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This message was sent from outside of the City of Ann Arbor. Please do not click links, open attachments, or follow
directions unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

From: Ryan McGavock
To: City Council
Cc: Briggs, Erica
Subject: Support for Ann Arbor for All Comprehensive Plan
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 7:04:24 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from  Learn why this is
important

Hello,

My name is Ryan McGavock and I live in Ward 5 in the Eberwhite neighborhood. 

Like many families nowadays, ours is a blended one.

We are often dreaming of living closer together, and living closer to work and school.

We drive across town often, but would prefer to walk or bike more, if we lived closer and
had safer streets.

We want to walk to a corner store for quick groceries.

We want our kids to walk safely to school or to their friends'.

We want our grown kids to start their own families nearby. 

We want to care for our aging parents nearby.

This is entirely possible if we allow for building more creative housing, and for shops and
cafes within walking distance.

I support the proposed land use plan because it will create the flexibility to build that Ann
Arbor desperately needs.

Thank you for listening!

Ryan McGavock
 Ann Arbor MI 48103

mailto:drmcgavock@gmail.com
mailto:CityCouncil@a2gov.org
mailto:EBriggs@a2gov.org
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


This message was sent from outside of the City of Ann Arbor. Please do not click links, open attachments, or follow
directions unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

From: Cornell, Jenn
To: Ginny Rogers
Subject: RE: Comp Plan Support!
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 7:10:17 PM

Cornell, Jenn reacted to your message:

From: Ginny Rogers 
Sent: Monday, 16 March 2026 15:52:47
To: City Council <CityCouncil@a2gov.org>
Subject: Comp Plan Support!
 

Council Members  and Mayor -

As you are poised to adopt the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, here's one
last message of support from me.  I appreciate all the effort that has gone
into creating this plan which I believe is a major improvement over our
current plan.  I think it does a good job of meeting our vision of an Ann
Arbor for All, guided by our values for a more affordable, equitable,
sustainable and dynamic city. I'm ready to get to work on implementation
of the plan and hope you are too!

Thank you!
Ginny Rogers
Ward 4

mailto:JCornell@a2gov.org
mailto:ginny.rogers@gmail.com


This message was sent from outside of the City of Ann Arbor. Please do not click links, open attachments, or follow
directions unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

From: Daniel Rubenstein
To: City Council
Subject: Fwd: March 16, 2026 Agenda - PH-2
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 7:31:37 PM
Attachments: HDs & Zoning.pdf

AAPA Flyer.pdf
AAPA CLUP Amendments v3 11-11-25.pdf

I am resending this during the March 16 City Council meeting so it is included in the citizen input
materials associated with the minutes on Legistar. Note it includes three attachments which should also
become part of the record. 

Daniel Rubenstein

From: Daniel Rubenstein 
Date: Fri, Mar 13, 2026 at 4:43 PM
Subject: March 16, 2026 Agenda - PH-2
To: <citycouncil@a2gov.org>

Dear Ann Arbor City Council,

I am writing regarding the Public Hearing-2 item on your March 16, 2026 agenda, Resolution to Adopt
the City of Ann Arbor’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan - 2050. I believe the Plan is seriously deficient in
its treatment of historic preservation. This was pointed out to the commission, but they instituted only
modest, largely cosmetic changes. I urge you to send the Plan back to Planning Commission to bring how
it treats historic districts and historic preservation up the standards of peer cities and best practices.

I am a member of the steering committee of the Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance but do not speak for
them here. I also live in a historic district, which I bought into well after its establishment, choosing to
surround myself with three-story multiplexes of the kind the Plan promotes as ideal for residential
neighborhoods. I am a firm believer in human-scale density - even literally in my backyard - and
walkability. That is not incompatible with valuing historic preservation.

The two major outstanding issues are: (1) Historic districts should be in the Residential land use
category, not the Transition category, consistent with their built environment (issues like industrial uses
and short-term rentals may be addressed within the Residential category), and (2) The Plan is silent
about bolstering preservation programs, outreach, and education, including for historically marginalized
groups (about which Minneapolis's oft-cited plan speaks eloquently). Additional issues include that the
Plan is an outlier in emphasizing modifying districts, offers no guidance on conflicts between historic
district guidelines and underlying zoning, and does not explain the well-documented benefits historic
districts contribute to the Plan's core values of affordability, sustainability, equity, and dynamism.
Addressing the first two issues is critical, and addressing all these issues would make Ann Arbor a leader
in integrating historic preservation progressively into a pro-housing and affordability agenda. 

The Alliance has documented all these issues at https://www.aapaonline.com/land-use-plan-zoning.
Within that, there is a one-pager focused on zoning, a two-pager explaining my points above, and a
longer backgrounder documenting peer cities' plans and best practices, which I am attaching here for
your reference and for the record. 

The bottom line is, Planning Commission has not articulated any compelling reason to deviate from best
practices so dramatically. Regarding land use categories and subsequent zoning in particular, not only do
peer cities state their intention to align both with historic district rules, but this is a best practice
advanced and explained by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. The only reason proffered to
place historic districts in the Transition category has been, essentially, "historic districts may not be

mailto:dan.rubenstein@chinaint.net
mailto:CityCouncil@a2gov.org
mailto:citycouncil@a2gov.org
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.aapaonline.com%2Fland-use-plan-zoning&data=05%7C02%7CAGhaziEdwin%40a2gov.org%7Ca3bcb049e976457bc0c308de83b410a9%7C48afa58563754170b9d1e9c568bb92f3%7C0%7C0%7C639093006967455695%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hXpQoenm9Fyf1lOjeTM%2FHcIluCGltt08GU4xjSYBFr0%3D&reserved=0



Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance 
 


Historic Districts and Zoning 
January 15, 2026 


 


Ann Arbor’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) draft puts large swathes of historic districts 
surrounding downtown in the Transition land use category. Those districts, protected by state and 
local law, are almost entirely two-to-three story residential, a perfect fit for the Residential land use 
category. This misalignment of historic district built environments and the land use categories that will 
guide new zoning is the opposite of best practice. These districts should be in the Residential land use 
category.  


