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Lenart, Brett

From: Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 01, 2021 5:42 PM
To: Gale, Mia; tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; dmckinnon@firstmartin.com; 

kjkeinath@yahoo.com; dan@mavendevelopment.com; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com

Cc: Kowalski, Matthew; Lenart, Brett
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting
Attachments: PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF REPORT Angelini markup.pdf; Site 

Plan Ordinance 8-3 Angelini markup.pdf

 

 
Hello Brett, Matt, and Mia, 
Thank you for sharing these documents in advance of Tuesday evening’s meeting.  In general, I am in support of these 
changes and this would be a significant improvement to the current Site Plan Review process.   
 
My review and markups of two of the documents are attached.  There are a few minor edits suggested for a missing 
comma and word choices.  There are other larger questions that would be good to discuss as a group – or be clarified by 
your team.  It would appear that the Site Plan Review under the Planning Manager/Administrative Review would still 
entail staff reviews with various departments where the reviews appear subjective to unclear standards and that system 
is fraught with poor communication from the other departments, based on my past experiences – is this the 
situation?  Or does the Planning Manager have the ability to evaluate what other staff departments must review the 
project?  (which could also appear to be subjective)   
 
Perhaps others in the group will also give feedback. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Theresa Angelini, AIA, NCARB, Partner 
Angelini & Associates Architects 
200 Huronview Blvd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
734-998-0735 
 
 
 

From: Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>  
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 8:05 PM 
To: tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; dmckinnon@firstmartin.com; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; 
dan@mavendevelopment.com; Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
Dear Site Plan Review Thresholds Stakeholder Group: 
 

 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.  



2

Please note the meeting starts at 7:00 PM. The agenda contains specific directions as well as the Zoom 
link if you want to be an active participant during public comment time, or provide written 
communication to the Commission. Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Please note Planning Staff continue to work remotely and are committed to responding to your email as soon as 
possible.  
 
Mia Gale, Administrative Assistant  
 
Planning Services 
City of Ann Arbor | Guy C. Larcom City Hall | 301 E. Huron, 1st Floor ∙ Ann Arbor ∙ MI ∙ 48104  
734.794.6265 (O) ∙ 734.794.8312 (F) | Internal Extension 42665  
mgale@a2gov.org | www.a2gov.org 
 



PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STAFF REPORT

For Planning Commission Meeting of August 3, 2021

SUBJECT: Amendments to Chapter 55 (Unified Development Code) Section 5.29.6
(Site Plans).

PROPOSED CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION

          The Ann Arbor City Planning Commission hereby 
recommends that the Mayor and City Council approve 
amendments to Chapter 55 Unified Development Code, to amend 
Sections 5.29.6 related to Site Plan Review and Approval 
Standards.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that these amendments to the Unified Development Code be 
approved. The amendments revise the site plan approval thresholds, clarify required 
review process, reduce time or approval process improve usability and more effectively 
communicate types of projects and the corresponding process and/or authority 
requirements for the benefit of the residents, city officials and the development 
community. 

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND:

On July 6, 2020, City Council passed Resolution R-20-260 directing the Planning 
Commission to evaluate and make recommendations to the Unified Development Code 
to facilitate small and modest sized projects, and to improve the communication of UDC 
standards. The proposed amendment replaces 5.29.6 Site Plans with new paragraphs
and text that clarify procedures, requirements, and process through the addition of a 
table and supplemental text. 

Planning Staff met with an Advisory Committee of the development community in the 
summer of 2020. A summary of these meetings was presented to the Planning 
Commission in January with a request to proceed based on the Planning Commission 
recommendation. Planning Staff and the Ordinance Revisions Committee (ORC)
reviewed drafts in February, March, April, and May with a presentation and update to 
the entire Planning Commission in April 2021. 

City Council directed specific activities, all of which were addressed in a prior 
communication to City Council. Click Here for the Council communication. The 
proposed amendments in the attached ordinance specifically address the following 
directions:



Amendments to UDC (Site Plans)
Page 2

RESOLVED, That proposed amendments consider and recommend changes to Section 
5.29.6 Site Plans that amend thresholds for development proposals and/or site 
alterations by amending approval authorities for such projects to reduce the time and 
level of authorization to facilitate such projects 

RESOLVED, That proposed amendments additionally consider and recommend 
changes to Section 5.29.6 Site Plans that improve usability and more effectively 
communicate types of projects and the corresponding process and/or authority 
requirements

STAFF COMMENTS:

Staff has worked extensively with the ORC and Planning Commission over the last year 
to address the issues noted in the Council resolution. Staff and the Planning 
Commission agree that more work in the future is warranted to consider revisions to 
which standards apply across a property during site plan review, and the potential of 
creating other standards of required information for small and modest projects.  
Nonetheless, the attached amendments focus on reducing the level of review and more 
effective communication of standards.

