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______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Mayor and Council 
 
FROM: Howard S. Lazarus, City Administrator 
     
CC: Tom Crawford, CFO 

Derek Delacourt, Community Services Area Administrator 
Jen Grimes, Senior Infrastructure Lead 
Matthew Horning, City Treasure 

 Craig Hupy, Public Services Area Administrator 
 Nick Hutchinson, City Engineer 
 Mike Kennedy, Fire Chief 
 Matt Kulhanek, Airport and Facilities Manager 

Brett Lenart, Planning Manager 
Michael Pettigrew, Deputy Treasurer 
Missy Stults, Sustainability and Innovations Manager 

 
SUBJECT: Council Agenda Responses 
 
DATE: September 4, 2018 
 
AC – 3 - Memorandum from City Administrator: Crosswalk Streetlight 
Implementation - August 30, 2018 
 
Question: What is the definition of "sufficiently lit crosswalk?" Can you reference 
crosswalk illumination standards? (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  The City currently requires lighting for uncontrolled crosswalks to be 
designed in accordance with Federal Highway guidance for nighttime visibility.  Street 
light assets meet the guidance set forth in the IESNA American National Standard 
Practice for Roadway Lighting (RP-8-14).  Street light placement is based on the 
guidance provided in FHWA’s Informational Report on Lighting Design for Midblock 
Crosswalks.  The focus on new street light locations for uncontrolled crosswalks is to 
provide positive contrast lighting to illuminate the pedestrian for improved visibility to 
approaching motorists. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/08053/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/08053/
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Question: Is this crosswalk illumination or does it include a streetlight in the area? 
(Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  This lighting is for streetlights at uncontrolled crosswalks only. 

Question: Does the crosswalk lighting extend a few feet beyond the roadway to illuminate 
a pedestrian standing in the curb ramp? (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  The primary focus is to illuminate pedestrians while they are in the roadway 
and in the crosswalk.  The ramp benefits from lighting as well but this isn’t the primary 
focus. 

Question: Is the lighting source located away from trees and other vegetation that may 
reduce crosswalk illumination, as it does at the mid-block crosswalk on Huron east of 
State? (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  Yes, it is the intent of to place the lights where they will have the most 
impact and away from obstructions. 

 
CA-2 – Resolution Authorizing Sanitary Sewer Capital Recovery Charges for 3122 
Geddes Ave. ($25,954.00) 
 
CA-3 – Resolution Authorizing Sanitary Sewer Capital Recovery Charges for 3151 
Geddes Ave. ($25,954.00) 
 
CA-4 - Resolution Authorizing Sanitary Sewer Capital Recovery Charges for 3125 
Geddes Ave. ($25,954.00) 
 
Question: How was the interest rate for the financing calculated? (Councilmember 
Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  Interest is calculated per City of Ann Arbor Code 1:571 (3) (b): “For 
sanitary sewer capital recovery charges or single lot assessments for sanitary sewer 
capital recovery charges, the rate of interest to be charge thereon shall not exceed 1% 
per annum above the interest rate for the most recent competitively sold and 
unsubsidized bond issued to finance similar water supply system improvements.“ 

 
Question: Is 15 years the maximum duration for financing the recovery charges? 
(Councilmember Warpehoski) 

Response:  Yes. The number of installments allowed by City Code is covered in 1:275 
(2). 

Question: Are other users eligible for this kind of extended capital recovery financing? 
For example, I heard from the owners of a brewery that opened in the Fifth Ward that they 
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were caught off guard with the capital recovery changes and the burden of paying them 
prior to opening the business was a serious cash flow challenge, but it was a cost they 
could have better accommodated had there been a way to pay off the charges post-
opening as revenue came in. (Councilmember Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  Yes. City Code 1:275 (1) states that  “It shall be the policy of the city to 
permit special assessments and single lot assessment for local public improvements, 
and single lot assessments for water capital recovery charges and sanitary capital 
recovery charges to be paid in installments.“ 
 
Question: What accommodations are available for low income or fixed income 
homeowners annexed into the City and needing to pay high recovery fees like this? 
(Councilmember Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  There are no special accommodations available for low or fixed income 
homeowners in City Code. They are eligible for the same plans as discussed above. 
However, since the charge will be included on future tax billing, the resident may be 
able to defer the tax payment as far out as April 30 of the following year it is charged, if 
eligible. Also, staff is investigating if Washtenaw County Community Development is 
able to provide assistance in some way. 
 
  
CA-9 - Resolution to Ratify the Issuance of an Emergency Purchase Order to 
Sutphen Corporation for the Repair of Ann Arbor Fire Department Tower 1 by the 
City Administrator ($79,392.35) 
 
Question: The incident clearly shows the value of Fire response to accidents. Why, 
though, do we dispatch the tower truck to incidents like this rather than an engine or other 
vehicle that has a long capital cost, lower operational cost, and more redundancy within 
our fleet? (Councilmember Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  The fire department is working to adjust our responses to the freeway for 
the very reasons cited. Ideally, we would like to deploy a trailer-mounted attenuator 
(similar to what MDOT uses for their work crews) on our freeway responses. We have 
submitted a staffing proposal to the union that does not increase our fleet or FTE count 
and would allow for the response of this type of vehicle. Ideally, we would try this 
concept for 90-days by renting an attenuator.    