Authorities like the National Trust for Historic Preservation, as well as peer cities, explicitly endorse 
aligning zoning with the built environment in historic districts. That clearly establishes aligned zoning 
as a best practice. And Michigan’s Planning Enabling Act (Act 33), Art. III, Sec. 125.3831, states, “A 
planning commission shall (emphasis added)” make a plan in which “conflicts in master plans and 
zoning [are] avoided.” What are the implications of our own Plan’s misaligned land use categorization 
and subsequent zoning? 


●​ It creates potential legal conflicts: The more zoning diverges from historic district 
regulations, the more evidence it gives property owners to argue that those preservation 
limitations are an uncompensated per se “taking.” Recent conservative Supreme Court 
decisions increase that risk. We should not deliberately lay the foundation for conflicting land 
use laws in the land use plan. 


●​ It incentivizes demolition by neglect: Demolition of structures in historic districts is permitted 
if maintaining them becomes an undue financial burden. Zoning that allows new construction 
with smaller setbacks and an increase in units, massing, and height increases the economic 
benefits of demolition. We should not introduce perverse incentives in the land use plan. 


●​ It could surround historic districts with high-rises: Entire sides of historic districts abut 
land proposed for the Hub category. Hub heights only step down if adjacent to Residential. 
Therefore, three-story residential historic districts in the Transition category could be walled in 
by high-rises over twenty stories. If we believe step-downs are justified for residential 
neighborhoods, why aren’t they even more justified for historic residential neighborhoods? 
Keeping historic districts in the Residential category would ensure appropriate step-downs.  


●​ It enables non-principal residence short-term rentals: Zoning, not historic district 
guidelines, regulates uses. Since short-term rentals have not been ruled out for the Transition 
category, non-principal residence short-term rentals could become legal where they are 
currently prohibited in historic residential neighborhoods surrounding downtown, some of the 
most desirable for investors, exacerbating housing scarcity in our most walkable, 
transit-friendly, mixed-use neighborhoods. That would work against affordability and 
sustainability. 


●​ Signals disrespect for historic districts and preservation: Given that misaligned zoning is 
the opposite of best practice and introduces real-world problems, it is incumbent upon the 
Planning Commission to articulate why they would put three-story residential historic districts 
in the Transition category. It signals disrespect for historic districts and preservation and the 
role of land use plans in zoning; as such, it is demonstrably out of line with peer cities’ land use 
plans and best practices. These districts should be in the Residential category. 


 








Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance 
 


Ann Arbor’s Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan: 
Issues and Talking Points Regarding Historic Preservation 


 


What does the Comprehensive Land Use Plan say about historic districts and 
preservation? 


●​ On November 18th, the Planning Commission approved expanded language about 
historic preservation, but it still falls far short of peer cities and best practices. 


●​ The Plan now acknowledges existing historic districts, mentions the process to modify 
them, lauds their density, multi-unit residences, and mixed uses, and supports 
appropriate new development and interior reconfigurations to increase the supply of 
missing-middle housing. 


Why is the Plan's treatment of historic districts and preservation still problematic? It: 


●​ Does not support historic preservation but rather “takes no position on the potential 
modification of existing historic districts or the creation of new historic districts.” 


●​ Emphasizes modifying existing districts. 


●​ Creates and provides no guidance on conflicts between historic district guidelines and 
underlying zoning. 


●​ Does not acknowledge benefits contributing to the Plan’s core values of affordability, 
sustainability, equity, and dynamism. 


●​ Is silent about bolstering preservation programs, outreach, and education, including for 
historically marginalized groups. 


What do peer cities and national authorities do or recommend? 


●​ The AAPA reviewed the land use plans of Grand Rapids, Kalamazoo, Detroit, Madison, 
WI, Portland, OR, Boulder, CO, and Minneapolis, MN, and reviewed the 
recommendations of the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 


●​ None “take no position” or discuss modifying existing districts; rather, all state support for 
historic preservation and its continuation, most encourage new historic districts and 
properties as appropriate, and most contain a separate section or land use “element” 
addressing historic preservation.  


●​ Zoning: Almost all call to align zoning with historic districts, a best practice emphasized 
by the National Trust. The current Plan contemplates changing vast swathes of historic 
districts from zoning of 30-feet maximum height, which fits their built environment, to 


 







 


zoning of heights at least two to three times that (the “Transition” land use category). 
Needlessly misaligned zoning invites confusion, legal conflict, and signals disrespect for 
historic districts. It contradicts best practices. 


●​ Affordability: Madison acknowledges that older housing units are typically more 
affordable, which national data supports. The cost of new construction means the 
chances of a new structure being more affordable than one that is demolished are 
virtually nonexistent. 


●​ Sustainability: Kalamazoo, Portland, and Madison encourage rehabilitation and 
recognize the sustainability of historic districts. They keep materials out of landfills and 
conserve the embodied energy contained within existing buildings. The greenest building 
is the one that already exists.  


