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ANN ARBOR CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
MINUTES OF MEETING
MONDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2005

. ROLL CALL

The regular monthly meeting of the Ann Arbor Charter Township Planning Commission
was called to order by Chair Olsson at 7:30 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Chair, Kris Olsson, Commissioners John Allison, Richard
Mitchell, James Snyder and Diane O’Connell.

Commissioners Absent: Commissioners Randolph Perry and Peter Kotila.

Also Present: Township Attorney Sandra Sorini Elser, Township Planner Dick Carlisle,
Environmental Consultant Eugene Jaworski, Township Engineers Michael Bickel and
Damien Wetzel, and Township Supervisor Michael Moran.

I1. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION
No citizen signed up for participation.
1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Allison moved approval of the minutes of the November 9, 2005 Planning Commission
Meeting. Mitchell seconded the motion, which was adopted unanimously.

V. COMMUNICATIONS

Allison reported on the Board of Trustees Meeting held on November 21, 2005. The
minutes were included in the Commissioners’ packets.

V. PUBLIC HEARING

A. ZC-4-05-2511 Pontiac Trail. Public hearing to consider arezoning petition
submitted by Jessie E. Siekmeier, Trustee and Virginia A. Forshee, Trustee of
Parcel 1-09-16-250-017 from A-1to R-2.

Petitioners asked to rezone 1.5 acre parcel so that Jessie E. Siekmeier can save the

family homestead withinapertion-forfarming-and-saveit-into the Township.

Dick Carlisle, Township Planner: He stated there was an original issue regarding the
total acreage of the parent parcel; however, he discovered an additional parcel on the
west side that showed the discrepancy therefore that issue has been clarified. The
second issue was the conformity of the existing buildings on the property after
rezoning as to whether they would conform to district regulations. Some of the out
buildings are to be removed. Heindicated Gary Dresselhouse, Zoning Administrator,
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cleared up thisissue. He said there is aremaining primary setback whichisan
existing non-conformity and therefore the action being requested by the Petitioners
will not result in an increase or create more of non-conformity. He reviewed
surrounding land use patterns and the General Development Plan is not specific for
this parcel. He indicated some of the patterns and trends in the area are probably more
relevant and surrounding zoning in areais consistent with what the applicant is
requesting. Therefore he recommends the Commission approve the rezoning.

Chair Olsson opened public hearing.

George Hopkin, his property abuts parcel. Mr. Hopkin stated he would like more
information about the property. He has no primary objections but just wants to
understand what is going on with the property.

Jessie Siekmeier stated the 1.5 acres with the house has been in the family for 60
years. She and her husband would like to keep the house and have it rezoned to
residential. They do not plan to live in the house but plan to rent it out. Their planis
to keep the main house and to remove out buildings which are eyesores.

Chair Olsson closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Discussion/Action
Snyder moved recommending to the Township Board approval of the rezoning

of Parcel 1-09-16-250-017 from A-1to R-2. Mitchell seconded the motion which
was adopted unanimously.

B. NF-2-05- Washtenaw Community College Health Fitness Center
Public Hearing to consider a Natural Features Permit requested by Washtenaw
Community College for its’ proposed Health and Fitness Center.

Michael Rein, representing WCC, stated that there were no slopes greater than 12%
grade or other natural features that would be impacted

Allison moved that the Planning Commissiondpen findigs that no natural
features permit isrequired and cancelled the public hearing. O’Connéll
seconded the motion which was adopted unanimously.

C. CUP-02-05- Washtenaw Community College Health Fitness Center
Public Hearing to consider a Conditional Land Use Permit for a swimming pool for
the proposed Health and Fitness Center.