 
Question:   Regarding CA-9, I understand the City may have recourse and will explore 
its ability to recover some/all of the repair cost from the owners of the semi-truck or the 
two passenger vehicles that struck the apparatus – can you please provide an update on 
the cost recovery effort? (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  The City is awaiting information from the prosecutor’s office, as well as 
specific cost detail regarding the repairs.  Once we have more complete information, we 
will file a claim with the insured’s carrier. 
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CA-13 - Resolution to Approve a Work Order with Microsoft Corporation to enter 
one year of Premier Support ($50,000.00) 
 
Question:  Regarding CA-13, the cover memo references “Premier Support” which 
implies an elevated level of support over the basic/normal. If that’s accurate, is Premier 
Support what we have now and what does it give us over the standard support level? 
(Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  We are renewing Premier Support as something that we have maintained 
for several years.  Benefits of the Premier Support agreement included a dedicated 
Technical Account Manager available to escalate and oversee support incidents, 
proactive services designed to help us better leverage our Microsoft products and 
investments, and health check services to help us correct configurations to optimal best 
practices.   
 
Premier Support allows us to interact with more senior level support technicians that 
can often improve resolution times when issues occur where working with support is 
warranted.   

 

CA-15 - Resolution to Authorize a Municipal Street Lighting Purchase Agreement 
with DTE Energy and to Appropriate Funds for the Conversion of 378 - DTE 
Owned Mercury Vapor Street Lights to LED ($65,354.00) (8 Votes Required) 
 
Question: Q1.  The cover memo uses the phrase “these remaining streetlights” which 
suggests these 378 being converted are the only mercury vapor lights left in the City. Is 
that correct?  If not, how many are left and do we have a sense when full conversion will 
be completed? (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response: These are all of the remaining mercury vapor lights (note: we still have high 
pressure sodium DTE fixtures)  
 
Question: Q2.  This conversion was not in the FY19 budget so why is it now being 
proposed? (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  This was mostly due to DTE’s schedule. After the FY19 budget process, 
they informed the City that they had additional capacity to move forward with converting 
the conventional streetlight fixtures to LEDs so we began working with them to find 
which conversion would make the most financial sense. We didn’t anticipate them 
having the time in their schedule to make these changes this fiscal year, hence why 
they weren’t originally budgeted.  
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Question: Q3.  The City has a dedicated fund for “energy projects”.  Why wouldn’t that 
fund be the source of funding for this conversion?   (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  The energy fund is managed by the Office of Sustainability & Innovations 
(fund 0002), which is used to make loans to other departments for energy efficiency 
improvements.  Once the loan is made, the department makes annual payments back 
to the energy fund with the savings accrued through the project.  In the case of these 
streetlight conversions, the general fund was preferred as it allows us to make a lump 
sum payment as opposed to an annual payment, which would increase annual 
operating costs.  
 
CA-18 - Resolution to Approve a Lease Agreement between the City and Solo 
Aviation Inc. for Office Space Located at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
 
Question:  Shouldn’t this be an 8-vote item under section 14.3 of the City Charter? 
(Councilmember Warpehoski) 

Response:  Thank you for catching this.  The file has been updated to reflect an 8-Vote 
requirement. 

CA-19 - Resolution to Approve a Grant Contract with the Michigan Department of 
Transportation for Work Related to the Environmental Assessment Study for the 
Safety Extension of Runway 6/24 at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport ($279,100.00) 
 
CA-20 - Resolution to Approve a Professional Services Agreement between the 
City and Mead & Hunt Inc. for Work Related to the Environmental Assessment 
Study for the Safety Extension of Runway 6/24 at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
($275,592.01) 
 
CA-21 - Resolution to Approve a Reimbursement Agreement with the Federal 
Aviation Administration for Work Related to the Environmental Assessment 
Study for the Safety Extension of Runway 6/24 at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
($27,914.50) 
 
Question: Q1.  I recognize that as noted in the cover memo to CA-19, “The requested 
action in no way approves any construction or bidding to make any changes to the 
runway.”  Can you also please confirm that if the FAA issues a Finding of No Significant 
Impact once the EA is completed, but the City does not choose to proceed, that the City 
is not liable to reimburse any or all of the federal grant funds? (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  The grant funds under consideration by Council this evening, and those 
previously approved by Council, are specific to the environmental assessment of the 
proposed safety extension of runway 06/24.  Completion of that assessment process 
will ensure that the City has no liability for repayment of federal grant funds.  Upon 
completion of the environmental assessment, if the City decides not to move forward on 
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the proposed runway extension project, there is no liability for repayment of federal 
grant funds. 

Question: Can you provide a chronology of the efforts taken in pursuit of the runway 
extension? (Councilmember Eaton) 
 
Response:  A memorandum was provided to City Council from the City Administrator’s 
Office on August 29, 2018 that provided a history of the environmental assessment 
efforts for the proposed project.  This memorandum is also included on tonight’s agenda 
as Item AC-2. 