●​ Equity: Madison, Portland, and Minneapolis state the value of new historic preservation 
to tell the history of marginalized groups who may have had inequitable resources to 
pursue preservation of their neighborhoods and meaningful structures. 


●​ Dynamism: Most emphasize the economic benefits of historic districts, including heritage 
tourism and protecting qualities that make existing neighborhoods appealing - and home 
to restaurants, start-ups, and other businesses - to begin with. 


●​ Many cities commit to historic preservation activities that include education, outreach, 
recognition programs, tax incentives, and advocacy for historic district policies at the 
local, state, and federal levels. Education and outreach are particularly valuable for 
historically marginalized groups. 


Where can you find the current draft (no. 3) of the Plan? 


●​ https://engage.a2gov.org/download_file/view/750/586.  


Ann Arbor’s current draft Plan is clearly out of step with peer cities and best practices. 
What can you do to help Ann Arbor’s plan appropriately address historic preservation?  


●​ Send comments to the Planning Commission by noon, Thursday, December 11 using 
the online form at https://engage.a2gov.org/comprehensive-land-use-plan. 


●​ Send comments to City Council at citycouncil@a2gov.org.  


●​ Talk to friends and neighbors and encourage them to send comments as well. There is 
power in numbers. 


●​ Encourage supporters of historic preservation to join the AAPA by completing the survey 
at https://forms.gle/RTRMwg3T1EtyxrDJ9.  



https://engage.a2gov.org/download_file/view/750/586

https://engage.a2gov.org/comprehensive-land-use-plan

mailto:citycouncil@a2gov.org

https://forms.gle/RTRMwg3T1EtyxrDJ9






Proposed Historic Preservation Amendments 
to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 


Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance 
11/11/25 


 
 
 
I.  Introduction 


The Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance believes that an effective land use plan gains from 
benchmarking itself against the recommendations of national experts and the practices of peer 
cities. We offer this research to provide a more complete picture of the benefits of historic 
preservation and introduce balance into the way it is addressed in the Plan. While preservation 
can be a constraint on certain kinds of development, it also contributes to the Plan’s four key 
values of affordability, equity, sustainability, and dynamism and adds immeasurably to the rich 
texture of Ann Arbor’s built environment and communal life. Please seriously consider our 
research as you move forward in the planning process. We ask that you incorporate the 
amendments we offer into the final Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 


II. Key Values 
Historic districts and preservation promote the four key values guiding the Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan.  


1.​ Affordability 


The Plan mentions the value of naturally-occurring affordable housing (NOAH). Much of 
it exists in historic districts. Many houses are divided into comparatively affordable 
apartments. We know that houses razed today in Ann Arbor have often contained less 
expensive apartments than the larger buildings that replace them. “Keeping older 
housing maintained and occupied, both in historic districts and elsewhere, needs to be a 
central strategy for housing affordability. The chances of a dwelling unit being razed and 
replaced by a more affordable unit is virtually non-existent.”1 “Moreover, only 2.4% of 
Ann Arbor’s land is occupied by historic districts; any implication that historic districts are 
a primary cause of housing unaffordability is inaccurate.  


2.​ Equity 
In addition to providing more affordable housing for renters, who are disproportionately 
younger, lower-income, and people of color, historic districts offer a diversity of 
commercial businesses and employment opportunities. Historic districts host a 
disproportionate share of jobs in food service, accommodations, and tourism, which rely 
on the characteristics and atmosphere of historic neighborhoods. Moreover, 


1 Place Economics, “Twenty-four Reasons Historic Preservation is Good for Your Community”, January 
2020, p. 22. Grand Rapid’s plan protects core neighborhoods in part due to their “naturally-occurring 
affordable housing” (chap. 4, pp. 4-23). Madison’ plan notes, “older buildings are often less expensive for 
residential and commercial tenants than new construction.” (p. 77).  


 



https://www.placeeconomics.com/resources/twenty-four-reasons-historic-preservation-is-good-for-your-community/

https://cityofgrandrapidsmn.com/development/page/grow-grand-rapids-2040-comprehensive-plan

https://www.cityofmadison.com/dpced/planning/comprehensive-plan/3894/#:~:text=The%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20is%20a,Imagine%20Madison%20shaped%20the%20Plan.





 


rehabilitation is more labor-intensive than new construction, so, per dollar spent, it 
employs more people who are local and may lack college degrees. Ann Arbor’s historic 
neighborhoods already enjoy some of the city's greatest diversity of housing types. In 
addition, we see, below, that many peer cities are using historic preservation as a tool to 
redress historic injustice and include marginalized groups. 


3.​ Sustainability 
The primary way in which historic districts contribute towards sustainability is that “the 
greenest building is one that is already built.” Reuse and rehabilitation keep materials 
out of landfills and avoid the intense carbon emissions of producing and transporting 
materials for new construction. The circular economy is central to Ann Arbor’s 
sustainability strategy. “If a community did nothing but protect its historic neighborhoods, 
it would have advanced a comprehensive sustainable development agenda.”2 They tend 
to be the exact kind of 20-minute neighborhoods the CLUP hopes to encourage, and 
they attract Millennials, now the country’s largest age cohort, who value their walkability, 
bikeability, density at a human scale, and historic character. Houses in historic districts 
aid resiliency - they maintain value even in market downturns, regardless of the wealth of 
the neighborhood or owners. And they experience fewer foreclosures. Rehabilitation 
work continues or intensifies after a crash, even as new construction slows. 