Mike Rein presented for petitioner. He stated that under the public lands use existing
zoning district for this site isthat the use of a pool isa conditiona use.
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Dick Carlisle, Township Planner: He reviewed the required standards and findings
such as harmonious nature of the use which includes the surrounding area and
compatibility with the natural environment and the existing nature of land uses. He
stated because of the enclosed nature of the pool and that it is part of alarger fitness
center he believesit is compatible. He indicated it is compatible and consistent with
the General Development Plan because of the institutionalized use of the area. In
general, conditioned upon the site plan approval he doesn’t think the facility will
create a detrimental affect upon neighboring use or any future use. He said the
impact upon public services and facilities will be dependent upon the site plan review
process. He said the issues of accessto the site, water and sewer utilities and storm
water can all be adequately addressed. Therefore he recommends approval of the
conditional use permit.

Allison indicated that usually a conditional use permit has a preliminary site plan
associated with it. He questioned whether the Commission should consider the
overal preliminary site plan as part of the conditional use permit application
simultaneously.

Chair Olsson opened public hearing. No public comment. Chair Olsson closed public
hearing.

Planning Commission Discussion/Action

Allison moved to table the conditional use permit to be considered
simultaneously with the preliminary site plan. O’Connell seconded the motion,
which was adopted unanimousgly.

VI. OLD BUSINESS

A. ZC-2-05-DF Land Development, Vistas. Petition for Zoning Amendment
regarding 54.18 acres currently zoned A-1.

The Township Attorney prepared a Draft Resolution recommending denial of zoning
ordinance amendment requested by D.F. Land Development, L.L.C. Sheindicated
the Draft Resolution lists a number of Recitals as to what happened at all the
meetings in substantial detail. She stated starting on page four it list the Findings
made by the Planning Commission: (1) There is no change in conditions which
would justify the rezoning. (2) Rezoning would create adverse precedents. (3)
Concern about services that would be available to service the property. (4) Rezoning
would adversely affect the condition and value of propertiesin the neighboring area.
(5) The project does not comply with the Township’s General Development Plan. (6)
The existing zoning permits a reasonable use of the property.

Chair Olsson indicated that the Planning Commission just received a memo at the
meeting dated December 5, 2005 from LS Planning in response to a memo from the
Township planner.
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Allison moved approval to accept the Resolution recommending the petition
does not meet the Planning Commission’srequired findings and recommends
denial to the Township Board with two changes -- On page one at the bottom
after September 6, 2005 add December 5, 2005 and on page five item two add
November 30, 2005. Snyder seconded the motion, which was adopted
unanimously._(Copy of Resolution attached.)

B. ZC-3-5-Silverman-Northbrooke- temporarily tabled.
C. SP-241-05 Washtenaw Community College Health and Fitness Center

Mike Rein presented for the petitioner. He stated several issues were expressed in
Carlisle and Bickel’s report. He indicated the one physical change Carlisle
recommended was removal of the drive and continuation of landscape. He said he
has no problem with that or the balance of Carlisle and Bickel’sreport. He stated
they had received approval from the WCRC on the location of the drive only and
received tapering and length of acxcel and decel. He said they are currently working
on road improvements outside of property line and ROW of subject site and will be
prepared to submit as part of the final site plan. He aso indicated they had facilitated
Mr. Jaworkski’s report.

Dick Carlisle, Township Planner: He stated there is a need to discuss with the Chief
of the Fire Department regarding the extension of the drive. He said the parking is
within the ball park to standards the planner adheres to however, township’s
standards are not as clear. He indicated comparabl e studies propose 305 parking
spaces out of the 350 petitioner proposes and that the additional extension of the
walkway is arequest not arequirement. He stated the plan iswell prepared and
recommends approval subject to addressing the comments satisfactory to the
Planning Commission.

Michael Bickel, Twp Engineer: He stated he had no documentation as to approval by
the county drain commission and road commission.

Allison asked if the WCC was in the process of conducting atraffic study. Rein
stated they had requested numbers from the WCRC but that the WCRC indicated
they wanted a new survey and that Petitioner would have to wait until road
improvements were completed. Rein said they couldn’t wait for the road
improvements and generated their own numbers. Rein indicated that they submitted
their numbers to the WCRC and have now received the road geometrics from the
WCRC.

