
REGULAR MEETING   July 9, 2020         6:30 P.M. 
 

PITTSFIELD TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

1.0 Call Meeting to Order at 6:30 p.m. / Determination of a Quorum 

2.0 Pledge of Allegiance 

3.0 Approval of Agenda 

4.0 Approval of Prior Minutes 

5.0 Public Comment I 

If there is a member of the public that wishes to address the Planning Commission, 
please step forward.   

6.0      Public Hearings 

6.1    ZOA # 20-210 Revisions to Open Space Preservation Development Option 

7.0       Old Business 

8.0       New Business 

8.1       CSPA 19-13 Residence Inn 
Submitted for Final Site Plan Approval 
3764 S. State Street (L -12-08-400-018), Section 8 

8.2      RZ 20-05  Alister Park – Concept Plan  
Submitted for Concept Plan Review 
4533 Carpenter Road (L -12-13-300-019), Section 13 

9.0       Planner’s Report 

9.1       Carbon Emission Study 

10.0 Chairperson’s Report 

11.0 Commissioner’s Report 

12.0 Public Comment II 

13.0 Adjournment 

Please Note:  This meeting is being recorded 

In compliance with the Governor of Michigan's Executive Order, the Pittsfield Township 
Planning Commission will conduct its July 9, 2020 meeting electronically. Public participation 
at the July 9, 2020 Planning Commission meeting will be via teleconference and 
videoconference in order to reduce the risk of exposure to persons with the COVID-19 virus 

1-2

2-8

54-65

9-41

42-53

66-76



and to comply with the Governor’s Executive Order restrictions on in-person governmental 
functions.  
 
To participate as a member of the public: 

• For videoconferencing go to: 
• https://zoom.us/j/93414172981?pwd=Zk0rTWZQMisvbTQ4M0o5VDZQUXhFdz09 

Password: Pittsfield 
• Or iPhone one-tap :  

US: +19292056099,,93414172981#,,,,0#,,728703#  or 
+13017158592,,93414172981#,,,,0#,,728703#  

• Or Telephone: 
Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): 
 US: +1 929 205 6099  or +1 301 715 8592  or +1 312 626 6799  or +1 669 900 6833  
or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 346 248 7799  or 888 475 4499 (Toll Free) or 877 853 5257 
(Toll Free) 

• Webinar ID: 934 1417 2981 
• International numbers available: https://zoom.us/u/adxxDSYYH2   

 
If you are a member of the public and cannot connect, please call (734) 216-9347. 

 
Further instructions on participating in public comment will be provided once the meeting has 
been called to order in order to ensure two-way communication between the Planning 
Commission and the members of the public.  
 
Written comments will be received at zoning@pittsfield-mi.gov until 3:00 p.m. the day of the 
hearing.   
Any person who wishes to contact members of the Planning Commission to provide input or 
ask questions on any business coming before the Planning Commission on July 9, 2020 may 
do so by calling 734-216-9347 or emailing zoning@pittsfield-mi.gov prior to the meeting.  
Reasonable auxiliary aids and services can be provided at the meeting to individuals with 
disabilities by contacting the Clerk’s Office at (734) 822-3120 or via email at clerk@pittsfield-
mi.gov at least three business days in advance. 
 

 
 

This notice is posted in compliance with PA 267 of 1976 (as amended) Open Meetings Act, MCL 125.3103 and 
125.3502 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or 
services should contact the Pittsfield Charter Township Clerk s Office 3 business days prior to the meeting. The 
Clerk s Office can be reached at 734-822-3120 or via email clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov. 

 

 

https://zoom.us/j/93414172981?pwd=Zk0rTWZQMisvbTQ4M0o5VDZQUXhFdz09
mailto:zoning@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:zoning@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov


 

REGULAR MEETING   June 18, 2020          6:30 P.M. 
 

PITTSFIELD TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 
 
Members Present: Stanley Young, Deborah Williams, Roland Kibler, George Ralph, Ann 

Harris, Mike Petraszko, Matthew Payne 
Members Absent: None   
Others Present: Greg Windingland, John Ackerman, Christina Lirones, Benjamin Carlisle, 

Township Planning Consultant, Deb Brown, Typographist, and Zoe 
Crowley, Recording Clerk. 

 
1.0 Call Meeting to Order at 6:30 p.m. / Determination of a Quorum 

 
Chairperson Payne called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  A quorum was present. 

 
2.0 Pledge of Allegiance  

 
Chairperson Payne led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
             

3.0 Approval of Agenda  
 
Motion to approve the agenda as recommended. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Williams, supported by Commissioner Harris, to approve the 
agenda as recommended. 
 
MOTION CARRIED          

    
4.0 Approval of Prior Minutes  
 
 4.1  Regular Minutes of June 4, 2020  
  

Motion by Commissioner Williams, supported by Commissioner Kibler, to 
approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of June 4, 2020. 

 
  MOTION CARRIED 
      
5.0 Public Comment I 

 
Christina Lirones, 151 E. Textile Road, argued that the Open Space Development 
Ordinance is not necessary.  She is concerned about the number of changes.  It is a By 
Right Ordinance as she remembers.  The reason it was done is because a number of 
Townships do not have adequate planning or robust zoning ordinances.  Ms. Lirones 
stated developers will exploit the ordinance.  She objects to the changes. 
 

6.0 Public Hearings 
 

None. 



 

 
 

7.0        Old Business 
 
None. 

 
8.0        New Business 

 
8.1       CSPA 19-17 Monarch Estates 

Submitted for Final Site Plan Approval 
5662 Platt Road (L -12-22-400-024), Section 22 
 
Mr. Carlisle summarized his review, stating the applicant is seeking final site plan 
approval of Phase 1 (20-units) of the 22-unit site condominium project on the east 
side of Platt Road.  The project’s first approval was obtained in 2013.  The applicant 
then received two (2) extensions of approval totaling 18 months – 6-months in 2014 
and 12-months in 2015.  The applicant requested a third 12-month extension in May 
2016 which was denied.  The Preliminary Site plan was then approved for a third 
time on October 20, 2016 and again, most recently on October 3, 2019.  The size 
of the subject parcel is 5.79 acres with approximately six-hundred and sixty (660) 
feet of frontage on Platt Road.  The site had been improved with a single-family 
home and graded for agriculture. The house was demolished, and the site is 
currently vacant.  The applicant has provided a connection to the proposed Pittsfield 
Glen subdivision, which is located just west of this proposed development.  The 
connection provides better integration between Monarch Estates site condominium 
and the Pittsfield Glen site condominiums, specifically access and circulation.   22-
units were approved as part of the Preliminary Site Plan.   However, the applicant 
is requesting final site plan for Phase 1 of the development (20-units) with the two 
(2) additional units encompassing the site’s wetland area to be approved for 
construction at a future date.  Those two (2) units were removed from this phase 
because of wetland issues with MDEQ.  If those units are proposed in the future, 
the applicant would come back to the Planning Commission for a revised final site 
plan approval.   
 
Discussion was held on: 
 
1) Necessary outside agency approvals 
2) Township ordinance floodplain requirements 
3) Floodplain mitigation 
4) Space for guardrails 

 
John Ackerman, applicant, addressed the Commission.  He discussed the 
improvements on Platt Road.  He stated that the floodplain will not be on the 
Monarch Estates lots.  He explained that the drain will be widened, so when it 
floods, the flood will not be on the property.  There is a guard rail requirement, per 
the Washtenaw County Road Commission.   
 



 

Greg Windingland of Lombardo Homes stated that it is disclosed to the customers.  
He is not opposed to it being a requirement of the development agreement.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Williams, supported by Commissioner Ralph, to 
approve CSPA 19-71 Monarch Estates Site Plan, with the following 
conditions:  
 
1) Demonstrate compliance with any floodplain regulation.  
2) Township Engineer and Fire Marshal review of grass paver drive to 

detention pond. 
 

 
ROLL CALL 

 
YES:            HARRIS, PETRASZKO, WILLIAMS, YOUNG, PETRASZKO, 

KIBLER, RALPH, PAYNE 
NO:              None 
ABSENT:   None   

 ABSTAIN:   None 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 

 
 
9.0       Planner’s Report 
  

9.1 Open Space Preservation Development Option Discussion 
 
Mr. Carlisle summarized the June 4, 2020 discussion.  He felt as though there was 
consensus on:  
• Permitting OPSDO development in urban service areas.  
• Permitting OPSDO development for multiple family residential.  
• Allowing the Planning Commission to grant deviations from dimensional (setbacks, 
lot coverage, etc) requirements.  
• Providing a 20% density bonus to encourage the use of the OSPDO, but such bonus 
shall be discretionary based on Planning Commission review.  
 
Mr. Carlisle addressed Ms. Lirones’ concerns.  He stated it might come down to 
different philosophies of the uses of zoning.  He stated that this is a positive tool for 
the Township.  In the past ten (10) years, there have only been two open space 
developments in the Township.  Other than the bonus density and flexibility for the 
Planning Commission deviations, all the other amendments reduce unnecessary 
restrictions.  The PUD is not used to replace other ordinances such as the cluster.  The 
use of the PUD is not necessary, the purpose of it is to relax ordinances for design 
betterment.  Developers will try to avoid PUD at all costs.  Much higher bar of 
standards.  He answered a series of questions raised by the Planning Commission at 
the June 4, 2020 meeting: 
 
  
1. Is this the appropriate tool to encourage/require the type of development the 
Township desires?  



 

It is recognized that the use of OSPDO, is a useful tool for development in Pittsfield, 
as it promotes smart growth and preserves valuable natural resources, open space and 
agricultural land. However, in the past ten (10) years, there have only been two (2) 
OSPDO developments in the Township. The purpose of the proposed amendment was 
to reduce unnecessary restrictions, such as locational restrictions, but also incentivize 
the development community to use this tool.  
 
Other than the bonus density and flexibility for Planning Commission deviations, all 
the other amendments are offer the ability to use the OSPDO in locations that were 
not previously permitted such as on small lots, within the public utility portions of the 
township, and for multiple family developments.  
 
Other development options, such as a PUD, should not be used when we have an 
appropriate tool such as the OSPDO in place. In other words, the use of a PUD is 
unnecessary for open space developments, when OSPDO is an appropriate tool 
already in place. Furthermore, development types that we encourage or wish to see 
more of should be made procedurally easier to achieve rather than more difficult. A 
PUD is a form of rezoning that has a much higher procedural bar. 
 
2. Is a one-acre minimum to limited in lot area. Should it be increased?  
The current ordinance requires a minimum of five (5) acres for an OSPDO. This large 
parcel acreage minimum is appropriate in the non-utility areas of the township, 
however, if the township desires to see more OSPDO especially in the more urban 
areas, the five (5) acre minimum is a high bar. The purpose of this amendment is to 
reduce that regulatory hurdle.  
 
However, after further consideration, I feel that a one (1) acre site is probably 
unrealistic to achieve a proper OSPDO development. As such, I recommend 
increasing the proposed minimum lot size from one (1) to three (3) acres. A three (3) 
acre is achievable both in the more agricultural and urban portions of the township.  
 
