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MINUTES

ANN ARBOR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING

7:00 p.m. – December 16, 2008

Time: 
Chair Bona called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m.

Place:
Council Chamber, Second Floor, 100 North Fifth Avenue, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

____________________________________________________________________________________

ROLL CALL

____________________________________________________________________________________

Members Present:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Potts, Westphal, Woods

Members Absent:
Borum
Members Arriving:
Mahler, Pratt

Staff Present:

Bartha, Foondle, Pulcipher, Thacher
____________________________________________________________________________________

INTRODUCTIONS

____________________________________________________________________________________

Bona announced the retirement of Laurie Foondle, who has been the recording secretary of the City Planning Commission for over 30 years.
Bona introduced Stephen Bartha, who would be taking over Ms. Foondle’s position.

Bona also introduced Tony Derezinski, who was appointed to the City Planning Commission as the City Council representative.
____________________________________________________________________________________

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

____________________________________________________________________________________

a.
Minutes of November 18, 2008.

Moved by Woods, seconded by Potts, to approve the minutes as presented.
A vote on the minutes showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Potts, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum, Mahler, Pratt

Motion carried.
____________________________________________________________________________________

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

____________________________________________________________________________________

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Westphal, to approve the agenda.
A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Potts, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum, Mahler, Pratt

Motion carried.
____________________________________________________________________________________

REPORTS FROM CITY ADMINISTRATION, CITY COUNCIL,

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, PLANNING COMMISSION

OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES, WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS AND PETITIONS

____________________________________________________________________________________

Enter Mahler.

Bona provided an update on the DDA Partnership Committee.  She stated that the committee currently was working on an energy saving grant program, involving proposals from downtown building owners and tenants for potential grants for energy saving upgrades.  She stated that the program has been very successful and that it was now in Phase 2, which offered the program to more people.  She said the committee also reviewed a report to City Council regarding relocation of 100 affordable units in the downtown from the old YMCA building.  She reported that Avalon Housing had requested assistance from the DDA for the rehabilitation of some of Avalon’s buildings within 1/8 of a mile radius of the DDA district.  And, finally, she said, the DDA meetings would now be televised by CTN, replayed at specific times.

Potts reported that the Ordinance Revisions Committee would be meeting on December 17 at 2:00 p.m. to discuss the citizen participation ordinance.

____________________________________________________________________________________

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

____________________________________________________________________________________

Jim Mogenson, 3780 Greenbrier, spoke regarding the importance and benefits of using a regional approach to planning.  He said it was important to note that the enabling legislation for regional planning has been around for a long time.  One way to look at this, he thought, was to use the old adage, “Follow the Money.”  He discussed some of the projects that were taking place outside of the City limits that involved City funds, such as park development in Scio Township, urban transportation, and light rail transit.

Alice Ralph, 1607 East Stadium Boulevard, spoke to the importance of planning, especially in light of the recent request to create an historic district study committee for a possible German Town historic district in the City.  This would have developed a new ordinance for an historic district, she said.  She stated that the City was currently in the process of considering a significantly revised zoning ordinance, without a master plan of the downtown.  She thought it was very important that a master plan listing the steps that were needed to achieve the goals of the City’s ordinance should first be in place.

____________________________________________________________________________________

PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR NEXT MEETING

____________________________________________________________________________________

None.