Question: How much has been spent, in local, state, and federal funds, on the 
environmental assessment at the airport, prior to this grant? (Councilmember Eaton) 

Response:  Local funding in the amount of $9,913.00 has come from the City’s Airport 
Fund.  The state has contributed $56,262.00 in funding from the Michigan Department 
of Transportation, Office of Aeronautics.  The federal contribution in the amount of 
$330,325.00 has come from the FAA’s Airport Improvement program.  All funding has 
come from fees paid by users of aviation industry services 

Question: Please provide a copy of the 2017 FAA comments “that required an updated 
noise study, wildlife hazard assessment, and wetlands assessment.” (Councilmember 
Eaton) 

Response:  A copy of the February 2017 comments from the FAA and the detailed 
comment matrix are attached.  This document resulted in a series of conference calls 
between the FAA, City and State of Michigan to determine which comments were 
warranted and what expectations the FAA had for the revisions to the environmental 
assessment document. 

Question:  Could this $279,100 Grant Contract be used to assess the environmental 
impact of the existing airport, instead of the runway extension? (Councilmember 
Bannister) 
 
Response:  The proposed grant contract, approved by the Michigan Aeronautics 
Commission, is specifically designated for the evaluation of potential environmental 
impacts for the proposed safety extension of runway 06/24.  It cannot be used for other 
purposes. 

Question: MDOT-Aero maintains a list of consulting firms in Michigan that are qualified 
to complete this type of work. Did the City offer this contract for competitive bid to 
companies on the MDOT list of firms? If not, why not?  (Councilmember Eaton) 
 
Response:  The City did not competitively bid this contract from the list of MDOT-Aero 
firms.  MDOT-Aero usually rotates airport environmental assessment work between the 
qualified firms on their list after getting feedback from the airport on their needs and 
preferences.  In this case, the airport, MDOT-Aero and the FAA discussed the firms 
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best qualified to complete the revisions from MDOT-Aero’s list and determined that 
Mead & Hunt was the most qualified.  Since the environmental assessment work is not 
starting fresh from the beginning but revising and updating an existing document, the 
parties agreed a firm with robust resources like Mead & Hunt would be beneficial.  In 
addition, Mead & Hunt was one of the few firms that had experience with the new noise 
model required by the FAA. This apparently is the first use of this noise model by a 
Michigan airport. 
 
Question: Q2.  On CA-21, the cover memo suggests indicates the City “can” be 
reimbursed 95% of the actual costs by MDOT.  Is that reimbursement at the discretion of 
MDOT or just a matter of applying for it? (Councilmember Lumm) 

Response:  The airport receives non-primary entitlement funds through the Airport 
Improvement Program each year for eligible projects.  The reimbursement to the City for 
95% of the actual costs of an FAA Reimbusement Agreement is an eligible project 
under that program.  The reimbursement to the City, which would be through a grant 
contract which must be approved by the Michigan Aeronautics Commission, is more a 
matter of just applying for it. 

Question: Q3.  Assuming all the resolutions are adopted by Council, what is the projected 
timeline for completion of the updated EA including the 3rd public hearing and public 
comment period?  Is this (like the train station) a 30-day public comment period? 
(Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  The Consulting Engineer anticipates an approximately nine month period 
from the notice to proceed to complete the draft environmental assessment and have it 
available for public and agency comments, including the public hearing. Two important 
components to meeting that schedule are approval by City Council at tonight’s meeting 
and reasonable response time from the FAA.  Delay in approving the contract may 
cause the Engineer to miss the window of opportunity to complete the wetlands 
assessment this fall, which would push back the overall schedule.  The FAA has 
requested to review the Engineer’s findings as they complete various sections of the 
document.  Significant delays in their response may impact the schedule as well. The 
public comment period is a 30-day period like the train station. 

B-1 – An Ordinance to Amend Section 5.17.3G of Chapter 55 (Unified 
Development Code) of Title V of the Code of the City of Ann Arbor (Medical 
Marijuana Provisioning Center Location Restriction) (Ordinance No. ORD-18-21) 
 
Question:   Regarding B-1, the agenda does not show a public hearing on this item. 
Second reading was postponed at the August 23rd meeting and I thought that public 
hearings were continued when second readings of ordinances are postponed – am I 
missing something? (Councilmember Lumm) 

Response:  The public hearing was held and closed at the August 23 Council meeting. 
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Question:   If approved, would this 1000 feet restriction be more than the restrictions the 
City places on a drugstore/pharmacy and a liquor store/bar and other places that sell 
tobacco?  (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  Yes. 

Question:   Has any estimate been made of the new annual tax revenue that the City 
might receive from dispensaries that could be used to support schools, roads and local 
government? (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  No. 

 
B-2 – An Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map, Being a Part of Section 5:10.2 of 
Chapter 55 of Title V of the Code of the City of Ann Arbor, Zoning of 6.4 Acres from 
C1A/R (Campus Business Residential District) WITH CONDITIONS to C1A/R WITH 
CONDITIONS (AS AMENDED), 1140 Broadway Rezoning, (CPC Recommendation: 
Approval - 9 Yeas and 0 Nays) (Ordinance No. ORD-18-24) 
 
Question: Please show us how the reciprocal easement effectively enforced the .9 
parking spaces per unit lot split across three parcels. It appears the condo parcel 
physically contains more parking and there is no enforcement to assure the lot split 
remains in compliance with the parking requirement as required. (Councilmember 
Bannister) 

Response:  The easement would ensure that each parcel would continue to have 
access to the required parking.  The easement will ensure for example that parcel B can 
maintain access to parking provided on parcel A.  City Code provides for such 
arrangements. 

Question: FEMA suggested the city have language to protect itself for future 
maintenance costs. Where is that addressed? (Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  This is addressed through the authority to enforce CLOMR-F requirements 
through the Michigan Building Code and through the requirement included on the site 
plan. 