Mitchell asked if the traffic study warranted a signal. Rein indicated the WCRC was
already looking for atraffic light along this site. He said the WCRC agrees with the
location and that the numbers warrant asignal. However, Rein said they are 30" on
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thelist for funding for atraffic signal. Mitchell expressed concern of a student safety
issue and asked if the college would be willing to fund the costs of asignal.

Allison inquired about the reflecting pool and indicated that on the storm water
narrative, storm water from building is to be used for watering the grounds but will
be replenished by well water. Rein indicated it is designed to facilitate roof water and
be an aesthetic element. Rein said they cannot guarantee a constant water level so the
reflecting pool may have to be removed from the plan.

Allison questioned if the PetitionerCemimission needs to request reduced parking and
overall dimensions of parking spaces. Carlise stated that they encourage multi storm
water methods which enhance infiltration as much as possible. Jaworski stated that
the NPDES permits issued by the MDEQ require the applicant to investigate source
reduction and infiltration method alternatives. Supervisor Moran read from the
ordinance which indicates the required amount of parking spaces for a use that is not
alisted use is to be determined by the Township Building Inspector.

Allison moved to table the site plan and conditional use permit to allow for the
preliminary approval by the Washtenaw County Road Commission,
preliminary approval by the Washtenaw County Drain Commission, traffic
study and site plan with revisions per consultants comment and commentsthis
evening. O’Connell seconded the motion, which was adopted unanimously.

B. ZC-3-5-Silverman-Northbrooke

The Township Attorney prepared a Draft Resolution recommending approval of PUD
rezoning petition and area plan as well as a draft ordinance for private community
wastewater disposal systems. The Commission had had a number of conversations
regarding the 100 foot provisional setback requirements which is consistent with the
Washtenaw County Drain Commission standards. Commission will continue to
develop the Private Wastewater System (PWS) Ordinance.

Dick Carlisle, Township Planner: He stated they followed up with investigations
regarding potential problems with PWS systems and contacted four other
communities. He said two of the communities had good information and in both cases
neither community experienced any nuisance problems with the systems. He
indicated both communities treated location as part of the site plan review process.

Eugene Jaworski, Environmental Consultant: He stated community septic system
setback is needed because of the potential for groundwater mounding. He said it is
necessary to know the height and extent of the groundwater mound in proximity to
proposed well and lot. He stated monitoring and imposing performance standards
should be included in the draft ordinance. He said the MDEQ Part 22 rules park-rules
22-dictate that discharge water should not be injurious to the groundwater. He
indicated that monitoring community drain fields gives some idea as to how effective
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the entire system is and that final discharge quality isthe key issue in determining if
the whole system is working properly.

Michael Bickel, Township Engineer: He stated he discussed with Jaworski what
specific requirements may be needed based on concern of how high the groundwater
mounding isin relation to basements and the shape of the groundwater mound that
may make us question groundwater as it disperses. He said we do not have a good
idea of what we are looking at yet. He indicated the Draft Resolution already has as a
condition that the future PWS Ordinance would apply to this project.

Mitchell said he was curious about the letter from Supervisor Moran to Steve
Robinson. Supervisor Moran elaborated on the contents of the letter for the
Commission.

Chair Olsson indicated they had approved this project approximately ayear ago and
that the only change now is the addition of a Private Wastewater System (PWS). She
indicated that the Commission had done alot of deliberation regarding the safety of
PWS and how they work and what safety provisions could beincluded in a
resolution. Sheindicated such provisions are included in the Draft Resolution and is
comfortable with moving forward on the Resolution and allowing the Township
Board to make the final approva on the PWS.

Allison indicated there was no discussion in the Draft Resolution which protects
wetlands from the PWS. On page four, section 1.6, after: “drinking water wells”
add: “and wetlands and watercourses” are not adversely affected.”