____________________________________________________________________________________

REGULAR BUSINESS

____________________________________________________________________________________

(a)
Public Hearing and Action on Eleven Parkland Rezonings:  (1) Dolph Park, 440 Park Lake Avenue.  A request to rezone this site from R1C (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (2)  Devonshire Park, Devonshire Road west of Hickory Lane.  A request to rezone this site from R1A (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (3)  Mary Beth Doyle Park (2 portions), west of Cardinal Avenue and south of Verle Avenue.  A request to rezone this site from R1C (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (4)  Foxfire South Park (portion), south of South Foxridge Court.  A request to rezone this site from R1C (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use. (5)  Lakewood Park (portion), 3230 Central Avenue.  A request to rezone this site from R1C (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (6)  West Park (portion), 215 Chapin Street.  A request to rezone this site from R4C (Multiple-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (7)  Argo Nature Area (portion), south of Long Shore Drive & Railroad, west of Swift Street.  A request to rezone this site from M1 (Limited Industrial District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (8)  Riverwood Nature Area (portion), at intersection of Victoria Circle and Alexandria Boulevard.  A request to rezone this site from PUD (Planned Unit Development District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use. (9)  Oakridge Nature Area (portion), south of Glazier Way, east of Huron Parkway. A request to rezone this site from PUD (Planned Unit Development District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (10)  Cranbrook Park (portion), 300 West Oakbrook Drive. A request to rezone this site from R4A (Multiple-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use.  (11) Brookside Park, northeast corner of Baylis Drive and Stone School Road.  A request to rezone this site from R1C (Single-Family Dwelling District) to PL (Public Land District) for public park use – Staff Recommendation:  Table
(b)
Public Hearing and Action on Narrow Gauge Property Annexation and Zoning, south side of Narrow Gauge Way.  A request to annex this site into the City and zone it PL (Public Land District) for public park use – Staff Recommendation:  Table
Pulcipher stated that staff was recommending tabling of these items, as additional consideration was being undertaken by staff.  She stated that a full report would be provided when they came back for Commission consideration.  She explained that these rezonings were a housekeeping task to make sure that all park properties within the City were properly zoned.  

Alice Ralph, 1607 East Stadium Boulevard, hoped that staff would provide clarification about the additional consideration that was being undertaken, necessitating the recommendation to table action.

Noting no further speakers, Bona declared the public hearing continued.

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Westphal, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the Narrow Gauge Property Annexation and PL (Public Land) Zoning petitions.

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Westphal, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the Argo Nature Rea, Brookside Park, Cranbrook Park, Devonshire Park, Dolph Nature Area, Foxfire South Park, Lakewood Nature Area, Mary Beth Doyle Park, Oakridge Nature Area, Riverwood Nature Are and West Park petitions for Rezoning to PL (Public Land).

Pulcipher stated that staff would be working with the Ordinance Revisions Committee to discuss minor revisions to the citizen participation ordinance involving waiving certain types of projects that must go through the full public participation process.  These were projects that were never intended to go through the full citizen participation process, she said, such as single-family homes annexing to the City or public parkland properties, both of which did not involve new development or substantive changes.  She stated that staff recommended these items be tabled this evening until staff and the Ordinance Revisions Committee worked through this issue, which might involve an ordinance amendment going through the regular process of Planning Commission and City Council review and approval.

Potts expressed concern about the Public Land (PL) zoning designation not necessarily meaning park use.  She referred to other City-owned properties, such as City Hall, or University properties that were zoned PL.  These properties were not used for parks, she said, although they were zoned PL, which was a cause for concern.  She wondered if a specific park zoning could be used to designate the actual use of the parks.

Bona suggested that staff address what was available regarding the park designation of these properties when this came back to the Planning Commission.  With regard to Mary Beth Doyle Park, she thought there was a portion north of the property in question that also was part of the park.  She asked staff to check to see whether that portion should be added to this rezoning proposal.

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Potts, to table action.
A vote on the motion to table showed




YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum, Pratt

Motion carried.
(c)
Public Hearing and Action on Adoption of the FY2010-2015 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).  The FY2010-2015 CIP identifies needs to be addressed related to the various City infrastructure areas and outlines a schedule of public expenditures to address these needs for a six-year period.  Upon adoption by the City Planning Commission, the CIP becomes a supporting document for the City’s master plan.  The CIP is also used as the source document for the City’s capital budget planning – Staff Recommendation: Approval
Cresson Slotten, of the City Systems Planning Services Unit, provided an overview of the proposed FY 2010-2015 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).  He explained the purpose of the plan and its contents, discussed specific process improvements that were implemented this past year, and presented a summary of data and points of interest.

Larry Deck, 3050 Rain Street, of the Washtenaw Bicycling and Walking Coalition (WBWC), stated that one of their high priority series of projects was the completion of the Border to Border Trails throughout Washtenaw County, a portion of which runs through Ann Arbor.  He mentioned that if the trails through Ann Arbor were completed, it would finish a substantial portion of the trails.  He commented that one unfunded project in the CIP FY2010 was the underpass of Bandemer and Argo parks, noting that these had been in the non-motorized plan in the CIP and the City parks plan for a long time.  He said that while the project’s cost was listed in the CIP at $2.5 million, a majority of that money will come from outside agencies.  The Washtenaw Area Transportation Study (WATS) told WBWC that federal transportation enhancement funds (ISTEA) would be available to help with the cost.  Thus, the actual cost to the City would be less than $2.5 million.  In order to do the trails, he also noted that engineering design work would need to be done.  He suggested that perhaps staff could help with the $250,000 design cost.  Also, he said that federal ISTEA funds could help to offset the engineering costs, so the cost to the City could actually be much less.  He believed City Council needed to make a policy decision to proceed and that perhaps the Planning Commission could help by recommending this.  He said another project in the same area was between the old power plant and the Argo Dam, where trails need resurfacing and upgrading to be more useful for biking and walking.  If the dam were removed, he said, a new bridge would be needed in that area, which was something to think about.