4.​ Dynamism 


Through interior reconfigurations, historic houses create additional dwelling units, and 
historic districts are perfect sites for accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Infill construction 
adds housing compatible with the surrounding area. Historic districts are magnets of 
economic activity. They are hubs not only of dining and entertainment, but of heritage 
tourism, which generates longer overnight stays and more money spent per day in the 
local economy on food, beverage, transportation, retail purchases, and entertainment. 
They house a disproportionate share of start-up businesses and creative class jobs 
(technology, arts, entertainment, recreation, etc.), which value the quality, character, and 
cost of their physical location. 


III. Incorporating Best Practices from Peer Cities and National Authorities 
In addition to valuing historic preservation for its benefits to affordability, equity, sustainability, 
and dynamism, peer cities and authorities on historic preservation explicitly recognize the 
contributions that historic districts make to a sense of place and unique identity. They include 
innovative approaches and tools that advance our four key values, which Ann Arbor can 
emulate. They: 


●​ Contain a separate section or “element” on historic preservation, similar to Ann 
Arbor’s current Land Use Element (see chap.5, Sec. II.A.), which the new Plan will 


2 Twenty-four Reasons, p. 18.  


2 



https://carlelefante.com/insights/the-greenest-building-is/

https://carlelefante.com/insights/the-greenest-building-is/

https://www.a2gov.org/sustainability-innovations-home/sustainability-me/for-families-individuals/circular-economy/

https://www.a2gov.org/media/e02froy2/land_use_plan_nov09.pdf#search=land%20use%20element%202009

https://www.a2gov.org/media/e02froy2/land_use_plan_nov09.pdf#search=land%20use%20element%202009





 


replace. The plans of Detroit, Kalamazoo, Madison, Boulder, and Minneapolis all contain 
separate sections on historic preservation. We believe Ann Arbor should keep the focus 
on historic and neighborhood preservation evident in the 2009 City Master Plan Land 
Use Element. 


●​ State explicitly and clearly their support for historic preservation. Peer cities are 
centering historic districts in their land use plans, recognizing that they give cities not 
only significant economic benefits but also a sense of place and unique identity. Some 
examples:  


○​ Kalamazoo: “The Master Plan shapes the city’s future built environment by 
guiding growth and development, preserving Kalamazoo’s unique character, and 
enhancing Kalamazoo’s neighborhoods” (Strategic Plan, p. 5). “These protected 
areas have preserved Kalamazoo’s character and heritage and … continue to tell 
Kalamazoo’s story.” (Master Plan, p. 123). 


○​ Detroit: The Detroit News reports that In Fall 2024, Detroit began “a two-year 
effort to craft its first citywide historic preservation plan.” “The plan, which city 
officials said will serve as a "baseline," will feed into a citywide comprehensive 
plan. 


○​ Grand Rapids: “Our Grand Rapids community will… Preserve and enhance the 
uniqueness of each neighborhood’s history including physical landmarks and 
lived experiences.” (p. 77). Policies promote the development, rehabilitation, and 
retention of neighborhoods and their existing character within urbanized areas. … 
Core neighborhoods contain a variety of traditional architectural styles and 
naturally-occurring affordable housing. A focus on retention and enhancement of 
core neighborhoods helps preserve the City’s cultural identity and strengthens 
community.” (Chapter 4, p. 4-23). 


○​ Madison: One of their goals is Culture and Character: “Madison will be a vibrant 
and creative city that values and builds upon its cultural and historic assets. 
Madison will have a unique character and strong sense of place in its 
neighborhoods and the city as a whole.” (p. 8). “Madison will need to balance 
encouraging redevelopment and infill with protecting the qualities that made 
existing neighborhoods appealing to begin with. . . .[Preservation] contributes 
toward establishing a sense of place that makes Madison feel unique and 
embodies the social aspects of the city’s history that helped shape Madison.” (p. 
76). The Madison Historic Preservation Plan was developed to celebrate and 
preserve the places that represent Madison’s collective histories. It provides 
guidance for development proposals, capital improvements, and implementation 
to ensure preservation is integrated into both long-range planning and current 
development projects. The plan recommends strategies and tools to 1) more 
effectively lead and integrate historic preservation into public policy, 2) utilize 
existing land use, zoning, and development standards to support preservation, 3) 
explore educational and promotion partnerships, 4) capitalize on economic 


3 



https://www.kalamazoocity.org/Government/Programs-Initiatives/Imagine-Kalamazoo/Imagine-Kalamazoo-2025-Plans-Documents/Imagine-Kalamazoo-2025

https://detroitmi.gov/sites/detroitmi.localhost/files/2024-04/r_RFP_No._184594_Citywide_Historic_Preservation_Plan_P%26DD.pdf

https://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/local/detroit-city/2024/07/29/detroit-develop-citywide-historic-preservation-plan-michigan/74525833007/

https://cityofgrandrapidsmn.com/development/page/grow-grand-rapids-2040-comprehensive-plan

https://www.cityofmadison.com/dpced/planning/comprehensive-plan/3894/#:~:text=The%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20is%20a,Imagine%20Madison%20shaped%20the%20Plan.

https://cityofmadison.com/dpced/planning/documents/Madison%20HPP%20Final%202020.pdf





 


development and financial incentives, 5) highlight sustainable building practices, 
and 6) encourage heritage tourism. (p. 5). 