Allison moved approval with corrections and additions to accept these findings
and conditions (resolution attached) and recommend approval to the Township
Board. Snyder seconded the motion which was adopted unanimously.

VIII. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

A. NSF-SP-238-05 Expansion Project
Letter from JJR documenting all changes and reasons for changes that were
incorporated in the Final Site Plan as requested.

B. Escrow Agreement between Ann Arbor Charter Township and NSF International
for Landscaping and Storm Water

IX. PUBLIC COMMENT
No Public comment. Michel Bickel introduced Damien Wetzel from Stan Tech as
the new Township Engineer. Michael Bickel will be available for reference and

historical information.

X. ADJOURNMENT
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Snyder moved to adjourn at 9:15p.m. O’Connell seconded the motion which
was adopted unanimously.

Minutes prepared by Laurie Fromhart

ATTACHMENTS:

DECEMBER 5, 2005 PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
D.F. LAND DEVELOPMENT, L.L.C.

Resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the Ann Arbor Charter Planning
Commission held on December 5, 2005:

PRESENT:  James Snyder, Diane O’Connell, John Allison, Kris Olsson, Richard
Mitchell

ABSENT: Randy Perry, Peter Kotila

Resolution by Commissioner Allison; supported by Commissioner Snyder

RECITALS

A. On September 6, 2005, the Ann Arbor Charter Township Planning
Commission (“Planning Commission”) held a public hearing on the Petition of D.F. Land
Development, L.L.C. (“Applicant” or “Petitioner”) for a zoning ordinance amendment to
amend the zoning designation of Parcel 1-09-13-100-013 consisting of approximately
54.17 acres located in the northeast portion of the Township, south of Ford Road, east of
Earhart Road and north of Plymouth (“Property” or “Project”), from A-1 to R-7 (ZC-2-
05) (“Rezoning” or “Petition™).

B. The Applicant submitted the following in connection with the application
for Zoning Ordinance Amendment (“Applicant’s Rezoning Request™):

e Zoning Amendment Form, dated June 15, 2005 and amended July 13, 2005
and supporting authorizations from the Property owner and Applicant and
other information required by the ordinance for the submission;

e A binder report dated June 15, 2005, including a cover letter and information
on the Property and Petition, and additional information submitted on
September 6, 2005 and December 5, 2005; and

e A binder report dated October 12, 2005 consisting of a cover letter, traffic
study and letters from Atwell-Hicks and LSL Planning, Inc.
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At the public hearing held on September 6, 2005 and the Planning

Commission meetings held on November 9, 2005 and December 5, 2005, the Planning
Commission considered, in light of the standards set forth in Section 25.05 of the
Township Zoning Ordinance, the following, all of which are incorporated by referencein
the Planning Commission Resol ution:

The Applicant’s submittals pertaining to the Applicant’s Rezoning Request
and other information presented prior to and at the meetings;

The reports of the Township’s consultants including the August 16, 2005 and
November 30, 2005 reports of the Township Planner, and the reports of the
Township Environmental Consultant dated September 21, 2005 and
November 3, 2005;

The comments from the public presented orally at the public hearing, and at
the Planning Commission meetings, including (i) comments expressing the
desire to preserve the rural character of the Township in accordance with the
careful planning contained in the Township Genera Development Plan;
(i) concerns about increased traffic in the area as a result of the Project,
especially on Ford Road, a gravel road that is narrow with many blind hills,
and the dangers associated with increased traffic from the Project; (iii) adesire
to preserve the significant natural features on the site as contemplated by the
General Development Plan; (iv) concern that the density of the proposed
Rezoning is inconsistent with the General Development Plan and
inappropriate for the area and the unique features of the site; (v) concern for
the safety of vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists on Ford Road, especialy in
view of a recent head on collision that sent three people to the hospital; (vi)
concern that the Applicant’s site plan information is not binding on the
Applicant as the Petition is for straight R-7 Rezoning and not a PUD; (vii)
concern that the proposed Rezoning would create a dangerous precedent and
undermine the thoughtful planning objectives, strategies and policies of the
Township specificaly identified for the areg;

