replacement of the manmade pond/fountain with natural landscaping as 

depicted on the submitted plans.  
 
POTENTIAL COUNCIL ACTIONS: 
 
Suggested Resolution for conditional APPROVAL: 
 
Resolve that the application to amend PUD Plan 4, 2000 dated revised October 14, 
2025, is approved, subject to the following conditions: 
 

(1) All outstanding issues identified in Giffels Webster’s review dated October 20, 
2025, review shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City Planner;  

 
(2) All outstanding issues identified in the City Engineer’s October 21, 2025, interoffice 

correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City 
Engineer; and  

 
(3) All outstanding issues identified in the Fire Marshal’s August 15, 2025, interoffice 

correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the Fire 
Marshal.  

 
[Insert additional conditions of appropriate.] 

 
And further resolve that the City Attorney prepare the appropriate PUD agreement 
stipulating the final PUD approval conditions and authorizing the identified zoning 
deviations for City Council consideration and final approval. 
 
 



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
Suggested Resolution for DENIAL: 
 
Resolve that the application to amend PUD Plan 4, 2000 dated revised October 14, 
2025, is denied, because it does not meet all provisions set forth in Section 34-3.20 of 
the Zoning Ordinance and the proposed development will adversely affect the public 
health, welfare, and safety for the following reasons: [Indicate reasons the PUD does 
not meet the requirements of Section 34-3.20 and/or will have the adverse effect 
described above.] 
 
 
Suggested Resolution for POSTPONEMENT: 
 
Resolve that the application to amend PUD Plan 4, 2000 dated revised October 14, 
2025, be postponed to a date certain (City Council date in 2026) in order to resolve 
issues: [Indicate reasons the PUD will be postponed.] 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
• Amend PUD Plan 4, 2000, narrative and revised plans 
• Giffels Webster’s review, dated October 20, 2025 
• City Engineer’s interoffice correspondence, dated October 21, 2025 
• Fire Marshal’s interoffice correspondence, dated August 15, 2025  
• August 21, 2025, Planning Commission regular meeting minutes  
• September 18, 2025, Planning Commission regular meeting minutes 
• October 27, 2025, City Council regular meeting minutes 
• November 10, 2025, City Council regular meeting minutes 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prepared by: Charmaine Kettler-Schmult, Director of Planning and Community 

Development 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, P.E., City Manager 



From: Charmaine Kettler-Schmult
To: Carly Lindahl
Subject: FW: 32555 Northwestern Hwy, Amendment to PUD 4, 2000
Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 12:01:58 PM
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For city council regarding the postponed item, PUD 4, 2000.
 
Charmaine Kettler-Schmult
Director of Planning and Community Development
O: (248) 871-2543
Email: ckettler@fhgov.com
 
 

City of Farmington Hills | www.FHgov.com 
31555 W. Eleven Mile Rd. | Farmington Hills, MI 48336

     
 
From: Joshua Kaplan <jkaplan@DFKLawGroup.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 11:55 AM
To: Charmaine Kettler-Schmult <CKettler@fhgov.com>; Zack Sklar
<zack@peasandcarrotshospitality.com>
Cc: Steve Joppich <sjoppich@rsjalaw.com>
Subject: Re: 32555 Northwestern Hwy, Amendment to PUD 4, 2000
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

We have been attempting to meet with those that oppose this Amendment. Because we are still in
negotiations, we are officially requesting the item be postponed again. Thank you.
 
-- 

Joshua A. Kaplan
Dizik | Faber | Kaplan 

 (248) 388-8617      www.DFKLawGroup.com      JKaplan@DFKLawGroup.com

  370 E. Maple Road, 3rd Floor, Birmingham, MI 48009

 
CONFIDENTIAL The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be attorney-client privileged, may constitute inside
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information, and is only for viewing and use of the intended recipients. If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use,

disclosure, or copying is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the

sender at (248) 712-1056. The electronic signature contained herein is not and should not be construed as a subscription or formal signature pursuant

to MCR 2.507(G) and is for informative purposes only.

 
 
From: Charmaine Kettler-Schmult <CKettler@fhgov.com>
Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 at 11:43 AM
To: Zack Sklar <zack@peasandcarrotshospitality.com>
Cc: Joshua Kaplan <jkaplan@DFKLawGroup.com>, Steve Joppich
<sjoppich@rsjalaw.com>
Subject: 32555 Northwestern Hwy, Amendment to PUD 4, 2000

Zack,
The City Council postponed action on the amendment to the PUD 4, 2000 plan at
their meeting November 10, 2025. The postponement was approved to allow time for
discussions between yourself and the neighboring property owners. The city council
set the item for review on December 8, 2025.
 
If you would like to request a postponement or action on the item, please let me know
before Thursday December 4, 2025.
 
Charmaine Kettler-Schmult
Director,
Planning and Community Development
O: (248) 871-2543
Email: ckettler@fhgov.com
 

 
City of Farmington Hills | www.FHgov.com 
31555 W. Eleven Mile | Farmington Hills, MI 48336
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 28 W. Adams, Suite 1200  |  Detroit, Michigan  48226  |  (313) 962-4442   
www.GiffelsWebster.com 

October 20, 2025 
 
Farmington Hills Planning Commission 
31555 W 11 Mile Rd 
Farmington Hills, MI 48336 

Major PUD Amendment  
Catering and Place of Assembly 
 
Case:   Amendment to PUD 4, 2000 
Site:    32555 Northwestern Highway  
Applicant:  Zack Sklar 
Plan Date:  July 10, 2025 (Rev. October 14, 2025) 
Zoning:   RA-4/ B-3 (Part of PUD 4, 2000) 
 
We have completed a review of the application for PUD, site plan, and landscape plan approval 
referenced above and a summary of our findings is below. Items in bold require specific action by the 
Applicant.  Items in italics can be addressed administratively.  

 



Date: October 20, 2025 
Project: 32555 Northwestern  

PUD 4, 2000 
Page:  2 
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Existing Conditions 
 
1. Zoning. The site is currently zoned PUD with underlying B-3 zoning.  

2. Existing site.  The site is 1.85 acres and developed with a 1-story commercial building that was 
previously used as a restaurant (Anna’s House). The site is part of a larger PUD that includes the 
Home Depot and the former Sam’s Club.  

3. Adjacent Properties.  

Direction Zoning Land Use 
North  B-3 Shopping Center 
East B-3 (Part of PUD 4, 2000) Single Story Commercial 
South RA-4 (Part of PUD 4, 2000) Parking/ Home Depot 
West B-3 (Part of PUD 4, 2000) Single Story Commercial 

4. Site configuration and access.  The site is accessed in two locations that connect to internal drives. 
There is no direct access to Northwestern Highway from the site itself.  

 
Project Summary – Changes to Approved PUD 
 
Summary. The applicant proposes an addition to a single-story building that is located within an existing 
PUD, to be occupied by a catering business and event space. In addition to the proposed building 
expansion, the plans include the elimination of a manmade pond facing Northwestern Highway which is 
proposed to be replaced by an assortment of native plantings. Other proposed changes include the 
elimination of 20 existing parking spaces, two landscape islands, and the removal of a walled-off area 
behind the building that included a shed and cooler/freezer. The building expansion requires the 
adjustment of an existing sanitary sewer easement. Changes to the easement shall be reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer and City Attorney.  
 
Conditions of PUD  
 
The Original PUD agreement included several conditions which shall apply to consideration of this 
application, in addition to compliance with the zoning ordinance requirements.  

 
a. The PUD includes a restricted list of uses which does not include catering facilities. Assembly halls 

are listed, but must be conducted entirely within the building. Approval of this request will require 
an amendment to the development agreement to permit catering uses. Unlike restaurants, 
catering uses do not have regular customer traffic and are generally similar to food processing 
facilities.  

b. The dimensional standards of the B-2 District apply to developments within the PUD.  

c. Parking shall be provided in accordance with the formula in the agreement.  

d. Building heights shall be limited to 40 feet plus 5 feet for parapet and architectural features. 

e. There are exterior lighting requirements, but they only apply to yards adjacent to single family 
residential zones. However, a photometric plan is required. A photometric plan was included with 
this submittal and was reviewed based on standard lighting requirements.  
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f. There are landscape screening requirements, but they only apply to the portion of the site adjacent 
to the West Gate Franklin Village Subdivision. (Not applicable). 

g. There are screening requirements for loading, but these apply to the loading bay for structures near 
the south property line.  (Not applicable).  

h. An internal integrated road network and pedestrian network is required.  

i. The Development Agreement includes building material requirements, and grants authority to the 
City Manager to approve modifications from the building material requirements. Approval of this 
request will require relief from the building materials in the Development Agreement subject to the 
review of the City Manager. All building materials shall be labeled on the elevation plans. 

Site Plan & Use: 
 
j. Summary of Proposed Use.  The proposed use is catering with indoor event space.  Approval of this 

request will require an amendment to the development agreement to permit catering uses. Unlike 
restaurants, catering uses do not have regular customer traffic and are generally similar to food 
processing facilities.  

1. Density. The plans propose an addition of 5,480 SF. The total building size will be 12,049 SF. The 
total building area for phase I of the PUD Development would be 274,541, including the proposed 
building addition.  

2. Master Plan. This amendment should be consistent with the 2024 Master Plan. The new Master 
Plan identified this area as 14-Mile Mixed Use which may include a mix of commercial and 
residential uses, as well as enhancements for greater pedestrian and non-motorized access. “This 
area is currently developed with a mix of uses, including large-scale commercial, some of it 
unoccupied, and a single-family neighborhood that has gradually declined and is nor majority 
vacant.” “Redevelopment in this area may include increased building heights, and should be in the 
character of a mixed-use, walkable neighborhood, ideally with a central park or plaza providing a 
gathering point for community events. Residential uses may occur above retail, office, and personal 
service uses, or as stand-alone multi-family or attached housing. Entertainment uses, public art, 
galleries and artisan spaces, specialty and boutique commercial, and outdoor dining areas are 
encouraged.” 

3. Dimensional Standards of the B-2 District (34-3.1.24.E). The original PUD agreement requires 
compliance with the B-2 Dimensional Standards.   

Standard B-2 Requirement Proposed 
Lot Size Not Specified 1.85 acres (80,471 sf) 
Lot width Not Specified 265.16’ 
Lot coverage Not Specified 15% 
Front setback 75 ft 72.35 ft (existing) 
Rear setback 20 ft Approx. 43 ft 
Side setback (west) 20 ft Not Labeled (Compliant)1 
Side setback (east) 20 ft 78.4 ft 
Building height 50 ft/ 3 stories 20’ 
Front Yard Open Space  20% of Front Yard, or 15’ Compliant 
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1. The current setback of 69.1 feet is labeled, but the new setback with the addition is not; it will 
be slightly smaller than the existing setback but clearly exceeds the required 20 feet.  

 

4. Notes to Schedule of Regulations (34-35) 

a. Landscaping for all yards abutting a street shall be provided. See our review of landscaping 
below.  

j. Parking in the front yard setback. Parking may be permitted in the front yard setback provided 
that the parking is set back not less than 10 feet and an area within the front yard, including that 
10’, remains as lawn or landscaped area which is equal to the specified percentage of the area 
of the required front yard setback. No changes to the depth of the front yard setback to parking 
spaces are proposed as a part of this application, and the existing setback is compliant.  

k. See the loading/unloading requirements of Section 34-5.4. See comments below on loading/ 
unloading.  

l. Rooftop equipment shall be screened in accordance with Section 34-5.17. See comments below 
on rooftop equipment.  

m. Required landscaped area. In any yard abutting a street or freeway, a landscaped area not less 
than 10 feet deep and abutting the street or freeway shall be provided in the setback. 
Compliant. No changes to the depth of the existing front yard are proposed as part of this 
application.   

5. B-3 District Required Conditions (34-3.11). The underlying zoning is B-3. The standards require all 
uses in the B-3 district to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.  

6. Pedestrian Access. (34-3.24). Pedestrian access-ways are required between public sidewalks and 
principal building entrances, principal building entrances and off-street parking lots, and between 
uses on abutting parcels. A connection is provided, though it is a connection to the sidewalk along 
the access driveway, rather than the sidewalk directly on Northwestern Highway.  

7. Elevations and Design Standards. The application was initially submitted before adoption of the 
City’s design standards, however, the Planning Commission included a condition which stated, “Per 
the PUD Agreement, the building materials used in the new addition shall be reviewed by the City 
Manager, and confirmed to conform with current design standards.” The following is a review of the 
design standards. It should be noted that building materials, architectural scaling, and fenestration 
requirements only apply to façades that face a right-of-way. 

• Building Materials. Only the northern elevation is oriented towards a public right-of-way and shall 
be considered for building materials. The proposed changes to this façade include the addition of 
white corrugated metal paneling. The façade already uses a different type of metal panel, and this 
addition appears to result in more than 40% of the façade as an accent material. The applicant 
shall provide the breakdown of materials along this façade and confirm the material of the existing 
board and batten siding. As a part of approval of the amendment to the PUD, the City Council 
may provide relief from these requirements if it determines they are appropriate.  

• Architectural Scaling. No blank or unarticulated facades provided. Several features along the 
north façade contribute to building articulation, including color change, texture change, and 
horizontal expression.  
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• Roofs. The roof is mostly flat and the parapet is less than 1/3 of the building height. A small slanted 
portion of the roof occurs above the new addition, facing north.  

• Fenestration. Fenestration calculations for the front façade shall be provided; proposed windows 
do not modify the existing window coverage and may be approved as an existing condition.  

• Entrances. No changes to entrances proposed.  

8. Assembly Halls, Display Halls, or Similar Places of Assembly (34-4.44) Assembly halls, display halls 
or similar places of assembly are permitted when conducted completely within enclosed buildings. 
The applicant provided a letter emphasizing that no assembly will occur outside of the building.  