○​ Minneapolis: Minneapolis shows that upzoning and historic preservation are not 
incompatible. A model for densification advocates, their plan says, “The City 
will... help identify and preserve buildings, landscapes, and other places 
important to the city’s heritage. Additionally, the City will recognize and actively 
promote the intrinsic value of historic places as integral to the city’s evolving 
environment.” (Goal 7, Policies 60, 91-93). See also Goals 91-96 (pp. 242-249).  


○​ Portland: They “Encourage approaches that preserve or are compatible with 
existing historic properties in these areas. Acknowledge that these areas are 
historic assets and should retain their established characteristics and 
development patterns, even as Inner Ring centers and corridors grow.” (p. 
GP3-15). 


●​ Align underlying zoning with the built environment in historic districts. The draft 
Plan proposes recategorizing large swathes of historic districts that are currently R1, R2, 
R3, or R4 (maximum height 30 feet) to the Transition land use category (from 
illustrations, maximum height as much as twelve stories, particularly when near the Hub 
land use category). The built environment in Ann Arbor’s historic districts is 
predominantly comprises two- to three-story single and multi-family residences. Other 
cities explicitly warn against underlying zoning that conflicts with historic district 
regulations. 


○​ Madison: One action is to “update the zoning code and height maps to better link 
the code with the City’s historic preservation plan and ordinance” (p. 76). “The 
zoning code should be reviewed with respect to the new Historic Preservation 
Plan and the revised historic preservation ordinance and modified as needed to 
ensure that the provisions of the code are consistent with the HPP and the 
historic preservation ordinance.” (p. 77). 


○​ Portland: They “Apply base zones in a manner that takes historic character and 
adopted design guidelines into account.” (p. GP3-15). One of their policies for 
historic preservation is “aligning zoning and historic districts” (p. GP4-13-14). 


○​ Boulder: “In communities where Boulder County’s zoning regulations are not 
consistent with the historical pattern of development, the county shall recognize 
the importance of the historical pattern by implementing zoning amendments or 
taking the historical pattern of development into consideration during the review 
process.” (CR 1.03.04, p. CR-3). 


○​ Kalamazoo:  “Zoning ordinance has a good foundation of form-based standards, 
but would benefit from further calibration to protect historic fabric buildings.” (p. 
13). “Zoning places pressure on historic buildings not currently protected by local 
historic preservation listings . . . The unprotected historic structures are at risk 
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https://minneapolis2040.com/media/1489/pdf_minneapolis2040-just-policy-document.pdf

https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/16339697

https://www.cityofmadison.com/dpced/planning/comprehensive-plan/3894/#:~:text=The%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20is%20a,Imagine%20Madison%20shaped%20the%20Plan.

https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/16339697

https://assets.bouldercounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/bccp-boulder-county-comprehensive-plan.pdf

https://www.kalamazoocity.org/files/assets/public/v/1/plans-amp-reports/downtown-amp-parking/downtown-kalamazoo-activation-study_may-2023.pdf





 


because the allowable height in the current D1 zone incentivizes the demolition 
of existing buildings and construction of replacements that would damage the 
current character and vibrancy of these areas.” (p. 16). One of their immediate 
actions is to “Revise zoning ordinance to protect historic fabric buildings” (p. 78). 


The Ann Arbor Comprehensive Land Use Plan is also at variance with the 
recommendations of The National Trust for Historic Preservation:  


○​ “The strength of a preservation program can also be measured by the degree of 
correlation between historic preservation and other land-use programs, such as 
comprehensive planning, zoning, and the subdivision of land. Pressure to 
demolish historic buildings will obviously be much greater in . . . districts with 
zoning laws that permit high-rise development and in neighborhoods where 
replacement houses can far exceed the size of existing houses.” (p. 11)  


○​ Zoning that is significantly more permissive than historic district guidelines risks 
conflict and unnecessary layers of review, appeals, and lawsuits. “Strong 
statements [in comprehensive plans] in favor of preservation can help a decision 
maker act favorably toward preservation. . . . Decisions based on comprehensive 
plans are also more likely to be upheld, even when the plan is merely advisory, 
since they help prove that a government acted fairly and reasonably.” (p. 11)  


○​ They therefore recommend plans “state how conflicts between historic 
preservation and other community goals, such as economic development or 
transportation, are to be resolved in a manner consistent with a community’s 
local preservation ordinance.” (p. 11) 


The misalignment between historic district regulations and the Transition zoning enabled 
in the third draft of the CLUP is surprising because the second draft of the CLUP 
explicitly acknowledged that the new three-story Residential land use category is the 
most appropriate for historic districts near downtown:   


○​ “This district [Residential] is designed to allow for incremental increases in 
density, expanding the scale and walkability of the historic neighborhoods near 
downtown that many residents value . . . . Community engagement revealed 
support for a broader range of housing types within traditionally single-family 
neighborhoods, provided new development aligns with the existing scale. Based 
on this input, the plan identifies three stories as an appropriate height for these 
areas.” (emphasis added, p 118) 


●​ Recognize historic preservation as a key component of affordability. 


○​ Madison: Their plan supports rehabilitation of existing housing, particularly for 
first-time homebuyers and people living with lower incomes, which historic 
preservation facilitates (p. 55). “Older buildings are often less expensive for 
residential and commercial tenants than new construction.” (p. 77). 
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https://cdn.savingplaces.org/2023/03/27/15/39/04/344/NTHP%20Preservation%20Books_A%20Layperson%60s%20Guide%20to%20Preservation%20Law.pdf

https://hdp-us-prod-app-aagov-engage-files.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/4617/4974/3724/A2_Comprehensive_Plan_DRAFT_02_061025_MATRIX_ADDED.pdf
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●​ Recognize historic preservation as a key component of sustainability. 