Question: The development documents still call this a mixed use urban village and will 
enshrine that language legally. That creates a precedent with three parcels at 0%, 0%, 
and 3% commercial being called mixed use.  This language should be removed. 
(Councilmember Bannister) 

Response:  The development still includes mixed uses, as it is site planned as a single 
development.  It is not necessary to remove this language. 
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Question: Roundabout:  May we have a copy of the third party consultant's evaluation 
report?  Were pedestrians and cyclists addressed in this report?  (Councilmember 
Bannister) 

Response:   The result of the analyses for the roundabout are attached to this 
email.  The file “Revised TIS Review Comments 6-21-17 Response.pdf” provides a 
response to the various design scenarios proposed (page 3, item G).   

G. Broadway Street and Proposed Site Driveway-Intersection Alternatives 
13. The all-way stop, three-way stop, roundabout and signalize options shows 
vehicles waiting to make the left turn from westbound Broadway Street to 
southbound Plymouth Road backing up through the 
intersection/roundabout. 
The SimTraffic analysis outputs, which show the average of five simulation 
runs conducted for each analysis scenario, display a 95th percentile queue 
length on this approach of 103 feet and 180 feet (4-8 vehicles) during the 
AM and PM peak hours, respectively. It is possible that occasional short 
periods of vehicle queues could extend through the intersection on an 
isolated single signal cycle basis, the capacity at the signalized 
intersection of Plymouth Road and Broadway Street will also be efficiently 
utilized by the constant adjustments of the SCOOT adaptive signal system. 
Overall, any of the three options (traffic signal control excluded) for traffic 
control at this intersection will operate acceptably, with the roundabout 
providing the best option. 

 
Additional comments were made by the transportation engineers in Traffic Reviews #5 
and #6 – which include consideration for the bicycle and pedestrian accommodations as 
part of the project (note:  not all comments are not directly related to the roundabout but 
rather access to the site in general). 
 
Question:  Regarding B-2, can you please explain why staff believes the proposed new 
condition that only this site plan can be constructed is in the City’s best interests and 
should be accepted?  If it is not accepted, but the revised condition on height limits is 
accepted, what would be the major parameters in terms of height, mass, FAR, parking, 
setbacks etc for future site plans on this C1A/R (with conditions) zoned 
site(s)?   (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  Staff believes that the proposed new condition is desirable as codifies the 
expected development plan which was approved by City Council.  This ensures for 
example that residential uses be included, where they would not be required by the 
C1A/R Conditional Zoning alone.  Based on the voluntary nature of conditional zoning, it 
is not appropriate for City Council to unilaterally select among offered conditions in a 
piecemeal form.  The proposed petition should be considered in its entirety.  Without 
this amendment, all of the standard requirements of the C1A/R would apply. 
 
 



10 
 

C-1 – An Ordinance to Amend Section 9:106. - Periodic Fire Safety Inspections 
Required, of Chapter 111 of Title IX of the Ann Arbor City Code 
 
Question:   Regarding C-1, the cover memo indicates the ordinance changes are to 
“reflect current inspection practices” which sounds like more clean-up and alignment 
than substantive change.  Is that an accurate assessment or are there any changes in 
inspection frequency for any building types and if so, how will those owners be notified 
of the change?   (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  Correct, this is more of a clean-up and alignment with actual practices than 
a substantive change. This matter was actually brought forth during meetings with 
business owners to discuss the revised inspection rates, which went into effect July 1, 
2018.  
 
Question:   Also on C-1, do we have any benchmark data with regard to frequency of 
inspections in other similar sized cities and/or University 
communities?    (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  No, we do not have benchmark data with other university communities.   
 
 

 
DC-1 - Resolution Confirming Next Steps in Community Participation and 
Engagement in Developing the City Budget and Spending Priorities 
 
Question: What other costs (including internal staff time costs) are necessary “to adopt 
the Priority Based Budgeting (PBB) approach”? (Councilmember Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  The recommended direction for the PBB initiative is to just utilize the 
survey portion of the process at this time.  Staff estimates the survey, as expanded by 
direction in Council’s resolution, will require approximately 1 week of staff time between 
now & Dec. 1st.  This estimate is comprised of:   

- Survey Design (3 full days – includes 2 meetings with the vendor, data 
preparation, and a meeting with available Council members. 

- Survey Roll-out (1/2 day) – due to the limited time before the Dec. 1st deadline, 
as well as existing staff resources presently being focused on the FY2020/2021 
budget preparation, most of the survey outreach efforts will need to be electronic 
in nature.   

- Data Collection and Analysis – negligible staff time is needed during this phase 
since PBB would be performing most of the work. 

- Development of Final Report (1.5 days) – this includes reviewing the final report, 
discussing alignment with city resources, and preparing a presentation for 
Council. 

 
Question: How would this affect the next 2-year budget planning cycle? (Councilmember 
Warpehoski) 
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Response:  The results of the survey should be available for Council’s December 
Retreat.  Depending on how it is received, a budget request for additional funding 
(approx. $60k one time and $30k recurring) could be considered during the 
development of the FY2020/2021 financial plan.  If approved, that would provide 
resources to perform the other phases of the PBB methodology in the summer/fall of 
2019. 
 