9. Off Street Parking (34-5.2) The plans include the removal of 27 parking spaces, resulting in 91 
spaces on the subject property, and 1,328 spaces throughout the entire Phase I PUD development 
area (including deferred spaces). The original PUD agreement established a parking requirement of 
5.0 parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross leasable area and 0.5 parking spaces per 1,0000 sq. ft. to 
be banked and retained as green space to be used as needed. The parking requirement for the 
entire Phase I PUD Development, including the 5,480 sf proposed addition to the subject property, is 
1,373 parking spaces. With only 1,328 spaces, the plans are deficient by 45 spaces. See the internal 
analysis of parking provided by the City of Farmington Hills for more information. This shortage in 
parking spaces may be approved by the City Council if parking is determined to be sufficient for 
the use, but the development agreement should be updated to acknowledge the change in overall 
spaces required. We note that 60 spaces would be required for this use using the 5 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of gross leasable floor area.  

10. Off-Street Parking Space Layout, Standards, Construction, and Maintenance (34-5.3). The applicant 
included the following minimum parking space layout dimensions.   

34-5.3.3.A Minimum Off Street Parking Dimensions 

 Required Provided 

Maneuvering Lane Width 20 ft 20 ft 11 in* 

Parking Space Width 9 ft No changes to existing spaces, 
only maneuvering 

Parking Space Length 20 ft No changes to existing spaces, 
only maneuvering 

* Sufficient maneuvering shall be maintained between parking and loading spaces during hours of 
operation.  

11. Off-Street Loading and Unloading (34-5.4). The applicant provides one 825 sf loading area, 
exceeding the 643 sf required.  

• Loading areas may only be permitted in the rear yard. This requirement may be waived to 
allow loading in an interior side yard, provided such location is necessitated by site conditions 
and sufficient screening is provided from any public street. The Planning Commission discussed 
this loading location and found it to be generally acceptable.  
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12. Landscaping (34-5.14) and Screening (34-5.15). The applicant is requesting to remove an existing 
pond and replace it with substantial landscaping. In addition, the building expansion resulted in the 
removal of two internal parking lot islands and the trees on each island. The trees are proposed to 
be relocated to the boundaries of the property. In addition, a landscape strip directly adjacent to the 
south elevation with shrubs only is proposed to be removed. No other existing conditions are 
proposed to be modified. Although this modification results in a reduction in pervious surface area 
on the site, paved areas will not be increasing as the islands will be replaced with new building 
construction.  

The applicant shall provide a landscape plan indicating the species, condition, and DBH of existing 
trees proposed to be transplanted. The applicant shall clarify if trees will be transplanted or replaced.  

The City Council shall also review and consider whether the replacement of the pond with 
landscaping as shown on the plan is acceptable. The PUD Agreement does not recognize the pond 
as a required component of the development, but this feature was approved as a part of the 
original PUD. Note 13 states that pond landscaping is TBD, which is contrary to the pond plan 
included in the plan set. Note 13 shall be removed and the pond shall be planted as demonstrated on 
the plans, or a revised plan shall be submitted.  

Changes to the pond must also be reviewed by the City Engineer.  

13. Exterior Lighting (34-5.16). A lighting plan was provided since the Planning Commission review of 
these plans. The lighting plan is labeled as “existing lighting conditions,” but includes several new 
wall-mounted fixtures on the proposed addition. The lighting plan shall be labeled “proposed 
lighting plan." 

Operation hours (34-5.16.3.B.v.). The following notes must be added to or addressed on the plan; it 
is unclear from the existing plans whether these standards are met. The applicant should clarify how 
these standards are met.  

i. Exterior lighting shall not operate during daylight hours.  

ii. Building façade and landscape lighting shall be turned off between midnight or one hour after 
close of business, whichever is later, and 6:00am or opening, whichever is earlier.  

iii. All other exterior lighting shall be reduced to no greater than 70% of maximum from midnight 
or one hour after close of business, whichever is later, and 6:00am or opening, whichever is 
earlier.  

iv. Use of occupancy sensors to turn off or reduce lighting within 15 minutes of zero occupancy 
is recommended. 

a.  Illumination Levels. The fixtures appear capable of meeting cutoff requirements.  

Item Required Proposed/Comments 
Maximum height (34-
5.16.3.A.) 30 feet maximum Standard is met 

Building Lighting  
(34-5.16.3.A. iii.) 

Relevant building elevation 
drawings showing all fixtures 
and the portions of the walls to 
be illuminated 

Elevations demonstrating 
illumination were not provided 

Average to minimum 
illumination ratio (34-
5.16.3.C) 

4:1 
17.5:0 Noncompliant; the 
denominator should not be zero. 
Values outside the pavement 
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Item Required Proposed/Comments 
should be discounted when 
calculating the ratio. 

Maximum illumination at 
the property line 0.3 fc 

Values exceed 0.3 fc in several 
places, but this appears to be 
due to existing nonconforming 
pole-mounted fixtures. The 
proposed lighting does not 
appear to exacerbate this 
condition.  

Illumination Levels- 
Hardscape areas (e.g., 
parking areas, sidewalks) 

2.5 lumens per sq ft of 
hardscape area 

Paved area to be lighted not 
provided to enable calculation. 
Fixture selection with lumen 
details not provided.  

Illumination Levels Building 
Entrances – within 20 ft of 
door 

2,000 lumens per door No information provided 

 

14. Rooftop Screening (34-5.17).  Screening of rooftop equipment is required where any is provided. 
Mechanical equipment on the ground shall be screened per Section 34-5.1.4.D. Screening for 
rooftop equipment is shown on the elevations.    

15. Tree Removal (34-5.18). The proposed building expansion will result in the removal of two internal 
parking lot islands and the trees on each island. The trees are proposed to be relocated to the 
boundaries of the property. The applicant shall provide a plan indicating the species, condition, and 
DBH of existing trees proposed to be transplanted. The applicant shall clarify if trees will be 
transplanted or replaced. 

16. Pedestrian access and connectivity from public rights of way (34-5.19). The building addition 
includes a sidewalk facing the new service door on the western elevation.  

17. Dumpster Enclosures. (34-5.1.3). The applicant will maintain the existing dumpster enclosure on the 
eastern elevation.  

18. Summary of Considerations: 

• Modifications from the original PUD: 
o Catering as a permitted use within the PUD 
o The plans are deficient by 45 spaces for the overall PUD. See the internal analysis of 

parking provided by the City of Farmington Hills for more information.  
o The replacement of the pond with natural landscaping as indicated on plans. 

Respectfully, 
Giffels Webster  

  
Joe Tangari, AICP  Julia Upfal, AICP 
Principal Planner  Senior Planner 
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licant presentation
Fra Jarbou, Signature Management, described the five proposed changes to the previously approved
plan th they felt were most significant. He stated that the development agreement was nearly
finalized an hat the modifications were necessary to respond to evolving tenant and site needs. Mr. 
Jarbou characte ' ed the changes as minor, although he acknowledged final determination was up to

the Planning Commi ion: 

Construction of an o door cooler for Buffalo Wild Wings due to unit size constraints. 

Conversion of a small no ern greenbelt area behind TJ Maxx to parking, previously land -banked. 
Minimal revisions to the rear out of tenant spaces D- 1 and D- 2

Significant revision to building C- , riginally a single 40, 000 square foot structure, now divided into
two tenant spaces of 25, 000 square fe and 15, 000 square feet, to reflect market demand. Total

square footage remains unchanged. I'll

Adjustment to parking calculations, with Ian
standards if required. 

Commission action

ked spaces near truck wells available to meet

Motion by Ware, support by Stimson, that the proposed Amendme to PUD 2, 2023, and revised

Site Plan 67- 9- 2023, submitted by Frank Jarbou ( formerly Timothy Collier), be set for public hearing
for the Planning Commission' s next available regular meeting agenda. 

Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 

F. AMEND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 4, 2000

LOCATION: 32555 Northwestern Hwy
PARCEL I. D.: 22- 23- 02- 176- 068

PROPOSAL: Use existing building as a catering kitchen, storage, and private event
space with new addition and changes to landscape features in B- 3, 

General Business District and RA- 4, One -Family Residential District. 
ACTION REQUESTED: Set for Planning Commission Public Hearing
APPLICANT: Zack Sklar

OWNER: CEC Farmington, LLC

Consultant comments

Referencing the August 11, 2025 Giffels Webster memorandum, Planning Consultant Upfal provided the
background and review for this application to set a proposed amendment to Planned Unit Development

4, 2000 for a public hearing. The site, located at the corner of Orchard Lake Road and Northwestern

Highway, has B- 3 underlying zoning. 

The applicant proposed to repurpose the building for a catering business, storage, and private event
space, with the addition of new building space and modifications to landscaping. Key issues included: 

The existing PUD agreement lists specific permitted uses; catering is not among them and would
need to be added. 

The current PUD agreement restricts assembly halls to indoor use; outdoor event use would require
amendment. The application describes using some of the outdoor space to the west of the building. 
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Building materials requirements in the PUD agreement must be met unless, per the PUD agreement, 

changes are approved by the City Manager. 
Plans were inconsistent: elevations, floor plans, and site plans showed different layouts. Dumpster
locations were unclear, with three different placements noted. 

The Applicant proposes removal of the existing pond, located at the front of the building facing
Northwestern Highway, and replacing it with extensive native plantings. The pond was listed as a
benefit in the original PUD. The Commission must determine whether this change constitutes an

equal or greater benefit. 

Clarification of landscaping modifications and species is required for proper evaluation. 

An addition was proposed at the rear of the building. 

Planning Consultant Upfal emphasized that the Commission' s immediate role was to determine whether
the amendment constituted a major or minor change. If deemed major, the application would return for

a public hearing with revised, consistent plans. 

Commissioner Mantey observed that the proposed addition and pool removal/ landscaping were major

changes. He questioned the practicality of replacing the pond with an elaborate garden, noting that
maintenance could be equally costly. 

Applicant presentation

Zack Sklar, applicant and owner of the building and operator of Cutting Edge Cuisine, explained that the

existing space currently functions as a catering kitchen with storage in the front, which he now proposes
to convert into an indoor event space for small weddings, showers, and community gatherings. To
accommodate this, Mr. Sklar proposed an addition to the back of the building for storage, allowing the
front to be repurposed for events. 

Mr. Sklar said he would make sure the inconsistencies in the plans would be cleaned up. The dumpster
would remain in the same location as it is now. 

Mr. Sklar detailed the difficulties with maintaining the pond on the property, noting the excessive water
use, ongoing mechanical failures, and continual debris. The pond was very expensive to maintain, and

does not align with sustainable practices. He proposed replacing it with a landscaped area of native
plantings that would require less maintenance and reflect the city' s green values. 

Commission discussion and action

In response to questions from Commissioner Ware, Mr. Sklar confirmed that the proposed landscaping

would not be designed as an outdoor gathering or photography area, but rather as a visually attractive
and lower -maintenance alternative to the pond. 

Commissioner Stimson raised concerns about the proposed building addition, stating that the elevation
drawings resembled a pole barn and lacked architectural variation. He requested improved renderings
and material samples for the public hearing. Mr. Sklar clarified that the siding would match the existing
building, using either EIFS or painted metal, but said he was flexible relative to materials used. 

Chair Trafelet expressed concern over the use of EIFS siding, citing safety risks associated with
flammability, as well as its vulnerability to physical damage. The use of EIFS was discouraged. 
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In response to questions, Mr. Sklar said that only indoor events were intended. 

Commissioner Mantey said that given the removal of the pond, the project should be considered a
major amendment requiring a public hearing. 

In response to questions, Mr. Sklar said that: 

The roll -up doors would be located at the back of the building and largely screened from
Northwestern Highway, though visible from nearby parking lots such as Home Depot. 

There were no plans for outdoor events. 

He had considered including artwork in front of the building, but had found the cost too high. 

Commissioner Mantey emphasized that the removal of the pond was significant, since it had originally
been cited as a benefit of the 2000 PUD approval. He requested that staff provide the original list of
justifications for that approval to evaluate the relative importance of the pond when considering the
amendment. He suggested that if the pond was considered a key justification, an alternative such as
enhanced landscaping or possibly artwork might be required to offset its removal. 

Mr. Sklar reiterated that the pond had become prohibitively expensive to maintain, citing annual costs
of $4, 200 in water alone, in addition to maintenance challenges. He argued that the landscaped garden

proposed as a replacement would be more sustainable and aesthetically valuable. Commissioner Ware

stressed that the city' s art policy required some form of equivalent artistic or aesthetic feature and
noted that the landscaped garden could fulfill that role if presented as such. 

Mr. Sklar thought the primary issue had been changing parking space counts within the PUD. Planning
Consultant Upfal clarified that the parking issue was not a concern but that the use of the site for

catering and private events, along with the removal of the pond, required amendment to the PUD
agreement. 

Mr. Sklar thought the use might not be an issue, as they had obtained a liquor license as a private events

not a catering — use. 

Commissioner Varga expressed appreciation for Sklar' s investment along Northwestern Highway, noting

that replacing a man- made pond with a natural landscaped garden could be seen as an appropriate
substitution. She stressed the importance of clarifying the intended use and landscaping details before

the public hearing. 

MOTION by Varga, support by Mantey, that the proposed Amendment to PUD 4, 2000, submitted by
Zack Sklar, be set for public hearing for the Planning Commission' s next available regular meeting
agenda, based on the Planning Commission' s determination that the removal of the pond is a major
change to the original PUD Agreement. 

Motion discussion: 

Mr. Sklar said that if the proposed changes constituted a major revision, he would probably not move
forward, as the cost of going through a major change to the PUD was too great. 
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Commissioner Mantey thought that since the motion only referenced the pond, other attendant costs
usually associated with a PUD amendment might not have to be incurred. The applicant should work

with the Planning and Community Development Director and the Planner regarding this issue. 

Planning Consultant Upfal suggested that some landscaping clarifications on other parts of the site could
be approved administratively. 

Motion approved unanimously by voice vote. 

