
Minutes of Meeting 
Lodi Township Planning Commission 

September  25, 2007 
 

Present:: Crowner, Diuble, Steeb, Swenson (arrived 8:05), Thelen, Veenstra  
Absent O”Connor 
 
The Public Hearing  for  Fredrick Farms request to rezone 112 acres on Wagner Road 
from Agricultural to R-3 was opened at 7:32 PM. 
Steve Deak of Deak Planning & Design, Southfield, MI made a presentation on behalf of 
the principals , Michael Furnari and Michael Furnari, Jr. of Fairview Land Development, 
Rochester, MI. 

1. He showed enlarged photos and maps of the area. 
2. The planning was for the future when demand catches up to the supply of housing 
3. Plans to use the ditch along Wagner Road to discharge storm water 
4. The proposed development provides a logical extension of planned Surburban 

Residential at Saline Ann Arbor Road and Wagner Road 
5. The project is on a major thoroughfare between Ann Arbor and Saline. 
6. Want to concentrate development in area planned for sewer service district – will 

work with Township regarding sewer district 
7. Will discourage sprawl in Township by discouraging premature development 
8. Development pressures are coming from Pittsfield and Scio Townships and the 

city of Saline. 
9. Will work with Township on a zoning transition to limit growth to the north-south 

corridor along Wagner Road 
 
Comments from the audience 

1. Duane Alber – what will happen to the sewerage? 
2. Peg Canham – how does this proposal correspond to the General Development 

Plan?   
3. Harry Crispy – Concerned about storm water run-off since Pittsfield #1 Drain 

(downstream from the proposed development) has flooded twice this year from 
storm runoff.   Answer was given by Deak that the site must retain additional 
storm water runoff above its present agriculture usage.  Why was the MDEQ 
request for a private wastewater treatment plant withdrawn five days before the 
decision was to be announced?  Answer was that the developers, after siz months, 
decided to seek a zoning change before proceeding with the permit.  

4. John Russell – R-3 is not transitional zoning as stated by Deak. Zoning to R-3 is 
zoning in the dark without planning and is crazy. R-3 zoning seems very dense for 
the proposed area. 

DRAFT 



5. The following letter from Jerome Koupal was read 

 



 
Public hearing was closed at 8:00 PM. 
 
The Public Hearing for Amendments to Section 57.09 of the Zoning Ordinance was 
opened at 8:00 PM. 
Comments and questions about the proposed changes by Commission members were 
discussed and answered by Rodney Nanney. 



 
Public hearing was closed at 8:25 PM 
 
Planning Commission meeting was opened at 8:25 PM 
. 
The proposed rezoning was discussed.  Veenstra presented the following 
questions/concerns. 
 
Section 58.05 of the Zoning Ordinance requires the Planning Commission to “identify 
and evaluate all factors relevant to the petition” and to report its findings of fact.  The 
report is to include: 
 

A. Whether or not the requested zoning change is justified by a change in conditions 
since the original Ordinance was adopted, or by an error in the Ordinance. 

B. The precedents, and the possible effects of such precedents, that might result from 
approval or denial of the petition. 

C. The capacity of Lodi Township or other government agencies to provide any 
services, facilities, and/or programs that might be required if the petitions were 
approved. 

D. Effect of the approval of the petition on the condition and/or value of property in 
Lodi Township or in adjacent municipalities. 

E. Relation of the petition to the adopted General Development Plan of Lodi 
Township, and of other government units where applicable. 

 
“A petition shall not be approved unless these and other facts are affirmatively resolved 
in terms of resource guardianship, public necessity, convenience, and safety, and the 
general welfare of Lodi Township and of other governmental agencies, where 
applicable.” 
 
In my opinion, the information presented does not provide us with sufficient justification 
to report affirmatively on these items.  You need to provide us with information 
addressing these items, and other concerns, before we can recommend approval. 
 
The Impact Assessment has several inaccuracies, omissions, and inconsistencies. 
 

• There are undeveloped areas within the Township that are either zoned R-3 or 
designated Suburban Residential in the General Development Plan (GDP).  The 
applicant has provided no information why this parcel is better suited for this type 
of development than the areas designated in the GDP.  The Suburban Residential 
and Rural Residential areas identified in the GDP are sufficient to handle 
SEMCOG growth forecasts for Lodi Township. 