Question: Is there adequate time to retool our budget process? (Councilmember 
Warpehoski) 
 
Response:  Only the survey portion of the process is recommended at this time.  The 
rest of the PBB process would not be available during the FY2020 budget 
development.  If additional funding is approved in the FY2020 budget, additional PBB 
information would be available during the FY2021 budget development. 
 

DC-2 – Resolution to Direct that the City Administrator and City Planning 
Commission Evaluate Rezoning of Certain Properties Along South Ashley Street 
and Properties in the Area of Davis Avenue, Hoover Avenue, Edgewood Place, 
Wilder Place, and Main Street 

Question:   Regarding DC-2, the first whereas clause indicates that “City Council has 
received requests from property owners to evaluate rezoning.”  While I recognize the 
benefits of rezoning these properties consistent with the Master Plan recommendations 
of single and two-family use, I’m wondering what the process and rules are with regard 
to rezoning areas/multiple properties. Do all property owners need to formally request 
the rezoning?  What if some object?  Can the city initiate re-zoning (if so, under what 
circumstances) or does rezoning have be owner-initiated?  Can you please provide 
some clarification on the process/rules?   (Councilmember Lumm) 
 
Response:  Rezonings can be initiated by City Council, the Planning Commission, or 
property owners.  This applies to individual or areas comprising multiple properties.  The 
City Council can rezone property with or without the concurrence of property owners, so 
long as the prescribed procedures are followed. 
 
DB-4 - Resolution to Approve Second Amendment to Articles of Incorporation of 
the Economic Development Corporation of the City of Ann Arbor 
 
Question: Regarding DB-4, is there some specific activity being contemplated by the 
EDC/A2 that is prompting this request and if so, can you please elaborate a bit on what 
that is?   (Councilmember Lumm) 

Response:  There is no specific activity prompting this request. 
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June 21, 2017 
 
 VIA EMAIL 
Ms. Cynthia Redinger, PE, PTOE 
City of Ann Arbor  
301 E. Huron St., P.O. Box 8647 
Ann Arbor, MI 48107 
 
RE: Response to Comments 

1140 Broadway Traffic Impact Study-Revised Study 
 Ann Arbor, Michigan 
 
Dear Ms. Redinger: 
 
Fleis & VandenBrink (F&V) staff has completed this letter in response to the comments provided by the City of 
Ann Arbor in their review letter dated June 1, 2017, and to the comments provided by the City of Ann Arbor and 
HRC in their review letters dated June 1 and 2, 2017 respectively and the meeting held on June 12, 2017 to 
discuss the comments.  F&V’s responses to these comments pursuant to the conversations and 
correspondence with HRC and the City of Ann Arbor are summarized herein. 
 
Furthermore, as a general note, the Morningside Lower Town TIS Report and associated Synchro and 
SimTraffic files have been revised to reflect the comments provided by the City of Ann Arbor and HRC as 
reproduced herein.  To accurate evaluate the study intersections, two sets of analysis Synchro models were 
developed.  
 
The first set of Synchro analysis files were used to conduct the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) analysis.  The 
second set of Synchro analysis files were used to run the SimTraffic microsimulation to model the SCOOT 
adaptive signal system as accurately as possible.  Although the SimTraffic analysis software is not capable of 
adjusting signal phase splits and offsets in real-time like the SCOOT adaptive traffic controllers in use in the 
City of Ann Arbor at several of the study intersections, optimizing the signal phase splits and offsets at all study                   
intersections to the greatest extent possible allowed for more accurate modeling of projected traffic conditions. 

City of Ann Arbor Comments – June 1, 2017 
1. Moore & Pontiac Trail, Westbound Moore approach lane assignment should have shared LT/Thru and 

RT.  Right turn movement does not have STOP control, and enter blocked intersection. 

The Synchro model and the TIS have been updated to reflect these operations. 
2. SB Pontiac Trail approaching Swift should have both lanes continue to SB swift approaching Broadway. 

The Synchro model and the TIS have been updated to reflect this geometry. 
3. Broadway & Plymouth, remove median on south leg; vehicle-lane assignment is incorrect. 

The Synchro model and TIS has been updated to reflect this geometry. 
4. Broadway/Plymouth & Maiden, outbound Broadway should be perm-prot, instead of permissive only; 

phasing sequence is incorrect. 

The Synchro model and the TIS have been updated to reflect these operations  
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Revised TIS Review Comments 6-12-17 Reponse   

5. Broadway & Swift, SB Swift should be NTOR. 

The Synchro model and the TIS have been updated to reflect these operations  
6. Why the signalized intersections at Fuller & Cedar Bend, and at Fuller & Bonisteel are not analyzed, 

and skipped to the signalized intersection at Fuller & Glaizer. 

These intersections were added into the model at the request of the City for modeling purposes only.  
No operational analysis was provided for these intersections nor are they included in the TIS. 

7. What is the design (horizon) year for Fuller/Maiden intersection?  Should Lower Town look at least 5-
10 years after build-out, as this is a complex development generating more than 300 peak hour trips? 

A five-year horizon (2027) analysis has been completed in the revised TIS. 
8. Maiden & Neilson signal warrant analysis should cover all applicable warrants. Lack of traffic data 

should not be the reason for not evaluating signal warrant. Pedestrian related signal warrants should 
also be evaluated. 