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT 1, 2025

CHAPTER OF CODE: 34, Zoning Ordinance

POSED AMENDMENT: Amend Zoning Ordinance to add new definitions and Public Art
requirements

ACTIO REQUESTED: Set for Planning Commission Public Hearing
SECTION: Amend section 34- 2. 2 and add Section 34. 5. 20

Planning Consultan angari explained that at the joint meeting with Council it was agreed that the

Planning Commission Nggestion would be adopted into the text of the draft amendment. The text has
been appropriately altereX and now needs to be set for public hearing. 

MOTION by Stimson, support by Aspinall, that draft Zoning Text Amendment 1, 2025, be set for public

hearing for the Planning Commis on' s next available regular meeting agenda. 

Motion approved unanimously by voi%

202APPROVAL OF MINUTES July 17

MOTION by Aspinall, support by Ware, to
submitted. 

Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 

PUBLIC COMMENT

None

lar Meeting

the July 17, 2025 Regular Meeting minutes as

COMMISSIONER/ STAFF COMMENTS

Commissioner Mantey noted that he will not be present at the next me ing when the cluster
development on Folsom Road is scheduled for discussion. He pointed out a lack of sidewalks along

Folsom Road, particularly the one -quarter mile between Parker Avenue and L ndy Drive, where the
existing sidewalk terminates. This stretch of road poses a safety hazard for bicyc ' ts, as traffic travels
approximately 40- 45 miles per hour and there is only a narrow shoulder of about . feet. He

emphasized the importance of requiring new housing developments along major roa to provide
sidewalks and requested that fellow commissioners raise this issue in his absence. 

Chair Trafelet recalled that sewer and drainage improvements are already scheduled in the ar a, a;,

ttis
hoped that sidewalk installation could be coordinated with that work. Commissioner

Manteyreiteratedthat he found the current conditions unsafe when cycling there and urged that the issue
be overlooked. 
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mmission deliberation

Co issioners generally supported the proposed changes, citing improved design, appropriate
parkin eduction, and economic investment. 

After discussloqn, which included clarifying questions from the Commission regarding potential

tenants as well Xsigned leases, the following motion was offered: 

MOTION by Counteg , support by Stimson, to RECOMMEND TO CITY COUNCIL that the
applications to amend Pla ed Unit Development Plan 2, 2023 and revise Site Plan 67- 9- 2023, both

dated September 15, 2023, a evised July 14, 2025, submitted by Frank Jarbou ( formerly Timothy
Collier), BE APPROVED, because a plans are consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of

the Master Plan and applicable pro ' ions of the Planned Unit Development Option in Section 34- 

3. 20 of the Zoning Ordinance, SUBJE O the following findings and conditions: 

FINDING: 

The Planning Commission has no objections to th roposed relief from ordinance standards which

will be addressed in conjunction with the final PUD an and the PUD Agreement. 

CONDITIONS: 

1. Modifications of Zoning Ordinance requirements as ide ified on the proposed plan and in
Giffels Webster' s August 11, 2025, review; and

A. All outstanding issues identified in Giffels Webster' s Aug t 11, 2025, review shall be
addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City Planner; 

B. All outstanding issues identified in the City Engineer' s Aug t 8, 2025, interoffice
correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of t%

7, 025, 

ngineer; and

C. All outstanding issues identified in the Fire Marshal' s August interoffice

correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction ofMarshal. 

Motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 

B. AMEND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 4, 2000

LOCATION: 32555 Northwestern Hwy
PARCEL I. D.: 22- 23- 02- 176- 068

PROPOSAL: Use existing building as a catering kitchen, storage, and private event
space with new addition and changes to landscape features in B- 3, 

General Business District and RA- 4, One - Family Residential District. 
ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend to City Council
APPLICANT: Zack Sklar

OWNER: CEC Farmington, LLC

Applicant presentation

Zack Sklar, owner, explained that his proposal includes a small addition to the existing building and

replacement of the man- made pond with landscaping. 
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DRAFT

Referencing the September 4, 2025 Giffels Webster memorandum, Planning Consultant Upfal

provided an overview of the amendment request and issues identified in the review: 

The Planning Commission previously ( August 21, 2025 meeting) determined this application to
be a major amendment to the original Planned Unit Development ( PUD) Agreement, due to the

catering use. Additionally, the Agreement prohibits outdoor events. The applicant previously
clarified no outdoor events will be held, but written confirmation is needed. 

Site Characteristics: 

0 1. 85- acre site with one- story former restaurant building is zoned as a PUD, with B- 3
underlying zoning. 

o Proposal includes a building addition, pond elimination, replacement landscaping, removal
of 20 parking spaces and two landscape islands, and the removal of a rear walled -off area
behind the building that included a shed and cooler/ freezer. 

o The building expansion requires an adjustment of an existing sanitary sewer easement that
goes through the site. Any changes to the easement must be reviewed by the city engineer
and city attorney. 

Design Standards and Materials: 

o The Development Agreement includes building material requirements, and grants authority
to the City Manager to approve modifications from the building material requirements. 
Approval of this request will require relief from the building materials in the Development
Agreement subject to the review of the City Manager. All building materials shall be labeled
on the elevation plans. 

o The new design standards amendment must apply to new materials. 
o Elevation drawings are mislabeled as noted in the review memorandum, and should be

corrected. 

Master Plan Considerations: 

o The proposed amendment should be consistent with the 2024 Master Plan. The site is
within the 14- Mile mixed -use area intended for walkable, mixed - use redevelopment. 

o Surrounding area includes large commercial and declining residential uses. 

Parking: 
o Overall PUD deficiency of 45 spaces identified. 
o Parking space dimensions must be labeled. 
o Development agreement must be updated to reflect parking change. 

Loading: 
o Four roll -up doors shown; unclear if loading is inside or outside. Side -yard loading requires

Commission waiver and screening. 
o Maneuvering space for vehicles requires clarification. 

Landscaping and Pond Removal: 
o Pond not required in development agreement but was part of original PUD approval. The

Commission must determine acceptability of replacing pond with landscaping. 
o Landscape plan for overall site is missing; unclear if trees will be transplanted or replaced. If

the latter, replacement calculations are required. 

Lighting: 
o Photometric plan required by ordinance and PUD agreement. 
o Clarification needed on new vs. relocated fixtures. 

Clarification is needed relative to screening of any rooftop mechanical equipment. 
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In summary, the Planning Commission must consider: 
Modifications from the original PUD: 

Catering as a permitted use within the PUD. 

The parking deficiency of 45 spaces. 

The replacement of the pond with natural landscaping as indicated on the plans. The pond is not
a required component of the development, but the feature was approved and discussed as part
of the original PUD. 

Loading areas: 

Loading areas may only be permitted in the rear yard. The Planning Commission may waive this
requirement to allow loading in an interior side yard, provided such location is necessitated by site
conditions and sufficient screening is provided from any public street. A planting strip exists along
the side lot line. 

Commission discussion

Regarding the parking deficiency and use of parking spaces, Planning Consultant Upfal explained

that the deficiency results from both the removal of 27 spaces for the new addition and
additional square footage requiring more parking. Staff Planner Mulville- Friel confirmed that
although 27 spaces are lost, the overall PUD maintains sufficient surplus spaces. 

Regarding outdoor events, Mr. Sklar confirmed that a letter has already been submitted to staff
stating outdoor events will not occur. This condition will also be incorporated into the revised
PUD agreement. 

Regarding the location of the garage doors and loading, Mr. Sklar clarified that the doors are

pull- up style for catering truck use during non- event hours. Vehicles will not pull inside. 

In response to questions, Mr. Sklar said the building currently operates as a catering facility, 
primarily for off -site events. The expansion would allow activation of the front interior space for
on -site community events such as weddings, baptisms, and bar mitzvahs, while continuing off - 
site catering operations. Prep and loading would occur on weekdays, while on -site events would
occur on weekends. 

The loading doors face the Thai restaurant. 

Public Hearing

John Clarahan, Highview Avenue, requested that confirmation be obtained in writing that no
outdoor events would be permitted. He also asked about hours of operation, noting past issues with
noise from other businesses in the area. He supported replacing the pond with landscaping. He
pointed out that the excessive parking on the greater site had caused drainage issues and attracted

loitering. Less parking would be beneficial. 

As no other public indicated they wished to speak, Chair Trafelet closed the public hearing. 

City Attorney comments

City Attorney Schultz explained that correspondence from another property owner challenged
whether the applicant had authority to request amendments to the PUD plan or agreement. 
Attorney Schultz noted that when this application first came in, it involved site plan changes only, 
and no other property owners were required to participate. However, since this request now

involved an amendment to the PUD plan and agreement, the legal question had been raised, and
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Attorney Schultz recommended postponement to allow time for him to provide a formal legal
opinion. 

Discussion followed: 

Commissioner Countegan confirmed that the Commission could proceed under the public notice
that had been provided. He suggested the City Attorney could render an opinion in the time
period between Planning Commission action and City Council review. 

Commissioner Brickner raised concerns about PUD ownership structure. When the PUD was
created, a single owner held all parcels, but some parcels have since been sold. He asked how
amendments could be processed fairly if multiple owners must consent. City Attorney Schultz
responded that this case raised a unique legal question, which is why he recommended

postponement to allow time for a formal legal opinion to be rendered. 

Mr. Sklar expressed frustration regarding legal questions raised by the correspondence

presented this evening. He emphasized the difficulty of navigating the process despite investing
in landscaping improvements and activating a long -vacant property for community use. 

City Attorney Schultz explained that prior discussions in March assumed site plan changes only, 
not amendments to the PUD plan and agreement. The correspondence received today was from
the attorney representing Grand Sakwa Properties. 

In response to questions, City Attorney Schultz clarified that this site is subject to the PUD
agreement, which listed specific permitted uses, rather than the broader B- 3 by right uses. 
Catering is not listed in the PUD agreement, which the Planning Commission had previously
determined required review as a PUD amendment. Consultant Upfal added that the catering
operation resembles food manufacturing more typically allowed in industrial districts. This
change necessitates amendment of the PUD to authorize catering as a permitted use at this
location. 

Commission deliberation

Commissioner Countegan stated that the applicant had followed the process with staff direction, 

public notice, and hearings. Additionally, the redevelopment project is a positive community
investment. He asked Mr. Sklar whether a delay of one month to give the attorney time to provide
a written legal opinion would cause hardship. 

Mr. Sklar stated that he wished to proceed without delay. He explained that he had already
obtained a liquor license and building approvals, all of which disclosed the intended use. He

emphasized that his operation had been operating transparently for three years and that city
inspections had confirmed his activity. He stressed that his investment was revitalizing a declining
area, creating community value, and that further delays seemed unnecessary and unfair. 

Commissioner Countegan thought that the Commission should act since the matter was properly

advertised, the applicant was present, and the request would still require City Council review, where
any legal questions could be resolved. 

Commissioner Brickner pointed out that the amendment involves modifying a PUD agreement, 
which requires signatures by the city and the property owners, raising the question of who had
authority when multiple owners exist. He supported this proposal, but stressed that legal clarity on
signing authority is required. 



City of Farmington Hills

Planning Commission Meeting
September 18, 2025

Page 7

DRAFT

In response to questions from Commissioner Ware, City Attorney Schultz stated that the applicant

likely had authority to seek relief, though a formal legal opinion was necessary. The issue was not
frivolous, as another property owner within the PUD had raised the issue in writing. He
recommended postponing for legal review. If the Commission proceeds, all concerned parties
should understand that the applicant' s relief might later be limited by the legal resolution of the
issue raised. 

Commissioner Countegan emphasized fairness and due process, and recommended that the

Commission move forward. The issue regarding authority to sign will be formally reviewed by the

City Attorney prior to City Council action. 

Commissioner Brickner supported moving forward but emphasized the importance of conditioning

any approval on confirmation that all appropriate parties to the PUD agreement sign the
amendment. He noted that conditions of the PUD carry forward with the property upon sale, similar

in function to an easement, and observed that multiple owners are now involved, including Grand
Sakwa. 

MOTION by Countegan, support by Stimson, to RECOMMEND TO CITY COUNCIL that the application to

amend part of Planned Unit Development Plan 4, 2000, based on plans revised July 10, 2025, submitted
by Zack Sklar, BE APPROVED, because the plans are consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies
of the Master Plan and applicable provisions of the Planned Unit Development Option in Section 34- 
3. 20 of the Zoning Ordinance, SUBJECT TO the following findings and conditions: 

FINDINGS: 

1. The Commission has no objection to the proposed relief from ordinance standards which will
be addressed in conjunction with the final PUD Plan and the PUD Agreement. 

2. Catering will be a permitted use under the amended PUD. 
3. The Commission finds the 45 parking space deficiency acceptable. 
4. The replacement of the pond with natural landscaping as proposed is acceptable. 

CONDITIONS: 

1. The amended PUD agreement shall not take effect until it has been executed by the parties

who have been determined by the City to have the legal authority to sign on behalf of the
PUD. 

2. Per the PUD Agreement, the building materials used in the new addition shall be reviewed by

the City Manager, and confirmed to conform with current design standards. 
3. Modifications of Zoning Ordinance requirements as identified on the proposed plan and in

Giffels Webster' s September 4, 2025, review; and

A. All outstanding issues identified in Giffels Webster' s September 4, 2025, review shall be
addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City Planner; 

B. All outstanding issues identified in the City Engineer' s August 13, 2025, interoffice
correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City Engineer; and

C. All outstanding issues identified in the Fire Marshal' s August 13, 2025, interoffice
correspondence shall be addressed to the reasonable satisfaction of the Fire Marshal. 
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Motion approved unanimously by voice vote. 