Alice Ralph, 1607 East Stadium, had general comments about the 14 City asset categories identified in the CIP.  She said it might sound radical but, in her opinion, the City had only two asset categories: land and people, which included not only officials and staff, but also residents.  While it may seem difficult to consider what improvements could be made to people or land, she stated this needed to be managed in terms of providing benefits and measuring impacts.  She asked the Planning Commission to think about the fundamental level of planning, noting that it was interesting that the last thing mentioned in the presentation was master plans and systems plans.  She believed it was important to remember that those documents precede decisions that were made because if they were not in place first, then the CIP did not really support the master plans; rather, it began to drive them.  She asked that the Planning Commission do some reverse thinking and keep the larger fundamental ideas in mind when evaluating details of a CIP.  She finished by saying that she appreciated the coordinated evaluation taking place between people from different areas to look at the CIP in a more holistic way, and she appreciated the complex model being used to prioritize projects.

Frank Schwende, 2874 Page Avenue, of the WBWC, thanked the City for planning for alternative transportation, suggesting that it was really active transportation, not alternative.  He said that active transportation addressed many hot button issues, such as global warming and financial crisis.  He noted that a good brochure by the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy was available and he was hoping to get a copy for everyone on the Planning Commission.  The brochure demonstrated the fiscally responsible aspects of promoting active transportation in the community, he said, and that these projects really promise to transform Ann Arbor into a bicycle friendly and pedestrian friendly community.  Regarding the Bandemer underpass project, he commented that the whole Border to Border Trails project was a great amenity to the City.  It opened up the river for bicyclists and pedestrians, he said, which was a key element to what Ann Arbor was all about.  He stated that bikes belonged in the road and the WBWC was not changing its viewpoint on that because it was not safe to put bikes on sidewalks.  But in areas of parkland, he said, a paved pathway provided encouragement to people just entering into bicycling.  This was a way for the City to move from a Bronze City to a Platinum City, with respect to bicycle usability.  When choosing routes for bicycling, he believed it was important to have a variety of choices.

Jim Mogenson, 3780 Greenbrier, noted that the City has a pool of money for public infrastructure, with both funded and unfunded projects; $150 million worth of unfunded projects.  With regard to process, he said, it was common knowledge that every year a CIP was going to be done.  He suggested that an adjustment to the process would be to start the CIP in the fall in order for an intentional process in the spring to collect information from citizens about projects that should be done.  Also, he commented that the City was about to engage in a large rezoning project in the downtown and was about to create a new master plan envisioning the zoning.  He thought it would be appropriate to be aware of the impact new density would have not only on volume capacity, but on the integrity of aging systems that were in place.  

Noting no further speakers, Bona declared the public hearing closed.

Moved by Westphal, seconded by Mahler, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council adopt the FY2010-2015 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).

Bona asked for a definition on the Border to Border Trail and whether the CIP included the Bandemer and Barton Park underpass and path near Argo Park.

Slotten stated that the Bandemer to Barton underpass was in the CIP, with $250,000 set aside for detailed design work for the project.  He mentioned that this work had been started.  However, he noted that the big unfunded piece was the $2.5 million necessary to take the trail underneath the railroad; this project was identified as urgent and important.  With regard to the Borders to Borders Trail, he said that project had been specifically called out in the past.  He said that it was evolving into a project in the parks section to look at the entire path system through the parks area, more so than just the river area.  He stated that the focus was on maintaining, repairing and replacing worn out parts of the path system in identified areas, and then another companion project for new construction.

Enter Pratt.