Any proposed changes to the level of final approval (e.g. Planning Manager, Planning 
Commission, or City Council) for site plans does not change the applicability of 
requirements, nor the standards to which satisfaction of codes are met (with the 
exception of the Electric Vehicle Parking requirements).

Here are some of the significant modifications that would be enacted through adoption 
of this ordinance:

In lieu of the current text of the UDC, the proposed ordinance includes a table, which 
provides a matrix where a user can either start with the type of development activity 
or the use of the property, and learn the required level of review.
Currently, the construction of the ordinance dictates that all development activity 
requires City Council site plan approval, unless exempted, or delegated to the 
Planning Commission or Planning Manager.  This proposed ordinance establishes 
that only those uses described in the table require site plan review, and all other 
activity may be conducted through the typical building/zoning permit process.
Change of approval level from City Council to City Planning Commission for site 
plans that are NOT associated with a rezoning petition. 

This results in the removal of one public hearing at City Council for site plans 
not related to a rezoning.  

Building additions 300 square feet and less will be exempt from site plan review. All 
projects that do not require a site plan will be subject to zoning review during the 
Building Permit review process. Currently any increase in floor area requires site 
plan review.

Does
"approval
authorities"
refer to City
Council,
Planning
Commission,
or Planning
Manager?
Or does it
refer to the
internal staff
reviews by
other
departments
such as
storm water,
fire, traffic,
etc?

Organization
of the
ordinance?
Structure of
the
ordinance?
The word
"construction"
here could be
confusing in
the context of
building
construction.
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Construction of up to four units exempt from site plan review. Currently one-two 
family is exempt.
Construction of five or six units requires site plan for Planning Manager approval. 
Removal of Planning Commission approval of Administrative Level changes when
no site plan is on file. Currently, the UDC specifies a list of changes that can be 
submitted for Planning Manager approval, so long as the site has a previously 
approved site plan.
Construction of Outdoor Deck, Patio, Plaza, or combination up to 1,000 total square 
feet exempt from site planning for up to four units, other uses require site plan for 
Planning Manager approval. Currently, the limit is 240 square feet for a unit in an 
attached single-family development. 

As a reminder, there is no change proposed to the level of public participation required 
in the UDC and no change to the staff review requirements for any site plans. All 
projects that do not require a site plan will be subject to zoning review during the 
Building Permit review process. 

Prepared by Matt Kowalski
Reviewed by Brett Lenart
7-27-21

Attachments:  Resolution from City Council
01/22/21 communication from Planning Commission to City Council

c: City Attorney’s Office

Many of the current problems with the staff review
involves many other departments involved in the review,
under the Planning Manager but outside of the Planning
Department. The reviews are arbitrary, the standards
unclear, and communication is poor. How will this be
addressed to be a fair, professional, appropriate review
to clearly stated standards?



ORDINANCE NO. ORD-21-xx

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 5.29.6 of CHAPTER 55 (UNIFIED 
DEVELOPMENT CODE) OF TITLE V OF CODE OF THE CITY OF ANN ARBOR –
(SITE PLANS)

The City of Ann Arbor Ordains:

Section 1. That Section 5.29.6 Site Plans of Chapter 55 Unified Development Code be 
Amended as follows:
5.29.6  

5.29.75.29.6 Site Plans 

A. Applicability and Approving Body 

 1. Table 5.29-1 Establishes the combination of use and development activity for 
which an approved site plan shall be required before applicable permits are 
issued to construct, install, or place any Building, Structure, or site 
improvement, or  prior to the removal or disturbance of any Natural Feature, in 
accordance with the requirements and standards in this chapter. 

2. Any development activity not included in Table 5.29-1below shall be conducted 
through applicable City permits and regulations, without the necessity of a site 
plan.A site plan is required to construct, install or place any Building or site 
improvement or remove or disturb any Natural Features in accordance with the 
requirements and standards in this chapter, unless an exemption for that type of 
Building, site improvement, or activity is listed in subsection A below. 

Applicability  
An approved site plan shall be required before applicable permits may be issued for any 
form of construction or removal or disturbance of any Natural Features, except for: 

1. Construction of or addition to one Single-Family or Two-Family 
Dwelling or Accessory Structure on a parcel zoned solely for residential 
purposes. 

2. Removal or disturbance of any Natural Features on a Lot which contains 
one Single-Family or Two-Family Dwelling and is zoned solely for 
residential purposes. 