CLUSTER SITE PLAN 54- 4- 2025

LOCATION: South side of Folsom Road, between Parker Avenue and Lundy Drive, 
PARCEL I. D.: 22- 23- 34- 252- 019, 020, 021, 022, 023, 024, 025, 026, 027, 

028, 030, 031, 032, 033, 034, and 043

Construct thirty-three (33) single- family detached units within RA- 3, 

ACTIONQUESITED: 

One Family Residential District
Recommend to City Council
Forest at Riverwalk Development, LLC

Forest at Riverwalk Development, LLC

Applicant present ion
Members of the alp ant team present this evening included: 
Stuart Michaelson, Win mill Group
George Major, Co- Manag , Forest at Riverwalk

Evan Priest, Civil Engineer, LP & Associates

Brian Devlin, Landscape Archit ct

The development team provided t Ile, following information: 
The property was purchased in A ust 2023 as an assemblage of 16 parcels. 

The Planning Commission had previ -_ y determined the site qualifies for a one -family cluster
option, which was sought in order to duce lot widths to preserve open space, wetlands, and
trees, and to avoid disturbance to the ri r on the property. 

Following direction from the Planning Co m ission, the applicant pursued a wetland permit from
EGLE ( Michigan Department of Environment, reat Lakes, and Energy) before site plan review. 
The wetland permit has been secured. 

As part of the wetland permit process, the team d their consultant, Barr Engineering, met
with EGLE in February 2024 for a pre -application re ' ew, and a formal wetland permit
application was submitted in July 2024. Public comme is were received in September 2024; site
plan modifications were made accordingly. 

EGLE issued a wetland permit with several restrictions: 
o Maximum of 33 lots ( reduced from earlier proposals of 3 — 42). 

o Removal of two lots between Lots 13 and 14 due to wetlan . 

o Dedication of a 4.0226- acre conservation easement, plus 0. 2 cres for walking paths and
0. 2 acres of preserved wetland. In total, over 27% of the site wi be preserved. 

o Requirement to work with a qualified herpetologist, HRM, to relo to amphibians and
reptiles on site. 

o Mitigation of 0. 325 acres of impacted forested wetland by purchasing 66 acres of credits

in an EGLE- approved mitigation bank. 

o Additional restrictions during construction to protect species such as the In iana Bat. 

Regarding drainage and flooding concerns, a ponding area at the north end near Isom Road is

not regulated as wetland but has caused flooding concerns. The grading and draina plan has
been designed to eliminate flooding in that area by directing water into rear yard catc basins
and the detention basin, which is oversized to accommodate runoff from the site and

surrounding properties on Lundy and Parker. 
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ROMTSON BROTHERS HOMES FOR VILLAS AT PEBBLE CREEK AT 27400 W. 12 MILE ROAD. CMR 11- 25- 

160

Director of Ec omic Development Brockway presented the proposed Brownfield Plan for the Villas at
Pebble Creek at 2 00 West 12 Mile Road. The plan includes removal of contaminated materials, 

groundwater treatme asbestos mitigation, and demolition of over 115, 000 square feet of existing

building space, excluding t chapel, which will be historically preserved. The development will include
76 single - story detached cond iniums, four single -story homes, pedestrian pathways, utilities, 
landscaping, and conservation of gr n space, representing an estimated $ 46. 8 million investment with

a projected taxable value of over $23 m ' on. Eligible Brownfield activities total approximately $ 3. 9
million and include environmental assessme due -care planning, demolition, abatement, plan

preparation, contingency, and interest. 

Tim Loughrin, Robertson Homes, and members of his tea we<

iXlable
to answer questions. 

Council noted that they had previously reviewed this proposal. 

Mayor Rich clarified that the current agenda item was solely the publthe Brownfield Plan, with

formal Council action scheduled later on the agenda. Public

Hearing Mayor

Rich opened the public hearing. No public indicated they wished to speak, and Mayor ' ch closed the

public hearing. UNFINISHED

BUSINESS: CONSIDERATION

OF AMENDMENT TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 4, 2000; CUTTING EDGE CUISINE

KITCHEN AND STORAGE ADDITION. CMR 11-25- 161 Director

of Planning and Community Development Kettler-Schmult reported that this item had been postponed
to a date certain at the prior meeting to allow the applicant additional time to meet with adjacent
property owners regarding outstanding concerns. She had spoken with the applicant earlier in the
week, and while he indicated he is still attempting to resolve issues, no formal correspondence, request

for postponement, or withdrawal has been submitted. City

Attorney Joppich advised that, since the applicant has not resolved the issue and is not present, further
postponement would be appropriate. MOTION

by Bridges, support by Knol, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby postpones the
amendment to Planned Unit Development Plan 4, 2000; Cutting Edge Cuisine kitchen and storage
addition to a date certain, that being December8, 2025. MOTION

CARRIED 6-0. BUSINESS

OF

WOODCREEK. CM Director

of Planning and Community De ent Kettler- Schmult presented the Planned Unit Development (

PUD) Agreement for Townes of Woo cr c, explaining that it formalizes the PUD plan
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OFFICE OF CITY CLERK 

 
 

 
TO:   Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 
 
DATE:  December 8, 2025 
 
SUBJECT:  Proposed 2026 City Council Annual Meeting Calendar 
 

Based on the Rules of the City Council to provide more flexibility to allow 
for a summer schedule during the months of June, July and August and due 
to the observance of holidays in the months of May, September, and 
December, please find the proposed 2026 City Council Annual Meeting 
calendar attached. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
IT IS RESOLVED, that the Farmington Hills City Council hereby approves the 
2026 City Council Annual Meeting calendar. 



 

2026 MEETING SCHEDULE 

CITY COUNCIL 

(Meets 2nd and 4th Mondays, 7:30 PM City Hall – Council Chambers) 
*Each regular meeting may be preceded by a City Council study session* 

 

January 12 26 

February 9 23 

March 9 23 

April 13 27 

May 11  

June 8  

July 13  

August 10  

September 14 28 

October  12 26 

November 9 23 

December 14  
 

 

Mee�ng Dates, Times and Loca�on are subject to Change. Mee�ngs are also subject to cancella�on. Agendas 
for mee�ngs are posted at City Hall prior to each mee�ng and in accordance with the Open Mee�ngs Act. 
Agendas are also posted on the City’s website at www.�gov.com 

 

NOTE: Anyone planning to atend a mee�ng who has need of special assistance under the Americans with 
Disabili�es Act (ADA) is asked to contact the City Clerk’s Office at 248-871-2410 as soon as possible or at least 
two (2) business days prior to the mee�ng, wherein necessary arrangements/accommoda�ons will be made. 
Thank you. 

http://www.fhgov.com/
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OFFICE OF CITY CLERK 

 
 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 
 
DATE:  December 8, 2025  
 
SUBJECT: Setting the Annual Goals Session Meeting 
 
 
The date of Saturday, January 10, 2026, has been suggested for the City Council’s annual 
goals session meeting.   
 
The meeting is proposed to begin at 9:00 a.m. and take place in the Community Room at 
City Hall. If this date and time is acceptable to Council, the following motion is to 
formally confirm the meeting date.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
IT IS RESOLVED, that City Council hereby schedules the annual goals session meeting for 
Saturday, January 10, 2026, beginning at 9:00 a.m. in the Community Room at City Hall. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: 12/08/2025 

DEPT: SPECIAL SERVICES – PARKS DIVISION 

RE:  REMOVE AND REPLACE WINDOWS AT THE NATURE CENTER 
___________________________________________________________________ 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

• Invitations to bid were advertised, available on the Michigan Inter-Governmental Trade
Network (MITN) e-procurement site, publicly opened and read aloud on Tuesday,
November 25, 2025, to remove and replace windows at the Nature Center. Notification
was sent to four hundred fourteen (414) vendors, (including one hundred forty-three
(143) vendors that hold the classification of minority owned, woman owned, veteran
owned, disabled, disadvantaged or service disabled) with five (5) responding, including
one (1) alternate.

• The windows at the Nature Center are in disrepair and need replacement.  Some of the
windows are broken, missing screens, and/or do not open.

• Specifications require the awarded contractor to remove the existing windows and
replace them with Pella traditional wood picture and single-hung windows.  In addition
to the replacement, the frame of each window will be painted on the outside to match
the current color pattern.  The inside frame will be stained to match the windows frames
throughout the facility.

• A warranty was required as part of the specifications, including twenty (20) years on
glass, ten (10) years on lock, hinges, and other components, and two (2) years on
installation.

• Funding for this project is budgeted through the City-Wide Facility Capital Improvements
Fund.

RECOMMENDATION 

• IT IS RESOLVED that City Council authorizes the City Manager to issue a purchase order for
Nature Center window removal and replacement to Regal Construction Inc. in the amount
of $58,794.90 ($53,449.91 plus a 10% contingency cost of $5,344.99 for unforeseen and
anticipated costs once the old windows are removed).

Prepared by: Dan Monacelli, Facilities Supervisor Parks 
Reviewed by: Michelle Aranowski, Director of Central Services 
Reviewed by: Ellen Schnackel, Director of Special Services 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, City Manager 

CMR 12-25-176



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
 

 
*White Pine Building & Development has withdrawn from the process. 



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: 12/8/2025 

DEPT: DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

RE:  STREET SWEEPING SERVICES – EXTENSION OF AGREEMENT 
__________________________________________________________________ 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

• Street sweeping services was publicly advertised and competitively bid on the
Michigan Intergovernmental Trade Network (MITN) e-procurement system and
opened on March 23, 2021. On April 12, 2021, Council awarded the contract to G&M
Enterprises as the lowest, most qualified bidder (see attached bid tab).

• G&M Enterprises has formally offered to extend their terms & conditions for up to
three (3) years, starting in calendar year 2026, with no price increases. The DPW
has worked with G&M for the last five years and found them to be reliable and
professional. In addition, City staff received positive references from RCOC and
adjacent communities.

• This program involves five sweepings annually of all Major curbed roads (~70 miles)
and four sweepings annually of all Local curbed roads (~260 miles). Street sweeping
activity improves the appearance of the City while keeping debris out of the storm
sewer system and our streams.

• The funding for this program is provided in Major and Local Road Maintenance
accounts.

RECOMMENDATION 

• IT IS RESOLVED that the City Council of Farmington Hills authorize the issuance of a
purchase order for the extension of the agreement with G&M Enterprises of
Southfield, Michigan for Street Sweeping Services in the amount not-to-exceed the
annual budgeted amount for three additional one-year extensions under the same
terms and conditions upon mutual consent by the City and Contractor (not-to-
exceed three years).

CMR 12-25-177



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION 

 

         # # # 
 
Prepared by: Derrick Schueller, DPW Superintendent 
Reviewed by: Jacob Rushlow, P.E., Director of Public Services 
  Michelle Aranowski, Director, Department of Central Services 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, P.E., City Manager 



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: 12/8/2025 

DEPT: DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

RE:  AWARD OF DUMP TRUCK AND PICK-UP TRUCK UPFITTING 
__________________________________________________________________ 
ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

• A request for proposals (RFP) was issued through the Michigan Intergovernmental
Trade Network (MITN) e-procurement system by the City of Rochester Hills, RFP-RH-
20-023 and opened on March 18, 2020. The initial term was for three (3) years and
has been extended through calendar year 2025.

• The RFP was a seven-community cooperative effort, with the City of Rochester Hills
acting as lead agency and included the cities of Farmington Hills, Rochester Hills,
Auburn Hills, Madison Heights, Livonia, Huntington Woods, and Bloomfield
Township. The proposal was developed with the intent to create a multi-year,
comprehensive, cooperative contract for any MITN agency to procure both single
and tandem-axle dump trucks as well as related upfitting equipment for snow and
ice control. Participating in a cooperative purchase provides cost savings for the City
of Farmington Hills due to the buying power of the cooperative.

• The proposed purchase provides a dump body system and various winter
maintenance accessories including safety and lighting packages that will be installed
on a 10-yard Freightliner dump truck chassis and a 5-yard Freightliner dump truck
chassis that were previously awarded by Council resolution to Wolverine Freightliner
on September 8, 2025.

• The purchase also includes upfitting of two (2) GMC 2500 pick-up trucks for Special
Services and three (3) GMC 2500 pick-up trucks for Public Services. The five (5) GMC
trucks will be upfitted with safety lighting and snowplow packages. These vehicles
were previously awarded by Council resolution to Todd Wenzel Buick GMC on
September 8, 2025.

• Funding for this purchase is provided in the Capital Improvement Budget and Parks
Millage Fund for FY 25/26.

• The recommended vendor is Truck & Trailer Specialties of Howell, Michigan. Truck
& Trailer has provided and installed plows as well as other winter maintenance
equipment for the City in the past with high quality and reliable workmanship.

CMR 12-25-178



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
• IT IS RESOLVED, that the City Council of Farmington Hills authorize the issuance of 

a purchase order with Truck & Trailer Specialties in the amount of $413,770.86 for 
the purchase and installation of dump bodies and winter maintenance accessories 
on two (2) new dump truck chassis and five (5) new pick-up trucks. 

 
# # # 

 
Prepared by: Derrick Schueller, DPW Superintendent 
Reviewed by: Jacob Rushlow, P.E., Director, Department of Public Services 
  Ellen Schnackel, Director, Department of Special Services 
  Michelle Aranowski, Director, Department of Central Services 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, P.E., City Manager 



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: 12/08/2025 

DEPT: SPECIAL SERVICES – CULTURAL ARTS DIVISION 

RE:  AWARD OF PROPOSALS FOR YOUTH THEATRE SERVICES 
____________________________________________________________________ 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

• Request for Proposals (RFP’s) were advertised, available on the Michigan Inter-

Governmental Trade Network (MITN) e-procurement site, publicly opened and read

aloud on Tuesday, December 2, 2025, for Youth Theatre Services. Notification was sent

to four hundred and seven (407) vendors, (including one hundred sixty-three (163)

vendors that hold the classification of minority owned, woman owned, veteran owned,

disabled, disadvantaged or service disabled) with two (2) responding.