Bona asked how projects were prioritized.
Slotten said that trail projects were beginning to be prioritized following the model currently used to prioritize annual street resurfacing projects.  He described it as a programmatic approach, weighing the capacity of funding and staff to tackle the projects.  Each year they go through a prioritization process, he said, in this case looking at the condition of paths.  He noted that an inventory and assessment have been completed, which are used to determine the best approach.  With regard to the question about the effect and importance of density and capacity of infrastructure, including streets, utilities, parking, etc., he noted that it was a straight forward technical question, as the capacity in a sewer pipe can be determined, for example.  When proposals were submitted, he said, staff can determine whether the pipe can or cannot handle the added volume.  He stated that he turned to staff or the Planning Commission regarding policy issues.  The density of residential use had a much different impact on infrastructure versus office or uses, he said.  To answer a question on general density, he stated that the most extreme approach would be taken.

Carlberg asked how well the City coordinated large projects with the University of Michigan.

Slotten stated that with the University, the City attempts to follow a similar process to those used with private developers.  He noted that it was sometimes difficult to do this, given the fact that the University was not required to follow the same ordinance requirements as a private developer.  However, because the University utilized the City’s infrastructure, he stated that there were certain points where City approvals were required.  He said the cooperative and information sharing processes have been evolving and becoming more consistent between the two entities.
Derezinski commented that some of the provided statistics dealt with overall system needs and also the unfunded portion. With regard to those two figures, he asked whether there is a trend in the sense of the need growing and gap between the need versus unfunded portion growing well, or is it fairly constant.
Slotten said that because of change in the approach to calculating this CIP compared to the last few plans, these trends are undeterminable.  This is because some needs were excluded from the total needs because they couldn’t be implemented, he said.  He stated that this was something the City was going to track, and that this type of information would be available in the future.  He believed that the biggest challenge is in the transportation area.  With limits on the types of funds available, and everyone competing for them, the need is growing faster than the funding, he said.

Potts commented that when the Bandemer Park Path was first being designed, people didn’t like aspects of it, didn’t want that much money spent, and she noted that maybe these issues had all been ironed out or will be resolved.  Her main concern was Allen Creek.  She was pleased that all of the projects were in the CIP and stated that, however underfunded or distant, these projects should not be forgotten.  She was grateful that they were listed.  She noted that the listed timing for restudying Allen Creek was 2015.  She was not aware that the City had a study and believed that the City had minimal information in the area.  We live with the creek, suffer from it, and global warming isn’t helping, she said.  She said she understood why it is where it is, and believed that staff was not in a position to move it up.  She believed this had to do with City Council identifying this as a low priority item, which as a resident of the Old West Side she protested.

Slotten said that he could provide some information with regard to the timing and some specifics to Allen Creek in the plan.  He noted that a project was in FY11 for continued funding of a storm asset identification GIS conversion model, under the storm water management system.  He said that this project began 1 ½ years ago, fathering citywide information on all storm water assets, like open pipes, manholes, and all assets that drain public right-of-ways.  These items are being inventoried and put into GIS, and will be a tremendous asset management tool, he said.  He also noted that in FY11 and FY12, a project was planned to take this asset information and build a model to simulate how the system would react to storms and to further identify problem areas.  This is a citywide project, but it would include and consider the Allen Creek area, he said.  This information will create a stronger platform from which to look at the Allen Creek, specifically, he said.  In addition, he noted that several projects were in the plan within the Allen Creek watershed.  There were several projects to look at improving water quality and dealing with issues in the watershed, he said.  He commented that the City and County’s approach is that every incremental bit of improvement helps.  He highlighted two of the planned projects in FY10: West Park Fairgrounds drain improvements; and a Pioneer High School storm water project looking at putting in underground detention and retention.  He said that whenever projects for street reconstruction are done, people are made aware of the impact on storm water management.  On Madison, he noted that the City is looking at replacing the storm sewer to make improvements, which will help clean up the creek.  

Bona commented that in the storm water management list in FY11, there was something called the Allen Creek Greenway for $100,000.  
Slotten stated that this was one of studies looking to gather information, by task force, to look at the greenway, and going to the next level of detail to study opportunities to improve storm water management.  He stated that this was an initial study.
Bona also noted that under the bridge projects section in the CIP, FY15, that there is an Allen Creek Greenway Bridge. 