3. Should the Planning Commission be allowed to vary height?  
Height is often the most significant concern of property owners adjacent to newly 
proposed development. Issues such as a reduced setback, or lot coverage, can be 
addressed with an increase in screening or increased landscaping. Camouflaging or 
mitigating height is much more difficult. I will suggest the Planning Commission 
consider if they want the authority to allow for a height deviation. 
  
4. Should the Planning Commission allow for a density bonus?  
As I noted, the purpose of the ordinance amendments was to both reduce unnecessary 
regulatory requirements but also incentives the use of the tool. As currently written 
there is no direct incentive to use the OSPDO tool. The developer will have reduced 
infrastructure costs due to less roads and utility pipes, but in the end density and units 
it is often what developers look for as incentives. If the township desires to see more 
OSPDO, an incentive may be best way to achieve this.  
 
That being said, I have amended the draft to state that the up to a maximum 20% 
density bonus is purely discretionary based on the Planning Commission, and any 
density bonus shall be commensurate to the proposed benefit achieved by the 
development. I have put in language to note the discretionary nature of the bonus and 
the “types” of benefits considered including preservation of natural features, 
provision of recreation facilities, or preservation of agricultural land. I am open to 
suggestions from the Planning Commission of potential benefits that would qualify 
for increased density.  



 

 
5. Why was 30% the minimum open space required to qualify for an OSPDO.  
Currently there is no minimum percentage of open space that must be provided to 
qualify for an OSPDO. The only percentage distinction is that if you provide less than 
50% open space you are reviewed as a conditional use. Part in parcel with the 
proposed regulatory flexibility and potential density bonus, I want to establish a 
minimum open space percentage to quality for an OSPDO.  
 
6. Does approving this ordinance lock future Township Boards or Planning 
Commissions?  
Ultimately, the authority to amend the zoning ordinance lies with the Township 
Board. The Planning Commission is only a recommending body on this matter. Any 
decision by the Township Board, based upon a recommendation from this Planning 
Commission, would not bind a future Boards, as they may choose to amend the 
zoning ordinance in the same process that this Board and Planning Commission are 
following. 
 
Discussion was held on: 
1. Where has OSPDO been used? 
2. What form have the green spaces taken? 
3. Should the Planning Commission be allowed to vary height? 
4. Affordable Housing  

 
 
10.0 Chairperson’s Report 
  
 None. 
 
11.0 Commissioner’s Report 
 
 None. 
 
12.0 Public Comment II 
  
 Christina Lirones expressed enthusiasm about the Affordable Housing project.  Mr. 

Carlisle explained there is a well-known developer in the area currently working on it. 
 
13.0 Adjournment 
 

Motion by Commissioner Harris, seconded by Commissioner Young, to adjourn the 
meeting. 
 
Chairperson Payne adjourned the meeting at 7:31 pm.  
 
 

 
Deborah Williams, Secretary       July 9, 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please Note:  This meeting is being recorded  



 

This notice is posted in compliance with PA 267 of 1976 (as amended) Open Meetings Act, MCL 125.3103 and 125.3502 and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA).Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact the Pittsfield Charter Township Clerk’s 

Office Office 3 business days prior to the meeting. The Clerk s Office can be reached at 734-822-3120 or via email clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov. 

mailto:clerk@pittsfield-mi.gov
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(from Fidelity National Title Company, LLC, Commitment No. A0740410, Commitment Date: June 27, 2019)

Land Situated in the State of Michigan, County of Washtenaw, Township of Pittsfield.

Commencing at the Southeast corner of Section 8, Town 3 South, Range 6 East, Pittsfield Township, Washtenaw County, Michigan; thence North 01°06'

West 1043.88 feet along the East line of said Section 8 and the centerline of State Street; thence South 88°54' West 75.00 feet to the West line of State

Street; thence along the North line of Airport Boulevard in the following five courses; South 88°54' West 25.0 feet; thence along the arc of a circular curve to

the left, radius 801.14 feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; thence South 78°12'10' West 78.98 feet; thence along the arc of a circular curve to the

right, radius 801.14 feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; thence South 88°54' West 99.99 feet for a place of beginning; thence continuing along

the North line of Airport Boulevard South 88°54' West 312.58 feet; thence North 01°06' West 483.37 feet; thence North 88°54' East 312.58 feet; thence

South 01°06' East 483.37 feet to the place of beginning, being part of the Southeast 1/4 of said Section 8.  Also including and being subject to two

easements for ingress and egress contained in Agreement recorded in Liber 1876 on Page 223, described as follows:

EASEMENT NO. 1:

Commencing at the Southeast corner of Section 8, Town 3 South, Range 6 East, Pittsfield Township, Washtenaw County, Michigan; thence North 01°06'

West 1043.88 feet along the East line of said Section and the centerline of State Street; thence South 88°54' West 75.00 feet to the West line of State

Street; thence along the North line of Airport Boulevard in the following 5 courses; South 88°54' West 25.0 feet; along the arc of a circular curve to the left,

radius 801.14 feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; South 78°12'00" West 78.98 feet; along the arc of a circular curve to the right, radius 801.14

feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; South 88°54' West 84.99 feet for a place of beginning; thence continuing along said North line South 88°54'

West 15.00 feet; thence North 01°06' West 296.00 feet; thence North 88°54' East 440.00 feet; thence North 73°04'40" East 62.36 feet; thence South 01°06'

East 32.00 feet along the West line of State Street; thence South 88°54' West 485.00 feet; thence South 01°06' East 281.00 feet to the place of beginning,

being part of the Southeast 1/4 of said Section; and

EASEMENT NO. 2:

Commencing at the Southeast corner of Section 8, Town 3 South, Range 6 East, Pittsfield Township, Washtenaw County, Michigan; thence North 01°06'

West 1043.88 feet along the East line of said Section and the centerline of State Street; thence South 88°54' West 75.00 feet to the West line of State

Street; thence along the North line of Airport Boulevard in the following 5 courses; South 88°54' West 25.0 feet; along the arc of a circular curve to the left,

radius 801.14 feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; South 78°12'10" West 78.98 feet; along the arc of a circular curve to the right, radius 801.14

feet, chord South 83°33'05" West 149.35 feet; South 88°54' West 99.99 feet for a place of beginning; thence continuing along said North line South 88°54'

West 15.00 feet; thence North 01°06' West 311.00 feet; thence North 88°54' East 414.99 feet; thence North 66°07'05" East 108.47 feet; thence South

01°06' East 40.00 feet along the West line of State Street; thence South 73°04'40" West 62.36; thence South 88°54' West 440.00 feet; thence South 01°06'

East 296.0 feet to the place of beginning, being part of the Southeast 1/4 of said Section 8.

Being described per survey as follows

Part of the S.E. 1/4 of Sec. 8, T. 3 N., R. 6 E., Pittsfield Twp., Washtenaw Co., Mich. Described as beginning at a point on the North line of Airport Blvd, said

point located N. 01 Degrees 06'00" W. 1043.88 ft. along the East line of said Sec. 8 and S. 88 Degrees 54'00" W. 75.00 ft. to the West line of State Street

and continuing along said North line the following five courses and distances continuing S. 88 Degrees 54'00" W. 25.00 ft. and on a curve to the left

(radius=801.14 ft., chord bears S. 83 Degrees 33'05" W. 149.35 ft.) a distance of 149.57 ft. and S. 78 Degrees 12'10" W. 78.98 ft. and on a curve to the

right (radius=801.14 ft., chord bears S 83 Degrees 33, 05" W. 149.35 ft.) a distance of 149.57 ft. and S. 88 Degrees 54'00" W. 99.99 ft. from the S.E. corner

of said Sec. 8, thence continuing S. 88 Degrees 54'00" W. 312.58 ft., thence N. 01 Degrees 06'00" W. 483.37 ft., thence N 88 Degrees 54' 00" E. 312.58 ft.,

thence S. 01 Degrees 06'00" E. 483.37 ft. to the point of beginning.

12. Deed of Easement to the Township of Pittsfield, Michigan as evidenced by instrument recorded in Liber 1876, Page 215, Washtenaw County

Records. (PLOTTED)

13. Right of Way Agreement in favor of the Detroit Edison Company as evidenced by the instrument recorded in Liber 1876, Page 219 and re-recorded in

Liber 2042, Page 589, Washtenaw County records. (PLOTTED)

14. Deed of Easement to the Township of Pittsfield, Michigan as evidenced by instrument recorded in Liber 1876, Page 221, Washtenaw County

Records. (PLOTTED)

15. Agreement recorded May 24, 1983 in Liber 1876, Page 223, Washtenaw County Records. (PLOTTED)

16. Agreement recorded January 25, 1984 in Liber 1913, Page 47, Washtenaw County Records. (PLOTTED)

17. Underground Easement in favor of The Detroit Edison Company and Michigan Bell Telephone Company as evidenced by instrument recorded in

Liber 1929, Page 674, Washtenaw County Records. (NOT PLOTTED DUE TO ILLEGIBLE EASEMENT SKETCH)

18. The following matters of survey and encrochments as disclosed by survey prepared by Millman Surveying, Inc., MSI Site No 23295, Site ID# 1247,

dated October 8, 2011, revised September 12, 2012. Updated in Midwestern Consulting LLC drawing No. 19117 July 13. 2019. (PLOTTED)
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INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE

STEP 1) INSPECT ISOLATOR ROW FOR SEDIMENT

A. INSPECTION PORTS (IF PRESENT)

A.1. REMOVE/OPEN LID  ON NYLOPLAST INLINE DRAIN

A.2. REMOVE AND CLEAN FLEXSTORM FILTER IF INSTALLED

A.3. USING A FLASHLIGHT AND STADIA ROD, MEASURE DEPTH OF SEDIMENT AND RECORD ON MAINTENANCE LOG

A.4. LOWER A CAMERA INTO ISOLATOR ROW FOR VISUAL INSPECTION OF SEDIMENT LEVELS (OPTIONAL)

A.5. IF SEDIMENT IS AT, OR ABOVE, 3" (80 mm) PROCEED TO STEP 2. IF NOT, PROCEED TO STEP 3.

B. ALL ISOLATOR ROWS

B.1. REMOVE COVER FROM STRUCTURE AT UPSTREAM END OF ISOLATOR ROW

B.2. USING A FLASHLIGHT, INSPECT DOWN THE ISOLATOR ROW THROUGH OUTLET PIPE

i) MIRRORS ON POLES OR CAMERAS MAY BE USED TO AVOID A CONFINED SPACE ENTRY

ii) FOLLOW OSHA REGULATIONS FOR CONFINED SPACE ENTRY IF ENTERING MANHOLE

B.3. IF SEDIMENT IS AT, OR ABOVE, 3" (80 mm) PROCEED TO STEP 2. IF NOT, PROCEED TO STEP 3.

STEP 2) CLEAN OUT ISOLATOR ROW USING THE JETVAC PROCESS

A. A FIXED CULVERT CLEANING NOZZLE WITH REAR FACING SPREAD OF 45" (1.1 m) OR MORE IS PREFERRED

B. APPLY MULTIPLE PASSES OF JETVAC UNTIL BACKFLUSH WATER IS CLEAN

C. VACUUM STRUCTURE SUMP AS REQUIRED

STEP 3) REPLACE ALL COVERS, GRATES, FILTERS, AND LIDS; RECORD OBSERVATIONS AND ACTIONS.