3. Construction solely on the interior of a Building that does not increase 
Floor Area. 

4. Construction, erection, or placement of the following: 

Signs.  Signs

Retaining walls; Fences; buffer walls.  Retaining walls; Fences; buffer walls

space



Curb carts for solid waste; and dumpsters used for commercial CCCurururbbb cacacartrtrtsss fofoforrr sososolililiddd wawawaststste;e;e; aaandndnd dddumumumpspspstetetersrsrs uuuseseseddd fofoforrr cococommmmmmererercicicialalal
recyclables and related screening that encloses up to 100 square 
feet.  

Fire escapes.  FFFiririreee esesescacacapepepesss

Sidewalks.  SSSidididewewewalalalksksks

Wireless Communication Antennas and associated facilities WiWiWirererelelelessssss CCComomommumumunininicacacatititiononon AAAntntntenenennananasss anananddd asasassososociciciatatatededed fffacacacilililitititieieiesss
located on Buildings or on other existing Structures or on 
previously approved and constructed Wireless Communications 
Towers; Dish Antennas and windmills located on Buildings.  

Lights; poles.  LLLigigighththts;s;s; pppolololeseses

Cooling, heating or mechanical equipment when located on a CCoooolilingng heheatatiningg oror mmecechahaninicacall eeququipipmementnt wwhehenn lolocacatetedd onon aaa
Building or occupying a ground area of less than 100 square feet.  

One Accessory Building up to 240 square feet and up to 14 feet in OnOnOneee AAAccccccesesessososoryryry BBBuiuiuildldldinininggg upupup tttooo 242424000 sqsqsquauauarerere fffeeeeeettt anananddd upupup tttooo 141414 fffeeeeeettt ininin
height, for storage or other nonhabitable use, subject to all 
dimensional standards of the zoning district in which it is located. 

Deck or patio, or a combination of both, up to a total of 240 DeDeDeckckck ooorrr papapatititiooo ooorrr aaa cococombmbmbinininatatatioioionnn ofofof bbbototothhh uuuppp tototo aaa tttotototalalal ooofff 242424000
square feet for a Dwelling Unit in an attached Single-Family 
residential development.   

Awning of any size, or Canopy or similar accessory Structure for AwAwAwnininingngng ooofff anananyyy sisisizezeze ororor CCCanananopopopyyy ororor sssimimimilililararar aaaccccccesesessososoryryry SSStrtrtrucucuctututurerere fffororor
shade up to 240 square feet, when over existing Impervious 
Surface.   

A. Approving Body 

1. City Council 

City Council approval of all site plans is required unless the proposed 
Development is exempt from site plan review as provided above or has been 
delegated to the Planning Commission or administrative approval as provided 
below.   

2. Planning Commission  

Planning Commission approval of a site plan is required for one or more of the 
following:  

Accessory Buildings and Structures exceeding the size of those Accessory Buildings and Structures exceeding the size of those
allowed with administrative approval.  Common accessory 
buildings and structures include garages; carports; freestanding 
automatic teller machines; more than one Dish Antenna on a 
parcel; windmills and solar panels not located on a Building; 
Wireless Communications Towers.  

Cooling, heating or mechanical equipment occupying a ground Cooling heating or mechanical equipment occupying a ground
area exceeding the regulations of Section h. 

Outdoor storage areas, permanent outdoor sales areas. Outdoor storage areas permanent outdoor sales areas



Paving an existing Parking Lot, increasing the area in square feet PPPavavavinininggg ananan eeexixixistststinininggg PaPaParkrkrkinininggg LoLoLottt iiincncncrerereasasasinininggg thththeee ararareaeaea iiinnn sqsqsquauauarerere fffeeeeeettttt
of a Vehicular Use Area,  or construction of a new access road or 
Driveway. 

Modifications to an approved Natural Features protection plan or MoMoModididififificacacatititionononsss tototo aaannn apapapprprprovovovededed NNNatataturururalalal FFFeaeaeatututurereresss prprprotototececectititiononon ppplalalannn ororor
Natural Features mitigation plan that are not covered under the 
Site Plan for administrative approval requirements. 

Any minor change listed in Section 5.29.6B.3 when there is no AnAnAnyyy mimiminononorrr chchchananangegege lllisisisteteteddd ininin SSSececectititiononon 555 292929 666BBB 333 whwhwhenenen ttthehehererere iiisss nonono
approved site plan on file. 