Slotten stated that the City has so far identified up to 20 corridors and that the Allen Creek Greenway was one of those corridors, given the overlapping storm water, non-motorized bicycle/pedestrian, and bridge components.  He stated that a long-term question to ask would be a need for a road crossing through greenway.  He noted that the bridge was further out, at end of plan, but that it was identified as a potential need now, in anticipation of how things might evolve.
Bona noted there were potential efficiencies that come from projects/developments, such as footing drain disconnects, which increase the capacity of the sanitary system and storm water management on site that reduces pressure.  She asked Slotten to add anything he could to help the Commission appreciate these efficiencies when proposals come forward and also whether there are any water efficiencies that come from new projects or from a requirements standpoint, should types of spigots or water efficient appliance be considered.

Slotten stated that all developments have storm water management system requirements and that, in particular, efficiency is improved with redevelopment projects on sites where impervious surface had been developed at a time when no requirements existed.  Regarding water, low-flow fixtures and Leed Certification are a benefit to the sanitary system.  What drive water systems in terms of development are fire flow requirements, he said.  He stated that it all comes back to density.  If there are areas where there is lower-level or less-intense development, and the system was developed based on that type of environment, they can provide adequate fire flow for that type of use unless they are aged, he said.  But when there are larger or denser developments that have greater fire flow requirements, in order to serve that system, efficiency is gained by providing a larger system for that property, he said.  In terms of development in general, he noted that when a development project impacted traffic, the developer would need to install measures to counteract that.  There is one such project in the plan to improve the intersection of Washtenaw and Platt.
Woods asked about source of non-city funding under the under water system projects.  She asked where that money came from
Slotten said that this funding came from several sources.  For the Clark Road water main extension and Westside service upgrade, he said there were outside parties.  Clark Road was being funded by the Washtenaw Community College and the Westside service upgrade was being funded by Scio Township, he said.  Another example was the Barton Dam repairs, which are city projects funded by the water treatment plant, he said.

Woods noted that there were no projects listed under city owned buildings projects.  She asked whether the Commission should assume that the fire department facilities and the fire houses are in good shape and not anticipating need of repairs.
Slotten stated that at this time, the City had not been made aware of any such projects.

Woods asked whether the fire department had any input in the CIP.
Slotten said that the fire department had not, but that he would go back to see if there were needs as the process evolved.

A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
(d)
Public Hearing and Action on 808 Tappan Street Site Plan.  A proposal to construct a three story addition to and modify the existing structure for a total of four dwelling units (24 bedrooms total) – Staff Recommendation: Approval

(e)
Public Hearing and Action on 1012 Hill Street Site Plan.  A proposal to construct a three story addition to and modify the existing structure for a total of four dwelling units (24 bedrooms total) – Staff Recommendation: Approval

(f)
Public Hearing and Action on 833 East University Site Plan.  A proposal to construct a three story addition to and modify the existing structure for a total of four dwelling units (24 bedrooms total) – Staff Recommendation: Approval

Thacher explained the proposals and showed photographs of the properties.

Navin Shah, 1401 Lincoln, said he has owned 825 East University for the last 20 years and was opposed to an addition at 833 East University because it would significantly impact his building.  He was also opposed to the other two site plans proposed this evening.  He believed the addition would aggravate an already bad situation in the neighborhood, adding that he opposed this project for three reasons:  First, he believed the population density in the neighborhood was already too high, noting that a large house nearby was recently finished and that the Zaragon project would also adding many units.  Second, he believed the project would worsen the transportation and parking situation in the neighborhood, noting that the alley that served his building and the 833 East University property also served the rest the homes on the east side of East University and Church Streets.  All of those buildings shared a single-lane alley to get in and out, he said, and it would become a parking nightmare if this project were constructed.  Third, he believed the proposed new units would add to the glut of apartments already on the market.  He did not see the need for additional student housing at this time, given that there already were many vacancies in the area and that vacant buildings invited vandalism.  He also noted that the addition posed a safety enforcement issue, stating that the alley was known as “party alley.”  He believed this project would worsen this existing situation.  He finished by stating that there were already too many people in the vicinity.