STEP 4) INSPECT AND CLEAN BASINS AND MANHOLES UPSTREAM OF THE STORMTECH SYSTEM.

NOTES

1. INSPECT EVERY 6 MONTHS DURING THE FIRST YEAR OF OPERATION. ADJUST THE INSPECTION INTERVAL BASED ON PREVIOUS

OBSERVATIONS OF SEDIMENT ACCUMULATION AND HIGH WATER ELEVATIONS.

2. CONDUCT JETTING AND VACTORING ANNUALLY OR WHEN INSPECTION SHOWS THAT MAINTENANCE IS NECESSARY.

18" (450 mm) MIN WIDTH

PAVEMENT

MC-3500 6" INSPECTION PORT DETAIL

NTS

CONCRETE COLLAR

MC-3500 CHAMBER

CONCRETE SLAB

8" (200 mm) MIN THICKNESS

12" (300 mm) NYLOPLAST INLINE

DRAIN BODY W/SOLID HINGED

COVER OR GRATE

PART# 2712AG6IP

SOLID COVER: 1299CGC

GRATE: 1299CGS

CONCRETE COLLAR NOT REQUIRED

FOR UNPAVED APPLICATIONS

6" (150 mm) PVC SCH40 PIPE

(BY OTHERS)

FLEXSTORM CATCH IT

PART# 6212NYFX

WITH USE OF OPEN GRATE

6" (150 mm) INSERTA TEE

PART# 6IPSSTIP/688PERUB

INSERTA TEE TO BE CENTERED IN

VALLEY OF CORRUGATIONS

SUMP DEPTH TBD BY

SITE DESIGN ENGINEER

(24" [600 mm] MIN RECOMMENDED)

24" (600 mm) HDPE ACCESS PIPE REQUIRED

USE FACTORY PRE-CORED END CAP

PART #: MC3500IEPP24BC

TWO LAYERS OF ADS GEOSYNTHETICS 315WTM WOVEN

GEOTEXTILE BETWEEN FOUNDATION STONE AND CHAMBERS

8.25' (2.51 m) MIN WIDE CONTINUOUS FABRIC WITHOUT SEAMS

CATCH BASIN

OR

MANHOLE

COVER PIPE CONNECTION TO END

CAP WITH ADS GEOSYNTHETICS 601T

NON-WOVEN GEOTEXTILE

MC-3500 CHAMBER

MC-3500 END CAP

MC-3500 ISOLATOR ROW DETAIL

NTS

OPTIONAL INSPECTION PORT

STORMTECH HIGHLY RECOMMENDS

FLEXSTORM PURE INSERTS IN ANY UPSTREAM

STRUCTURES WITH OPEN GRATES
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 Date: May 7, 2020 
  July 1, 2020  
 

 
Final Site Plan Review 

For 
Pittsfield Township, Michigan 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
File No.:  CSPA 19-13  
  
Applicant: Residence Inn  
  
Plan Date: April 13, 2020 
  
Location: North Side of Airport Boulevard, west of State Street 
  
Zoning: State Street Form Based District   
  
Action Requested: Final Site Plan Approval 
 
SUMMARY 

 
Group 10 Management is seeking final site plan approval to construct a 4-story, 111-room 
Residence Inn hotel on Airport Boulevard.  The 3.47-acre site is formerly used as a Motel 6.  In 
August 2019, the Planning Commission approved a  modification to the regulating plan to allow 
the hotel use and conditional use approval for the hotel in addition a to preliminary site plan 
approval.  The Motel 6 was demolished last fall. 
 
The Planning Commission modified the regulating plan to reclassify the site to Site Type C-
Street Type Urban.   Hotels are permitted as conditional use for Site Type C-Street Type Urban.  
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SUMMARY 
 
The following conditions of approval were placed upon the project during preliminary site plan 
review.   
 

1. Work with McDonald’s and Black Rock to improve the shared private road to required 
engineering standards. 
 
The applicant has provided a shared private road maintenance agreement.  The 
Township Engineer will review and approve.  
 

2. Provide a landscape plan in compliance with Section 13.02. 
 
A landscape plan is provided on Sheet 6 and meets the landscaping requirements of 
Section 13.02.   Any at-grade or rooftop equipment will need to be screened in 
accordance with Section 13.04.  
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3. Provide streetscape details including light fixtures and proposed public art with the final 
site plan submittal. 
 
Bollard pedestrian lighting is proposed along the sidewalk adjacent to Airport Boulevard.  
A concrete pad is also centered along the Airport Boulevard frontage for art installation.  
No detail of the proposed art is noted in the plan set. The applicant should confirm that 
will install some form of public art.  
 

4. Submit photometric plan that is compliant with Section 13.05. 
 
A photometric plan is provided on Sheet 21.  We defer review of the lighting plan to the 
Township Engineer. 
 

5. Provide bicycle parking. 
 
A bike hoop is proposed at the south building entrance immediately west of the parking 
area and adjacent to the internal sidewalk. 
 

Items to be Addressed:  1). Confirm intention to install public art; and 2). Review of the 
photometric plan by the Township Engineer.  
 
OUTSIDE AGENCY APPROVALS  

 
Preliminary approvals from the Washtenaw Road Commission and Washtenaw Water 
Resources Commission have been obtained.       
 
Items to be Addressed:  None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  

 
We recommend final site plan approval with the following conditions:   
 

1. Confirm intention to install public art.  

2. Review of the photometric plan by the Township Engineer.  

 



Pittsfield Charter Township 
Department of Utilities & Municipal Services 

 
6201 West Michigan Avenue, Ann Arbor, MI 48108 

Phone: (734) 822-3101  Fax: (734) 944-1103 
Website: www.pittsfield-mi.gov 

 
Mandy Grewal, Supervisor 

 
 

 
Utilities 

(734) 822-3105 
utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov 

 
 

Utilities 
(734) 822-3105 

utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Planning 
(734) 822-3130 

planning@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Engineering 
(734) 822-3109 

engineering@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Code Enforcement 
(734) 822-2111 

codeenforcement@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Ben Carlisle, AICP 

  Township Planning Consultant 

 

FROM: Eric Humesky, P.E. 

  Township Engineer 

 

DATE:  June 11, 2020 

 

SUBJECT: Residence Inn  

  C.S.P.A. #19-13 

  Detailed Engineering Site Plan Review 

 

We have reviewed the April 13, 2020, 35-sheet submittal of the above detailed engineering plan that was 

received by the Township on April 29, 2020 and comment as follows:  

1. Sheet 1, Cover Sheet: 

a. All plan sheets shall be numbered consecutively, including the architectural plan sheets. 

The applicant may keep their numbering system in addition to the consecutive sheet 

numbers.  

2. Sheet 2, ALTA-NSPS Land Title Survey: 

a. All benchmarks that are listed on Sheet 3 shall be shown and clearly labeled on this sheet. 

Benchmark #3 shall be added to the list of benchmarks.  

b. Drip lines of the existing trees to be saved shall be shown on this plan and all other 

applicable plan sheets.  

c. The size of the storm sewer from r-01 to r-02 is shown as 12 inches in diameter on some 

sheets throughout the plan and as 18 inches on others.  This shall be corrected. 

3. Sheet 3, Legal Description, Tree List, Structure Schedule and Notes: 

a. The benchmarks listed on this sheet shall be shown on Sheet 2. Benchmark #3 shall be 

added to the list of benchmarks.  

4. Sheet 4, Site Removals Plan: 

http://www.pittsfield-mi.gov/
mailto:utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:planning@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:engineering@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:codeenforcement@pittsfield-mi.gov
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a. Curb and asphalt removals shall be shown at Airport Blvd. for the proposed driveway 

entrance. Any removals or adjustments for the storm sewer in this area shall be shown as 

well. 

b. Curb removal and replacement at the private drive – Airport Blvd intersection sidewalk 

shall be shown.  

5. Sheet 5, Site Layout Plan: 

a. Commercial site shall provide access for the WB-50 design semi-truck. The turning 

template and dimensions shall be provided. A template of the WB-50 is available on the 

Township website.  

b. A detail should be provided for the light pole bases within the bioretention island. 

c. Crosswalk pavement marking should be provided at all crosswalks within the parking lot.  

d. New curb shall be shown at the sidewalk removal on Airport Blvd. at the private road 

intersection.  

e. The parking vehicle overhang for the northeast corner of the parking lot should be shown 

to be consistent with the rest of the plan.  

f. Additional details should be provided for the generator enclosure.  

g. The referenced additional details for the refuse and storage enclosures do not appear to be 

included in the plan. 

6. Sheet 6, Site Landscape Plan: 

a. At least 10 feet of horizontal separation shall be provided between trees and utilities (water 

main, storm sewer, sanitary sewer), including the underground detention basin.  

b. It seems that there could be conflicts with the light poles and proposed trees. The plans 

should confirm whether or not the trees will conflict with lighting levels.  

7. Sheet 7, Utility Plan: 

a. Additional horizontal separation should be provided between light poles and utilities. 

b. At least 10 feet of horizontal separation shall be provided between the water main, sanitary 

sewer, and storm sewer. Additional separation shall be provided between the proposed 

storm sewer and the existing sanitary sewer that the sewer lead is connecting to.  

c. The fire lead shown extending beyond the proposed water main connection shall be 

corrected on this sheet and all other applicable sheets. 
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d. The water main easement at the west water main connection shall be shown up to the 

property line.  

e. The 90-degree bend at the proposed west hydrant shall be replaced with two 45-degree 

bends.  

f. The relocated hydrant near the private drive entrance shall be shown as being removed 

and replaced on this sheet as well as on the removals plan.  

g. Hydrants shall be located 3 to 10 feet from the back of curb. The hydrant near the private 

drive entrance shall be relocated closer to the curb.  

h. The water main easement at the relocated hydrant should be adjusted so that the water 

main and hydrant are centered within the easement.  

i. Cleanouts shall be located at lengths greater than 75 feet on the sanitary sewer lead. 

j. The modifications to the easement for the existing sanitary sewer should be shown on this 

sheet.  

k. At least 20 feet of horizontal separation shall be provided between the storm sewer and 

structural improvements. The storm sewer in the patio area shall be relocated.  

l. For the underground detention system, the geotextile note should be revised to refer to the 

more specific information on Sheet 20.  Additionally, further explanation is needed for 

where the geotextile fabric should be located and its purpose. 

m. A gate valve in well should be proposed north of the domestic and fire leads. 

8. Sheet 8, Overall Grading and Soil Erosion Control Plan: 

a. The mud mats shall be a minimum of 100 feet in length. The mud mat at Airport Blvd 

shall be at least 20 feet wide.  

b. Additional tree fence should be proposed along the west property line where trees on the 

neighboring property should be protected. Tree fence shall not be placed within the 

driplines of the existing trees.  

c. Additional silt fence should be proposed along the east limits of disturbance.  

d. The silt fence at the Airport Blvd. entrance should be relocated around the limits of 

disturbance.  

e. The limits of disturbance shall be revised to include sidewalk removals at the private road 

– Airport Blvd. intersection  

9. Sheets 9 and 10, Detailed Grading Plans: 
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a. Rim and finished grade elevations for all utilities shall be shown on these plans.  

b. In general, the minimum paving slope for asphalt is 1.0%. Several areas shall be revised to 

achieve the minimum paving slope. 

c. The locations of spill-out and spill-in curb shall be clearly shown.  

d. In Note 4.2. of the plan Notes, “fee” shall be corrected to “free”.  

e. The location of all ramps and level landings shall be clearly indicated. 