3. Administrative Approval  

Administrative approval of a site plan is required for minor changes to an 
approved site plan including one or more of the following: 

Building additions of 10% of the existing Floor Area, up to 10,000 BuBuBuililildididingngng aaadddddditititioioionsnsns ooofff 101010%%% ofofof ttthehehe eeexixixistststinininggg FFFlololoororor AAArerereaaa uuuppp tototo 111000 000000000
square feet.   

Extension of a valid site plan approval for periods up to two years ExExExtetetensnsnsioioionnn ofofof aaa vvvalalalididid sssitititeee plplplananan aaapppppprororovavavalll fofoforrr pepeperiririodododsss upupup tttooo twtwtwooo yeyeyearararsss
if the approval is requested prior to expiration of the site plan and 
if the plan is in compliance with current laws and regulations. 

One Accessory Building for storage or other nonhabitable use OnOnOneee AcAcAccececessssssorororyyy BuBuBuililildididinnnggg fofoforrr stststorororagagageee ororor ooothththererer nnnonononhahahabibibitatatablblbleee usususeee
greater than 240 square feet of Floor Area, but not to exceed 
5,000 square feet of Floor Area, 5% of the Lot Area, and 14 feet in 
height.  

Change to or addition of Development phasing lines. CCChahahangngngeee tototo ooorrr adadaddididitititiononon ooofff DeDeDevevevelololopmpmpmenenenttt phphphasasasinininggg lililinenenesss

Change in Building Height that does not create new Floor Area. ChChChananangegege iiinnn BuBuBuililildididingngng HHHeieieighghghttt thththatatat dddoeoeoesss nononottt crcrcreaeaeatetete nnnewewew FFFlololoororor AAArerereaaa

Relocation of sidewalks. ReReRelololocacacatititiononon ooofff sisisidededewawawalklklksss

Change of location or type of landscape or screening materials. ChChChananangegege ooofff lololocacacatititiononon ooorrr tytytypepepe ooofff lalalandndndscscscapapapeee ororor ssscrcrcreeeeeenininingngng mmmatataterereriaiaialslsls
Where more landscaping area or materials are shown than 
required by 5.20 , these elements may be reduced by no more than 
20% of the additional amount originally approved. 

Relocation of refuse collection stations. ReReRelololocacacatititiononon ooofff rererefufufusesese cccololollelelectctctioioionnn ssstatatatititionononsss

Rearrangement or reconfiguration of the parking stalls and aisles ReReararrarangngememenentt oror rrececononfifiguguraratitionon ooff ththee paparkrkiningg ststalallsls aandnd aaisisleless
within the Vehicular Use Area of an approved site plan, subject to 
the off-street parking standard.   

Decrease in Building size. DeDeDecrcrcreaeaeasesese iiinnn BuBuBuililildididingngng sssizizizeee

Moving a Building no more than ten feet or 5% of the distance to MoMoMovivivingngng aaa BBBuiuiuildldldinininggg nonono mmmorororeee thththananan tetetennn fefefeetetet ooorrr 5%5%5% ooofff thththeee dididistststananancecece tototo
the closest Lot Line, whichever is smaller. 

Relocation or addition of no more than 50% of the approved Relocation or addition of no more than 50% of the approved
storm water detention capacity. 

Change in species or placement of plant material included in an Change in species or placement of plant material included in an
approved mitigation plan, as long as the change does not result in 
a reduction of plant material or area from the original plan and 
the change meets the intent of the approved mitigation plan. 



Substitution of areas to be preserved in an approved Natural SuSuSubsbsbstitititutututititiononon ooofff ararareaeaeasss tototo bbbeee prprpreseseserererveveveddd ininin aaannn apapapprprprovovovededed NNNatataturururalalal
Features protection plan, as long as there is no net loss of 
preserved area, the cumulative area to be changed does not exceed 
250 square feet of the original area to be preserved in the 
approved protection plan. 

Removal of a tree identified on the site plan as a Landmark Tree ReReRemomomovavavalll ofofof aaa tttrerereeee idididenenentititifififiededed ooonnn thththeee sisisitetete ppplalalannn asasas aaa LLLananandmdmdmarararkkk TrTrTreeeeee
to be saved, but recognized as an Invasive Species at the time of 
application for approval of the Administrative amendment. 

Addition of carports over existing legal Parking Spaces. AdAdAddididitititiononon ooofff cacacarprprpororortststs oooveveverrr exexexisisistititingngng lllegegegalalal PPParararkikikingngng SSSpapapacececesss

Replacement or enhancement of a Wireless Communications ReReReplplplacacacemememenenenttt ororor eeenhnhnhananancececememementntnt ooofff aaa WiWiWirererelelelessssss CCComomommumumunininicacacatititionononsss
Tower to accommodate co-location, provided that the Tower is 
not relocated more than 15 feet from the Base of the original 
Tower, nor is increased in height more than 20 feet above the 
original Tower height and meets all other applicable regulations. 