Michael Van Goor, of Van Goor Architects, representing the petitioner, distributed diagrams depicting each of the projects.  He noted the new ordinance requiring active open space and showed that this open space requirement had been calculated for each proposal.  He said the end result of these renovations and additions would be that all three sites would be compliant with current code.  Further, he acknowledged that parking was an issue and that by decreasing parking, the projects would bring the number of parking spaces in line with ordinance requirements.  As an example, he said, parking currently was located in the front setback of 808 Tappan, as well as next door.  He stated that this project would bring the site into compliance by removing the parking in those setbacks.  To offset the parking reduction, he said, bicycle parking on the sites would be increased beyond the minimum requirement.  He mentioned that one of the initial comments from staff was that there were not enough bicycle parking spaces.  Although the number of bedrooms on these sites was being increased, he said, they were following ordinance requirements and managing the number of occupants in a more efficient manner.  He stated that existing bedrooms were extremely large, with more than one person occupying them, and that as a result of these projects, each bedroom would be about 100 square feet in size, enough space for one person.  Because of this shift in size, he said, the status quo likely would be maintained.  He stated that these projects would be similar to what was done at 1027 East University, noting that following completing of the project, the high number of police calls stopped.  With regard to parking off of the alley for the 833 East University project, he stated that they would be decreasing the parking that currently occurred there, so the amount of traffic on the alley would be decreased as well.  He believed these projects would allow the character of the buildings to be maintained and said he was available to answer questions.

Moved by Pratt, seconded by Derezinski, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the 808 Tappan Street Site Plan, subject to approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals for permission to alter a nonconforming structure.
Moved by Pratt, seconded by Derezinski, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the 1012 Hill Street Site Plan, subject to approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals for permission to alter a nonconforming structure.
Moved by Pratt, seconded by Derezinski, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve the 833 East University Site Plan, subject to approval by the Zoning Board of Appeals for permission to alter a nonconforming structure.
Pratt wondered about the implications of recommending approval of something that was nonconforming, expressing concern about setting a precedent.
Thacher explained that the Zoning Board of Appeals granted permission to alter a nonconforming structure, adding that neither of these proposals would worsen the nonconformity, although the structures would retain their nonconforming status.  She added that this type of permission has been granted in neighborhoods throughout the City.
Pratt was concerned about the Planning Commission being required to determine what was and was not a hardship when projects were proposed in the future.
Bona questioned why a planned project site plan was not required if there would be less open space than required.

Van Goor explained that this was related to the existing side setback line and existing nonconformity for 833 East University, adding that the request before the Zoning Board of Appeals for permission to alter the nonconforming structure was a required formality.  He further explained that the proposed addition followed the existing building setback line.  He stated that these types of actions have occurred in the past, with the Planning Commission recommending approval subject to the Zoning Board of Appeals permission.  If a project did not receive this permission, he said, it would not move on to City Council for final action.
Carlberg stated that if a building were nonconforming and changes were proposed to that building, there was no choice but to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals for permission to alter the nonconforming use.  The question for the Planning Commission was to determine the appropriateness of the proposed project, she said.  An issue with these older buildings, she explained, was that they were built before there was a zoning ordinance, adding that the Zoning Board of Appeals was used to dealing with these nonconforming situations.  She said the Zoning Board wanted the Planning Commission’s recommendation, but said the Board had its own standards to consider when dealing with these issues.

Pratt asked if any easements were required for shared driveways.
Van Goor replied no.  He stated that the shared aspect of the driveway between 808 and 820 Tappan would be removed with the removal of the parking in the front setback.  For the 1012 Hill site, he said, there were two distinct driveways that shared an existing curb cut.
Pratt asked about storm water retention.
Van Goor explained that they would be implementing a storm retention system for all impervious surface, staying on-site with water infiltrating underground.  They would be providing 150 percent first flush, he said.

Pratt suggested the provision of additional bicycle parking spaces.  While he did not think a space was needed for every bedroom, he noted that these types of facilities generally had tenants who did not have cars and who used bicycles for transportation.  

Van Goor stated that they would be willing to increase bicycle parking.

Potts stated that these three buildings were very large, interesting and beautiful homes, adding that they were at one time single-family homes.  She was happy to see that the petitioner valued these structures, which was an indication that they would be well maintained.  She believed there was a chronic problem of creating apartments with six bedrooms, stating that this did not lend to a future possibility of a house being converted back to single-family use.  She thought a reason for this high number of bedrooms was because City’s parking ordinance did not require parking per bedroom.  If the parking requirements were calculated by number of bedrooms, she suspected there would be fewer bedrooms, thereby making them more livable for residents other than students.  This was a concern she was struggling with, she said, stating that it put pressure on the parking situation.  She also expressed concern about these three site plans going before the Zoning Board of Appeals tomorrow in that the minutes would not be ready by that time.
Pulcipher stated that she would provide her notes to the staff member attending the Zoning Board meeting.  
Bona also pointed out that Commissioner Carlberg would be attending the Zoning Board meeting as the Planning Commission representative.
Mahler believed all three proposals would be improvements to their respective sites, with storm water enhancements and greater open space.  A legal point to consider, he said, as raised by Commissioner Pratt, was what criteria the Planning Commission used to approve alterations to existing nonconforming structures.  He would like this issue commented on by the City Attorney’s Office, he said.  