10. Sheet 9, Detailed Grading Plan – North: 

a. The proposed contour located east of the transformer shall be labeled.  

b. There is a potential low spot near the ramp southeast of the bioretention island.  This shall 

either be corrected, or additional elevations shall be provided. 

11. Sheet 10, Detailed Grading Plan – South: 

a. Slopes greater than 2% appear to be proposed at the southern access aisle.  This shall be 

corrected. 

b. There is a spot elevation of 844.50 at the level landing west of the southern access aisle 

that is not correct.  This shall be corrected. 

12. Sheet 11, Sanitary Sewer Plan, Profile and Structure Schedule: 

a. The sanitary lead pipe shall be SDR 26 PVC pipe.  

b. In the profile: 

i. Compacted sand backfill shall be provided for all areas under the influence of 

pavement, including sidewalks.  

ii. Internal drops are required when the invert of the outlet pipe is 18 inches or more 

below the inlet pipe invert. An internal drop shall be proposed at s-04. 

iii. The storm roof drain and electrical conduit crossings shall be shown with at least 

18 inches of vertical separation.  

iv. The cleanout sizes shall be corrected to correlate with the Sanitary Structure 

Schedule. Cleanouts shall be the same size as the sewer lead. 

v. The minimum slope for non-residential sanitary sewer leads is 2%.  This may not 

be achievable for this site, however the slope shall be maximized. A slope of less 

than 2% may be permitted due to the relatively high flows anticipated. 
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vi. The existing grade shall be shown near CO3.  

13. Profiles shall be provided for the storm sewer pipe from R10 to R18 and from R16 to CO4.  

14. Sheet 12, Storm Sewer Plan, Profile and Structure Schedule: 

a. The plan shall explain how the 12-inch overflow pipe out of R9 drains stormwater to the 

underground detention chambers north of the isolator row (i.e. is there a direct connection 

to the chambers, is the 12-inch pipe perforated,…).  The ability for sediment to reach these 

chambers shall be limited as much as possible to ensure long term function of the system.  

There does not appear to be any way to maintenance these chambers. 

b. The storm sewer pipe shall be Class IV RCP.  

c. Structure R18 shall be added to the Storm Structure Table.  

d. For the Storm Sewer Quantities, the location of the 2-foot structures should be indicated in 

the plans.  

e. In the profile: 

i. The water main and electrical conduit crossings shall be shown with at least 18 

inches of vertical separation.  

ii. A note should be added to R8 referring to the detail on Sheet 20.  

15. Sheet 13, Storm Sewer Plan and Profile: 

a. The storm sewer pipe shall be Class IV RCP.  

b. In the CO1 to R2 profile: 

i. The cleanout sizes shall be corrected to correlate with the Storm Structure Table 

on Sheet 12.  

ii. Based on the plan view, it seems there should be additional cleanouts and roof 

drains between CO1 and CO2. This should be clarified.  

c. In the CO3 to R3 profile, the CO3 size shall be corrected to correlate with the Storm 

Structure Table on Sheet 12.  

16. Sheet 14, Storm Sewer Plan and Profile: 

a. The storm sewer pipe shall be Class IV RCP.  

b. In the R13 to R6 profile: 
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i. The electrical conduit, water main, and sanitary sewer crossing shall be shown 

with at least 18 inches of vertical separation.  

ii. The minimum storm sewer pipe size is 12 inches.  The proposed 8-inch storm 

sewer shall be revised. 

17. Sheet 15, Water Main Plan, Profile and Structure Schedule: 

a. The plan view shall be revised so that both water leads are shown.  

b. In the Watermain Structure Schedule, Hyd-2 shall be a new hydrant.  

c. In all the profiles: 

i. The typical depth of cover to top-of-pipe shall be 5.5 feet. This shall be clearly 

labeled and maintained where possible.   

ii. The top-of-pipe elevations shall be provided every 50 feet and at each water main 

appurtenance. 

d. In the Water Main Profile: 

i. The existing grade shall be shown near STA 0+50. 

ii. The maximum allowable depth of water main is 7 feet. The water main at the 

storm sewer crossing shall be revised.  

iii. The electrical conduit crossing shall be relocated near STA 2+75.  

iv. The sanitary and storm crossing labels shall be corrected near STA 3+25 and STA 

3+50. It seems the pipe elevations and labels are incorrect. At least 18 inches of 

vertical separation shall be provided at both crossings.   

e. In the Fire Service Lead to Building profile: 

i. The gate valve in box should be a gate valve in well.  

ii. Compacted sand backfill shall be provided for all areas under the influence of 

pavement, including sidewalks. 

f. In the Water Service Lead to Building profile: 

i. The gate valve in box should be a gate valve in well. 

ii. The rim elevation for the valve shall be shown.  
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iii. Compacted sand backfill shall be provided for all areas under the influence of 

pavement, including sidewalks. 

18. Sheet 16, Stormwater Management Plan: 

a. In the Stormwater Narrative, it should be described how the emergency overflow will 

function.  

b. A larger detail shall be provided for the underground detention system showing the full 

system with invert elevations, internal pipe sizes, inlets/outlets, etc.  

c. A note should be added to this sheet referring to the underground detention system 

inspection and maintenance instructions on Sheet 20. 

19. Sheet 17, Stormwater Calculations: 

a. In the Storm Sewer Capacity Calculations, sewer slopes shall provide a minimum flowing 

full velocity of 3 feet per second. The length of pipe from R18 to R3 shall be revised to 

achieve the minimum flowing full velocity.  

b. Based on the Stormwater Management Plan on sheet 16, in section W11 of the 

calculations, the Rain Garden-North should be renamed to Bioretention Island. 

20. Sheet 18, Fire Access Plan: 

a. The turning template should be adjusted to the T-2 fire apparatus. The turning template is 

showing the L-3 Aerial fire apparatus.  

b. The FDC shall be within 50 feet of a hydrant.  

c. The hydrant dedicated to the FDC should not be included when considering hydrant 

coverage for the building. Additional hydrants shall be proposed to provide coverage for 

the entire building.  

d. A wall mounted fire service shut off valve shall be proposed.  

21. Sheet 19, Site Details: 

a. A detail for the spill-out curb should be provided.  

22. Sheet 20, Site Details: 

a. For the Water Quality Unit detail, the site-specific elevations and sizing shall be added to 

the detail.  

b. The overflow structure should be removed from the rain garden detail. 
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23. Sheet 21, Photometric Plan: 

The Township lighting consultant has reviewed the plans and offer the following comments: 

a. Per ordinance 13.05 B3, full product descriptions and part numbers must be shown for all 

luminaires. All options and luminaire temperature ratings shall be included.  

b. Per ordinance 13.05 B3, schedules for all “Z” style fixtures must be shown in the plans.  

c. Per ordinance 13.05 B5, a lighting controller for 11:00 AM to sunset must be documented. 

The system that is compliant with these requirements shall be provided.  

d. The following information should be provided for the proposed generator: purpose of the 

generator, if the generator will be used for emergency backup lighting, the fuel source, and 

the proposed sound levels.  

e. It should be confirmed if façade luminaires will be proposed. If so, they should be 

submitted for review and should be shown on the photometric plan. 

f. It should be confirmed if canopy luminaires will be proposed. If so, they should be 

submitted for review and should be shown on the photometric plan with details of the 

canopy area.  

g. The existing luminaires in the surrounding properties should be included on the plan to 

show how the localized lighting levels will be impacted with the proposed luminaires.  

h. All crosswalks or areas that may have major pedestrian crossing areas shall be shown on 

the plan.  

i. Exterior emergency lights shall be clearly identified on the plan. Details shall also be 

provided. 

j. It should be confirmed if all proposed luminaires are 25 feet or lower, including any 

elevation increases caused by the concrete base.  

24. All walkways must be ADA compliant. 

25. The Washtenaw County Road Commission reviewed and did not approve the plan in 

correspondence dated May 19, 2020. 

26. The Washtenaw County Water Resources Commissioner reviewed and approved the plan in 

correspondence dated May 7, 2020. 

27. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, a performance guarantee will be required in accordance with 

Section 3.09 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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28. A stormwater management maintenance agreement shall be executed prior to issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy.  The Township will draft the agreement.  

29. No earth change activity may commence until a soil erosion control plan and application have 

been approved, a permit has been issued, and the soil erosion control measures have been 

inspected and approved.  All trees shown on the approved site plan as being saved shall be tagged 

and have protective tree fence placed around them at the drip line.  

30. A Pittsfield Township utility permit application and fee will be required for the water main, 

sanitary sewer and storm sewer construction.  An EGLE construction permit will also be required 

for the water main. We will assist the proprietor in obtaining the latter permit after the plans are 

approved by the Engineering Department. No utility construction may begin until these permits 

have been issued, a pre-construction meeting held, and all construction shop drawings submitted 

and approved. 

31. With each re-submittal, the preparer shall provide a written summary of revisions made to the 

plans. 

 



Office Open Week Days From 8:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. 

  

May 7, 2020 

 

 

Mr. Heath Hartt, P.E. 

Midwestern Consulting, LLC 

3815 Plaza Drive 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48108 

RE: Residence Inn 

Pittsfield Township 

WCWRC Project No. 5823 

 

Dear Mr. Hartt: 

 

This office has reviewed the final site plan for the above referenced project to be located 

in Pittsfield Township.  These plans have a job number of 19117, a date of April 13, 2020, 

a print/file date of April 29, 2020, and were received on April 30, 2020 via e-mail.  As a 

result of our review, we would like to offer the following comments: 

 

1. The design plans are technically correct and do not require revisions at this time. 

Please note any future revisions should be submitted to our office for further review. 

2. Please see the attached invoice for the current fees and remit these fees upon 

receipt. As requested, the invoice is being submitted directly to Group 10 

Management. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact our office. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Theresa M. Marsik, P.E. 

Storm Water Engineer 
(approval\Residence Inn rev4) 

 
cc: Jack Knowles, Group 10 Management 

 Tom Covert, Midwestern Consulting, LLC 

Michelle Anzaldi, Pittsfield Township Clerk 

 Eric Humesky, P.E., Pittsfield Township Engineer (Stantec) 

 Zoe Crowley, Pittsfield Township Utilities and Municipal Services 

 Sheryl Saliba, Pittsfield Township Utilities and Municipal Services 
  

EVAN N. PRATT, P.E. 
 

WATER RESOURCES COMMISSIONER 

705 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. Box 8645 

Ann Arbor, MI  48107-8645 
 

email: drains@ewashtenaw.org 

http://drain.ewashtenaw.org 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

HARRY SHEEHAN 

Chief Deputy Water Resources Commissioner 

 

 

SCOTT A. MILLER, P.E. 