• The specifications required vendors to demonstrate relevant work experience and

services, including their ability to work with youth of various ages and the qualifications

of their supporting staff. The selected vendor will be responsible for conducting

auditions, selecting casts for each production, designing costumes and sets, scheduling

and running rehearsals, and maintaining accurate participation records. In addition, the

selected firm will work as a “partner” with City staff regarding the promotion of City-

developed marketing materials, show selection, and all administrative support

associated with each production.

• An evaluation committee and interview panel, consisting of members from Central

Services and Special Services staff, interviewed both firms to determine which was best

suited to meet the needs of the Youth Theatre. The committee focused on each firm’s

expertise, ability to perform the required functions, staffing, and experience working

with youth of various ages.

• The two firms interviewed were clearly accomplished in their respective fields and

program models. In the Mitten Productions demonstrated an established team, with

extensive experience developing performers new to theatre, working with  more

advanced youth performers, as well as introducing youth to set design and technical

production. The firm also demonstrated their knowledge of current programing trends,

and industry standards for youth-focused theatre.  Staff is confident, that In The Mitten

Productions will continue to provide the highest level of professionalism and support for

continued program growth.

CMR 12-25-179



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 

• Under the revised contract model, the contractor will receive a $5,000 administrative 

fee for each audition-based program per season, and program costs will be supported 

through a percentage-based revenue structure. Ticket sales and registration fees will 

be split 50/50 between the contractor and the City. This model ensures that production 

expenses are directly supported by program revenue while maintaining fiscal 

transparency and a shared investment in program success.  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

• IT IS RESOLVED that City Council authorizes the City Manager to sign a contract for Youth 
Theatre Services to In The Mitten Productions for a one-year contract with the option to 

renew for five (5) additional one-year periods under the same terms and conditions 
upon mutual consent between the City and vendor.  

 
Prepared by: Rachel Timlin, Cultural Arts Supervisor  
Reviewed by: Nikki Lumpkin, Senior Buyer 
Reviewed by: Ellen Schnackel, Director of Special Services 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, City Manager 

 
 

 

 



CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

DATE: 12/8/2025 

DEPT: FIRE 

RE:  PURCHASE OF AMBULANCE 
____________________________________________________________________ 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

• Sealed proposals for Ambulance and Emergency Medical Service were advertised,
publicly opened and read aloud by Sourcewell - a State of Minnesota local
government unit and service contract cooperative - on December 21, 2023.  Forty-
three (43) firms expressed interest, of which eleven (11) submitted proposals.  The
Sourcewell Board awarded a contract to REV Group, Inc., for Horton ambulance and
emergency vehicles.  The authorized Horton dealership for Indiana and Michigan is
Emergency Vehicles Plus of Holland, Michigan.  Participating in a cooperative
purchasing program provides access to local dealers with national buying power,
allowing the city to achieve maximum cost saving on purchases.

• Fire Department staff, in coordination with DPW personnel, have elected to request
a vehicle consistent with the current Squad (ambulance) fleet, as outlined in the
2025–2026 Capital Budget. The specification submitted through Sourcewell includes
a Ford F-550 chassis with a two-year extended warranty, paired with a patient
module measuring at least 96" × 167" and covered by a two-year manufacturer’s
warranty. The requested delivery date is on or before June 30, 2026.

• The current market for these types of vehicles is extremely challenging. Production

delays, parts shortages, and limited-service capacity are common, and after-

delivery support can be affected by staffing and training constraints. Because it is

critical to keep emergency vehicles in reliable, continuous operation, it is essential

to partner with companies that provide exceptional delivery, service, and technical

support. Emergency Vehicles Plus, representing Horton ambulances and emergency

vehicles, meets these criteria and has demonstrated the capability to support our

operational needs.

CMR 12-25-180



 
 

 

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT TO 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

• Staff is recommending the City accept the Sourcewell pricing option, offered by 
Emergency Vehicles Plus/Horton. Funding for this purchase is available in the 
2025/26 Capital Improvement Fund. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

• In view of the above, it is recommended that City Council authorize the City Manager 
to issue a purchase order to Emergency Vehicles Plus representing Horton, for a new 
ambulance, in the amount of $397,464.00. 

 
 
Prepared by: Nikki Lumpkin, Senior Buyer 
  Jason Olszewski, Deputy Fire Chief 
Reviewed by: Michelle Aranowski, Director of Central Services 
Reviewed by: Jon Unruh, Fire Chief 
Approved by: Gary Mekjian, City Manager 
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MINUTES 
  CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS 
 FARMINGTON HILLS CITY COUNCIL 
 STUDY SESSION  

CITY HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS  
NOVEMBER 24, 2025 – 6:00PM 

 
The study session of the Farmington Hills City Council was called to order by Mayor Rich at 6:00pm.  
 
Councilmembers Present: Aldred, Boleware, Bridges, Dwyer, Knol, Rich and Starkman 
 
Councilmembers Absent:  None 
 
Others Present: City Manager Mekjian, Assistant City Manager Mondora, City 

Clerk Lindahl, Directors  Aranowski, Rushlow, Schnackel and 
Skrobola and City Attorney Joppich 

 
DISCUSSION ON SITE SELECTION FOR THE NEW ACTIVITIES CENTER 
Mayor Rich explained that Council will hear and discuss a presentation regarding site selection for the 
new activities center. Public comment will be taken during the regular City Council meeting that will 
immediately follow this study session.  
 
City Manager Mekjian introduced the project team: 

Evan Eleff, Sports Facilities Corporation 
Charles Hart, Hubbell, Roth & Clark (HRC) 
Ellen Schnackel, Special Services Director  

 
History and timeline 
• A pre-pandemic accruance study evaluated capital replacement and improvement needs for the 

Costick Center (2018 dollars). 
• During the pandemic, Counsilman-Hunsaker performed an audit of the pool systems (2021 dollars). 
• In 2023, the focus shifted to evaluating a full replacement of the Costick Center rather than only 

improvements. At that time, the recommended replacement location was at or adjacent to The 
Hawk. 

• The City reengaged Sports Facilities Corporation in April 2025 to support broader strategic planning 
for Special Services, with the new activities center as a major component. 

• The earlier Costick improvement estimates totaled approximately $13.5 million in 2018 dollars; the 
estimated range is now $22–$27 million. These improvements would not extend the Costick 
Center’s lifespan by several decades; rather, they would provide an additional 5–15 years, 
depending on conditions. 

• In contrast, full replacement estimated costs, adjusted for post-pandemic construction inflation—
during which construction costs increased approximately 55% and continued escalating at 4–5% 
annually—is approximately $27.2 million.  

• A replacement facility would be smaller than the aging Costick Center yet better aligned with the 
needs of the 50-and-better community, offer programming flexibility, and would represent a 40–50-
year investment. 

• Three locations for a new facility had been reviewed: the existing Costick Center site, The Hawk site, 
and a potential partnership opportunity at the Oakland Community College (OCC) campus. No 
matter the location, the Costick Center will not be closed during construction. 
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Community engagement 
Over six months, staff and consultants collected feedback through public listening sessions, focus 
groups, interviews, on site assistance with an online survey, and digital and in-person submission 
opportunities. Community feedback, operational data, and trends analysis helped inform the 
assessment. 
 
Four major themes emerged from community engagement: 
1.  Location preferences:   

Residents expressed opposition to locating the senior activity center on the second or third floor of 
The Hawk, or attaching it to The Hawk facility. Reasons included a strong preference for a dedicated 
building with its own parking and easy at-grade access, consistent with what is experienced at the 
Costick Center. Many older adults emphasized the need for a single-story building and avoidance of 
stairs or elevator dependency. 

2.  Physical facility needs:   
Residents acknowledged their affection for the Costick Center while simultaneously recognizing its 
deteriorating condition. They identified several core elements they want in a new facility:   

• A pool supporting lap swimming, therapy use, and group exercise   
• Gym courts, particularly for pickleball   
• An indoor walking track for safe, year-round use   
• Multipurpose rooms for group exercise (both dry and aquatic)   
• Comfortable social spaces, including a lounge or coffee area   
• A single-story layout to ease accessibility 

3.  Programs and services:   
Residents repeatedly emphasized the importance of maintaining continuity in staffing due to the 
strong relationships formed with both full-time and part-time staff. Many respondents also noted 
that because the city’s 50-and-better population includes residents still working full-time, program 
offerings should include expanded evening and weekend availability. Additional requests included 
expanded educational programming, guest speakers, and short-session specialty classes. 

4.  Affordability:   
Residents expressed sensitivity to cost. They value the city’s current low-cost, high-quality 
programming and free services. While understanding that taxes may be part of any capital 
investment strategy, they stressed the importance of fiscal responsibility and careful consideration 
of funding mechanisms, including partnerships, alternative funding sources, and potential debt 
strategies. 

 
Recap of site options 
Site locations were evaluated in terms of 10-, 15-, 20-, and 30-minute drive-time populations. While the 
three sites differ somewhat within a 10-minute radius, demographic characteristics become nearly 
identical at the 15-minute and greater distances.  The 10-minute drive-time population is a significant 
factor, particularly because many 50-and-better participants prefer not to drive long distances. 
 
OCC Site: 
Key Benefits: 
• Largest population within 10-minute service area of the three sites 
• Creates opportunity for integrated education initiatives (e.g., health sciences) 
• Can utilize existing infrastructure (traffic signal, parking, and utilities) 
• Maximizes opportunity for land sale and property tax income 
• Offers “dedicated space” feel during peak 50 & Better program times 
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Key Challenges: 
• Expected to require land lease 
• Limited site control by City (e.g., use of shared parking) 
• Reduces operational efficiency opportunities 
• Will require brief adjustment period for new recreation location 
 
Costick Center Site: 
Key Benefits: 
• Established, preferred location for 50 & Better participants 
• Creates partnership opportunities with Rose Senior Living 
• Can utilize existing infrastructure (parking and utilities) 
• Maintains “dedicated space” feel during peak 50 & Better program times 

 
Key Challenges: 
• Smallest population within 10-minute service area of the three sites 
• Reduction of land sale income opportunity 
• Reduction of property tax income opportunity 
 
The Hawk Site: 
Key Benefits: 
• Creates opportunity for operational efficiencies (maintenance, staffing and programming) 
• Creates a central campus/community hub for active recreation and service offerings 
• Maximizes opportunity for land sale and property tax income (if Costick is sold) 
• If standalone option is chosen, maintains “dedicated space” feel during peak 50 & Better program 

times. Note: A third-floor location at The Hawk is not feasible due to structural limits and the need 
for extensive renovation and is no longer being considered. 
 

Key Challenges: 
• Non standalone options reduce feeling of a “dedicated space” during peak 50 & Better programming 

if attached to the Hawk 
• Requires additional parking 
• May reduce outdoor program opportunities 
 
Chuck Hart, HRC, explained that HRC was brought in to evaluate The Hawk site.  
• The third‑floor option is structurally infeasible because it would require raising the roof, relocating 

HVAC and mechanical equipment, and performing extensive structural reinforcement. Additionally, 
The Hawk would be shut down during construction. The third floor was therefore eliminated as an 
option. 

• HRC next evaluated two alternatives, referred to as Options A and B on the provided aerial maps, 
involving structures connected to The Hawk by elevated crosswalks. Both would require rebuilding 
the existing parking lot and constructing retaining walls and grade separations due to elevation 
differences. These concepts would involve substantial site work and add up to $10 million compared 
to a standalone building. Options A and B were not recommended. 

• HRC then evaluated standalone building concepts at the southern area of The Hawk campus, 
identified as Options C and D. Option D depicted both a one‑story and two‑story potential footprint.  
 
Access to a standalone facility in Option D would be supported by a dedicated access road leading to 
the southeast corner of the site, and which would connect to the existing pedestrian bridge. This 
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configuration would allow direct ingress and egress to a signalized intersection on 12 Mile Road, 
reducing the need for seniors to navigate through the main east parking lot.  
 
Mr. Eleff added that the space labeled “Senior Parking and Amenities” in Option D represented 
more area than would be required strictly for parking. The area could incorporate green space, small 
event lawns, or other amenities as part of a Hawk campus master plan, rather than being a large 
expanse of asphalt. Activation of the southeast corner could create a more integrated campus 
experience while still offering a dedicated environment for senior services. 
 
The consultant team recommended that The Hawk site continue to be evaluated, with a full master-
planning effort to address parking, amenities, pedestrian circulation, outdoor spaces, and 
integration with existing Hawk programming. 
 

Feasibility assessment  
Construction of the new activity center was estimated at approximately $30 million regardless of 
location. Additional considerations included: 
• Hawk site access improvements: approximately $2.5 million for new roadway and access features.   
• OCC site: would require a land lease, with costs currently unknown and still requiring discussion with 

OCC leadership.   
• Costick Center land sale: if the city retains one‑third of the property for a new building, estimated 

net proceeds are $2 million; if the property is fully vacated due to relocation to OCC or The Hawk, 
proceeds could be approximately $3 million.   

• Property tax generation: partial redevelopment of the Costick Center site would yield approximately 
$500,000 annually; full redevelopment if the center relocates elsewhere could generate roughly 
$750,000 annually.   

• Operational efficiencies: a new center located at The Hawk could save approximately $300,000 
annually due to shared maintenance, staffing, and programming resources, resulting in an estimated 
$1.5 million in savings over five years. 

 
Comparative development cost implications for the three evaluated sites 
Combining all factors, the consultant team projected estimated net five‑year comparative costs as 
follows:   
• Costick Center site: $27.5 million   
• OCC site: $26.25 million (not including land‑lease payments)   
• The Hawk site: $27.25 million   
 
All three sites were comparatively close in total cost when considering both expenditures and offsetting 
revenue/savings projections. 

 
Proposed timeline  
Following initial Council direction on site selection, a funding strategy phase would likely require 
approximately 12 months. During the same period, a Hawk campus master plan was recommended. 
Design and cost estimating would follow, lasting approximately four months, overlapping with a 
construction RFP process. Site preparation could take three to four months, with building construction 
estimated at approximately 18 months. Furniture, fixtures, and equipment installation would occur in 
the final months, followed by a soft opening and grand opening.  
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Overall, depending on funding timing, the full project could take approximately three and a half to four 
years to complete.  
 