Woods asked why the petitioner did not request a planned project site plan.
Van Goor said they believed they were substantially meeting the guidelines of the zoning ordinance and that there was not a need for a planned project and public benefit for these private developments.  If these were public-oriented projects, he said, a public benefit would be more appropriate.  There was no public benefit for these properties to offer, he said.
Woods stated that with regard to the comment made about the glut of rental units, it was not within the Planning Commission’s purview to make a determination on how many units were or were not appropriate.  While many might question a developer’s decision to build more units, she said, this was an economic decision for the developer to make.  With regard to safety and law enforcement issues on football weekends, she encouraged tenants to continue contacting the police if there were problems.  She asked why storm water management was being provided for 808 Tappan and 1012 Hill, but not 833 East University.
Van Goor stated that they did not meet the threshold that required storm water management for 833 East University.  However, he said, all three sites were required to provide footing drain disconnections, which would be a benefit to the City’s storm system.
Woods said it was her hope that the proposed additions would blend in with the existing buildings.

Van Goor explained the design of the proposed additions, adding that all bedrooms would have windows.

Carlberg agreed with Commissioner Mahler about the advantages from the improvements that were proposed.  She noted that the proposals would also involve rewiring of the buildings, bringing them into compliance with the City’s electrical code, which was a significant benefit to the community because of fewer fires.  She stated that a couple of the structures were rundown and she assumed they would be painted and enhanced with improved landscaping.
Van Goor stated that the building exteriors would be maintained.  In addition to electrical rewiring, he said, new plumbing. HVAC systems, and insulated windows would be installed for energy efficiency.

Carlberg said it would be an advantage to the community for these structures to remain and be renovated, rather than demolished and rebuilt.  She agreed that it was not the Planning Commission’s decision to make as to whether these were economically viable.  She saw this type of renovation as an incentive for students to move out of single-family homes and into more appropriate student housing closer to campus.  She said it was a win for campus, as well as a win for the housing in the area that was originally intended for single-family homes.

Westphal asked if staff had information to assist in estimating how many students without cars would use bicycles.
Pulcipher stated that there was no documentation available to make this type of estimation.

Westphal thought it would be good to have additional bike parking spaces, given the number of residents that would be living in the structures, but it was difficult to determine how many spaces without documentation.  With regard to landmark trees at 808 Tappan, he asked if an attempt would be made to save them.
Van Goor stated that there was an Oak tree in poor health that would be removed and was not required to be mitigated.  Work would be done within the critical root zones of the other landmark trees on the property, he said, but they had every expectation that the trees would survive.  If for some reason the did not, he stated that mitigation would then be required.
Derezinski stated that his views regarding these proposals were in accord mostly with those of Commissioner Carlberg.  He believed there would be substantial improvements made to each of these properties, noting the additional open space and driveway reconfiguration.  He stated that all three properties could remain nonconforming regardless of these proposals.  He expressed his support for all there site plans.
Bona agreed that there should be more bicycle parking and suggested that 12 spaces, which was half the number of bedrooms, would be reasonable.  With regard to the alley behind 833 East University, she asked if it was a public alley or privately shared by the adjacent property owners.
Van Goor understood it to be a public alley serving as the vehicular access for the properties along East University and Church.  
Bona believed this was a significant efficiency because it required a great deal less pavement.  She hoped the alley, if publicly owned, was regularly maintained by the City.  With regard to the permission to continue the nonconforming uses, she agreed with all of the thoughtful comments made.  She viewed these as projects that the Central Area Plan supported, but where the zoning ordinance had not yet caught up.  She believed the master plans supported the type of development proposed here.  

Pratt wondered what triggered storm water management because 1012 Hill and 833 East University were the same size, adding that perhaps language in the code might need to be reviewed if two lots the same size did not trigger the same requirement.