Deputy Water Resources Commissioner 
 

Telephone 734.222.6860 

Fax 734.222.6803 
 

mailto:drains@ewashtenaw.org
http://drain.ewashtenaw.org/
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SITE DATA 
EXISTING ZONING - R-1B SINGLE FAMILY SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL 
FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION – INDUSTRIAL 

SITE AREA - 20.33 ACRES+/ -
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CONCEPT PLAN 
PITTSFIELD TOWNSHIP 

WASHTENAW COUNTY MICHIGAN 
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Pittsfield Charter Township 
Department of Utilities & Municipal Services 

 
6201 West Michigan Avenue, Ann Arbor, MI 48108 

Phone: (734) 822-3101  Fax: (734) 944-1103 
Website: www.pittsfield-mi.gov 

 
Mandy Grewal, Supervisor 

 
 

 
Utilities 

(734) 822-3105 
utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov 

 
 

Utilities 
(734) 822-3105 

utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Planning 
(734) 822-3130 

planning@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Engineering 
(734) 822-3109 

engineering@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

Code Enforcement 
(734) 822-2111 

codeenforcement@pittsfield-mi.gov 
 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Pittsfield Township Planning Commissioners     
 
FROM:   Ben Carlisle, AICP 
  Laura Kreps, AICP  
 
DATE:  June 30, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Alister Park – Conceptual Development Plan 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A Conceptual Development Plan has been submitted by Schafer Development regarding a potential 
multiple-family development for a property on Carpenter Road just south of I-94.   The applicant is 
proposing to develop two parcels adjacent to Carpenter Road, and in addition is purchasing the back 
portion of the church site that is at the northeast corner of Carpenter and Cloverdale.  See aerial 
photo below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.pittsfield-mi.gov/
mailto:utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:utilities@pittsfield-mi.gov
mailto:planning@pittsfield-mi.gov
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mailto:codeenforcement@pittsfield-mi.gov


Alister Park- Conceptual Development Plan 
June 30, 2020 

The  +/- 20 acre subject site is currently partially developed with a few small cabin-like structures.  
The reminder of the site is wetland and woodlands.  The current zoning of the parcel is R-1B, Single-
Family Residential.   The Master Plan identifies this site as future land use of Industrial.  The applicant 
desires to conditionally rezone the site to R-2, Low Density Multiple Family Residential, in order to 
develop 121 total units in six (6) buildings.   
 
Under the existing R-1B zoning the applicant would be eligible for up to 87 single family lots.  This 
number in actuality would be much lower due to the need to install infrastructure such as roads and 
stormwater detention, and account for woodland and wetland protection.   
 
Please note that this is not a complete review but the applicant is requesting feedback from the 
Planning Commission before proceeding with filing a complete rezoning and site plan application.  
 
Master Plan – Should it be amended? 
 
The site is future land use planned as Industrial:  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This site is bounded by I-94 to the north, institutional and multiple family to the south, single-family 
residential to the east, and vacant woodlands to the west.  In order to rezone the property to 
accommodate for the proposed development, the Township would have to consider amending the 
Master Plan.  As you are aware, the Master Plan is the primary policy document which guides 
development in the Township, and all land use decisions that come before the Planning Commission 



Alister Park- Conceptual Development Plan 
June 30, 2020 

and Township Board should be in general compliance with the Master Plan.    As noted above, the 
proposed development is not consistent with the intended future use outlined in the Master Plan. 
 
As part of the consideration of this site, the Planning Commission should consider if Industrial use, as 
future land use planned, is appropriate for this site.   
 
Conditional Rezoning:  
 
In earlier conversations with the applicant they indicated that they wish to rezone this property as a  
Conditional Rezoning.  The applicant has not clarified what the conditions they are voluntary offering 
as part of the rezoning.  If this project moves forward the applicant should identify those voluntary 
conditions in writing.   
 
Site Plan: 
 
The applicant proposes to develop 121 total units in six (6) buildings.  Five (5) of the buildings are 19 
units each, and one (1) building is 36 units.  As noted, under the existing R-1B zoning the applicant 
would be eligible for up to 87 single family lots.  This number in actuality would be much lower due 
to the need to install infrastructure such as roads and stormwater detention, and account for 
woodland and wetland protection.   
 
The applicant has provided conceptual floor plans and elevations.  Materials are not indicated.  Each 
building is 3-stories, and 39-feet.  The maximum height for the R-2 district is 35-feet.  The applicant 
would be required to obtain a variance from the ZBA.  Does the Planning Commission think a 39-foot 
tall building is appropriate?  
 
As part of the development the applicant proposes to maintain +/- 12 acres of open space.  The open 
space includes regulated wetlands and a number of protected trees.  The applicant will be required 
to provide a wetland delineation and complete tree survey.   The applicant should clarify the amount 
of wetland and woodland preserved.  
 
Access to the site off of Carpenter Road is limited due to grade changes of the I-94 bridge and 
proximity to the intersection of Cloverlane and Carpenter Road.  It is unclear if the access off 
Carpenter Road is a full-access, right-in / right-out, or emergency only.  If access is limited to 
Carpenter Road, the applicant should consider traffic impacts on Cloverlane, and cut through traffic.    
 
Questions for Planning Commission Consideration:  
 

1. Is Industrial use, as future land use planned, appropriate for this site? 
2. Would the Planning Commission consider a Master Plan amendment?  
3. Is the density appropriate for the site?  
4. Does the Planning Commission think a 39-foot tall building is appropriate? 
5. Has the applicant done enough to preserve and mitigate onsite wetlands and woodlands?  
6. Are there other site amenities that should be considered?  



Alister Park- Conceptual Development Plan 
June 30, 2020 

7. Any additional direction that the Planning Commission would provide the applicant?  
 
This item has been placed on the agenda for conceptual presentation and discussion purposes prior 
to formal submittal of a rezoning application.   
 
We look forward to discussing this item with the Planning Commission on July 9, 2020.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 



Pittsfield Charter Township 
Department of Utilities & Municipal Services 

 
6201 West Michigan Avenue, Ann Arbor, MI 48108 

Phone: (734) 822-3101  Fax: (734) 944-1103 
Website: www.pittsfield-mi.gov 

 
Mandy Grewal, Supervisor 

 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Pittsfield Township Planning Commissioners     
 
FROM:   Ben Carlisle, AICP 
  Laura Kreps, AICP  
 
DATE:  June 30, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Revised Open Space Preservation Development Option (OSPDO) Ordinance 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Planning Commission considered changes to the Open Space Preservation Development Option 
(OSPDO) at the June 4th meeting and the June 18th.  During those meetings there was great 
discussion and questions.   
 
Since that meeting, I have amended the language based on Planning Commission input to include 
environmental features and affordable housing as one of five benefits that may be provided by 
applicant to receive discretionary 20% density bonus.  Other benefits include preservation of 
significant natural features, provision of recreation facilities; and preservation of agricultural land.  
 
We look forward to discussing this item with the Planning Commission on July 9, 2020.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
 

http://www.pittsfield-mi.gov/


ARTICLE 7.02 
 
 
SECTION 7.02 OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION DEVELOPMENT OPTION 
(OSPDO) 
 

A. Purpose.  This section is intended to carry out the provisions of Act 177, PA 2001, as 
amended (now MCL 125.286h) to include an open space preservation development option 
in the Pittsfield Township Zoning Ordinance. This Section proposes to accomplish this 
purpose by allowing the owner of certain parcels of land the option to develop that land in 
a manner that groups dwelling units on portions of the land that are most suitable for 
residential development while requiring the remaining portions of land most suitable for 
open space use to be perpetually preserved as undeveloped open space. The regulations in 
this Section are also intended to accomplish the following non-exclusive list of purposes.  

 
1. Preserve natural drainage systems, open space, farmlands, rural character, 

woodlands and wetlands, natural topography, and environmentally sensitive areas.  
 

2. Achieve a higher quality of residential development than could otherwise be 
achieved under conventional zoning. 

 
3. Permit development that is consistent with the Township’s adopted Master Plan 

and any other applicable adopted plans. 
 

4. Preserve natural vegetation to the extent feasible. 
 

5. Preserve open space. 
 

6. Facilitate the construction and maintenance of streets, utilities, and public services 
in a more economical and efficient manner to Rreduce capital costs of development. 

 
7. Limit soil erosion potential by reducing the amount of clearing and grading needed 

for development. 
 

8. Encourage a less sprawling form of development, thus preserving open space as 
undeveloped land. 

 
7.9.Allow for design innovation to provide flexibility for land development where the 

normal development approach would otherwise be unnecessarily restrictive or 
contrary to other Township goals. 

 
B. Review Authority.  The Pittsfield Township Planning Commission shall have authority to 

approve or deny applications for an OSPDO that is to be developed as a site condominium 
or a metes and bounds land division. The Township Board shall have authority to approve 
or deny an application for an OSPDO that is to be developed as a subdivision, after 
recommendation by the Planning Commission. The Township Board shall have final 
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authority to approve or reject the conservation easement and master deed or restrictive 
covenants for a development under this Section.  

 
C. Eligible Property. 

 
1. A parcel of land, which parcel shall be the parent lot for the purposes of this Section, 

is eligible for an OSPDO if all the following requirements are met.  
 

a. The parent lot is zoned AG, R-1A, or R-1B, R-2, or R-3. 
 
b. The parent lot has an area of at least five three (35) acress of contiguous 

land, not divided by a road. 
 
c. The parent lot is under single ownership control such that a single person 

or entity has proprietary responsibility for completing and maintaining the 
development. An applicant applying for an OSPDO under this Section 
shall provide documentation of such ownership or control in the form of 
agreements, contracts, deeds, or other such evidence as is acceptable by 
the approving authority to assure that the applicant has sufficient 
ownership interest in the parcel to bind the land and assure that the 
development will be completed in its entirety as approved and that the 
land will continue to be in compliance and maintained in accordance with 
the final site plan, preliminary plat as finally approved, and the approved 
maintenance plan under this Section.  

 
d. Neither the parent lot nor any individual parcel or condominium unit 

within a proposed OSPDO is dependent upon the extension of public 
water or sanitary sewer services. 

 
2. A OSPDO development shall maintain a minimum of thirty percent (30%) of the 

gross area of the site as dedicated open space held in common ownership. 
 

2.3.Open space preservation developments achieving at least fifty percent (50%) 
dedicated open space and meeting the provisions of Section 7.02.IK shall be treated 
as a permitted land use.  Open space preservation developments with between thirty 
percent (30%) and less than fifty percent (50%) dedicated open space but otherwise 
meeting the provisions of Section 7.02.I.K shall be treated as a conditional land use. 

 
D. Permitted Uses.  The following uses are permitted within an OSPDO: 

 
1. AG District.  In an AG Zoning District, the land may be used for single family 

detached dwelling units and accessory buildings or structures on an approved lot or 
condominium unit. All other uses listed in Section 4.20 shall be permitted in the 
dedicated open space, except that intensive livestock or poultry raising operations, 
such as poultry houses, hog hotels, etc., shall not be permitted.  
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2. R-1A, or R-1B, R-2, or R-3 District.  All residential uses and types uses permitted 
in Section 4.20 in a R-1A,  or R-1B, R-2, and R-3  ZoningZoning Districts, are 
permitted in an OSPDO under this Section.  