Addition of Canopy Structures over Vehicular Use Areas. AdAdAddididitititiononon ooofff CaCaCanononopypypy SSStrtrtrucucuctututurereresss ovovovererer VVVehehehiciciculululararar UUUsesese AAArerereasasas
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B. Approval Procedures 

4.1. Preliminary Procedure 

Before submitting a site plan for formal review, the Applicant 
shall meet with the Planning Manager to review the proposal and 
applicable City requirements. To initiate a formal review, all 
drawings and other materials required by Section 5.28.1 shall be 
filed with the Planning Manager. A site plan shall not be 
considered filed until all drawings and other required materials 
have been submitted, and a site plan may be rejected if these 
materials are inadequate to confirm compliance with the 
requirements of this chapter. The Planning Manager shall review 
the site plan with other appropriate City departments and the 
Applicant and, except in the case of a site plan for administrative 
approval pursuant to Subsection 5.30.1, shall make a report and 
recommendation on the proposed site plan to the Planning 
Commission. 

Before submitting a petition, the Applicant shall contact the 
Planning Manager to schedule a pre-petition conference.  At the 
conference the Applicant shall present the proposed conceptual 
site plan and development program.  The staff may provide the 
Applicant with their comments regarding compliance with  
required site plan information, the appropriate approving body, 
and the type of citizen participation required  consistent with 
Section 5.28.4. 

Before submitting a site plan application for formal review, the 
Applicant shall comply with the citizen participation requirements 
in Section 5.28.4. 

5.2. City Council Approval 

For development activity described in Table 5.29-1 for City Council approval, 
Tthe Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and, within a reasonable 
time following the close of the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall 
make a recommendation to the City Council to approve or deny the site plan.  
Upon receipt of the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the City Council 
shall approve (with or without conditions) or deny the site plan within a 
reasonable time following the close of the public hearing.   If approval is 
conditioned on changes to the site plan, the Applicant shall submit revised 
drawings with the necessary changes to the Planning Manager within 30 days of 
approval by the City Council or the site plan approval shall lapse. Any changes 
to a condition placed on the site plan by City Council shall require City Council 
approval. 

what is the
difference
between these
two tracks? They
appear to be the
same.

how about 45 or
60, considering
the holiday
season could
delay a 30 day
resubmittal?



6.3. Planning Commission Approval 

For development activity described in Table 5.29-1 for Planning Commission 
approval, Tthe Planning Commission shall review and approve (with or without 
conditions) or deny a site plan.   that proposes one or more of the minor 
modifications in Section 5.29.6B.2.  If a site plan proposes any modification that 
would require City Council approval, then the Planning Commission shall make 
a recommendation to the City Council and the site plan, including the minor 
modifications, shall be considered in the manner provided for site plans for City 
Council approval.If approval is conditioned on changes to the site plan, the 
Applicant shall submit revised drawings with the necessary changes to the 
Planning Manager within 30 days of approval by the Planning Commission or 
the site plan approval shall lapse.  Any changes to a condition placed on the site 
plan by Planning Commission shall require Planning Commission approval. 

7.4. Administrative Planning Manager/Administrative Approval 

The For development activity described in Table 5.29-1 for Planning Manager 
approval, the Planning Manager shall review and approve (with or without 
conditions) or deny the site plan.  site plans that propose one or more of the 
minor changes to an approved site plan provided in Section 5.29.6B.3 if the CSA 
Administrator and PSA Administrator verify in writing that the minor change 
will not significantly alter Natural Features shown to be preserved nor alter or 
conflict with the stated conditions of site plan approvalPlanning Manager 
approval of site plans, or amendments to site plans previously approved by City 
Council or Planning Commission shall be reviewed and approved (with or 
without conditions) or denied, so long as the scope of proposed modification is 
consistent with the authority granted in Table 5.29-1.. 

B. Criteria for Site Plan Approval  

5.1. The City Council,Planning Commission or City CouncilPlanning 
Manager shall make its decision on the site plan based on the following 
criteria: 

The contemplated Development shall comply with all applicable 
local, state, and federal law, ordinances, standards and 
regulations. 

The Development shall limit the disturbance of Natural Features 
to the minimum necessary to allow a reasonable use of the land, 
applying criteria for reviewing a Natural Features Plan as 
provided in Section 5.29.6F.  