Pedestrian-related signal warrants were evaluated; traffic control signalization is not warranted at this 
location on the basis of peak hour or four-hour pedestrian volumes.  The relevant signal warrants are 
included in the revised TIS. 
HRC Comments – June 2, 2017 
A. Synchro/SimTraffic Models 

1. Confirm existing operation of Broadway/Maiden Lane intersection and westbound Maiden Lane right 
turn overlap in the existing Synchro models. 

This right-turn overlap was added at the request of the City.  It was also observed during the field review 
performed at this intersection. 

2. The existing and background PM SimTraffic models freeze up when running. 

This has been corrected in the revised analysis.  As noted above, the simulation-specific analysis files 
are included with the deliverables. 
B. Existing with Improvements 

3. An exclusive right turn lane for westbound Maiden Lane to northbound Plymouth Street is 
recommended in the study; however, this is existing. It appears that an exclusive left turn lane is being 
recommended by the study.  Please clarify. 

The recommendations of the study include the following: 
“Construct additional lane to provide a three-lane approach at the westbound Maiden Lane 
approach (turning north on Plymouth Road). Provide a left turn lane, a through lane, and a right 
turn lane at this approach.” 

4. During the PM peak hour, the southbound Plymouth Road queues at Broadway Street/Maiden 
Lane/Moore Street are still unacceptable. 

This has been corrected in the revised analysis.  Simulation-specific analysis files are included in the 
submission package. 
C. Background with Improvements 

5. During the PM peak hour, the southbound Plymouth Road and northbound Broadway Street queues at 
Maiden Lane/Moore Street are still unacceptable. 

This has been corrected in the revised analysis.  As noted above, the simulation-specific analysis files 
are included with the deliverables. 
D. Trip Generation 

6. The total new trips in Table 6 should be total trips generated minus the pass-by trips.  Please revise. 

This typographical error has been corrected. 
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Revised TIS Review Comments 6-12-17 Reponse   

7. Revise the calculated person-trips in Table 8 as rounding is still off. 

A typographical error has been corrected in the table, but the trip generation calculations are correct. 
8. Describe how the pass by trips were included in the modal split trip generation (Table 10). 

The remaining pass-by trips not accounted for in the Vehicular Trips pass-by calculations were assumed 
to be mid-block pedestrian pass-by trips.  This pedestrian pass-by travel pattern involves exiting and re-
entering a mid-block sidewalk to reach the retail storefronts; these trips do not appear on the study road 
network. 

9. The note for Table 10 states that the values have been rounded up to the nearest whole number.  This 
is not always the case. 

Since we are using person-trips, for this study it is important to remember that the modal split trip 
generation numbers displayed in Table 10 will not add up to the person-trip generation numbers 
displayed in Table 8 because of the vehicle occupancy rates utilized in the calculations.  A single vehicle 
trip is not equivalent to a single person-trip. 
E. Trip Distribution and Assignment 

10. Explain why only pass-by trips were shown entering the parking area south of the Broadway Avenue/W. 
Site Drive and no new trips were added here. 

While it is reasonable to assume that some new trips may also utilize this parking area, all new trips 
associated with the retail development were assigned to the site driveways.  This created a reasonable 
composition of both pass-by and new site-generated retail trips utilizing the storefront parking area and 
the site driveways. 

11. Existing pass-by trips are not shown leaving any site drives in Figure 5.  Please revise. 

The pass-by trips are shown using the parking area directly adjacent to the storefronts. 
F. Future with Improvements 

12. During the AM and PM peak hours, the intersection of Plymouth Road/Broadway Street/Maiden 
Lane/Moore Street has approaches that operate with unacceptable levels of service and delays worse 
than background with improvements. Provide recommendations for mitigating this increase in delay. 

The intersection capacity has been increased to the maximum reasonable extent allowable.  This 
additional capacity will be efficiently utilized by the constant adjustments of the SCOOT adaptive signal 
system.  
 
It is also important to note that in general, Future Conditions with Improvements operates better than 
Background Conditions, and many movements and approaches currently operating with critical delays 
and LOS have been mitigated with the proposed improvements, which are warranted under existing 
conditions.  This comparison is shown in Table 14 in the revised TIS. 
G. Broadway Street and Proposed Site Driveway-Intersection Alternatives 

13. The all-way stop, three-way stop, roundabout and signalize options shows vehicles waiting to make the 
left turn from westbound Broadway Street to southbound Plymouth Road backing up through the 
intersection/roundabout. 

The SimTraffic analysis outputs, which show the average of five simulation runs conducted for each 
analysis scenario, display a 95th percentile queue length on this approach of 103 feet and 180 feet (4-8 
vehicles) during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.   It is possible that occasional short periods 
of vehicle queues could extend through the intersection on an isolated single signal cycle basis, the 
capacity at the signalized intersection of Plymouth Road and Broadway Street will also be efficiently 
utilized by the constant adjustments of the SCOOT adaptive signal system.  Overall, any of the three 
options (traffic signal control excluded) for traffic control at this intersection will operate acceptably, 
with the roundabout providing the best option. 
  