○​ Kalamazoo: From their strategic vision document, under the goal of 
environmental responsibility, they direct plans to adhere to “RESPONSIBLE 
REDEVELOPMENT - Encourage sustainable community redevelopment and 
rehabilitation practices that . . .  preserve and protect historic properties.” (p. 40).  


○​ Madison: “Reuse or rehabilitation of these [old, historic] buildings can extend their 
life beyond the originally intended purpose and achieve many sustainability 
goals, such as keeping materials out of landfills and not wasting the embodied 
energy contained within the existing building.” (p. 77). 


●​ Recognize and embrace historic preservation as a fundamental aspect of equity.  


○​ Minneapolis: “It’s critical for public engagement to include all interested groups in 
the preservation process, especially those whose history has been marginalized 
and whose places suffered deliberate disinvestment and removal. Minneapolis 
will work to ensure that residents of all cultures and backgrounds will have 
access to preservation resources while experiencing the economic, sociocultural, 
and emotional benefits of preservation.” (Goal 7, Policies 60, 91-93). In addition, 
they commit to populate their historic district commission with representatives 
including “cultural communities, communities of color, indigenous communities, 
and other communities that have traditionally been underrepresented” (p. 247). 


○​ Madison: Under its section on Culture and Character, one strategy is to “Preserve 
historic and special places that tell the story of Madison and reflect racially and 
ethnically diverse cultures and histories.” (p. 74). One action is to “Identify ways 
to retain older buildings and places that contribute to the special character of an 
area, or are associated with diverse cultures, through the adoption of sub-area 
plans prior to redevelopment.” (p. 76). 


○​ Portland: Supports programs to incorporate underserved or underrepresented 
people, preserve culture, and more (GP4-13-14).  


●​ Recognize historic preservation as a key component of economic dynamism. 


○​ Madison: “The preservation of a city’s historic and cultural resources can have 
significant economic benefits to a community. Heritage tourism is a fast-growing 
economic sector in many cities. As visitors spend more money on trips and 
experiences, many are traveling to experience the history and culture of different 
cities. Heritage tourists often stay longer and spend more money than other 
tourists.” (p. 76) 
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●​ Commit to regular surveys and inventories of historic properties and to continue 
to designate additional resources as historic. 


 


○​ Portland: “Use and expand existing historic preservation and design review 
tools.” (p. GP3-15). “More than half of Portland’s buildings are over 50 years old, 
creating a vast pool of potentially significant properties that may be designated in 
the future. These policies support the identification, protection, and rehabilitation 
of historic and culturally significant resources in a city that continues to grow and 
change.” (GP4-13-14). 


○​ Boulder: “Boulder County shall continue researching and documenting the 
county’s cultural resources, including maintaining a comprehensive historic sites 
survey. This survey will be updated as necessary to include those sites and new 
sites as they become 50 years old.” (Policy CR 1.101).  


○​ Kalamazoo: “Historical surveys [of the entire city] should be updated every 10 
years.” (p. 126). 


○​ Madison: Their plan “will result in a more comprehensive approach to 
preservation, and includes: updating the historic resources inventory, identifying 
culturally significant sites . . . Planning efforts should identify the older buildings 
that should be retained and recommend the most appropriate means for doing 
so.” (p. 77).  


●​ Call for education, awareness, and recognition campaigns around historic 
preservation.  


○​ Kalamazoo: “Education and awareness will allow Kalamazoo to capitalize on 
these unique assets to serve residents - current and future - attract new visitors, 
and better preserve the city’s heritage. . . . Physically marking both the Local and 
National Register Districts and structures locations is critical to enhancing 
Kalamazoo’s historic places. This can be done in many ways, including adding 
signs at key points of entry, banners on light posts, or simply painted curbs and 
crosswalks. Each District should be branded in a way that is appropriate for its 
history. Collaborating with residents and area students to research and design 
the signage will engage citizens in the history of their City and could reduce 
infrastructure costs.” (p. 123) 


○​ Boulder: Endorses incentive programs including grants, density bonuses for 
historic preservation, and tax credits. Pledges education about historic 
preservation and recognition of citizens for outstanding preservation efforts. 


○​ Minneapolis: See Policies 91-96, pp. 242-249. “Effectively helping to steward 
these properties requires expanding the public’s understanding and appreciation 
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of the significance of the properties, including the importance of materials, 
details, and designs that convey a property’s identity..” (p. 245).  


●​ Advocate for state and federal policies that support historic preservation. 


○​ Minneapolis: They aim to establish and promote financial incentives, technical 
assistance, and advocate for local, state, and federal policies that “enable 
stronger historic resource designations, protections, and rehabilitation programs.” 
(p. 248).  


○​ Portland: “Policy 4.47 State and federal historic resource support. Advocate for 
state and federal policies, programs, and legislation that would enable stronger 
historic resource designations, protections, and rehabilitation programs.” 
(GP4-11) 


●​ Derive from strong resident input based on ground-up neighborhood plans. 


○​ Kalamazoo: “It is the City’s goal to have all of Kalamazoo’s 22 neighborhoods 
create a neighborhood plan to be adopted as sub-plans to the Master Plan. 
Neighborhood plans allow residents to focus on issues important to their 
neighborhood, while also creating the opportunity to achieve City-wide Strategic 
Vision and Master Plan goals.” 