The Development shall not cause a public or private nuisance and ThThTheee DeDeDevevevelololopmpmpmenenenttt shshshalalallll nononottt cacacausususeee aaa pupupublblblicicic ooorrr prprprivivivatatateee nununuisisisananancecece aaandndnd
shall not have a detrimental effect on the public health, safety or 
welfare. 

6. The Planning Manager may approve a site plan for administrative 
approval if the change will not significantly alter natural features shown 
to be preserved nor alter or conflict with the stated conditions of the site 
plan approval and if the site plan is in compliance with current laws and 
regulations. For a PUD site plan for administrative approval, the 

What does Planning
Manager/
Administrative
Approval entail?
Review by staff in
natural features, fire,
storm water, traffic,
etc.? Will this be any
different than going
through Planning
Commission Review,
except just without the
Planning
Commission?

Is City Council
the best group to
evaluate these
standards?



Planning Manager shall also determine that the proposed change does 
not alter the fundamental design, conceptual integrity, any specific 
conditions of the PUD development program, the conceptual PUD plan 
or the supplemental regulations.  

7. The following restrictions shall also apply to Administrative Approval of 
a PUD site plan:   

Adjustment in approved phase lines shall not result in a change AdAdAdjujujustststmemementntnt iiinnn apapapprprprovovovededed ppphahahasesese lllininineseses ssshahahallllll nnnototot rrresesesulululttt ininin aaa ccchahahangngngeee
greater than 10% of the land area in any phase, or 10% of the 
number of approved Lots, or 10% of the approved maximum 
Floor Area.   

Any decrease in Building size or changes in bedroom counts per 
Dwelling Unit shall not reduce the size or number of affordable 
housing units approved as part of the PUD site plan.   

C. Effect of Site Plan Approval  

1. For three years from the date of approval of a site plan, permits may be 
issued and the land developed consistent with that plan and the 
regulations, laws and ordinances in effect at the time of approval, unless 
new regulations, laws and ordinances are made applicable to previously 
approved Developments. After three years from approval, if Development 
activities have substantially ceased during the previous year, then no 
permits shall be issued unless the site plan is reconsidered in the manner 
provided for new site plans. Nothing in the section shall prevent permits, 
such as Grading and Building permits, from being issued after three 
years from approval provided that substantial and good-faith progress 
has been made during the previous year. 

2. An approved site plan shall become part of the record of approval. 
Subsequent actions relating to the activity authorized shall be consistent 
with the approved site plan and any Development Agreement, including 
but not limited to the measures for protection and mitigation of Natural 
Features. 

3. To obtain permits for any Building or site improvement, the property 
owner shall agree to construct, install or place all required site 
improvements in compliance with an approved site plan. All public 
improvements must meet current City PSA Standards and Specifications. 
Prior to the issuance of any Building permit, site improvements 
necessary to meet the requirements for fire coverage and emergency 
access must be installed and approved by the fire service unit.  

4. The property owner shall have a continuing obligation to maintain 
required site improvements, Natural Features to be preserved, and 
Natural Features mitigation in a good condition. 

D. Criteria for Review of a Traffic Impact Analysis 

5. The traffic and/or parking impact analysis shall be reviewed by the 
Public Services Area for completeness and accuracy.   

where does one
find these? The
engineering
standards have
been hard to find
online in the past



6. Proposals that will contribute traffic to streets or intersections that are 
or will be as a result of this proposal at a level of Service D, E, or F as 
defined in the Highway Capacity Manual may be denied by Commission 
and Council until such time as necessary street or traffic improvements 
are scheduled for construction. 

E. Criteria for Review of Natural Features Plan 

In determining whether a proposed disturbance or removal of Natural Features is 
limited to the minimum necessary to allow a reasonable use of the land, the approving 
body shall apply the following criteria: 

1. The importance and overall value of a Natural Feature, both on the Site 
and on a city-wide basis. In general, the importance of a Natural Feature 
increases with its rarity, size, age and condition. 

2. The existence and overlapping Natural Features in one area. 
Overlapping Natural Features increase the importance and overall value 
for preservation of the area. 

3. The impact of the proposed disturbance on the integrity of ecological 
systems or the continuity between Natural Features. Whenever possible, 
ecological systems and continuity between Natural Features should be 
preserved. 

4. The amount of disturbance in relation to the scale of the proposed 
development and to that permitted by this chapter. 