Comments by or on behalf of neighboring property owners submitted in
writing, including letters dated August 29, 2005 and September 2, 2005
opposing the Project because it (a) is inconsistent with the planned residential
density for the site; (b) would establish adverse precedents undermining the
careful planning for the area designed to preserve the natural features of the
site including wetlands, open space and steep slopes, preserve the Township’s
rural character, and protect established residential neighborhoods; (c) would
increase demand on the Township services, including increased traffic on
Ford Road not designed for this purpose; and

The Township’s Genera Development Plan adopted October 8, 2001,
including Plan Amendments adopted August 1, 2005 (“GDP” or “Plan”) and
the provisions of prior plans, applicable laws and ordinances, including the
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standards and findings required for zoning ordinance amendments set forth in
Article XXV of the Ordinance.

At the public hearing and at subsequent meetings, the Commissioners

guestioned the Petitioner and raised the following concerns about the Applicant’s
Rezoning Request all of which are incorporated in the Findings and Resol utions below:

Concerns that the Petition is inconsistent with the use designations in the
Township’s GDP. The GDP designates the area of the Petition for Rural
Residential density (0.2-0.5 DU/acre), but the Petition calls for an inconsistent
designation of urban residential density (6 DU/acre);

Concerns that the Petition requested straight R-7 Rezoning and not PUD
Rezoning. As set forth in the Township Planning Consultant’s Report and as
required by the Township zoning ordinance for a rezoning petition, arezoning
merely establishes the maximum number of residential units that may be
constructed on the Project. Under the proposed R-7 Rezoning, the Township
Planner estimates a maximum of 233 units (assuming 38.82 developable
acres) and the Petitioner estimates a maximum of 296 units (assuming 49
developable acres). The site plan layout depicting clustering of residential
units and preservation of natural featuresis not part of the Rezoning Petition,
and could only be considered if the Applicant had submitted an area plan and
request for PUD Rezoning, or other conditioned Rezoning. In the absence of a
written development agreement such as in a PUD rezoning, the Applicant is
not bound by a site plan layout or projections in its materials. Once R-7
Rezoning is approved, the site could be developed at a density of six dwelling
units per acre using land splits without a site plan, or by submitting a site plan
dramatically different from the layout and design in the Applicant’s materials;

Concerns that the natural features on the site, including wetlands, open space
and steep slopes would be adversely affected by the more than 233 new
residences and supporting utilities, roads and infrastructure and the lack of
certainty that these areas will be protected under the straight R-7 Rezoning;

Concerns that the Petition is inconsistent with the careful consideration of the
unique features of this Property as set forth in the General Development Plan,
including designation of the Property as transitional zoning from the more
dense area to the south to the rural residences to the north;

Concerns that the Project will create an adverse precedent if the Rezoning
contrary to the careful planning in the General Development Plan is approved,
which would open other areas of the Township to development contrary to the
Plan; and

Concerns about the effect of the increase in traffic as a result of the Project.
The Petitioner’s traffic study indicates more than 1,600 vehicle trips per day
will result from the Project. Because this is a straight Rezoning and not a
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PUD, the Petitioner’s layout showing realignment of Ford Road is merely a
proposal and not arequirement in an area plan. Ford Road is anarrow, gravel,
hilly road and is incapable of safely handling the traffic from the Project.

FINDINGS

Based on the information presented by Petitioner, the public comments at the
public hearing and at the Planning Commission meetings and in writing, the reports of
the Township Consultants, the Plan, and applicable laws and ordinances, the Planning
Commission makes the following findings:

1 No Change in_Conditions. The Planning Commission finds that the
Petition is not justified by a change in conditions or by an error in the original Ordinance.