Ms. Cynthia Redinger │ City of Ann Arbor │ June 21, 2017 
Page 4 of 4 

 
 

Revised TIS Review Comments 6-12-17 Reponse   

 
H. Conclusions 

14. Conclusions number 2 and 10 have contradicting information. 

This has been updated in the revised TIS report. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact our office.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
FLEIS & VANDENBRINK ENGINEERING, INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
Julie M. Kroll, PE, PTOE 
Sr. Project Manager 
 
 
BMH:jmk 
 

Attached:  
City of Ann Arbor Comments from June 1, 2017 
HRC Comments from June 2, 2017 
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TO: Alexis DiLeo, Planning and Development Services Unit 

FROM: Luke Liu, Project Management Services Unit 

DATE: June 1, 2017 

SUBJECT: SP17-009 Traffic Review  

CC: via TRAKiT 

  

In addition to HRC independent review.  

− Moore & Pontiac Trail, Westbound Moore approach lane assignment should have shared 
LT/Thru and RT.  Right turn movement does not have STOP control, and enter blocked 
intersection. 

− SB Pontiac Trail approaching Swift should have both lanes continue to SB swift approaching 
Broadway. 

− Broadway & Plymouth, remove median on south leg; vehicle-lane assignment is incorrect. 

− Broadway/Plymouth & Maiden, outbound Broadway should be perm-prot, instead of 
permissive only; phasing sequence is incorrect. 

− Broadway & Swift, SB Swift should be NTOR. 

− Why the signalized intersections at Fuller & Cedar Bend, and at Fuller & Bonisteel are not 
analyzed, and skipped to the signalized intersection at Fuller & Glaizer. 

− What is the design (horizon) year for Fuller/Maiden intersection?  Should Lower Town look 
at least 5-10 years after build-out, as this is a complex development generating more than 300 
peak hour trips?  

− Maiden & Neilson signal warrant analysis should cover all applicable warrants. Lack of 
traffic data should not be the reason for not evaluating signal warrant. Pedestrian related 
signal warrants should also be evaluated. 
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HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC. 
OFFICE:  555  Hulet  Drive 

Bloomfield Hills, MI  48302‐0360 
MAILING: PO Box 824 

Bloomfield Hills, MI  48303‐0824 
PHONE: 248.454.6300 

FAX: 248.454.6312 
WEBSITE:  www.hrcengr.com 
EMAIL:  info@hrcengr.com 

 

June 2, 2017 
 
City of Ann Arbor 
301 E. Huron St, PO Box 8647 
Ann Arbor, MI  48107 
 
Attn: Cynthia Redinger, PE, PTOE, Traffic Engineer 
 
Re: 1140 Broadway HRC Job No. 20170332 
 Traffic Impact Study Review 
 
Dear Ms. Redinger: 
 
Hubbell, Roth & Clark, Inc. (HRC) and the City have reviewed the revised 
Morningside Lower Town Traffic Study conducted by Fleis & Vandenbrink dated May 
15, 2017.  Our comments are as follows: 
 

≡ Synchro/SimTraffic Models 
≡ Remove the additional eastbound through lane, east of the dummy 

node between Fuller Road and Neilson Court. 
≡ The westbound Moore approach lane assignment at Pontiac Trail 

should have one shared left turn/through lane and one dedicated right 
turn lane, the right turn movement is not stop controlled and allow 
vehicles to enter blocked intersection. 

≡ Southbound Pontiac Trail approaching Swift Street should have both 
lanes continue to southbound Swift Street approaching Broadway 
Street. 

≡ Remove the median on the south leg of the Broadway 
Street/Plymouth intersection and correct the vehicle-lane assignment. 

≡ At Broadway Street/Plymouth and Maiden, outbound Broadway 
Street should be permissive-protective, instead of permissive only.  
The phasing sequence is incorrect. 

≡ Southbound Swift at Broadway should be no turn on red. 
≡ Include the signalized intersections of Fuller Road/Cedar Bend Drive 

and Fuller Road/Bonisteel Boulevard in the model. 
≡ The existing and background PM SimTraffic models freeze up when 

running. 
≡ Existing with Improvements 

≡ An exclusive right turn lane for westbound Maiden Lane to 
northbound Plymouth Street is recommended in the study; however, 
this is existing.  It appears that an exclusive left turn lane is being 
recommended by the study.  Please clarify. 

≡ During the PM peak hour, the southbound Plymouth Road queues at 
Broadway Street/Maiden Lane/Moore Street are still unacceptable. 

≡ Background with Improvements 
≡ During the PM peak hour, the southbound Plymouth Road and 

northbound Broadway Street queues at Maiden Lane/Moore Street 
are still unacceptable. 
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≡ Trip Generation 
≡ The total new trips in Table 6 should be total trips generated minus 

the pass-by trips.  Please revise. 
≡ Revise the calculated person-trips in Table 8 as rounding is still off. 
≡ Describe how the pass by trips were included in the modal split trip 

generation (Table 10). 
≡ The note for Table 10 states that the values have been rounded up to 

the nearest whole number.  This is not always the case. 
≡ Trip Distribution and Assignment  

≡ Explain why only pass-by trips were shown entering the parking area 
south of the Broadway Avenue/W. Site Drive and no new trips were 
added here.   

≡ Existing pass-by trips are not shown leaving any site drives in Figure 
5.  Please revise. 

≡ Future with Improvements 
≡ Provide a more complete signal warrant analysis at the intersection of 

Maiden Lane and Nielson Court.  Even though 24-hours of data were 
not collected, the five hours that were can still be applied to all the 
warrants.  Pedestrian related warrants should also be considered. 

