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September 28, 2008
To: Mayor John Hieftje

Cc:  Members of Ann Arbor City Council
Ref: 601 S. Forest Project

| am aware that the legal firm representing the 601 Forest Project developer has written
a letter to City Council ‘demanding’ that approval be give their project. Implied, but not
discreetly, is that if you don’t, the City of Ann Arbor will be faced with legal action. No
matter how you analyze what was said, this is ‘legalistic black mail’. The Council should
vote on the merits of the proposed development keeping in mind what is best for the
community (statement of obvious). Based on all the information presented to date, this
project should be voted down or at minimum, tabled as far too many issues remain
unresolved and the depth of analysis is found wanting to support the project. In a Letter
to the editor dated August 27, 2008, a resident wrote: “a zoning allowance by itself
should not be a de facto reason to allow it to proceed in light of the impact on the area.”
That states the case extremely well.

In addition, although not widely publicized, | believe the citizens of Ann Arbor were,
mislead, unintentionally, when the zoning was changed for the S. University area in
October of 2006. Many articles appeared, which included statements by members of the
Council that if approved,we could expect to see new development in the 7 to 10 story
high range. Ann Arborites, in general, agreed with this premise and the Council was
unanimous in its support. As a result, we’ve witnessed such structures in process or
underconstruction. However, everyone, including Council and Planning Commission
members, were totally surprised in March of 2008 when the 601 developers proposed
(rev.) a 25 story high structure with two 20 story high towers! And the citizens learned
from the developer that “legally, under the new zoning, they could build a 45 high or 100
story high building without Council approval.” To suggest that the proposal and such
commentary raised red flags is an understatement. As has been said many times, ‘Ann
Arbor is NOT Chicago, nor does it want to be.

This information has galvanized the residents impacted by this proposal to object to its
approval — and rightfully so. The fact the Council is undertaking a re-examination of
height restrictions suggest the legitimate concerns raised by the citizens of Ann Arbor
are being addressed. If there was a referendum on the subject, there is little doubt as to
how Ann Arborites would vote overwhelmingly. We expect change that is compatible
with the vision for our city and therefore, the Council should reject the 601 proposal as

presented.
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Many citizens have voiced there concerns and objections to the 601 proposal. Justin
case you missed some of these views while you were out of town, | have attached a
sampling of letters that were sent to the Ann Arbor News as well as to the Council.

We, the people of Ann Arbor, have spoken and our voices should be heard. Thank you
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Rusty Restuccia
1825 Geddes Avenue

2" Ward
VP — South Univ. Neighborhood Assoc.
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11309 N Shore Dr
Whitmore Lake, MI 48189-9123
July 25, 2008

Ann Arbor City Council meeting 8/7/08 regarding the 601 Forest plan

As an owner of nearby Heritage Apts, 829 Tappan, I strongly object to the 601 Forest
plan on the following grounds:

1.The building is much too tall for that neighborhood. It is inappropriate to approve it
based on comparisons to University Towers or Tower Plaza because those buildings
should never have been approved either. My position is that nothing over 5 stories
should be allowed in that neighborhood at this time.

2.Since the plan is to attract upscale students, it should be assumed that ever student will
have a car and that one parking space per student should be required within the project.

Anything less will impose a terrible burden on neighborhood parking. Further, I think it
will add too much traffic to the existing narrow streets and endanger the pedestrians.

Sincerely,

Carl J. Weber




Members of City Council
" Development plan for 601 South Forest

Arson, assault, and theft prey upon U-M students in a broad arc sweeping from Forest
Hill Cemetery to Michigan Stadium. Law enforcement has not been effective in
preventing fires in (temporarily) vacant student housing, stopping muggings and house
invasions, and keeping computers and other valuables from burglars.

Consequently secure student housing is under development in this area, and parents will
welcome (and pay for) it.

Nonetheless, the plan for 601 South Forest will have other and less desirable
consequences. The building as proposed is simply too large: it will affect the residential
area known as “North Burns Park” in profound ways. Since council did not designate the
proposed historic district here, we will not be protected from high-density development
as the Old West Side is insulated from the condominiums and apartments being built or

proposed downtown.

Accepting greater density to prevent sprawl was, and is, a praiseworthy policy. But
density needs to be tempered by good judgment in respecting boundaries among
neighborhoods. Making 601 South Forest smaller is one good step; restoring and
maintaining single-family and duplex housing in our neighborhood is another.

Council needs to do both.

Richard W. Bailey
1609 Cambridge Road




> Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2008 5:10 PM

> To: Hieftje, John

> Cc: Nystuen, Gwen (PAC)

> Subject: 601 South Forest Project

>

> Dear Major Hieftje:

>

> As an Ann Arbor resident for almost a quarter century, and as someone
> who plans to remain in the City with his family through his

> retirement, | am writing to express my protest against the building

> project planned for 601 South Forest. | do understand that reasonable
> people can differ about many building projects in the City, and that

> the City Council must have considerable discretion regarding such

' > projects. This particular project, however, seems to me to lie way

> beyond reasonability and thus beyond the discretion our

> representatives should have.