 
• Chapter 6 – Future Land Use of the Surrounding Area – ignores the 

Comprehensive Plan for Washtenaw County, the Saline Sustainability Circle 
Regional Planning Guidelines, and the Ann Arbor Greenbelt Strategic Plan.  The 
SEMCOG forecasts were made before the slowdown of the Michigan economy 



and reversal of growth in the region.  Even so, the subject property is on the edge 
of SEMCOG’s 2020 development area.  There are many areas available and 
appropriately zoned in the region where this development could go.  There is no 
discussion as to why this site is more appropriate for this development than areas 
already planned and zoned, some with utilities available. 

 
• The Public Safety section (p. 12) in Chapter 5 only describes the existing 

situation.  The section does not address the impact of 450 or 660 low-cost high-
density housing units on fire and police needs.  It also does not address the 
revenues required to meet these needs.  

 
• There is no analysis of the financial impact to the Township.  What additional 

costs will the Township incur in addition to the Public Safety items?  What will 
be the anticipated tax revenues?  This information is needed to determine “The 
capacity of Lodi township or other government agencies to provide any services 
facilities, and/or programs that might be required if the petition were approved.” 
(58.05C) 

 
• The Traffic Impact Study refers to a five-year buildout ending in 2012 (p. v).  The 

Impact Assessment projects a nine-year buildout ending in 2018 (p. 12).  Which is 
correct? 

 
• How many housing units are anticipated?  448 (Traffic Impact Study, p. v), 450 

(Impact Assessment p. 11), or 660 (Traffic Impact Study, p. 1)?  Are these to be 
single-family houses or multi-family buildings? 

 
• The Traffic Impact Study did not address either the intersection of Textile Road 

and Ann Arbor-Saline Road or the intersection of Wagner Road and Scio Church 
Road.  It appears to me that the impact on these intersections will be measurable.   
 
Steve Deak responded that the traffic impact study covered the radius requested 
by the Township, but that it could be expanded if required. 

 
In your presentation tonight, you stated that your planned development would meet the 
General Development Plan’s objective of discouraging sprawl.  The General 
Development Plan plans for Suburban Residential development in specific places in order 
to discourage sprawl.  These areas are contiguous with existing high-density areas in Ann 
Arbor and Saline.  High-density development outside of these areas actually contributes 
to sprawl.  Furthermore, high-density development is not a good transitional zoning 
adjacent to agricultural uses, as was stated in tonight’s presentation. 
 
Steve Deak questioned why there are so many questions now if the application was 
considered to be complete and allowed to go forward by Township officials.   
 
Veenstra replied that he could not address that question directly since he was not 
involved in those discussions.  That does not change the requirements in the Zoning 



Ordinance that must be met before the Planning Commission can recommend approval of 
the petition. 
 
Crowner read Section 22.01 second paragraph of the Ordinance “Areas not yet served by 
a municipal; water supply system and a municipal sanitary sewerage system shall not be 
developed with the principal residential uses of this district.” and asked why they were 
requesting R-3 when there were no municipal sewerage or water available. 
 
Moved by Veenstra, seconded by Svenson, to table the request for rezoning for additional 
information from the developer regarding the questions and concerns of the Planning 
Commission.  Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Regarding the Amendments to Section  57.09 of the Zoning Ordinance, it was moved by 
Swenson, seconded by Thelen, to table the proposal pending the submission of a clear 
copy.  Motion passed 6-0. 
  
Wagner-Waters requested their project be removed from the agenda.  Moved by Thelen, 
seconded by Veenstra, to leave the project on the table until 11/27/07 pending further 
information from the petitionesr as to their plans.  Motion passed 6-0 
 
Don Pennington briefly discussed the survey and willhave the fullresults available at the 
next Planning Commission meeting. 
 
Thelen noted that the Cedar Ridge Equestrian Center was doing site work without 
approval while their project is tabled. 
 
The minutes from the Planning Commission for 8/27/07 were reviewed.  Moved by 
Thelen, seconded by Diuble,  to approve the minutes.  Motion passed 6-0.  
 
Veenstra moved, seconded by Thelen, to adjourn the meeting at 9:25 PM.  Motion passed 
6-0. 
 
 
 
Robert Crowner, Vice Chair. 