○​ Madison: “Early resident involvement on broad issues affecting quality of life 
issues set the foundation for 100+ neighborhood associations today. . . . A 
valuable lesson learned over the decades is that the city is stronger, and the 
results are better, when a diversity of residents are informed, involved, consulted, 
and in partnerships in all aspects of city decision-making.” (p. 110). 


○​ Boulder: “The Historic Preservation Advisory Board shall be a referral agency for 
all land use proposals where a possible impact to cultural resources has been 
identified.” (CR 1.03.03).  


●​ Address demolition. 


○​ Kalamazoo: Immediate actions include “Create a Demolition Delay Ordinance 
and Conservation District to protect historic fabric buildings.” (p. 78). 


○​ Portland: Has an entire chapter, Design and Development, that contains an entire 
section on Historic and Cultural Resources, which addresses demolition and 
more. (p. GP4-3, 13-14).  


○​ Minneapolis: Action steps include “protecting historic resources from demolition” 
and “modify(ing) regulations pertaining to demolition and mitigation” (p. 248). 
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IV. Recommended Amendments to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 


Based on our reviews of peer cities’ land use plans and best practices endorsed by the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, we advocate for inclusion of the following language in the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan:  
 
Public Engagement 
Pages 38-39: In light of the acknowledgement of historic preservation under A Balanced 
Approach, Housing and Affordability, Quality of Life, and Sustainability, having historic 
preservation as its own “comment bubble” seems appropriate. Peer cities have entire elements 
or sections explaining their support and policies for preservation (e.g., Detroit, Kalamazoo, 
Madison, Boulder, Minneapolis). Such a bubble could read: 


Historic Preservation: Residents highly valued Ann Arbor’s cultural and historic assets, 
wanting to maintain the city’s unique character and strong sense of place in its 
neighborhoods and the city as a whole. They appreciated the benefits of historic 
preservation, including naturally occurring affordable housing, sustainable rehabilitation 
practices, and dense, mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods that keep Ann Arbor unique, 
attractive, and economically vibrant. 


Vision and Values  
Page 44: “. . . protect important natural and historic areas . . .” (suggested addition in italics) 


Historic Preservation 
 


Page 60: “There are currently [15] historic districts in Ann Arbor, most of which are clustered in 
and around downtown Ann Arbor. Ann Arbor’s historic districts contain many architecturally and 
historically significant buildings, both in residential neighborhoods and the downtown 
commercial districts, which contribute to the unique character of downtown. These historic 
features help foster what is unique about Ann Arbor. The historic features help create a positive 
identity and special market appeal. This architecture, considered an invaluable resource, 
provides visual interest and maintains links to the past which give deeper meaning to the built 
environment. Because of the importance of historic structures in defining the character of the 
central City, there is a public interest in preservation.” (City of Ann Arbor Master Plan Land Use 
Element, 2009, p. 24)  
 
“[Historic] neighborhoods include a diversity of housing types, neighborhood parks, strong 
pedestrian connections, access to several modes of transportation, and are interconnected with 
other neighborhoods, [helping to] foster a greater sense of community. Narrower roads and 
rights-of-way also help to reduce imperviousness, slow traffic, and allow trees to form a canopy 
above the street. Front porches, recessed garages, sidewalks on both sides of the street, and 
reduced setbacks also help to provide a more pedestrian-oriented neighborhood. Neighborhood 
organizations can foster a stronger sense of community.” (ibid. p. 27) Historic districts were 
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designed from the beginning to include small businesses meeting local needs. They are the 
original 20-minute neighborhood and a model for the development or redevelopment of new 
communities.  
 
Historic districts and historic preservation are values at the core of municipal planning in Ann 
Arbor. This is codified in the City Code, which specifies a dedicated Historic District Ordinance 
and Commission. Chapter 103 of the City Code is designed to protect and guide development 
within historic districts, with the aim of managing growth sustainably while preserving cultural 
heritage. Historic district boundaries and development will continue to follow the standards and 
design guidelines established by the Historic District Ordinance. The city’s 15 historic districts 
are legally protected in order to preserve the city’s buildings and places of cultural and historical 
significance for future generations, an outcome of decades of legislative efforts and actions of 
the city.  
 
Keeping older housing maintained and occupied, both in historic districts and elsewhere, 
contributes to housing affordability.  Rehabilitating older properties preserves building materials 
and embodied energy, keeping materials out of the landfill and supporting A2Zero; it is also 
much less expensive than new construction. Historic neighborhoods are well-suited to walking, 
biking, and sightseeing. Tourists are drawn to restaurants, arts, local shops, a sense of place, 
and cultural events in historic downtowns and neighborhoods. Properties in historic districts 
change through rehabilitation of existing structures, adaptive reuse, replacement of 
nonconforming properties, infill, and ADUs.  By restructuring interiors, density can be added to 
historic neighborhoods.  Currently, the densest neighborhood in Ann Arbor is in a historic 
district.  Finally, historic district status should be considered for additional neighborhoods with 
historically significant homes. 


Goals and Strategies 
Page 68: 4.2:   


Historic districts are excellent examples of complete neighborhoods – human scale, 
mixed-use, walkable – and lessons of what works well in these areas should be the 
basis for future growth.3 


Future Land Use 
Page 113:   


The Plan should align any new underlying land use category with the built 
environment in historic districts. All historic districts currently zoned residential 
should remain residential (generally three stories or less) under the Plan. This 
recognizes that Chapter 103 of the City Code governs historic districts. 