Staff comments  
Director Schnackel noted her long history with the Costick Center and emphasized the importance of 
maintaining uninterrupted services for adults 50 and better during any transition.  
 
Special Services leadership, in collaboration with the City Manager, Finance Department, HRC, and 
Sports Facilities Companies, recommended constructing a new standalone activities center on The Hawk 
campus, for two primary reasons as already discussed:  
1. Operational efficiencies, including labor, equipment, and material optimization; cost effectiveness 

through consolidation; and streamlined workflows, in total realizing $300,000/year. 
2. Alignment with the City’s mission, values, and goals related to placemaking and creating a 

community hub. 
 

Director Schnackel reiterated that the Costick Center will remain open until the new facility is complete.  
 
Q&A 
Q.  Would there be operational efficiencies if the new facility were located at the Costick Center site? 
A. No. The Costick Center site functions as a standalone campus without shared staff or maintenance.  

By contrast, The Hawk site could save approximately $300,000 per year due to staffing and resource 
consolidation. 
 

Q. Please review the land sale benefits. 
A. If one‑third of the Costick Center property were retained for a new building, estimated tax revenue  

from redevelopment of the remaining land would be approximately $500,000 annually. If the 
Costick site were fully redeveloped due to relocation, the annual taxable value could rise to 
approximately $750,000. 

 
Q. Did the consultants give weight to qualitative factors, such as seniors’ long‑standing connection to 
 the Costick Center? Can qualitative considerations be quantified? 
A. Qualitative considerations such as history, continuity, and emotional attachment are important but 

are difficult to quantify numerically. Council must weigh these intangibles alongside measurable 
data. 

 
Q. Please explain more about the 10‑minute drive‑time population difference.  
A. Updated demographic data showed approximately 63,000 people within 10 minutes of the Costick 

Center, compared to 81,000 for The Hawk and 91,000 for the OCC site. While the difference does 
not dramatically alter financial projections, it does affect the potential number of users during both 
senior and non‑senior programming times. 
 

Q. Why did HRC only evaluate The Hawk site and not the Costick Center site?  
A. The Hawk site presented greater engineering uncertainty, including (at the onset) potential reuse of 

the third floor. HRC was therefore engaged specifically to determine feasibility at The Hawk, while 
the Costick Center site was already well understood and would require more straightforward new 
construction without structural complexities. 

 



City Council Study Session Minutes                                                                                                      DRAFT 
November 24, 2025                                                                                                                                              
Page 6 of 8                                                                                                               
   

 

Q. Regarding Option D, how would vehicles access the new facility from the existing signalized entrance 
on 12 Mile Road? 

A. The precise alignment of the access road would be determined during a full master-planning 
process, but the general concept involves a dedicated roadway around the perimeter of the 
property, separate from the main Hawk traffic pattern. The intended roadway would involve turning 
right immediately upon entering from 12 Mile Road, opposite current access to The Hawk.  

 
Q.  Could the access roadway incorporate a separated walking or biking path? 
A. Vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access could be included, and the pedestrian path would connect 

to the existing pedestrian bridge. 
 
Q. Please compare Options C and D, both of which are potential standalone building sites 

south/southeast of The Hawk.  
A. Option C provides the opportunity for a direct covered or indoor walkway connection to The Hawk, 

while Option D offers a more secluded, dedicated feel, separated from the activity and higher traffic 
of the main building. Option D would require a longer roadway but would provide expanded parking 
space, whereas Option C may create limitations on the amount of available parking area. 

 
Q. Is there usage date by age group at The Hawk? 
A. Although not all program participants have age-tracked data, fitness pass data showed more than 

5,600 pass holders, with 22 percent aged 50 or better. In October alone, more than 1,500 swipes 
were recorded from users aged 50 and better. Additionally, the Society for Older Active Retirees 
(SOAR) operates on the third floor and draws several hundred people daily. Additional data could be 
gathered through class registrations. 

 
Regarding Options C and D, Mr. Eleff cautioned that the project team was not recommending one 
option over the other at this stage. A full site master plan should be completed if Council chooses The 
Hawk, including environmental and geotechnical reviews and engagement of a landscape architect 
experienced in recreation planning. Both options require further study before a definitive choice can be 
made. 
 
Q. Survey responses show the Costick Center grounds as a preferred location, and the financial  

comparison between building at the Costick Center site versus building at The Hawk reflected only a 
$250,000 difference. Could the City’s finance director explain the claimed $300,000 annual 
operational savings anticipated if the new facility were located at The Hawk? 

A. Finance Director Skrobola confirmed that the City had evaluated the operational savings from 
several perspectives and found the $300K estimate reasonable, given the significant efficiencies 
achieved by operating a centralized facility rather than two separate campuses. The greatest 
financial advantage comes from consolidation. 

 
Q. Should drive-time data or programming availability be more influential in determining the best  
 location? 
A. Programming, user experience, and what the community is accustomed to are the primary drivers. 

While increased population within a 10-minute radius can support additional usage, the revenue 
and expense projections for all three sites were not significantly different and therefore site 
selection should not be based solely on drive-time data. 

 
Q. Would Options C and D provide identical services and programming? 
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A. Yes.  
 
Q. Could more age-based data usage at The Hawk be provided? 
A. Fitness pass holders were the easiest to identify in terms of age. Age-based data for drop-in  

pickleball, concerts, and other activities is limited, but staff could analyze time-of-day swipe patterns 
to provide more information. 

 
Q. Please provide more information regarding traffic patterns and roadway access at The Hawk. Seniors  
 need access without congestion. 
A. This concern underscores the need for a comprehensive campus-wide master plan, including 

parking distribution, wayfinding, pedestrian flow, and access to amenities such as pickleball and 
tennis. 

 
Q. Is the preliminary $2.5M roadway estimate reliable?  
A. The estimate is reasonable if the roadway remains close to existing parking areas, but costs 

could increase significantly if the road must extend into sloped or wooded areas. Rerouting the road 
partially through the parking lot would reduce the need for retaining walls but would require 
rebuilding lost parking elsewhere. 

 
Q. Please address the potential loss of outdoor sports fields if Option D is chosen.  
A. Many sports programs previously held at Costick have already shifted to Founders Sports Park or  

other sites. However, it is important to preserve green space to ensure that summer day camps 
continue to have outdoor areas at The Hawk. Master planning will determine how to replace or 
relocate activities while maintaining high-quality youth sports programming. 

 
Q. Please address naming rights as a potential funding source. Would naming rights at The Hawk,  
 located along I-696, be more valuable than at the Costick Center site?  
A. Freeway visibility dramatically increases impressions and therefore add sponsorship value. Also, 

because The Hawk attracts residents of all ages, naming rights would appeal to a broader range of 
sponsors for that building than for a senior-only facility. 

 
Concluding remarks 
City Manager Mekjian said that this evening’s discussion was intentionally high-level and that much 
more detailed evaluation would occur if Council directed staff to pursue preliminary engineering, 
architectural review, and master planning for The Hawk site. He highlighted that operational savings 
would affect back-of-house operations such as maintenance, snow removal, lifeguard scheduling, and 
administrative staffing—not the public-facing senior services staff. Mekjian emphasized that Council’s 
decision must consider the 50–60-year lifecycle of the new facility. 
 
Mayor Rich summarized the discussion, noting that Council appeared to have no remaining interest in 
the OCC site. Remaining options were rebuilding at the Costick Center or developing the new facility at 
location C or D on The Hawk campus. She proposed that, during the regular meeting, Council might 
consider authorizing a budget amendment enabling the City Manager to begin the master planning and 
engineering study for the Hawk site while retaining the Costick Center property as a backup option until 
more information is obtained. 
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Council indicated general support for proceeding with such a study but asked that the Finance 
Department provide greater clarity regarding operational efficiencies, which appeared to be the primary 
advantage of relocating to The Hawk.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Mayor Rich closed discussion and adjourned the meeting at 7:25pm. 
  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 
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 MINUTES 
CITY OF FARMINGTON HILLS 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
CITY HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBER 
NOVEMBER 24, 2025 – 7:30 PM 

 
The regular session of the Farmington Hills City Council was called to order by Mayor Rich at 7:43PM. 
 
Councilmembers Present: Aldred, Boleware, Bridges, Dwyer, Knol, Rich and Starkman 
 
Councilmembers Absent: None 

 
Others Present: City Manager Mekjian, Assistant City Manager Mondora, City Clerk 

Lindahl; Directors Aranowski, Brockway, Kettler-Schmult, Rushlow, 
Schnackel and Skrobola; City Attorney Joppich  

 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The pledge of allegiance was led by Pankaj Varma, who is associated with the Dewa Diwali Food Drive in 
Michigan.  Recently the Dewa Diwali Food Drive provided food for over 800 families, with over 1,700 
pounds of food donated to CARES.  
 
APPROVAL OF REGULAR SESSION MEETING AGENDA 

MOTION by Bridges, support by Knol, to approve the agenda as published. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 7-0.  
 
PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING NOVEMBER 29, 2025 AS SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY 
The following proclamation was read by Councilmember Starkman and accepted by Harout Wartersian, 
of Kevin’s Jewelers on Orchard Lake Road in Farmington Hills.  
 

PROCLAMATION 
Small Business Saturday 

Nov. 29, 2025 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Farmington Hills celebrates local small businesses and recognizes 
that they create jobs, boost the economy and help to preserve the character of the community; 
and,  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Farmington Hills is home to more than 5 thousand businesses that 
are owned and operated by hardworking people of all kinds. Of each dollar spent at local 
businesses, 68 cents stays local and recirculates to other area businesses; and, 
 
WHEREAS,  Michigan has more than 900 thousand small businesses that amount to more 
than 98% of Michigan businesses. Small businesses employ nearly 2 million Michiganders, 
representing approximately half of Michigan’s total workforce; and, 
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WHEREAS,  consumers who shop on Small Business Saturday are making a conscious 
commitment to support small, independently owned businesses and make purchases with a 
positive impact; and,  
 
WHEREAS,  Small Business Saturday is an important part of small businesses’ busiest 
season, during which consumers are encouraged to shop or eat at independently owned 
businesses and purchase gift cards from local businesses. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that I, Theresa Rich, Mayor of the City of Farmington Hills, 
on behalf of the City Council, do hereby proclaim Nov. 29, 2025, as Small Business Saturday in 
Farmington Hills and urge the community to support small businesses annually on the Saturday 
after Thanksgiving and throughout the year.  

 
Mr. Wartersian thanked Council for this proclamation, and for recognizing his business, Kevin’s Jewelers. 
He is a 4th generation jeweler, and opened this second location about a year ago; his father opened the 
original location in Roseville in 1988. Mr. Wartersian noted the importance of customer service and 
relationships to small business success.  
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS/PRESENTATIONS FROM CITY BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Michael Sweeney, Emergency Preparedness Commission, distributed materials to Council that provided 
winter preparedness preparation information. He emphasized the vital role community plays in 
supporting residents’ mental health, especially noting the importance of family members and neighbors 
helping each other in a spirit of care and concern. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 
Councilmember Aldred acknowledged receipt of emails from Mr. and Mrs. Wyss relative to the noise 
from the commercial property on 8 Mile Road that backs up to their property. The emails were passed 
to the City Manager, and the Planning and Community Development Department is following up. The 
City is still working with the owner of the 8 Mile Road business. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA  

MOTION by Bridges, support by Boleware, to approve consent agenda items 6 through 9 as read 
by Mayor Pro Tem Dwyer. 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, RICH AND STARKMAN 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  7-0.    
 

MOTION by Knol, support by Boleware, to approve the consent agenda items 10 and 11 as read 
by Mayor Pro Tem Dwyer. 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL AND RICH  
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 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: STARKMAN 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  6-0-0-1. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
There were no consent agenda items for discussion. 
 
COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Councilmember Boleware reported on her recent participation in the National League of Cities Summit 
in Salt Lake City. The National League of Cities represents more than 3,000 municipalities nationwide 
and serves both as a federal advocate and an educational resource for local officials. She highlighted 
three major themes addressed at the conference: 
1. Municipalities across the country are experiencing housing shortages affecting not only affordability 

but also access to homeownership for middle-income and younger residents. 
2. The expanding role of artificial intelligence in municipal operations, with an emphasis on AI’s 

potential applications in areas such as traffic management, FOIA response, budgeting, constituent 
communication in multiple languages, and public safety analytics. Councilmember Boleware 
underscored the importance of implementing strong security safeguards as cities adopt AI tools. She 
will bring some ideas forward during the Council’s 2026 goal-setting session. 

3. The growing lack of civility is a widespread concern among communities nationwide. 
Councilmember Boleware will discuss this issue in greater detail at the December 14 City Council 
meeting, noting the effect incivility has on councilmembers, residents, and public discourse. She will 
discuss strategies to promote greater respect and neighborliness. 

 
Councilmember Starkman introduced himself as the newest Councilmember. He thanked residents for 
voting for him. His goal is to be as transparent, open, and available as possible to everyone.   
 
Councilmember Bridges thanked Farmington Hills voters for re-electing him to a 5th term as council 
person. He will continue to do his best to represent Farmington Hills residents and to keep Farmington 
Hills a great city in which to thrive. His goals included ensuring the City remains fiscally responsible, 
maintains its AAA bond rating, as well as its safe city status. 
 
Councilmember Knol thanked Farmington Hills residents for re-electing her to her 4th term as council 
person. She will continue to work hard for City residents, focusing on her goals of safety, supporting 
redevelopment where appropriate, and maintaining a responsible budget. 
 