 
E. Density Regulations.  The number of lots or site condominium units permitted on a parcel 

of land under an OSPDO shall be calculated as follows: 
3. For sites not served by public utilities, the number of units shall not exceed the 

area of the parent lot, in acres, multiplied by:: 
1.  

  
a. Thirty-five one-hundredths (0.35) for land zoned AG. 
a.  
  
b. Eighty oneEighty -one-hundredths (0.80) for land zoned AG that is designated 

for rural residential, low density use in the Township’s adopted Comprehensive 
Plan. 

b.  
  
c. Eighty one-hundredthsOne (1.0)0.80) for land zoned R-1A or R-1B.  
d. One point two-five (1.25) for land zoned R-1B.  
e. The minimum area of each lot or site condominium unit in an OSPDO shall not 

be less than the minimum area required by Washtenaw County for well and 
septic tank/drainfield permits 
 

4.2.For lots served by public utilities, the number of dwelling units permitted shall not 
exceed the number of dwelling units customarily developable in the zoning 
district in which the proposed development is located, developed with a 
conventional layout and all applicable ordinances and laws observed. In order to 
calculate density with a conventional subdivision or site condominium layout, the 
applicant shall submit a concept site plan of the property with a conventional 
layout. The plan shall indicate the topography of the site at two (2) foot contour 
intervals and the limits of all floodplains, water bodies, wetlands, easements, and 
other areas which would be set aside and preserved due to impracticality, 
economic unfeasibility, contractual prohibition, or based upon applicable law or 
ordinance. In addition, the concept plan with the conventional layout shall include 
the general street pattern and lot configurations. In general, the plan shall be 
drawn with sufficient detail to permit the Planning Commission to determine the 
density that would be achieved by conventional development. 

 
5.3.Maximum lot coverage shall be twenty percent (20%). Maximum impervious 

surface coverage shall be twenty-five percent (25%). Maximum floor area ratio 
shall be twenty percent (20%). The area of the parent lot shall be as defined in the 
definition of lot area in Article 2, herein. Fractions shall be rounded down to the 
nearest whole number.  
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4. To encourage the use of the OSPDO, if all standards set forth in Section 7.02.I are 
met, the underlying density established by 7.04.E.1 and 2 may be increased by up 
to twenty percent (20%) at the discretion of the Planning Commission. Density 
bonuses shall be based upon a demonstration by the applicant of one of the 
following:  
a. Preservation of Significant Natural Features. Preservation of significant natural 

features contained on the site, as long as it is in the best interest of the Township 
to preserve the natural features that might be negatively impacted by 
conventional residential development. The determination of whether the site 
has significant natural features shall be made by the Planning Commission, after 
review of a Natural Features Analysis, prepared by the applicant, that 
inventories these features; or 
 

b. Provision of Recreation Facilities. If the site lacks significant natural features, 
it can qualify with the provision of usable recreation facilities to which residents 
and non-residents of the development shall have reasonable access. Such 
recreation facilities include areas such as a neighborhood park, passive 
recreational facilities, soccer fields, ball fields, bike paths, or similar facilities 
that provide a feature of community-wide significance and enhance residential 
development; or 

 
c. Preservation of Agricultural Land. Preservation of existing agricultural land.  

The determination of whether the site has significant agricultural features shall 
be made by the Planning Commission after review of a Site Plan, prepared by 
the applicant, which inventories these features. 

 

d. Provision of Affordable Housing.  To provide affordable housing opportunities 
in situations where such opportunities might not otherwise be provided.  
Designated units shall remain affordable for the life of the development. 
Provisions to implement the affordable housing premium option shall meet 
requirements for Affordable Housing as determined by the Township. 
 

e. Inclusion of Environmental Features.  To advance the goals of the Township 
regarding environmental sustainability and stewardship.  Environmental 
features may include:  
1. Sustainable building construction including but not limited to LEED 

certification or practices, "solar ready" construction standards, "EV Ready" 
parking locations (this could be for each unit or at the community level); 
or  

2. Development level or "Community" green features including but not 
limited to community compost facilities, community solar and/or 
geothermal energy harvesting capabilities (there may be some opportunity 
for this in the open greenspace),  green infrastructure, rainwater 
management for irrigation of greenspaces, and "smart lighting" of 
sidewalks/community spaces.  

6.  



7. Minimum Lot Area.  The minimum area of each lot or site condominium unit in an 
OSPDO shall not be less than the minimum area required by Washtenaw County 
for well and septic tank/drainfield permits.  

 
E.F. Minimum Required Yards. .  

  
1. Each lot or site condominium unit in an OSPDO shall provide the following 

minimum required yards.  If property lines do not exist between houses, the 
setbacks shall be measured to an imaginary line of equal distance between the 
houses. A duplex shall be treated as a single-detached residence for the purpose of 
determining required setbacks.: 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Table 7.02.G-1 
Open Space Required Yards 

 

AG District 

Front Thirty-five (35) feet 

Side Twenty (20) feet 

Rear Thirty-five (35) feet 

R-1A or R-1B 
District 

Front Thirty (30) feet 

Side Ten (10) feet 

Rear Thirty (30) feet 

  R-2 District Front Ten (10) feet 

Side Ten (10) feet  

Rear Fifteen (15) feet 

  R-3 District Front Forty (40) feet 

Side Fifteen (15) feet  

Rear Forty (40) feet 
 

2. Perimeter Setback: The perimeter setback for principal structures from all of the 
borders of the development shall be equal to the rear yard setback requirement for 
the underlying zoning district of the property directly adjacent to each border. The 
required open space areas may be located partially or completely within the 
perimeter setback.   
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F.G. Minimum Lot Width.  Each lot or site condominium unit in an OSPDO shall have 

the following minimum widths, provided that the length to width ratio of any lot or unit 
shall not exceed 4:1:  

 
1. AG Districtand R1-A District: one hundred (100) feet: seventy-five (75) feet. 

 
2. R-1A or R-1B District: one fifty hundred (5100) feet. 

 
2.3.R-2 and R-3 District: no minimum lot width.  

 
H. Regulatory Flexibility. The Planning Commission, may waive the lot coverage; 

impervious surface percentage; floor area ratio; front, side, rear, perimeter setback;  and 
minimum lot width requirements provided that the applicant has demonstrated innovative 
and creative site and building designs and solutions, which would otherwise be unfeasible 
or unlikely to be achieved absent this provision. 
 

G.I. Dedicated Open Space Requirements. 
 

1. An OSPDO development shall maintain a minimum of thirty percent (30%) of the 
gross area of the site as dedicated open space held in common ownership. 
 

1.2.Open space preservation developments achieving at least fifty percent (50%) 
dedicated open space and meeting the provisions of Section 7.02.I shall be treated 
as a permitted land use.  Open space preservation developments with between thirty 
percent (30%) and less than fifty percent (50%) dedicated open space but otherwise 
meeting the provisions of Section 7.02.I. shall be treated as a conditional land use. 
At least fifty percent (50%) of the parent lot area shall be in dedicated open space, 
except where an applicant is seeking approval for an OSPDO as a conditional land 
use. The definition of lot area shall be as defined in Article 2 herein.  

 
2.3.The open space area within a proposed OSPDO shall be located so that it preserves 

significant natural resources and/or connects open spaces throughout the 
development and with adjacent open space.  

 
3.4.The open space shall be connected with existing or potential open space and/or 

adjacent public land where feasible. 
 

4.5.An accessory structure(s) for permitted uses may be erected in the open space in 
accordance with the approved site plan or plat.  

 
5.6.Except in a case where the applicant proposes agricultural use in the open space 

area that is independent from the proposed residential uses in the development, all 
owners of lots or site condominium units in an OSPDO shall be permitted access 
to the dedicated open space. Use of dedicated open space may be restricted to 
property owners in the development.  
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6.7.The applicant shall submit an open space management plan for maintaining the 

dedicated open space with the application for the OSPDO.  
 

7.8.An owner’s association shall be created for a development under this section which 
shall own and be responsible for maintaining the dedicated open space. Each 
property owner shall be a member of the association.  

 
8.9.Where a development under this Section is proposed in phases, the Township may 

require that all land to be dedicated as open space shall be included in the first phase 
of the development.  

 
H.J. Guarantee of Dedicated Open Space. 

 
1. The applicant for an OSPDO shall set aside the dedicated open space through an 

irrevocable conveyance that guarantees the dedicated open space will remain 
perpetually open and will be maintained in the manner approved by the Township 
Board. This conveyance shall be in the form of a permanent conservation easement.  

 
2. The purpose of the conservation easement shall be to ensure that dedicated open 

space will be: 
 

a. Protected from all forms of development and limited to the uses and structures 
as approved; 
 

b. Shown on an approved site plan or plat; and 
 

c. Never changed to another use. 
 

3. The conservation easement shall contain, at a minimum, the following provisions 
that: 

 
a. Describe the permitted use(s) within the dedicated open space. 
 
b. Prohibit the storing and/or dumping of refuse and any hazardous materials 

or refuse on the dedicated open space. 
 
c. Prohibit any activity that might cause risk of soil erosion on the dedicated 

open space except for accepted agricultural practices. 
 
d. Prohibit the use of motorized vehicles and or motorized watercraft on the 

dedicated open space. 
 
e. Prohibit all cutting, filling, or removal of vegetation from wetland or 

wooded areas in dedicated open space, except for invasive species and as 
otherwise needed for acceptable resource management practices.  
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f. Prohibit the use of pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers within or adjacent 

to wetlands in a dedicated open space. 
 
g. Require that the owner’s association maintain the dedicated open space in 

accordance with the approved management plan. 
 
h. Provide for maintenance of the dedicated open space to be undertaken by 

the Township Board, and the costs thereof assessed against the person or 
entities responsible for maintaining the dedicated open space, if:  

 
i. There is a failure to adequately maintain the open space in 

accordance with the approved maintenance plan; or 
 

ii. The Township Board determines that the dedicated open space is a 
public nuisance. 

 
i. Require that the conservation easement runs with and is binding upon the 

land and shall be recorded with the deeds to all parcels created and 
proposed as part of a development under this Section.  

 
j. Provide that, if the owners association, or any land trust or conservancy 

holding the conservation easement, ceases to exist, the easement shall 
revert to Pittsfield Township.  

 
4. At the option of the applicant, the conservation easement may be dedicated to and 

held by the Township or a recognized land trust or conservancy approved by the 
Township Board. The easement shall be in a form acceptable to the Township and 
shall be duly recorded in the Washtenaw County Register of Deeds office. This 
provision does not prohibit a transfer of ownership or control, provided such 
transfer or control has prior approval of the Township Board and the property in 
the OSPDO continues in compliance with the Township’s original approval.  

 
I.K. Review Procedures.  An application for an OSPDO shall be reviewed as follows: 

 
1. Subdivisions.  If an OSPDO is for a subdivision, review of the preliminary and final 

plats shall proceed as provided in the Pittsfield Township Subdivision Ordinance 
and the Township’s adopted Land Development Standards.  

 
2. Site Condominiums.  If an OSPDO is for a site condominium, review shall proceed 

as provided in Section 7.01 and Article 9.0 of the Zoning Ordinance and the 
Township’s adopted Land Development Standards.  

