


“The world will not evolve past its current state of crisis 

by using the same thinking that created the situation”

ALBERT EINSTEIN

“People only see what they are prepared to see”

RALPH WALDO EMERSON   

208 GROUP

We are a private, voluntary group advocating innovations 

needed to achieve a long-term, durable, prosperous future for 

Washtenaw County in the face of unprecedented ecological, 

economic and social challenges.

We offer our recommendations believing the Calthorpe report 

is an important way for the City of Ann Arbor to achieve high 

leverage and leadership in urban development in the 21st Century. 

Moreover, such innovations may be useful throughout 

Washtenaw County as well.



Acting Wisely and Boldly
From the local to the global scale, we face profound and complex challenges. The Calthorpe 
process represents a great opportunity to adopt fresh new thinking and to stimulate 
action for addressing such issues as:  

1. Revitalizing our economy for the county and state, making it less dependent 
on autos and manufacturing, and building on our extraordinary infrastructure of 
higher education, high technology, and talented workers. Michigan’s unemployment 
rate is the 3rd highest, after Louisiana and Mississippi. 

2. Reducing climate-changing greenhouse gases that result from burning 
hydrocarbons, thereby providing regional leadership and demonstrating common 
sense. In 2004, the US set a new record for CO2 releases at 7.1 billion metric tons.

3. Avoiding the high infrastructure cost of low-density sprawling develop-
ment while accelerating public support of a public transporation system 
that establishes AA as a key hub in S.E. Michigan. In Washtenaw County 
between 1990-2000, we lost 50,000 acres of farmland and rural open space. We 
are the only such region in the US without a public transportation system.

4. Getting savvy quickly about the sources and uses of energy, recognizing 
that 75% of the oil we use in transport is from foreign, unstable and hostile regimes. 
Global supplies and projections portend severe change in current patterns of travel, 
housing, transportation and energy security.

Addressing Unpleasant Realities.

The Larger Context—



 
It is imperative that we re-think and change how we develop and manage our com-
munities. The Calthorpe process invites the City of Ann Arbor to begin to think in 
longer timeframes — at least a hundred years — and to apply ecological intelligence. 

  for Ann Arbor & Offering it as a Model for the County.

Achieving Our

Preferred Future

Ecological Intelligence 
The magnitude and complexity of the challenges call for inspired principles, and we 
urge the City Council to adopt and apply this trio of values: 

1. LEED Guidelines 
   (Leadership for Energy and Environmental Design; see Recommendation #1)

2. The Kyoto Protocol  

3. The Hannover Principles
Descriptions of each follow the Recommendations section.

With such unprecedented challenges before us, the richness and diversity of our area’s 
assets prompt us to seek and support enlightened leadership.

Leadership



Recommendations
We recommend consideration of the following:

1. Adopt and apply long-term and ecologically intelligent standards. 
Such standards are vital for long-term durability for any city in the 21st Century.
Ann Arbor has taken commendable steps in this direction, but this is the time for
the city to provide leadership to the region and state by adopting and applying:
a. LEED Guidelines (13 states and 27 cities have done this)
b. Kyoto Protocol (for CO2 reduction; the city participates in the "Cities for Climate 
Protection" program of the International Council for Local Government Initiatives.)
c. Hannover Principles 
Buildings designed with  LEED guidelines enjoy significant life-cycle economic benefits.  
LEED buildings save their owners money – this is the business case for their adoption.  
See…http://www.deq.state.mi.us/documents/deq-ess-p2-green-handbook.pdf

2. Create more connections and linkages of all kinds including, for example: 
the catalytic effect of the pending Allen Creek Greenway, other public open spaces, parks, 
intermodal connections, non-motorized transportation, pedestrian movement down-
town and between campus, downtown, across neighborhoods, creeksheds in the city, 
links with the Washtenaw Metro Alliance coordinated open space plan and so forth.

3. Engage the University of Michigan in an innovative partnership. As the 
largest employer in the county, the UM and Ann Arbor will benefit mutually from the 
city’s adoption of the far reaching standards represented in LEED, the Kyoto Protocol 
and the Hannover Principles.