The current A-1 zoning of the Property is not in error as it is intended to protect
the open, rural character of the area from the intrusion of urban and suburban uses. Rural
residences as designated in the General Development Plan for this area (.2-.5 DU/Acres)
are compatible with this use. As currently planned under the Township General
Development Plan, the site could be developed with 19 residences or more with open
space cluster options. The R-7 Rezoning proposed by the Petitioner would allow multiple
family dwellings of more than 233 units (296 units according to the Petitioner’s
calculations).

The Township Planner statesin his report of August 16, 2005:

“Based on the information provided and our own independent
evaluation, we do not believe that the requested zoning change is
justified by a change in conditions since the original Ordinance
was adopted, or due to an error in the original Ordinance. As
accurately noted by the applicant, the subject site is in an area
undergoing development that contains a variety of uses, including:
ingtitutional, office, research and residential. The fact that
development is occurring or has occurred in the vicinity of the site,
does not provide justification that the request is reasonable.

“The Township, through its General Development Plan, has
carefully planned for areas in which rural character should be
preserved and for which more intense development can be serviced
by the Township. The subject site consists of significant
topographic variation and wooded area and is bordered to the north
by Ford Road. The current zoning of the site is consistent with the
rural residentia character of the area north of Ford Road. The
Township has aready set aside areas for more intense devel opment
south of Plymouth Road.”

In addition, the basic character of the Property has not changed in a manner that
would warrant the Rezoning to R-7. These characteristics are outlined in the Township
Planner’s report of November 30, 2005 and include:

10
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“a Unusual configuration and orientation of property
with lack of useable frontage on Plymouth Road. Sole focus of
impacts are upon Ford Road and rural residential uses along Ford
Road.

“b. Lack of approved access that would be an
aternative to access to Ford Road, an unimproved gravel road.

“c. Extreme topographic conditions which essentially
bisect the property. Again, due to irregular configuration of the
property, most of the usable portion of the property is located to
the north, oriented solely towards Ford Road.”

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission finds that the requested
Rezoning is not justified by a change in conditions.

2. Adverse Precedents. The Planning Commission finds that approval of
the Petition would establish precedents detrimental to the existing and future character of
the northeast portion of the Township, the area of the Petition, and the entire Township.

Under the existing Township’s General Development Plan and the current zoning,
the Petitioner is entitled to use the Property for agricultural purposes or develop the
Property with up to 19 residential units, with a potential for additional residences if
clustered under the Township Open Space Preservation Ordinance. Under the proposed
Rezoning to R-7, the Property could be developed to 233 (or 296) residential units on
sixth acre lots with more than 700 residents.

Approva of the Petition would be contrary to the Township’s adopted General
Development Plan, and would impair the Township’s policies designed to protect
agriculture, open space, and the rural residential character of the surrounding areas.
Under the General Development Plan, the area of the Petition is planned as transitional
from the more intense residential development to the south, to the rural residences along
Ford Road to the north. Maintaining a careful Plan and following its policy goals is
essential to ensure reasoned development in the Township.

As stated in the Township Planner’s reports of August 16, 2005 and November
30, 2005:

“The Township’s foremost adopted policy goal is to
maintain rural character and has devised policies/plans to
carefully manage growth. Due to the significant
topographic variation and wooded areas on the site, as well
as its location adjacent to a narrow, gravel, hilly road and
rural residential areas, it is in the township’s interest to
carefully monitor how development occurs on the site.
Unlike a PUD application, for example, the R-7 zoning
designation does not give the Township much protection in
regards to what would be developed on a site and how

11
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natural features would be preserved. Approva of the
petition would set a negative precedent in the
implementation of the Township’s long-standing policies
regarding land use, density and environmental protection.

“A further issue is that the site is being planned at an urban
density, but due to access limitations has no essential
services within walking distance. This sets the poor
precedent of encouraging urban development where
services can only be accessed by automobile traffic.