 
3. Metes and Bounds Divisions.  If an OSPDO is for land division by metes and 

bounds descriptions, the review shall proceed as provided for preliminary and final 



site plans in Article 9.0 of the Zoning Ordinance and the Township’s adopted 
Engineering Standards.  

 
J.L.Review Standards.  A proposed OSPDO shall meet all the following standards for 

approval. The Planning Commission shall make the necessary findings for compliance with 
this Section upon its review of the final site plans for site condominiums and metes and 
bounds land divisions under this Section. It shall be the responsibility of the Township 
Board to make such findings for subdivisions developed under this Section after review 
and recommendation by the Planning Commission. All findings shall be in writing and 
shall be recorded in the minutes of the meeting at which the decision is made.  

 
1. The proposed OSPDO must be consistent with the Township’s adopted Master Plan 

and any other applicable adopted plan. 
 

2. The proposed OSPDO must not adversely affect existing or future uses or the value 
of adjacent properties. 

 
3. A site plan shall meet all requirements and standards for preliminary and final site 

plans as provided in Article 9.0 of the Zoning Ordinance and all requirements and 
standards of the Township’s Land Development Standards. A subdivision plat shall 
meet all requirements and standards for preliminary and final plats in the 
Township’s Subdivision Control Ordinance and the Township’s Land 
Development Standards.  

 
4. The proposed OSPDO must meet all requirements and standards in this Section and 

all other applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

5. The proposed OSPDO must comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local 
rules and regulations. 

 
6.M. Design Standards. 

 
7.1.The OSPDO shall be designed to promote preservation of natural features. Lots or 

site condominium units, roads, storm water management facilities, and other 
improvements shall be designed and situated to minimize alteration of or intrusion 
into the natural environment.  
 

8.2.Lots or site condominium units shall be located on soils that are most suitable for 
drainfields. 

 
9.3.Dwelling units shall be located away from environmentally sensitive areas. They 

shall not be located in areas most suitable for open space. Dwelling units shall be 
located as far as possible from agricultural areas.  

 
10.4. Placement of wells, septic tanks, and drainfields shall comply with all 

requirements of Washtenaw County. 
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11.5. Each lot or site condominium unit shall have access to and frontage on an 

approved street. 
 

12.6. Pedestrian access shall be provided within a development between lots or 
site condominium units and non-agricultural open space, between open space areas, 
and to appropriate on and off-site uses.  

 
13.7. The Planning Commission or Township Board, whichever applies, may 

require that structures of historic, cultural, or architectural significance on the site 
of an OSPDO be retained, if suitable for rehabilitation. Adaptive reuse for a 
permitted use may be permitted.  

 
K.N. Conditions of Approval.  The Planning Commission or Township Board, 

whichever applies, may impose reasonable conditions for approval of an OSPDO that will 
assure that the development and all elements of the proposed OSPDO will be consistent 
with the intent and purpose of requirements in this Section, the Zoning Ordinance, 
Subdivision Control Ordinance and the Township’s Land Development Standards.  

 
L.O. Recording of Action. 

 
1. Upon approval of a final site plan by the Planning Commission, or final approval 

of a preliminary plat by the Township Board, the applicant shall record an affidavit 
with the Washtenaw County Register of Deeds that contains the full legal 
description of the property in the OSPDO, specifies the date of Township approval, 
states the conditions the Planning Commission or Township Board imposed, and 
declares that all improvements will be carried out pursuant to the approved OSPDO 
plan or plat, unless an amendment is endorsed by the Planning Commission or 
Township Board, whichever applies. The deed restrictions and conservation 
easement shall be duly filed with the Washtenaw County Register of Deeds. The 
applicant shall promptly submit copies of the recorded documents to the Township 
Clerk.  

 
2. Upon approval of a final site plan by the Planning Commission, or final approval 

of preliminary plat by the Township Board, the Township Zoning Administrator 
shall promptly record the approval of the OSPDO on the Township’s official zoning 
map, which entry shall be signed by the Township Supervisor and attested to by the 
Township Clerk.  

 
M.P. Time Limits. 

 
1. An approved OSPDO shall expire and be of no effect if construction does not 

commence within twelve (12) months after approval unless the Planning 
Commission or Township Board, whichever gave the approval, approves an 
extension. If the applicant does not comply with the conditions specified in the 
approval, the approving authority or Township Zoning Administrator shall issue a 
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stop work order and no further work shall be done until such time as the conditions 
are met to the satisfaction of the approving authority.  

 
2. Each phase of a development shall be commenced within twelve (12) months of 

the schedule set forth in the approval. If construction of any phase is not timely 
commenced as provided herein, the approval of the OSPDO shall become null and 
void and no further work may be conducted on the site until such time as adequate 
assurances to the satisfaction of the approving authority are made that the 
development will be completed as approved by a date certain as determined by the 
approving authority.  

 
3. The applicant may apply in writing to the approving body for an extension of time 

in which to commence and/or complete construction. The application for extension 
must include an explanation of reasons justifying the requested extension. The body 
granting the original approval may grant a requested extension not exceeding 
twelve (12) months for good cause. Not more than one extension may be approved. 

 
N.Q. Continuing Compliance. 

 
1. An applicant who fails to comply with the approved final site plan or the 

preliminary plat as finally approved, whichever applies, shall be deemed in 
violation of the Zoning Ordinance, and subject to enforcement and penalties as 
provided in Section 3.07 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
2. A development agreement and performance guarantee shall be required as a 

condition of final site plan and preliminary plat approval. The guarantee and 
agreement shall be in a form approved by the Township Board and shall ensure 
completion of a proposed OSPDO as approved. 
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Phone: (734) 822-3101  Fax: (734) 944-1103 
Website: www.pittsfield-mi.gov 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Pittsfield Township Planning Commissioners     
 
FROM:   Ben Carlisle, AICP 
  Laura Kreps, AICP  
 
DATE:  July 1, 2020 
 
SUBJECT: Carbon Emission Study 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
As part of the Townships Board’s review of the State Street Crossing development, the Board 
commissioned Stantec Engineering to conduct a Carbon Emission Study to review the impacts of various 
options for development.  
 
The study was unique as the Township has never required this type of study for any development in 
Pittsfield.  As far, as I can tell the study was unique to any development in Michigan.  In their review, 
Stantec has looked at four (4) aspects of the respective site plans: 1.) Carbon Sequestration of Trees, 2.) 
Area of Open Space, 3.) Area of Conservation Easement and, 4.) Modality. 
 
Site Plan A kept the conservation easement in place. Site Plan B relocated and expanded the 
conservation easement.  Stantec concluded that the carbon footprint of Site Plan B is less than A based 
on 4 criteria.  Over time, the carbon sequestration of the trees on Site Plan B will increase while Site Plan 
A decreases. The area of open space on Site Plan B is less than Site Plan A. The conservation easement 
area on Site Plan B is greater than Site Plan A. The ease of nonmotorized mobility on Site Plan B is 
greater than Site Plan A both within the site and adjacent movement. I’ve attached a copy of the study 
for your review.  
 
Summary of Findings:  
 

 Site Plan A Site Plan B 
Carbon Sequestration of Trees Short Term Long Term  
Area of Open Space 74,500 s.f. 61,470 s.f. 

 
Area of Conservation Easement 11,493 s.f. 13,370 s.f. 

 
Modality 
 

  

http://www.pittsfield-mi.gov/


1. Ease of movement within site Limited Greater 
2. Ease of adjacent movement Limited Greater 

 
As I noted this is the first Carbon Emission Study undertaken.  We are asking the Planning Commission to 
review the study, and have a discussion on:  

1. Initial overall thoughts on the study? 
2. Require similar study for certain types of developments?  
3. Any additional items to be included or removed as part of the study?  

 
We look forward to discussing this item with the Planning Commission on July 1, 2020.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
 



Stantec Consulting Michigan Inc. 
3754 Ranchero Drive, Ann Arbor MI  48108-2771 

 

   

 
 

March 31, 2020 
File: 2075001316 

Attention:  Ms. Mandy Grewal, Township Supervisor  
Pittsfield Charter Township 
201 West Michigan Avenue 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48108 

Dear Supervisor Grewal, 

Reference: Carbon Footprint Review, State Street Crossing Units 4, 5, & 6 

Stantec has evaluated the carbon footprint of two (2) alternative site layouts for State Street Crossing Units 
4, 5, & 6.  The Township has received an application to develop the three (3) units as a multiple tenant 
commercial space.   Unit 4 is encumbered with a conservation easement for protection of existing trees.  The 
conservation easement was placed on this parcel as part of the State Street Crossings Final Site Plan 
approved in 2003.  Originally, the applicant had submitted two (2) site plans with two independent building 
sites, one (1) located on Unit 4 and one (1) on Units 5 & 6 with associated parking.  This configuration works 
around the existing easement.  This development of the units is referred to as Site Plan A.  Working with the 
Township Planning Consultant to address planning concerns, the applicant prepared and submitted for 
approval an alternative layout to combine and develop all three (3) outlots as a cohesive development.  This 
combined layout is referred to as Site Plan B. This configuration reduces the size of the existing “on-site” 
conservation easement and mitigates trees both “on-site and “off-site” and relocates the easement “off-site” 
to Unit 1.  Site Plan B has been reviewed and approved by the Township Planning Commission. 

The Preliminary Site Plan, CSPA 18-26 State Street Crossing Lots 4-5-6, (Site Plan B) was presented to the 
Planning Commission on October 17, 2019 under New Business.  The Planning Commission voted 7:0 to 
postpone action on the plan for the following conditions: 

1. Provide additional tree protection measures as directed by ECT. 
2. Provide Heritage Tree mitigation as required by Section 14.08.F.  Provide additional replacement 

trees or provide payment to the Township Tree Fund.  
3. Update parking calculations based on Section 12.05 as noted above. 
4. Planning Commission to consider waiver from loading space requirement. 
5. Provide two (2) additional drive-through stacking spaces. 
6. Review of site access and circulation by the Township Engineer and Fire Department. 
7. Revise Landscape Plan. 
8. Provide dumpster enclosure detail. 
9. Address Planning Commission comments, regarding flexibility of Conservation Easement and 

preserving Heritage Trees. 
 
A Revised Preliminary Site Plan was presented to the Planning Commission on November 7, 2019 under Old 
Business.  The revised plan was approved by the Township Planning Commission on November 7, 2019.  
The motion was approved 6:1 with the following conditions: 
 

1. Township Board to approve the relocation of the conservation easement. 
2. Provide dumpster enclosure detail.  
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Reference: Carbon Footprint Review, State Street Crossing Units 4, 5, & 6 

  

 

Stantec has looked at four (4) aspects of the respective site plans: 1.) Carbon Sequestration of Trees, 2.) 
Area of Open Space, 3.) Area of Conservation Easement and, 4.) Modality.  We find that the carbon footprint 
of Site Plan B is less than A based on these 4 criteria.  Over time, the carbon sequestration of the trees on 
Site Plan B will increase while Site Plan A decreases.  The area of open space on Site Plan B is less than 
Site Plan A.  The conservation easement area on Site Plan B is greater than Site Plan A.  The ease of non-
motorized mobility on Site Plan B is greater than Site Plan A both within the site and adjacent movement.     