4. Create regional transit and regional storm water plans, being sensitive to 
long term needs and ecological requirements. Updated guidance would be a valuable 
aspect of a more environmentally thoughtful development review process and, second, 
would encourage higher quality applications. With such citywide guidelines, density 
bonuses could be considered as incentives. 



5. Adopt a downtown plan that re-invigorates, benefits from and leverages 
the 1988 North Main Street City Gateway and Riverfront plan. There are logical and 
potent public and private sector benefits to be gained.

6. Prevent downtown from becoming a “gilded ghetto,” by being both more 
deliberate and more creative in providing affordable housing in the downtown area. 
Provide incentives for including affordable housing downtown in all future develop-
ments to assure its vitality and community dynamics.

7. Commission an economic analysis. Three powerful themes are critical to city 
planning- downtown development, the Allen Creek Greenway, and the Huron River 
corridor. A thorough economic analysis will delineate the likely consequences of various 
development scenarios. This enables vastly more informed decision-making, especially 
to demonstrate how future tax increment revenue would advance the long-term and 
ecologically intelligent objectives recommended here.

8. Support locally owned independent businesses. They are growing in number 
and are a vital part of Ann Arbor. They keep resources circulating within the local 
economy where they have an important economic multiplier effect, they are more 
responsive to local tastes and preferences, and they enhance a distinct local identity not 
found in national chains. Special attention is needed to support and expand the local 
food system which benefits local farmers and consumers, provides farm income enabling 
farmers to stay on and care for their land, and yields ecological and land conservation 
benefits enjoyed by all residents.

signed,

Peter Allen 
Janis Bobrin
Richard Carlisle
Jean and Phelps Connell
Brandt Coultas

James Crowfoot
Thomas Gladwin
Margie Hagene
W.A.P. John
William Lavery 

Robert Marans 
David Milling
Wayne Say
Tony VanDerworp



LEED: 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(from the LEED home page)---
http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CategoryID=19

The LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Green Building Rating System 
is a voluntary, consensus-based national standard for developing high-performance, sus-
tainable buildings. Members of the U.S. Green Building Council representing all segments of 
the building industry developed LEED and continue to contribute to its evolution. 
LEED standards are currently available or under development for: 
  New commercial construction and major renovation projects (LEED-NC) 
  Existing building operations (LEED-EB) 
  Commercial interiors projects (LEED-CI) 
  Core and shell projects (LEED-CS) 
  Homes (LEED-H) 
  Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) 
USGBC member committees are actively collaborating on new and existing LEED standards. 
Check for periodic LEED updates.

LEED was created to:

  define "green building" by establishing a common standard of measurement 

  promote integrated, whole-building design practices 

  recognize environmental leadership in the building industry 

  stimulate green competition 

  raise consumer awareness of green building benefits 

  transform the building market 

LEED provides a complete framework for assessing building performance and meeting 
sustainability goals. Based on well-founded scientific standards, LEED emphasizes state of 
the art strategies for sustainable site development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials 
selection and indoor environmental quality. LEED recognizes achievements and promotes 
expertise in green building through a comprehensive system offering project certification, 
professional accreditation, training and practical resources. 

Click below to view the LEED Foundations documents: 
  LEED Committee Charters - describes the purpose and scope of each LEED Committee 
  LEED Foundations Policy Manual - describes USGBC policy for consensus based development
                         
  LEED Product Development Handbook - describes the operating procedures for management 

of the LEED family of products.

and administration of LEED Products. 



The  or

 is an international
treaty on climate change.

The objective is the "stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a
level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system"
UNFCCC-2.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has predicted an average global
rise in temperature of 1.4°C (2.5°F) to 5.8°C (10.4°F) between 1990 and 2100 (see
report). Some current estimates indicate that even if successfully and completely
implemented, the Kyoto Protocol will not provide a significant reduction in temperature
despite the large cut in emissions. Because of this, many critics and environmentalists
question the value of the Kyoto Protocol, should subsequent measures fail to produce
deeper cuts in the future.