5. The adequacy of the mitigation plan. 
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Lenart, Brett

From: Darren McKinnon <dmckinnon@firstmartin.com>
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2021 9:06 AM
To: Theresa Angelini; Gale, Mia; tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; 

dan@mavendevelopment.com; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com

Cc: Kowalski, Matthew; Lenart, Brett
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting
Attachments: DRAFT Amended Site Plan Review Thresholds ORC 3-23-21.pdf; Site Plan Ordinance 8-3 

Angelini markup.pdf

 

 
All- 
It appears the latest version of what is now Table 5.29-1 has many changes from the previous draft version (both are 
attached).  Many sections were deleted from the draft version and many brand new sections were inserted!  I doubt we 
will have time to review all these changes in detail at a Planning Commission meeting but I am concerned that so many 
changes were made without this group’s input or even notification an now it appears PC will be voting on it tomorrow. 
At what point are we supposed to provide input?   This is frustrating.   
 
Darren McKinnon, PE 
 
First Martin  
115 Depot Street, Ann Arbor, MI 48104 
O: 734.994.5050 
C: 734.904.5044 
E: dmckinnon@firstmartin.com 
  
FIRSTMARTIN.COM 
FACEBOOK  |  TWITTER 
 

From: Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>  
Sent: Sunday, August 1, 2021 5:42 PM 
To: Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>; tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; Darren McKinnon <dmckinnon@firstmartin.com>; 
kjkeinath@yahoo.com; dan@mavendevelopment.com; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
Hello Brett, Matt, and Mia, 
Thank you for sharing these documents in advance of Tuesday evening’s meeting.  In general, I am in support of these 
changes and this would be a significant improvement to the current Site Plan Review process.   
 
My review and markups of two of the documents are attached.  There are a few minor edits suggested for a missing 
comma and word choices.  There are other larger questions that would be good to discuss as a group – or be clarified by 
your team.  It would appear that the Site Plan Review under the Planning Manager/Administrative Review would still 

 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.  
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entail staff reviews with various departments where the reviews appear subjective to unclear standards and that system 
is fraught with poor communication from the other departments, based on my past experiences – is this the 
situation?  Or does the Planning Manager have the ability to evaluate what other staff departments must review the 
project?  (which could also appear to be subjective)   
 
Perhaps others in the group will also give feedback. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Theresa Angelini, AIA, NCARB, Partner 
Angelini & Associates Architects 
200 Huronview Blvd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
734-998-0735 
 
 
 

From: Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>  
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 8:05 PM 
To: tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; dmckinnon@firstmartin.com; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; 
dan@mavendevelopment.com; Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
Dear Site Plan Review Thresholds Stakeholder Group: 
 
Please note the meeting starts at 7:00 PM. The agenda contains specific directions as well as the Zoom 
link if you want to be an active participant during public comment time, or provide written 
communication to the Commission. Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Please note Planning Staff continue to work remotely and are committed to responding to your email as soon as 
possible.  
 
Mia Gale, Administrative Assistant  
 
Planning Services 
City of Ann Arbor | Guy C. Larcom City Hall | 301 E. Huron, 1st Floor ∙ Ann Arbor ∙ MI ∙ 48104  
734.794.6265 (O) ∙ 734.794.8312 (F) | Internal Extension 42665  
mgale@a2gov.org | www.a2gov.org 
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Lenart, Brett

From: Tom J. Covert <tjc@midwesternconsulting.com>
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2021 10:12 AM
To: Darren McKinnon; Theresa Angelini; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; dan@mavendevelopment.com; 

brad@jbradleymoore.com; dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com; Lenart, Brett
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew; Gale, Mia; Tom J. Covert
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting

 

 
Happy Monday all! Hope you had a great weekend.  
 
Thank you for sharing the information and documents regarding the amendments to section 5.29.6 of Chapter 55 – 
Unified Development Code. These look like  good improvements toward the goals of amending the thresholds for 
development proposal review, and improvements to improve usability and efficient communication.  
 
The use of tables to describe regulation such as Table 5.29‐1 will be very useful, and is easy to understand. One thing I 
would suggest it under sidewalks, I would like to have a column noting sidewalk installation, and not just removal. 
Previously sidewalk installation had been site plan exempt and I think this would be the same. We receive from our 
clients many times questions about adding sidewalk either during construction, or just after construction.  
 
Through these revisions  it seems that the Planning Manager will have more demands on their time.  One way to help 
with this may be to include a designed Planner as an acceptable stand in for the Planning Manager for the Preliminary 
Meeting, and for the pre‐petition conference.  
 