1. Carbon Sequestration of Trees:  Biological carbon sequestration (BCS) is the assimilation and 
storage of atmospheric carbon (in the form of carbon dioxide, CO2) into vegetation, soils, woody 
products, and aquatic environments as defined by the United States Geological Survey.  We 
compared the biological sequestration of the existing trees within the easement saved on Site Plan 
A versus that of the saved and mitigated trees on Site Plan B.   

 Year 1 
Total CO2 Stored 

(pounds/year) 

Year 15 
Total CO2 Stored 

(pounds/year) 

Year 20  
Total CO2 Stored 

(pounds/year) 

Site Plan A 1,226 1,313 1,330 

Site Plan B 1,037 1,269 1,456 

Difference -189 -44 126 

Table A: Carbon Sequestration of Trees 

To determine the carbon sequestration, we utilized the on-line i-Tree tool.  Since 2006, i-Tree has 
been a cooperative effort between the USDA Forest Service, Davey Tree Expert Company, The 
Arbor Day Foundation, Society of Municipal Arborists, International Society of Arboriculture, Casey 
Trees, and SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry.  The i-Tree tool is based on the 
CUFR Tree Carbon Calculator (CTCC) Excel spreadsheet, developed by the USDA Forest Service.  
The i-Tree tool is site specific and adjusts the CURF average CO2 emissions factors to the Midwest 
climate zone. As the mitigated trees are specified in either caliper (which is typically smaller than dbh 
for the same tree) or height, a conversion factor to dbh was utilized.  The tree location, species and 
dbh of the existing trees to be saved on Site Plan A was inputted into the i-Tree tool to calculate CO2 
stored per year (pounds/year). The location, species and dbh of the existing trees to remain and the 
proposed mitigation trees were inputted to calculate CO2 stored for Site Plan B.  From there, the 
years were increased until the total CO2 stored reached value of Site Plan A. This happens between 
year 15 and 20.  We did not discount the sequestration of the existing trees over time due to decline.  
The applicant has noted the existing trees are in “fair” to “poor” condition which was confirmed by the 
Township’s woodland consultant.   

There are 14 existing trees within the conservation easement with a total DBH of 275”.  These trees 
will be saved on Site Plan A.  Site Plan B will save 8 of these trees for a total DBH of 147”.  The trees 
to be removed will be mitigated with fifty-seven (57) additional trees (18 “on-site” and 39 in the “off-
site” easement), with a total of 182” caliper (equivalent of 130” dbh).  The mitigated trees are in 
addition to the required landscape trees.  We would recommend alternative species to the proposed 
Hemlock as they do not thrive in heavy soils or exposed conditions.  Likewise, native species as 
opposed to cultivars should be used per Township Standards.  
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 Existing Trees 
No. Total DBH 

Trees Preserved 
No. Total DBH 

Tree Mitigation 
No. Total DBH* 

Site Plan A  14 275”  14 275”  0 N/A 

Site Plan B  14 275”  8 147”  57 130” 

*A caliper to DBH conversion factor has been applied 

Table B: Conservation Area Trees & Mitigated Trees 

2. Area of Open Space:  As biological sequestration is not limited to trees, the area of open space 
which allows for storage in vegetative biomass (including lawn and mulch areas) and soils was 
compared. 

 

 

Table C: Area of Open Space 

Site Plan A provides more open space.  Comparing the “on-site” open space, there is an additional 
26,400 square feet of open space on Site Plan A.  Considering the open space in the new “off-site” 
conservation easement for Site Plan B, the difference is reduced to 13,030 square feet. 

3. Area of Conservation Easement:  The areas in conservation easements were compared.   

On Site Plan A, the area of existing conservation easement on Unit 4 will remain; this is divided into 
two (2) areas which will be separated by a drive isle.  On Site Plan B, an “off-site” conservation 
easement is proposed on Unit 1 of State Street Crossing.  The “off-site” conservation easement is 
separated by an existing storm sewer easement for Unit 1.  We recommend the area within the storm 
sewer easement not be considered as mitigation for the conservation easement.  Disturbance of this 
area may be necessary to develop Unit 1 and for maintenance. 

 Conservation Easement 
(Square Feet) 

Site Plan A 11,493 
Site Plan B 13,370 

Table D: Area of Conservation Easement 

We would suggest for Site Plan B that an “on-site” easement be preserved in the area of the trees to 
remain, and that the proposed storm sewer be re-routed outside of the preserved tree area.  The 
building and sidewalk should be moved away from the trees.  This will be reviewed at final site plan 
to verify construction is outside of the dripline of the existing trees proposed to remain. 

 Open Space (Square feet) 
Site Plan A 74,500 
Site Plan B 61,470 
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4. Modality:  Pursuant to EPA 2015 Green House Gas Inventory, the movement of personal vehicles 
through the built environment contributes more than 20% of CO2 nationally.  We evaluated the two 
(2) site plans on non-motorized movement.  We looked at pedestrian and bicycle features or barriers 
within the site area and for ingress and egress to the adjacent area.   

A. Ease of movement within the site:  How walkable is the site, i.e. how likely is someone to 
walk between the buildings?  Site Plan A has more barriers to non-motorized movement and therefore 
encourages additional vehicular movement if someone planned to patronize both buildings.  As 
illustrated below, to walk from one building to the other, patrons would either need to walk along the 
parking drive in front of the loading and dumpster areas and cross the drive-thru exit (Pedestrian 
Route 1) or along the entrance to the public sidewalk and cross the que of the drive-thru (Pedestrian 
Route 2).   

 

 

Pedestrian Route Site Plan A 
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A continuous sidewalk is provided on Site Plan B as illustrated below (Pedestrian Route 3). 

 

Pedestrian Route Site Plan B 

 

 Sidewalk Between 
Buildings 

Drive Isles Crossed Distance Walked 
(Feet) 

Site Plan A No 2 350 

Site Plan B Yes 0 480 

Table E: Ease of Movement within Site 

B. Ease of adjacent movement:  Does the site encourage walking or biking, i.e. how likely is 
someone to walk/bike to or from the site from the nearby neighborhoods or adjacent commercial 
uses?  There are existing pathways/sidewalks along East Michigan Avenue, South State Street and 
the interior State Street Crossing drive to the north.  We looked at the access to these walks.  As 
illustrated below, Site Plan A provides connection to the pathway along East Michigan Avenue for 
one of the two buildings.  There is no sidewalk connection to the State Street Crossing sidewalk or 
the State Street pathway.   
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Adjacent Connections Site Plan A 

 

Site Plan B provides sidewalk connections to both buildings as illustrated below.  This connects to 
the State Street Crossing sidewalk.  A connection is provided to the South State Street pathway 
following this sidewalk to the west.  There will also be sidewalk connection to the north State Street 
Crossing sidewalk which connects to the existing buildings on Unit 2.  The southern State Street 
Crossing sidewalk is to be re-rebuilt to allow for raingardens/green infrastructure between the road 
and parking lot.  Furthermore, the plaza on Site Plan B is less than 30 feet from the walk along East 
Michigan Avenue, so a direct sidewalk connection could be incorporated. With this additional 
sidewalk, Site Plan B would be more encouraging of adjacent non-motorized movement.   
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Adjacent Connections Site Plan B 

 South State Street 
Pathway 

State Street 
Crossing Sidewalk 

East Michigan 
Avenue Pathway 

Site Plan A No No Yes* 
Site Plan B Yes Yes No 

∗ Connection to one building 

Table F: Ease of Adjacent Movement 

In summary, we have evaluated the carbon footprint of two (2) alternative site layouts for State Street 
Crossing Units 4, 5, & 6.  These alternatives are: Site Plan A which preserves the existing easement with two 
independent building sites (i.e. one on Unit 4 and one on Units 5 & 6 with associated parking), and Site Plan 
B which combines and develops all three (3) outlots as a cohesive development.  Looking at four (4) aspects 
of the respective site plans – Carbon Sequestration of Trees, Area of Open Space, Area of Conservation 
Easement and Modality – we have compared the two alternatives.  We find that the carbon footprint of Site 
Plan B is less than A based on these 4 criteria.  Over time, the carbon sequestration of the trees on Site Plan 
B will increase while Site Plan A decreases.  The area of open space on Site Plan B is less than Site Plan A.  
The conservation easement area on Site Plan B is greater than Site Plan A.  The ease of non-motorized 
mobility on Site Plan B is greater than Site Plan A both within the site and adjacent movement.     

 

 

 

 



March 31, 2020 
Ms. Mandy Grewal, Township Supervisor 
Page 8 of 8  

Reference: Carbon Footprint Review, State Street Crossing Units 4, 5, & 6 

  

 

 Site Plan A Site Plan B 
Carbon Sequestration of Trees Short Term Long Term 
Area of Open Space 74,500 s.f. 61,470 s.f. 
Area of Conservation Easement 11,493 s.f. 13,370 s.f. 
Modality   

A. East of movement within 
the site 

Limited Greater 

B. East of adjacent 
movement 

Limited Greater 

Table G: Summary of Findings 

 

If you have any questions regarding our findings, please contact us. 

Regards, 

Stantec Consulting Michigan Inc. Stantec Consulting Michigan Inc. 
 
 
 
 

Ann M. Stevens PLA, PMP Mark D. Pascoe PE, LEED® AP, ENV SP 
Landscape Architect Principal 
Phone: 734 214 1863  Phone: 734 214 1865 
Fax: 734 761 1200  Fax: 734 761 1200 
Ann.Stevens@stantec.com Mark.Pascoe@stantec.com 

Attachment: Site Plan A and Site Plan B Comparison 
 
 

ws v:\2075\active\2075001316\state street crossing (trees)\report_state_street_crossing_20200331.docx 



1277 12" SHAGBARK HICKORY

1276 25" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1275 23" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1266 23" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1267 23" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1268 10" TWIN ELM

1269 28" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1270 12" SWAMP WHITE OAK

1271 27" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1278 14" NORWAY MAPLE
1279 10" TWIN BASSWOOD

1278 14" NORWAY MAPLE

1279 10" TWIN BASSWOOD

1266 23" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)
1267 23" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1268 10" TWIN ELM
1269 28" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1270 12" SWAMP WHITE OAK
1271 27" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

1272 11" SWAMP WHITE OAK
1273 30" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)
1274 27" SWAMP WHITE OAK (H)

SITE PLAN A
(ORIGINAL - PRESERVE EXISTING EASEMENT)

SITE PLAN B
(REVISED LAYOUT AND EASEMENTS)

N

STATE STREET CROSSING
MARCH, 2020
PROJECT #2075001316

EASEMENT A AREA:
3,925.30 S.F. OR 0.19 ACRES

EASEMENT B AREA:
7,567.98 OR 0.17 ACRES

TOTAL EXISTING EASEMENT AREA:
11,493.28 S.F. OR 0.26 ACRES

NEW ADDED
PROPOSED EASEMENT AREA:
13,370.58 S.F. OR 0.31 ACRES

TREE PRESERVATION AREA:
5,644.32 S.F. OR 0.13 ACRES

A

B

NOT TO SCALE

TREES (DBH)       EXIST. 275"   14 EACH
PROP.     275"   14 EACH

TREES (DBH)        EXIST.  275"  14 EACH
PROP.     277"   8 EACH EX + 57 EACH NEW
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