>

> The project strikes me as so ill-conceived from so many perspectives
> that | urge you to oppose it and the City Council not to allow it.

> Leaving aside the disruption caused by such a massive construction
> project, it seems obvious enough that it will cause severe traffic

> and parking problems in a city already plagued by a virtually

> permanent traffic jams and parking space shortage. It is completely
> out of proportion - both in terms of population and aesthetically -

> to the surrounding neighborhood. And it means handing over control
> over an important piece of downtown Ann Arbor to an outside developed
> who will have merely his own profit in mind, not the well-being of

> the community. The project is also a sad testament to the

> increasingly disconcerting trend to cater to the rich at the expense

> of the residents and students of lesser means and thus a token of

> social irresponsibility.

>

> Not only will | not vote for anyone participating in the approval of

> this project, | will also support any political and, if need be,

> legal action against the project.

>

> Sincerely,

> Mathias Reimann

> Professor of Law

>

Friday, September 26, 2008 America Online: RRestuccia
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My family and | live four blocks from South University. We use
the South U. post office, shops, and restaurants. We also walk
up South Forest and along South U. en route to the diag, the
university and downtown. We consider it our neighborhood.

The area is fraught with pedestrian challenges due to traffic
patterns on both of these streets. The parking structure on
Forest Street is heavily used. For several hours of most days
during the academic year, the lot is full. Cars line up on north
and south bound sides of the street, waiting for spaces to
become available. Cars attempting to drive through the area
pass standing vehicles, creating a dangerous situation.

Service vehicles parked in the vicinity obscure vision for
pedestrians and drivers alike. Construction and service trucks
parking in the alley between Forest and Church often eliminate
the few spaces available for brief post office visits, causing
drivers to circle the block, seeking parking.

A development titled University Village has been proposed for
the block described by South University Avenue and Forest
Street. Two towers, twenty two stories high and fifteen stories
high are projected to house 1400 students, parking for 260 of
them, first floor retail with additional parking spaces.

Acknowledging “the realities of local climate and commuting
patterns” (Calthorpe Report, p. 48), serious consideration must
be given to the safety and wisdom of adding 1400 more
pedestrians and their vehicles to this area.

University Village plans will compound vehicular and pedestrian

challenges in the following ways:

1. Developers plan to replace and relocate an existing driveway
on S. Forest with two larger driveways closer to traffic
entering and exiting the parking structure. This access to the
complex will increase traffic congestion with:

cars dropping off or visiting 1400 residents

cars belonging to residents exiting the complex

vehicles servicing and maintaining the building

vehicles associated with the proposed retail
businesses: customers, staff, and delivery

Qoo

2. University Village developers plan to break up sidewalks with
enlarged curb cuts for new driveways.



3. University Village developers plan to narrow segments of
existing sidewalks, providing fewer square feet of sidewalk
for 1400 additional residents.

The city of Ann Arbor hired Calthorpe Associates to work with
the community and to develop design guidelines for the city.
The corner of South University and South Forest avenues is
due for revitalization, but changes should meet guidelines
established for that neighborhood.

Many aspects of the University Village proposal appear to be
antithetical to the Calthorpe plan, subsequent A2D2
recommendations, and the resulting Ann Arbor Design
Guidelines.

According to Downtown Ann Arbor Design Guidelines (1/2008),
“Site designh should not greatly reduce an adjacent property’s
ability to implement environmental design principles, especially
in regard to solar access” [and] “should not greatly reduce
access to views, air and sunlight from adjacent and nearby

properties”. (3.3)

The city’s zoning code... “focuses on establishing a lower scale
at the street edge, with taller portions of buildings stepping back
into the property...to help provide light and air to street level
places and maintain a human scale on the street.” (8.0)

“Towers and other taller structures should be located to
minimize looming effects and shading of lower scaled
neighbors. Buildings should step down toward lower scaled
neighbors”. (8.2)

Guidelines specifically addressing the South University
Character Area note that “It is important that a relatively
consistent scale be perceived at the street edge....[with] a
varied wall height at the sidewalk edge, ranging between two
and four stories”. (SU4) “Provide a transition in building height
next to traditional residential areas”. (SUB6)

University Village developers compare the suitability of this
project to their University Center “Super Dorm” in Chicago.
What is suitable on a 4 lane thoroughfare in Chicago isn’t
necessarily appropriate, or in the best interests of Ann Arbor.
“By right” isn’t the sole standard of what is right for Ann Arbor.




Let us keep matters in perspective, literally, and not be
overwhelmed by a disregard for the individuals who will walk,
work, and live in the shadow of the proposed development.
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