Thacher stated that the minimum amount of impervious surface on a site that required storm water management was 5,000 square feet.  

Van Goor noted that the amount of impervious surface for the 833 East University site was 4,680 square feet.
Potts believed all three of the site plans were good projects, as they would preserve the houses.
Carlberg asked where water from the roof of 833 East University would drain.
Van Goor replied that there would be downspouts at the corners of the building, which would drain into the green space.
Carlberg proposed that the main motions be amended to require a total of 12 bicycle parking spaces on each site (a combination of Class A and B spaces).  She said they should be covered in some way, otherwise they would not be used used.

Van Goor explained some of the restrictions because of driveways and first floor windows, but said he would provide the spaces wherever they could be properly located.
Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Pratt, to amend the main motions by adding the following language, “and subject to the provision of a combination of 12 Class A and B bicycle parking spaces.”
Derezinski asked what the petitioner’s experience has been with tenant use of the bicycle spaces.

Van Goor said their experience with other properties has been that the majority of students walk to their classes.
Derezinski questioned whether the bicycle spaces would actually be used, since many students walked to class.
Pratt stated that some students bring their bicycles to their rooms.
Carlberg did not want to impose a hardship and said perhaps there was a way to structure this requirement so up to 12 parking spaces would be required per tenant request.

Thacher stated that this could not be enforced by the City.

Carlberg favored having staff and the petitioner working something out before City Council consideration where up to 12 spaces with some sort of covering were provided for each site.
Thacher stated that staff could work with the petitioner on this.
Carlberg withdraw the amendment to the main motions, leaving staff and the petitioner to work out the details of bicycle parking.  She said the goal was to provide covered spaces while complying with City requirements.

808 Tappan Street Site Plan Motion
A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
1012 Hill Street Site Plan Motion
Pratt said he supported cleaning up and improving the rental housing stock, but said he would like guidance from the City Attorney’s Office regarding nonconforming uses.  This did not affect this particular motion, he said, but said he would like this addressed in the future.
Mahler stated that he would draft a request for the City Attorney’s Office.

A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
833 East University Street Motion
A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
g.
Action on Resolution to Request City Council to Authorize Distribution of the Draft Master Plan: Land Use Element for Review and Comment to Adjoining Jurisdictions and Stakeholders – Staff Recommendation:  Approval
Pulcipher explained the proposed motion.
Noting no further speakers, Bona declared the public hearing closed.

Moved by Derezinski, seconded by Pratt, that the Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council authorize distribution of the draft Master Plan: Land Use Element for review and comment to adjoining jurisdictions and stakeholders in accordance with MCL 125.37b of the State of Michigan Municipal Planning Act (PA-285 of 1931 as amended).
Mahler said it was important to note that no substantive changes were being made to the language of the master plan documents; rather, this was a consolidation of existing language in the documents.
Woods asked if the City of Ypsilanti and Ypsilanti Township were not included in the distribution because they did not share a border with Ann Arbor.
Pulcipher replied that this was correct.

Woods noted that both Ypsilanti city and township were large entities and, as what was happening in Washtenaw County with respect to AATA and other issues was being reviewed, it was important to recognize the impacts from both communities.
Bona suggested that it would be helpful to date the area plans, as some contained older information.  She also thought it would be helpful for the cover letter to the adjoining jurisdictions to indicate that these were not newly written documents.  She asked if the comments received from the adjoining jurisdictions would be reviewed by the Master Plan Revisions Committee.
Pulcipher replied yes.
A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
h.
Adoption of 2009 City Planning Commission Work Program.
Bona explained the proposed work program.  

Moved by Carlberg, seconded by Potts, to adopt the 2009 City Planning Commission Work Program.
A vote on the motion showed:



YEAS:
Bona, Carlberg, Derezinski, Mahler, Potts, Pratt, Westphal, Woods



NAYS:
None



ABSENT:
Borum

Motion carried.
____________________________________________________________________________________

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

____________________________________________________________________________________

None.
____________________________________________________________________________________

COMMISSION PROPOSED BUSINESS

____________________________________________________________________________________

None.

____________________________________________________________________________________

ADJOURNMENT

____________________________________________________________________________________

Bona declared the meeting adjourned at 11:07 p.m.

                                                                    

______________________________________                                                                                Mark Lloyd, Manager
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