Councilmember Aldred offered comments regarding: 
• Farmington Hills’ summer camps: Last year there were nearly 5,000 camp participants in 192 

separate camps. This level of activity requires the hiring of 80 camp staff, and Councilmember 
Aldred congratulate both Special Services and Human Relations for their smooth processes in doing 
this work.  

• Glen Oaks Golf Course: While the county-owned golf course is closed for the winter,  its walking 
paths are open. 

 
Mayor Rich noted that: 
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• Council will have its goal setting sessions in January. Councilmembers should submit topics they 
want discussed. 

• At the National League of Cities summit referenced earlier, Councilmember Boleware was re-elected 
as a member at large to the National Black Caucus of Local Elected Officials Board, and as a member 
at large to the Women in Municipal Government board.  

• Congratulations to Mercy High School Girls Swim and Dive team and Volleyball team; both won their 
respective MHSAA championships for the State of Michigan.  

• Mayor’s Feeding Farmington Hills Task Force has decided to meet monthly, on the second Monday 
of the month at 2pm. Next meeting will be December 8 at Nardin Park Methodist/Fame (First 
A.M.E.) Church.  

• For those seeking volunteer opportunities, go to justserve.org and plug in your zip code. Resources 
are also posted on the City’s website under fhgov.com/help and also on the library website. 

• Walk the Hawk is the second Tuesday of the month, 7pm, on the third floor of the Hawk. This is an 
opportunity to engage with your elected officials. 

 
CITY MANAGER UPDATE 
• Last week of yard waste pickup is the week of December 8 – 12.  
• Halsted Road from 8 Mile to 9 Mile is open. 
• City’s 33rd annual holiday light celebration is at City Hall, December 2, at 6:30pm.  
 
NEW BUSINESS 
CONSIDERATION OF APPEAL OF A FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST DATED SEPTEMBER 27, 
2025. 
City Attorney Joppich explained that this appeal of a FOIA denial appears to be moving toward resolution. 
To that end, a motion to postpone would be appropriate. If the resolution is finalized in writing, the item 
will not appear on a future agenda. 

 
MOTION by Bridges, support by Knol, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby postpones 
consideration of appeal of a Freedom of Information Act request dated September 27, 2025, until 
the next regular City Council meeting, recognizing that the City Attorney’s office and Mr. Steen 
have come to a tentative resolution of this appeal and will only return to Council if the resolution 
is not finalized in writing. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 

 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE SITE SELECTION FOR THE NEW ACTIVITIES CENTER. CMR 11-25-
169 
Mayor Rich stated that an abbreviated presentation would be provided for those who were not present 
at tonight’s study session, which had focused on this topic. 
 
Ellen Schnackel, Director of Special Services, introduced Evan Eleff of Sports Facilities Companies (SFC). 
The City has contracted with SFC for several years to assess the Department of Special Services and the 
potential replacement of the Costick Center. Charles Hart of Hubbell, Roth & Clark (HRC) was also 
present. 
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Mr. Eleff summarized the analysis of three potential sites for the new activities center: (1) the existing 
Costick Center site, (2) the Hawk site, and (3) the Oakland Community College (OCC) site. The OCC site – 
while offering the ability to sell the entire Costick Center site – would not be owned by the City but 
would require a land lease, with as yet unknown annual costs, and as a result presents limitations 
regarding site control. Because of this, his presentation focused on the Costick Center and Hawk sites. 
 
Costick Center site: 
Community engagement events indicated the strongest preference for this location among residents 
age 50 and older. Benefits include partnership opportunities with Rose Senior Living, existing 
infrastructure for utilities and parking, and the ability to maintain a dedicated space for the 50 and 
better community. Challenges include the smaller surrounding population base and the need to 
preserve about 1/3 of the land for the new facility, leaving two‑thirds of the current acreage for 
potential sale for residential development. 
 
Hawk site: 
This site offers the opportunity to develop a master‑planned recreational campus and achieve 
operational efficiencies by co-locating with the City’s most highly staffed and revenue‑generating 
facility. This site also allows the City to sell the full Costick parcel. Challenges include the need for 
additional parking, potential loss of outdoor sports program space, and—if the building is attached to or 
placed on the third floor of the Hawk—loss of dedicated space for the 50‑and‑better population. 
 
Charles Hart of HRC outlined the engineering assessment of the Hawk site. Converting the third floor of 
the existing facility to house the gymnasium, pool, and other amenities would require raising the roof, 
major structural upgrades, and significant HVAC replacements, necessitating closure of the Hawk during 
construction. This option was therefore eliminated. Additional options involved connecting a new 
Activity Center building with the Hawk (Options A and B), which would require retaining walls, 
reconfigured parking, and an elevated crosswalk, adding up to $10 million over the cost of a standalone 
building. 
 
Options C and D, located south of the Hawk, appeared to present the most feasible paths forward. 
These options allow for a two‑story or single‑story configuration, provide room for additional amenities 
and parking, and include a dedicated access road from 12 Mile Road. Mr. Hart recommended additional 
master planning to determine the most suitable location for the facility and related site elements. 
 
Mr. Eleff presented a comparative overview of capital and operational costs associated with the three 
potential sites. The construction cost of the center itself is assumed to be $30 million regardless of 
location. For the Hawk site, additional access and roadway improvements are preliminarily estimated at 
$2.5 million, subject to refinement following geotechnical, environmental, and engineering studies. 
Lease costs for the OCC site remain unknown, as discussions have not yet occurred. 
 
Overview of capital and operational costs 
Mr. Eleff reviewed anticipated land-sale revenues and property tax implications. A full sale of the Costick 
Center property is estimated to generate approximately $3 million in net income after demolition 
and/or remediation costs. If one-third of the land is retained for the new center, net income would be 
reduced to $2 million. Property tax revenue generated by residential development on the full parcel is 
estimated at $750,000 over five years; partial development at the Costick site would reduce that to 
$500,000. 
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Mr. Eleff stated that operational efficiencies at the Hawk site—through shared services, maintenance, 
staffing, and increased revenue generation—are projected to provide an annual savings of 
approximately $300,000 compared with either the OCC or Costick Center sites. He clarified earlier 
remarks, noting that any new facility at any of the three locations would yield between $330,000 and 
$430,000 in annual operational savings compared with the existing Costick Center due to smaller, more 
efficient space; modern systems; and expanded programming opportunities. When placed specifically at 
the Hawk, the combined total improvement over current operations is approximately $600,000 to 
$700,000 annually.  
 
Mr. Eleff outlined an estimated project timeline. A one-year pre-development period is anticipated for 
site selection, funding considerations, and—regardless of chosen location—completion of a Hawk site 
master plan. Development, including design, cost estimating, construction procurement, site 
preparation, construction, and installation of furnishings and equipment, is estimated at roughly two 
and one-half years. Depending on funding and council direction, total completion may range from three 
to four years. 
 
Director Schnackel reported that Special Services leadership, along with the city manager, finance 
department, HRC, and SFC, recommend construction of a new standalone center on the Hawk property. 
She noted that the Costick Center would remain open during construction regardless of location and 
highlighted the operational and campus-planning benefits associated with the Hawk site.  
 
Councilmember Boleware requested clarification regarding operational efficiencies. Mr. Eleff confirmed 
that while all new site options provide $330,000 to $430,000 in annual improvement over current 
operations, the Hawk site yields an additional $300,000 relative to the other new-site options, resulting 
in a total operational benefit of $600,000 to $700,000 annually compared with the existing Costick 
Center. 
 
Public Comment 
Mayor Rich opened the meeting to public comment. 
 
Steve Ludwig, Farmington Hills resident, offered comments regarding this agenda item, giving 
background to his knowledge of The Hawk and the Costick Center.  
 
Dan Fantore, Chair of the Farmington Area Commission on Aging, noted that the Commission on Aging 
held three listening sessions in December and March to gather community feedback regarding 
replacement and/or rehabilitation of the Costick center. The overwhelming majority of participants 
expressed a strong preference for retaining the 11-Mile location. Users cited concerns about the Hawk 
site, including its location near the busy 12-Mile and Orchard Lake intersection, existing parking 
limitations, and challenging traffic patterns. These conditions could reduce participation by seniors, 
particularly frail older adults who are comfortable driving on 11-Mile Road but not on 12-Mile Road. 
Additional transportation services could help. 
 
Regarding the Hawk site, Mr. Fantore questioned the advantages of Option D over Option C, noting that 
Option D appears farther from the signalized intersection on 12-Mile and would require a costly new 
access road. He was also concerned with the discussion of a potential two-story facility. Seniors 
overwhelmingly prefer a single-story building. He referenced the other design options, observing that 
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Site A appeared favorable due to its proximity to 12-Mile and lack of need for an additional roadway, 
and questioned why it was no longer under consideration. 
 
Mr. Fantore concluded that Costick Center users valued the listening sessions facilitated by the 
Commission on Aging and encouraged the City to establish an ongoing advisory process or regular input 
mechanism for seniors as planning for a future senior center continues. 
 
Steven Artt, Farmington Hills resident, said that seniors have consistently expressed a desire to keep the 
Costick Center at its current location; he was concerned that proposed Hawk site options would relegate 
senior services to secondary or less visible spaces. He pointed out that the current user base primarily 
consists of residents in their 70s, 80s, and 90s rather than those age 50 and above. He was concerned 
that the City may have already moved toward a decision not aligned with senior residents’ preferences. 

 
Lori Darrow, Farmington Hills resident, asked for written detail regarding the $300K operational efficiency 
by placing the new senior center on the Hawk site. She agreed that most users were 70 or older, and as 
people aged, they had different needs. She was concerned that the population that used the Costick 
Center would be left behind. She emphasized the importance of being able to provide hot lunches to 
senior center users, as well as to those who depended on Meals on Wheels. 
 
Christopher Moore, Farmington Hills resident, asked that seniors be provided with a place they could 
call their own.  
 
Suzanne Dengiz, Farmington Hills resident, emphasized the importance of maintaining the broad range 
of programs, services, and social supports currently offered to seniors. A new senior center should  
include adequate space for communal dining, therapeutic and fitness activities, lifelong learning 
programs, support groups, and adult day services, all designed to serve individuals with significant 
mobility challenges. Ms. Dengiz urged the City to select a site and facility design—preferably single-
story—that prioritizes accessibility and meets the comprehensive needs of the senior population. 
 
Anita Wagoner, Farmington Hills resident, urged the City to ensure that staff reductions are not implied 
or planned as part of any transition. She emphasized the importance of fiscal responsibility balanced 
with long-term value, noting that residents—like consumers—often choose options that provide better 
quality rather than simply the lowest cost. She was concerned about site options C and D due to multi-
level access issues, loss of athletic fields, and potential parking conflicts.  
 
Gerolyn VanHout, Farmington Hills resident, acknowledged that budget considerations are central to 
decisions about replacing the Costick Center.  The primary challenge at the Hawk site is traffic flow and 
the need for dedicated parking that does not intersect with existing Hawk traffic. She thought that 
Option D would create congestion. However, a standalone building along the freeway could be both 
highly visible and architecturally appealing, especially if designed as a single-story facility with clear 
access. She suggested that naming rights could help offset costs. 
 
Angie Smith, Farmington Hills resident, said that the City has failed to maintain the Costick Center 
adequately and argued that seniors deserve a safe, fully functional, accessible facility.  She was 
concerned that the purchase of the former school building and creation of the Hawk signaled a de-
prioritization of senior needs. She urged Council to prioritize seniors’ well-being and facility needs, 
emphasizing that many seniors rely on the Costick Center for social connection and daily support. 



City of Farmington Hills-City Council Regular Session     
November 24, 2025         DRAFT 
Page 8 of 15 
 

 

Pat Hansen asked if nonresident usage data was available. She raised questions regarding parking and 
delivery access requirements, and the cost and applicability of a Hawk master plan for this project. She 
was concerned about reduced visibility and difficult access if the new facility were placed behind the 
Hawk, as well as uncertainty regarding staffing reductions associated with projected operational savings. 
She emphasized the importance of involving all relevant department heads in facility planning, 
maintaining regular Parks and Recreation Commission meetings, and ensuring strong project 
management and communication. She noted that seniors depend on a dedicated center that provides 
community, belonging, and daily support. 
 
As no other public had indicated they wished to speak, Mayor Rich closed public comment and brought 
the matter back to Council.  
 
Council deliberation and action 
Councilmember Knol referenced questions asked of her during the break between meetings regarding 
potential building locations near the Hawk. She clarified that Options A and B involved constructing a 
facility in the west parking lot with an elevated bridge to the Hawk’s third floor, and confirmed—based 
on staff input—that building a one‑story standalone structure in that area would be cost‑prohibitive due 
to a steep drop‑off requiring extensive retaining walls. She further explained that the Hawk site master 
plan would be used to determine the specific building location, road layout, traffic flow, and separate 
parking for both seniors and Hawk users. Also, Option C is shown as a placeholder – this option does not 
necessarily result in a two-story building. 
 
Mr. Eleff further explained that a master plan would also address ingress and egress, event‑day parking 
controls, and possible additional recreational amenities.  
 
Councilmember Aldred affirmed that Council fully recognizes the importance of senior services and 
intends to preserve them. Tonight’s discussion focuses solely on the construction of a new building and 
its location. The Costick Center site was not discussed in detail because new construction placement on 
the existing property is relatively straightforward, whereas the Hawk site required fuller evaluation to 
determine whether a new center could function effectively on the site, and whether it was financially 
feasible to build there. The Hawk’s potential long-term operational efficiencies were key to Council’s 
decision, especially in considering whether those efficiencies would offset the additional costs to build 
there. 
 
Councilmember Aldred offered the following motion: 
 

MOTION by Aldred, support by Dwyer that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby chooses 
the future site of the City’s new activities center as recommended at the November 24, 2025 City 
Council Study Session, and authorizes the City Manager to procure the necessary engineering, 
architectural and other consultants needed to develop preliminary site and architectural plans for 
City Council’s consideration, provided that the Costick Center may be given further consideration 
in the future if the Engineering, Architectural, and other Consultants’ site and architectural plans 
are found to be not acceptable once prepared and reviewed by City Council. 