“The applicant has attempted to make a case that the
rezoning provides an appropriate transition from office
park development to the west. The appropriate application
of a land use transition occurs when there is a gradua or
graduated change from more intense to less intense uses.
However, the proposed rezoning provides an unacceptable
and unreasonably abrupt transition to the low density
residential development patterns to the north along Ford
Road. The R-7 zoning category represents one of the
highest density zoning categories. At six (6) units per acre,
R-7 can hardly be considered a reasonable transition when
it is eighteen (18) times the density of the R-1 district.”

A precedent in the context of Rezoning is an action or decision that may serve as
ajustification or reason for a later action or decision. In this case, the Applicant has not
demonstrated that the Rezoning is consistent with the Township’s General Development
Plan, or that there have been changes in conditions sufficient to justify a deviation from
the Plan. If the Township were to approve the Rezoning in the absence of such a
justification, the decision would establish an adverse precedent that would undermine the
policies of the entire General Development Plan.

The Planning Commission finds that approval of the Petition would create an
adverse precedent and open the Township to development contrary to careful planning in
the General Development Plan.

3. Services. The Planning Commission finds that approval of the Petition
would result in urban development adding over 700 residents to an area of the Township
designated for rural residences, and that the Township and other governmental agencies
will have difficulty in providing essential services, facilities and programs to the Project
asfollows:

3.1. Traffic. The Planning Commission finds that the existing roads
and access areas that would serve the Project are inadequate to accommodate the
traffic generated if the Applicant’s Rezoning Request were approved. The
Applicant’s traffic analysis indicates more than 1,600 vehicle trips per day would
result from the Project. As this is a straight Rezoning and not a PUD, the

12
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Applicant’s proposed layout showing realignment of Ford Road cannot be relied
upon. Further, there is no evidence that such a realignment would be approved by
the Washtenaw County Road Commission.

The Property is oriented to Ford Road and it is likely that at least one
access point will be needed along this narrow, hilly, gravel road that is not
capable of handling additional vehicles. Increased traffic on Ford Road caused by
the Project would endanger the health, safety and welfare of Township residents
and others using Ford Road for walking, cycling and vehicle traffic.

As stated by the Township Planner in his report of August 16, 2005:

“We aso question whether both the Washtenaw County
Road Commission and Township would be in favor of
realignment of the intersection of Earhart and Ford Roads
with the proposed site drive. A portion of Ford Road . . .
may need to be vacated to allow realignment and traffic
operations may be complicated with an additional node (or
intersection) and merge point at Ford Road. Furthermore,
routing the relocated roadway through the subject site
without damaging the site’s resources may be difficult.”

The Planning Commission finds that the Project cannot be adequately served by
existing roads and that the increase in traffic resulting from the Project would create a
threat to the health, safety and welfare to the area of the Project and the Township and
surrounding areas.

3.2. Water and Sanitary Sewer. If the Project were to be developed
under R-7 zoning, public water and sanitary sewer would be required. Petitioner
has not demonstrated that such services can be provided to the Property without
damaging the fragile wetlands and natural features of the site. Further, the
Township’s capacity to provide water and sewer services to the areais limited by
its contracts with the City of Ann Arbor, and the ability of the City sewer system
to accept additional flows. These contractual capacities were allocated based on
the uses and densities set forth in the Plan, and it is not clear that sewer or water
capacity would exist if the Property were rezoned to allow six (6) dwelling units
per acre rather than 0.2 to 0.5 dwelling units per acre.

3.3. Other Essential Services. The Planning Commission finds that
approval of the Rezoning Petition will result in significant increases in the cost for
police, fire and educational services.

3.3.1 Police. Police service in the Township is currently
provided by the Washtenaw County Sheriff’s department. It is likely that
the Township would have to add another deputy to serve the Project at a
cost in excess of $125,000 per year.

13
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3.3.2 Fire and Medical/Rescue Services. It is estimated that the
Project would generate over 30 additional fire runs per year and over 55
EMS runs (based on 2002 Summary Report). This is likely to require
additional staffing and equipment by the Township Fire Department.