≡ During the AM and PM peak hours, the intersection of Plymouth 
Road/Broadway Street/Maiden Lane/Moore Street has approaches 
that operate with unacceptable levels of service and delays worse 
than background with improvements.  Provide recommendations for 
mitigating this increase in delay. 

≡ Broadway Street and Proposed Site Driveway-Intersection Alternatives 
≡ The all-way stop, three-way stop, roundabout and signalize options 

shows vehicles waiting to make the left turn from westbound 
Broadway Street to southbound Plymouth Road backing up through 
the intersection/roundabout. 

≡ Conclusions 
≡ Conclusions number 2 and 10 have contradicting information. 

 
 
In addition, the City is requesting a design horizon year of 10 years after build out to 
be included in the study due to the large size of the development and high number of 
projected peak hour generated trips.  
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If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact the 
undersigned. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC. 

 
Lia Michaels, P.E., PTOE 
Project Engineer 
 
LFM/lfm 
pc: City of Ann Arbor; Luke Liu 
 HRC; C. Hill-Stramsak, File 
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TO: Alexis DiLeo, Planning and Development Services Unit 

FROM: Cynthia Redinger, Luke Liu, Public Services - Engineering 

DATE: September 18, 2017 

SUBJECT: SP17-009 Traffic Review  

CC: via TRAKiT 

  

The application is approved once the following mitigation need is addressed in transportation 
impact analysis. 

With site-generated trips, the intersection of Maiden Lane & Nielsen Court meets criteria for 
RRFB to assist servicing non-motorized demand crossing Maiden Lane. Traffic volume on Maiden 
Lane is very high during commuting peaks that there is no sufficient gap for safe crossing.  The 
intersection of Maiden & Nielsen shall be equipped with a standard traffic signal or RRFB crossing 
treatment.   



  City of Ann Arbor 
Traffic Engineering Review 

Review Memo 
To: Alexis DiLeo, Planning and Development Services 

From: 
Cynthia Redinger, PE, PTOE, Public Services Area – Engineering 
Luke Liu, PE, PTOE, Public Services Area ‐ Engineering 

cc: Via Trakit 

Date: August 25, 2017 

Re: SP17‐009: 1140 Broadway 

   

This application is not recommended for approval. 

Transportation Impact Analysis: 

The applicant’s engineer provided responses to the following comments.  Several of the comments 
have not been satisfied at this time. 

 Future with  Improvements:    Provide  a more  complete  signal warrant  analysis  at  the 
intersection of Maiden Lane and Nielson Court.  Even through 24‐hours of data were not 
collected, the five hours that were can still be applied to all the warrants.  Pedestrian related 
warrants should also be considered. 

o The applicant’s engineer has not completed the work requested.  The previously 
requested analysis shall be submitted as a condition to traffic engineering approval.  
The requested analysis at the intersection of Maiden Lane and and Nielsen Court 
will be used  to determine  if a  traffic signal  is currently warranted,  if conditions 
nearly  meet  warrants,  or  if  another  type  of  device  is  required  to  support 
pedestrians and bicyclists crossing Maiden Lane at Nielsen Court.   Submittal of 
signal warrant spreadsheet as an Excel file is required. 

 Future with Improvements:  During the AM and PM peak hours, the intersection of Plymouth 
Road/Broadway  Street/Maiden  Lane/Moore  Street  has  approaches  that  operate  with 
unacceptable  levels  of  service  and  delays worse  than  background with  improvements.  
Provide recommendations for mitigating this increase in delay. 

o The applicant’s engineer has clarified their analysis results.  The resulting proposed 
conditions analysis results will not meet the requirements established in the City’s 
Land Use  Regulations  Attachment D.    In  order  to  offset  this  deficiency  traffic 
engineering  staff  recommends  the  applicant’s  mitigation  strategy  include 
additional  traffic  detection  to  optimize  SCOOT  signal  control  operations.    The 
recommended  strategy  includes motor  vehicle detection  and bicycle detection 
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using GRIDSMART camera at the existing signalized intersections of Broadway & 
Swift, Broadway & Maiden, Plymouth & Broadway, and Barton & Plymouth. 

 Broadway Street and Proposed Site Driveway‐Intersection Alternatives:  The all‐way stop, 
three‐way stop, roundabout and signalize options shows vehicles waiting to make the left 
turn from westbound Broadway Street to southbound Plymouth Road backing up through 
the intersection/roundabout. 

o The applicant’s proposed intersection does not meet the recommendations of the 
Michigan Access Management Guidebook for corner clearance.  While the existing 
public right of way access, i.e. the old Broadway alignment, has an access point at 
this location that access point is extremely low volume.  The proposed site access 
will  create  a  scenario with  far more  trips  destined  for  the  existing  signalized 
intersection.  The applicant has proposed a roundabout at this location to minimize 
the negative impacts of the new intersection on the existing signalized intersection.  
The  applicant’s  engineer  has  acknowledged  that  the  queuing will  occasionally 
extend between the two intersections creating an undesired condition. 

Responses to further staff comments include: 

o The engineer’s response to these comments does not acknowledge the City’s need 
to  review  the  requests  data  and  analyses  in  order  to  ensure  a  complete 
transportation system that will be reasonably safe and convenient for all modes of 
travel.  Only the output of some analyses were provided.  Please provide source 
analysis for review as previously requested. 
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