 
Motion discussion: 
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Councilmember Bridges requested a friendly amendment to ensure that the Costick Center would 
remain a full, parallel option to the Hawk site rather than a fallback consideration, with side-by-side cost 
comparisons for each site.  
 
City Attorney Joppich explained that the motion on the floor authorizes the City to begin engineering and 
architectural planning for Hawk site options C and D, with those plans to be returned to Council for further 
consideration. If the resulting plans are not acceptable, Council may then choose to revisit the Costick 
Center site. He further advised that, if Council wished to consider the Costick site on equal footing now, 
the motion would need to be formally amended to include the Costick site and remove the clause stating 
it would be considered only if Hawk plans are deemed unacceptable. 
 
Councilmember Aldred stated that conducting simultaneous engineering studies for both the Hawk and 
Costick Center sites was unnecessary, noting that redevelopment of the Costick Center would be 
relatively straightforward and would not require the same level of preliminary planning as the Hawk. 
Mayor Pro Tem Dwyer agreed, emphasizing that the Costick site can always be reconsidered later and 
that completing full studies for both sites at once would be duplicative and costly.  
 
Councilmember Bridges said that he could not support the motion if it positioned the Costick Center as a 
secondary option. 
 
City Attorney Joppich discussed process.  Any amendment must precisely modify the existing motion 
rather than create an opposing or substitute motion.  
 
Councilmember Bridges stated his intent to amend the motion so that the Costick Center site would 
receive the same level of study and scrutiny as the Hawk, citing advantages of the Costick location and 
the need for more transparent justification of the Hawk’s projected operational savings.  
 
Councilmember Knol asked whether an engineering study would also be required for the Costick Center 
site. City Manager Mekjian explained that although the Costick site is far simpler to develop than the 
Hawk site, both locations would ultimately require engineering, architectural, and site-planning work to 
generate accurate cost estimates. Master planning for the Hawk is essential due to site complexity, 
potential road construction, grading needs, and multiple layout options, while the Costick Center would 
require a more limited but necessary level of design work.  Additionally, broader financial 
considerations—including potential property-tax revenue from selling  full Costick site and operational 
savings by using the Hawk site —would influence funding decisions.  
 
Councilmember Bridges emphasized the strong community preference for retaining the Costick Center 
site and questioned the justification for the Hawk site, reiterating that intangible benefits and public 
input should weigh heavily in the decision.  
 
After discussion, City Attorney Joppich advised that the proposed amendment did not qualify as an 
amendment because it contradicted rather than modified the existing motion. Per parliamentary 
procedure, Council must first vote on the main motion before considering any alternate motions. If the 
motion on the table failed, Councilmember Bridges could then offer an alternate motion. 
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Councilmember Boleware confirmed that the motion on the table selected the Hawk site for initial 
engineering and planning work, with the option to reconsider the Costick Center only if the Hawk plans 
proved unacceptable to Council. If this motion passes, no further motion would be offered. 

 
Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, DWYER, KNOL, AND RICH  
 Nays:  BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, AND STARKMAN 
               Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  4-3.    
 
CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO RECONSIDER CITY COUNCIL’S MOTION TO DENY CLUSTER SITE PLAN 
54-4-2025, FOREST AT RIVERWALK; SOUTH SIDE OF FOLSOM ROAD BETWEEN PARKER AVENUE AND 
LUNDY DRIVE. CMR 11-25-170 
Mayor Rich introduced this request seeking reconsideration of the Council’s prior (Nov. 10, 2025) 
decision to deny Cluster Site Plan 54‑4‑2025. This request has been brought by the property owner and 
applicant, based on new and additional information provided by the applicant regarding its proposal. 
Procedurally, the first step for Council to consider is whether it is willing to reconsider the motion to 
deny approved at the November 10 meeting. Staff will provide a brief introduction, and the applicant 
has requested the opportunity to briefly address Council regarding this request. Following the 
applicant’s remarks, Mayor Rich will call on residents who have submitted blue slips indicating they wish 
to speak on this matter. 
 
Director of Planning and Community Development Kettler‑Schmult summarized the request, noting that 
revised plans include a turnaround and an unpaved emergency-access connection to Parker Road with a 
breakaway gate. Engineering received the revised materials late the previous week and requires 
approximately two weeks to complete a full technical review. The breakaway‑access proposal and other 
modifications have therefore not yet undergone detailed evaluation.  
 
Applicant comments 
Applicant Stuart Michaelson explained that revisions were made in response to neighborhood concerns, 
including eliminating vehicular access to Parker and limiting the connection to emergency use only via 
grass pavers and a gated entrance. He further described proposed drainage improvements designed to 
prevent runoff onto adjacent properties. The project continues to maintain over 40 percent open space. 
Mr. Michaelson said that if the revised cluster plan is not reconsidered, they would pursue a by‑right 
layout with 29 lots requiring a through road to Colfax, resulting in more extensive tree removal, larger 
lots, and higher‑priced homes. 
 
George Major, development partner, requested the opportunity to work directly with Engineering, 
Planning, Fire, and other departments to validate drainage and roadway functionality prior to returning 
to Council.  
 
Councilmember Knol sought clarification regarding the new road configuration. Mr. Michaelson 
explained that under the revised plan the access to Parker Road would not be a paved road but instead 
would function only as an emergency-access route constructed with grass pavers and secured by a gate, 
preventing regular traffic. He acknowledged that some vegetation would need to be removed to install 
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the pavers, but fewer trees would be lost compared to constructing a full through-road to Colfax under a 
by-right plan. 
 
In response to questions from Councilmember Starkman, Mr. Michaelson said that mitigation regarding 
local wildlife and the surrounding ecosystem had been discussed in detail at the last meeting.  
 
Public comment 
Eric Schmidt, Farmington Hills resident, opposed reconsideration, urging Council to uphold its prior 
denial of the cluster site plan. He argued that substantial changes proposed by the applicant warranted 
returning the matter to the Planning Commission rather than allowing reconsideration at the Council 
level.  
 
Michelle Gala, Farmington Hills resident, reiterated neighborhood concerns regarding flooding, lack of a 
traffic study on Folsom Road, and the impact of tree removal on the local water table. Existing septic 
systems, some serving homes over 100 years old, could be negatively affected by altered drainage. Ms. 
Gala also noted that the city has comparatively limited parkland and urged caution regarding new 
development. 
 
Kimberly Korona, Farmington Hills resident,  opposed reconsideration. The proposed emergency access 
road would still impose impacts on the adjacent resident. She remained concerned over tree removal 
and flooding, and argued that the project remains inconsistent with neighborhood character. Ms. 
Korona noted the challenges of building near wetlands generally, and noted previous developers 
declined to proceed after recognizing similar obstacles. 
 
Mary Newlin, Farmington Hills resident, had significant concerns about impacts to Parker Road 
residents, including risks to wells, septic fields, and emergency access. She noted persistent 
groundwater saturation despite mature tree cover, and asked what the result would be when so many 
trees would be removed. She emphasized safety concerns related to emergency vehicles relying on a 
grass-paver access road in a wet area. 
 
Tammy Trinka, Farmington Hills resident, discussed the existing groundwater problems, including 
continuous sump pump operations. Removing approximately 600 trees would further raise the water 
table and threaten nearby homes. She argued that the proposed drainage plan addresses only surface 
water and would not prevent groundwater intrusion. She also questioned the feasibility of emergency 
vehicles using a grass-paver access path in marshy conditions.   
 
Robert Donovic noted that if this proposal is denied, the developer retains the right to build under 
existing zoning, which could result in fewer but larger homes and potentially greater environmental 
impact. The cluster plan, although opposed by residents, would preserve more open space and reduce 
tree loss compared to a by-right subdivision. 
 
No other public indicated they wished to speak. 
 
Council deliberation and action 
Mayor Rich explained that only a Councilmember who previously voted to deny the proposal could 
move for reconsideration. If a motion to reconsider is made and fails, this item is closed and there will 
be no further discussions. If such a motion is made and is passed, Council will then be back at the point 
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in the process where Councilmember Bridge’s prior motion to deny, as stated at the November 10, 2025 
meeting, is back on the table as if it had not been voted on.  
 
Mayor Rich asked if there was a motion to reconsider Council’s decision at the November 10, 2025 
meeting to deny Cluster Site Plan 54-4-2025, Forest at Riverwalk. 
 

MOTION by Dwyer, support by Rich, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby reconsiders 
Council’s decision at the November 10, 2025, meeting to deny Cluster Site Plan 54-4-2025, Forest 
at Riverwalk.  

 
Motion discussion 
Councilmember Aldred stated he would vote against reconsideration, reiterating his belief that this 
development in this location would be detrimental to the character of the neighborhood. He 
acknowledged that a less desirable by-right plan could be proposed but believed that the current cluster 
proposal did not demonstrate sufficient benefit to merit reconsideration. 
 
Councilmember Knol said that her views were unchanged from the prior meeting. She pointed out that 
even with grass pavers and an emergency-only designation, the proposed access road to Parker would 
remain directly adjacent to the neighboring residence, significantly impacting that resident should an 
emergency occur. The access road would likely be difficult to maintain given existing wet conditions. She 
repeated her concern that the cluster layout places too many homes on the site and is detrimental to 
the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Councilmember Bridges stood by his original motion to deny the cluster site plan.  
 
Councilmember Starkman stated that, based on his conversations with residents and personal visits to 
the site, he remained concerned about the proposed development’s impact and did not support 
revisiting Council’s prior decision. He believed the project was not appropriate for this location. 
 
Mayor Rich acknowledged the anticipated outcome of the vote to reconsider. However, she believed 
that the denial would likely result in a by-right development of 28–29 larger homes extending from 
Folsom to Colfax, with greater disturbance to wetlands and less preserved open space. The result would 
be a poor ecological and housing outcome. She would vote in favor of reconsideration to allow further 
review of the cluster plan. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: RICH 
 Nays:  ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, AND STARKMAN 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION FAILED  1-6.    
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF AWARD OF BID FOR SIGN SHOP SUPPLIES TO MD SOLUTIONS, INC. IN 
THE AMOUNT NOT-TO-EXCEED THE ANNUAL BUDGETED AMOUNT, WITH APPROVED EXTENSIONS. CMR 
11-25-171 
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MOTION by Bridges, support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby 
authorizes the City Manager to issue a purchase order to MD Solutions, Inc. of Plain City, Ohio for 
sign shop supplies in the amount not-to-exceed the annual budgeted amount with one or more 
administration approved extensions not-to-exceed a total of four (4) years. 

 
Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, RICH AND STARKMAN 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  7-0.    
 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF THE FATS, OILS, AND GREASES PREVENTION PROGRAM TO EGANIX INC. 
IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $75,000 FOR THE CURRENT YEAR, WITH APPROVED EXTENSIONS IN 
THE AMOUNT NOT-TO-EXCEED THE ANNUAL BUDGETED AMOUNT. CMR 11-25-172 

MOTION by Bridges, support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby waives 
the sealed bid process and authorizes the City Manager to approve the contract and purchase 
order to Eganix Inc. for the Fats, Oils, and Greases (FOG) Prevention Program, in an amount not 
to exceed $75,000 for the current year, with one or more administration approved extensions in 
the amount not-to-exceed the annual budgeted amount. 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, RICH AND STARKMAN 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  7-0.    
 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF PURCHASE OF ICE ARENA REPLACEMENT SCOREBOARDS TO NEVCO 
SPORTS LLC, IN THE AMOUNT OF $31,182.36. CMR 11-25-173 

MOTION by Bridges, support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby 
authorizes the City Manager to issue a purchase order for the Ice Arena scoreboards replacement 
to Nevco Sports, LLC, in the amount of $31,182.36 ($28,347.60 plus a 10% contingency cost of 
$2,834.76 for unforeseen and anticipated costs once the old scoreboards are removed). 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, RICH AND STARKMAN 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  7-0.    
 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF PURCHASE OF BOBCAT ZERO-TURN RIDING MOWER WITH 
ACCESSORIES TO DOOSAN BOBCAT NORTH AMERICA IN THE AMOUNT OF $17,536.66. CMR 11-25-174 
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MOTION by Bridges, support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby 
authorizes the City Manager to approve a purchase order in the amount of $17,536.66 for one (1) 
Bobcat ZT7000 Zero-Turn Riding Mower to Doosan Bobcat North America and to take delivery of 
the equipment via Carleton Equipment Company Bobcat of Motor City as an authorized dealer. 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, RICH AND STARKMAN 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: NONE 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  7-0.    
 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 10, 2025. 

MOTION by Knol support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby approves 
the City Council study session minutes of November 10, 2025. 
 

Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, AND RICH 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: STARKMAN 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  6-0-0-1.    
 

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OF CITY COUNCIL REGULAR SESSION MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 10, 2025.  
MOTION by Knol support by Boleware, that the City Council of Farmington Hills hereby approves 
the regular session minutes of November 10, 2025. 

 
Roll Call Vote:  
 Yeas: ALDRED, BOLEWARE, BRIDGES, DWYER, KNOL, AND RICH 
 Nays:  NONE 
 Absent: NONE 

Abstentions: STARKMAN 
 

 MOTION CARRIED  6-0-0-1.    
 
ADDITIONS TO AGENDA 
There were no additions to the agenda.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Michael Harris, President of the Halsted Hills Homeowners Association, reported that Fiber City had 
damaged the association’s underground sprinkler system while installing buried fiber-optic cable, 
resulting in $2,320 in repair costs paid by the association. Repeated attempts to secure reimbursement 
from the company and its contractor had been unsuccessful and requested the City’s assistance in 
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resolving the matter. City Manager Mekjian offered to meet with Mr. Harris after the meeting to discuss 
the issue. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The regular session of City Council meeting adjourned at 10:08pm. 
         
        Respectfully submitted, 
              
       Carly Lindahl, City Clerk 
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