3.3.3 Schools. The proposed development would result in
approximately 116 to 148 additional children requiring public school
education services.

The Planning Commission finds that approval of the Petition would be require
additional public services at an increased cost to the Township and other governmental
authorities in excess of those contemplated for the area by the Township General
Development Plan, and in excess of those available under current contracts.

4. Condition and Value of Property. The Planning Commission finds that
approval of the Petition would adversely affect the condition and value of properties in
the area because of the increased congestion and demand on infrastructure, roads and
other essential services.

5. Relation to General Development Plan. The Planning Commission
finds that the Petition for Rezoning does not conform to the Township’s General
Development Plan and policies adopted on October 8, 2001 and as amended August 15,
2005.

The Rezoning to R-7 as requested by the Petitioner would permit urban multi-
family residential development at a density of 6 dwelling units per acre. The Plan
designates the areafor rural residential use at a density of no more than one dwelling unit
per two acres. Thus, the Petitioner requests an increase in density of more than 18 times
that provided by the General Development Plan. The density requested in the Petition
would create an urban environment in an areathat is designated by the Plan to remain
rural residential.

As stated in the report of the Township Planner dated August 16, 2005:

“The Ann Arbor Township General Development Plan
provides guidelines for future development in the Ann
Arbor Township planning area and the Zoning Ordinance
implements the General Development Plan. Ann Arbor
Township’s landscape is dominated by agricultural lands,
woodlands, wetlands, and two major stream corridors,
Traver and Fleming Creeks. The existence of these natural
features has resulted in policies to protect existing
agriculture, wetlands, and open space while limiting
development to defined areas where growth can be properly
managed.

“The subject site is in an overall area assigned by the
General Development for a mix of future uses, including:
residential, office, research, ingtitutional, and recreational.

14
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However, the specific GDP designation for the subject site
is for rural residential use at a density of 0.2-0.5 DU/acre.
Due to the topographic variation of the site and wooded
areas, it states that dwelling units should be located to
preserve natural features to the extent possible and should
be compatible with the rural residential character north of
Ford Road. The Plan further states that density transfer is
also permitted in this area if consistent with preservation
policies.

“The General Development Plan has anticipated the need
for more intense residential development in the area by
designating a parcel south of the site at aresidential density
of 2-4 DU/acre in the future. The site’s requested density
of 6 DU/acre is not only inconsistent with the rural
residential designation to the north, but is also with the
lesser designation of the area to the south.

“The dite’s current zoning of A-1 is consistent with the
intent to preserve natural features to the maximum extent
feasible and provides for alower density of development at
0.1 DU/acre. The proposed rezoning to R-7 would allow
single-family attached dwellings and low density multiple-
family dwelling units at densities up to 6 DUs/acre and is
not consistent with the Genera Development Plan’s
designation for the site.  According to the General
Development Plan, 4-6 DU/acre falls within the medium
density urban residential classification.”

Thus, the Township’s General Development Plan in Section 6.02 specifically
acknowledges the significant topographic variation of the Property, its partially wooded
nature and other natural features, and recognizes the existing rural residential character of
the area north of Ford Road. Based on these unique characteristics, the Plan designates
this areafor low-density residential use at 0.2 to 0.5 DU/acre.

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed
Rezoning of the Property from agricultural to R-7 multi-family residential density is
inconsistent with the Plan, will create an urban residential environment in an area planned
for rural residential use, and is contrary to the expressed intent of the Plan to preserve
existing natural features, wetlands and open space in the Township and on this Property.

6. The Existing Zoning Permits a Reasonable Use of the Property. The
Planning Commission finds that the existing zoning of the Property as A-1, or
development of the Property to a rura residential density designated in the General
Development Plan through either a PUD or clustering under the Open Space Preservation
Ordinance permits a reasonable use of the Property.
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