3 This language is modeled on that of Kalamazoo’s plan: “What remains of historic Kalamazoo represents 
a beautiful local typology, logical density for retail, and a human scale of building. . . . Lessons of what 
works well in areas such as this should be the basis for future growth.” (p. 9). 
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V. Closing 


Draft 3 of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan is out of step with planning best practices 
regarding historic preservation that are used, to their benefit, by peer cities and recommended 
by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. As a result, we are not planning for a future that 
celebrates and takes full advantage of historic assets, even as our built environment continues 
to age. The Ann Arbor Preservation Alliance strongly endorses incorporating into the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and ongoing planning processes recognition of the many 
benefits of historic districts, neighborhoods, and properties. Preserving our history in physical 
form highlights what is special about Ann Arbor and is intrinsic to enhancing affordability, equity, 
sustainability, and dynamism. 
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around forever," which is wholly inconsistent with many council members' statements that they "support
historic districts." Support is incompatible with planning for and assuming historic districts' demise.

To anticipate objections, (1) Downtown has misaligned zoning, but its historic district guidelines
explicitly state criteria for modifying buildings, including height restrictions and upper floor setbacks.
Misaligned zoning is particularly dangerous without such protections. While I strongly oppose violating
best practices by misaligning zoning, short of that, the Plan should, at minimum, explicate intent to
implement protections in historic district rules; (2) Only 2.4 percent of Ann Arbor's land is devoted to
historic districts, and they contain a higher proportion of multi-family and group housing than the rest of
the city (data from Michelle Bennett). They are not a significant driver of housing scarcity in Ann Arbor.
While districts are close to downtown, that is true of almost all historic districts in all cities; cities begin at
their core. Other peer cities do not view that as a reason to undermine their protection, as they are a
major part of what makes their cities unique and attractive to begin with. 

There may be other objections, which I am happy to address. But I would urge you to take a slow walk
around the Old Fourth Ward and the eastern portion of the Old West Side, both of which are placed in
the Transition land use category, to take in exactly what makes them so special. They evoke the city
from the mid-19th to early 20th century, and are only getting older and rarer with each passing year.
While the OWS was historically a German neighborhood, there are other groups whose history has not
been equitably preserved; the work is not "done," but is ongoing, something other cities recognize.
Progressivism shouldn't mean jettisoning our history. Historic districts can accommodate more housing
(infill with multiplexes, internal division, ADUs, replacement of non-contributing structures, etc.) yet not
be put in a land use category so inconsistent with their built environment. In addition, the Plan should
acknowledge the benefits of historic preservation for affordability, sustainability, equity, and dynamism,
and plan for education and outreach, particularly amongst historically marginalized communities (Ann
Arbor for All). We can simultaneously be leaders in historic preservation best practices and add much-
needed housing. These values need not be seen or treated as contradictory. We should genuinely
support preserving the important history of Ann Arbor on an ongoing basis, as other cities do.
Preservation should not be sacrificed in the name of progress, something progressives have long
recognized. I urge you to send the Plan back to Planning Commission for appropriate revisions.

Daniel Rubenstein
Ward 5



This message was sent from outside of the City of Ann Arbor. Please do not click links, open attachments, or follow
directions unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

From: John Pianelli
To: Briggs, Erica
Subject: City of Ann Arbor - Affordable Housing Feedback (Elephant in the Room)
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 8:55:27 PM

Hi Erica, just like the national legislation / executive order limiting how many single-
family rentals can be owned by investors/landlords. The State of Michigan and/or City
of Ann Arbor should limit how many single-family rental homes can be bought and/or
owned by the numerous rental companies that rate predominately to University of
Michigan Students. We know the names of those companies and many of their
properties are unkempt and is disrepair.
I mentioned this to the City Council and the Mayor a few months ago. What is needed
is courage to do what's right.
Thanks for asking for feedback on this important issue. Another suggestion is to
annex Ypsilanti into Ann Arbor.

mailto:johnppianelli@aol.com
mailto:EBriggs@a2gov.org


From: A2 Automation No Reply
To: Taylor, Christopher (Mayor); Disch, Lisa; Harrison, Cynthia; Mallek, Jon; Watson, Chris; Radina, Travis; Ghazi

Edwin, Ayesha; Eyer, Jen; Akmon, Dharma; Briggs, Erica; Cornell, Jenn
Subject: Comprehensive Landuse Plan - Pause the plan
Date: Monday, March 16, 2026 10:12:27 PM

Name: Noemi Barabas
Subject: Comprehensive Landuse Plan - Pause the plan
Message:
I was the caller who could not unmute. This is what I wanted to say: Everybody here seems to
agree on the goals of this plan. But we disagree whether the plan will actually get us there. In
our country we see dishonesty that route resources to the wealthy. Now, the same priorities of
the dishonest and wealthy are may be here in Ann Arbor and in this instance in the form of
this land use plan. It is not enough for most of it to be honest and helpful. All of it has to be
honest and helpful. We won't be able to fix the problems after it is approved. I like many
things in the plan. But: its not done yet. I am against approving this plan now for these
reasons: 1. Process - dishonesty and exclusion 2. Affordability Dishonesty and exclusion: The
claim that this will help us better afford housing is dishonest. The claim that all current parks
are accounted for and protected is dishonest. The claim that citizens are listened to is
dishonest. Affordability: I will not give you statistics. I will give you a data point. We bought
it as freshly graduated students! Our house in our neighborhood would be unaffordable to us
with our career income if we were to buy it today. Think about it. This plan seems to join the
trend we are protesting on No Kings marches. Vote No to fix the plan: with honesty,
participation and making sure that city wealth serves the majority of residents with normal
income.-
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Address: 
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