As Theresa points out, it seems that departmental review will continue to be relied upon. As noted, these reviews 
through the various departments have the opportunity to be subjective and unclear as to how they correlate with code, 
and standards.  It has the opportunity to lead to inconsistent direction, poor communication, rework,  and much effort 
to resolve.  Should the Planning Manager have the ability/authority to “override”, or take comments “as advisement” 
and allow a project forward with approval?  To this resolve, should departments have opportunity to submit comments 
in a required timeframe and if they do not, then the Planning Manager has discretion to comment on these items, or 
move forward without the comments? Does this discussion go beyond the goals of the group? Is an unintended 
consequence of these proposed modifications may lead to more projects and in turn more municipal review effort being 
required. Which in turn may/will lead to more backlog and more time to approval for all projects… You may save having 
to attend a City Council meeting, but you may have the same amount time to approval due to backlog and/or municipal 
review timing. Brett, are there internal discussions about programmatic elements of implementing these modifications 
in practice for a shorter turnaround? 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts on this,  
Tom 
 
 
Thomas (Tom) Covert, RLA, AICP, LEED AP 
Principal | c 734.389.5303 

MIDWESTERN CONSULTING 
3815 Plaza Drive | Ann Arbor, MI 48108 | 734.995.0200 
 

  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.  
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From: Darren McKinnon [mailto:dmckinnon@firstmartin.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2021 9:06 AM 
To: Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>; Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>; Tom J. Covert 
<tjc@midwesternconsulting.com>; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; dan@mavendevelopment.com; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
All‐ 
It appears the latest version of what is now Table 5.29‐1 has many changes from the previous draft version (both are 
attached).  Many sections were deleted from the draft version and many brand new sections were inserted!  I doubt we 
will have time to review all these changes in detail at a Planning Commission meeting but I am concerned that so many 
changes were made without this group’s input or even notification an now it appears PC will be voting on it tomorrow. 
At what point are we supposed to provide input?   This is frustrating.   
 

Darren McKinnon, PE 
 

First Martin  
115 Depot Street, Ann Arbor, MI 48104 
O: 734.994.5050 
C: 734.904.5044 
E: dmckinnon@firstmartin.com 
  
FIRSTMARTIN.COM 
FACEBOOK  |  TWITTER 
 

From: Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>  
Sent: Sunday, August 1, 2021 5:42 PM 
To: Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>; tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; Darren McKinnon <dmckinnon@firstmartin.com>; 
kjkeinath@yahoo.com; dan@mavendevelopment.com; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: RE: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
Hello Brett, Matt, and Mia, 
Thank you for sharing these documents in advance of Tuesday evening’s meeting.  In general, I am in support of these 
changes and this would be a significant improvement to the current Site Plan Review process.   
 
My review and markups of two of the documents are attached.  There are a few minor edits suggested for a missing 
comma and word choices.  There are other larger questions that would be good to discuss as a group – or be clarified by 
your team.  It would appear that the Site Plan Review under the Planning Manager/Administrative Review would still 
entail staff reviews with various departments where the reviews appear subjective to unclear standards and that system 
is fraught with poor communication from the other departments, based on my past experiences – is this the 
situation?  Or does the Planning Manager have the ability to evaluate what other staff departments must review the 
project?  (which could also appear to be subjective)   
 
Perhaps others in the group will also give feedback. 
 
Sincerely,  
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Theresa Angelini, AIA, NCARB, Partner 
Angelini & Associates Architects 
200 Huronview Blvd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
734-998-0735 
 
 
 

From: Gale, Mia <RGale@a2gov.org>  
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 8:05 PM 
To: tjc@midwesternconsulting.com; dmckinnon@firstmartin.com; kjkeinath@yahoo.com; 
dan@mavendevelopment.com; Theresa Angelini <tangelini@angeliniarchitects.com>; brad@jbradleymoore.com; 
dfarrell@damianfarrelldesigngroup.com 
Cc: Kowalski, Matthew <MKowalski@a2gov.org>; Lenart, Brett <BLenart@a2gov.org> 
Subject: Invitation to Tuesday's 8/3/2021 Planning Commission Meeting 
 

Dear Site Plan Review Thresholds Stakeholder Group: 
 
Please note the meeting starts at 7:00 PM. The agenda contains specific directions as well as the Zoom 
link if you want to be an active participant during public comment time, or provide written 
communication to the Commission. Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Please note Planning Staff continue to work remotely and are committed to responding to your email as soon as 
possible.  
 
Mia Gale, Administrative Assistant  
 
Planning Services 
City of Ann Arbor | Guy C. Larcom City Hall | 301 E. Huron, 1st Floor ∙ Ann Arbor ∙ MI ∙ 48104  
734.794.6265 (O) ∙ 734.794.8312 (F) | Internal Extension 42665  
mgale@a2gov.org | www.a2gov.org 
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