According to press release from the United Nations Environment Programme:

It is an agreement negotiated as an amendment to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC, which was adopted at the Earth Summit in
Rio de Janeiro in 1992). All parties to the UNFCCC can sign or ratify the Kyoto Protocol,
while non-parties to the UNFCCC cannot. The Kyoto Protocol was adopted at the third
session of the Conference of Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC in 1997 in Kyoto, Japan.
Most provisions of the Kyoto Protocol apply to developed countries, listed in Annex I to
the UNFCCC.

Each Annex I country has agreed to limit emissions to the levels described in the
protocol, but many countries have limits that are set above their current production.
These "extra amounts" can be purchased by other countries on the open market. So, for
instance, Russia currently easily meets its targets, and can sell off its  for millions
of dollars to countries that don't yet meet their targets, to Canada for instance. This
rewards countries that meet their targets, and provides financial incentives to others to do
so as soon as possible:
Countries also receive credits through various shared "clean energy" programs and
"carbon dioxide sinks" in the form of forests and other systems that remove carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere.
A Washington D.C.-based NGO, in the report pdf.wri.org "Getting It Right: Emerging
Markets for Storing Carbon in Forests", assumes values of $30-40/ton in the US and $70-
80/ton in Europe. On 18 April 2001, The Netherlands purchased credits for 4 megatons of



The protocol left several issues open to be decided later by the Conference of Parties
(COP). COP6 attempted to resolve these issues at its meeting in the Hague in late 2000,
but was unable to reach an agreement due to disputes between the European Union on the
one hand (which favoured a tougher agreement) and the United States, Canada, Japan and
Australia on the other (which wanted the agreement to be less demanding and more
flexible).
In 2001, a continuation of the previous meeting (COP6bis) was held in Bonn where the
required decisions were adopted. After some concessions, the supporters of the protocol
(led by the European Union) managed to get Japan and Russia in as well by allowing
more use of carbon dioxide sinks.
COP7 was held from 29 October 2001 – 9 November 2001 in Marrakech to establish the
final details of the protocol.
The first Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (MOP1) was held in Montreal from
November 28 to December 9, 2005, along with the 11th conference to the parties to the
UNFCCC (COP11). See United Nations Climate Change Conference.



Hannover Principles

 

 

1. Insist on the right of humanity and nature to co-exist in a healthy, supportive,  
diverse and sustainable condition.

2. Recognize interdependence. The elements of human design interact with and 
depend upon the natural world, with broad and diverse implications at every scale. 
Expand design considerations to recognize even distant effects.

3. Respect relationships between spirit and matter. Consider all aspects of 
human settlement, including community, dwelling, industry and trade, in terms of 
existing and evolving connections between spiritual and material consciousness.

4. Accept responsibility for the consequences of design decisions upon human 
well-being, the viability of natural systems and their right to coexist.

5. Create safe objects of long-term value. Do not burden future generations with 
requirements for maintenance or vigilant administration of potential dangers due to 
the careless creation of products, processes or standards.

6. Eliminate the concept of waste. Evaluate and optimize the full life cycle of products 
and processes to approach the state of natural systems, in which there is no waste.

7.  Rely on natural energy flows. Human designs should, like the living world, derive 
their creative force from perpetual solar income. Incorporate this energy efficiently 
and safely for responsible use.

8. Understand the limitations of design. No human creation lasts forever, and 
design does not solve all problems. Those who create and plan should practice 
humility in the face of nature. Treat nature as a model and mentor, not as an incon-
venience to be evaded or controlled.

9. Seek constant improvement by the sharing of knowledge. Encourage direct 
and open communication between colleagues, patrons, manufacturers and users to 
link long-term sustainable considerations with ethical responsibility and to reestab-
lish the integral relationship between natural processes and human activity.
 
The Hannover Principles should be seen as a living document committed to transformation 
and growth in the understanding of our interdependence with nature so that they may be 
adapted as our knowledge of the world evolves.



William McDonough and Michael Braungart recently celebrated the 10th anniver-
sary of the publication of their groundbreaking manifesto, The Hannover Principles: 
Design for Sustainability with a new, updated edition. This feature is excerpted from 
an article in the May/June 2003 issue of Green@Work magazine, which was adapted 
from the new edition, which is available from William McDonough + Partners and MBDC.
 
Just over a decade ago, when the City of Hannover, Germany, asked us to develop a 
set of design principles for the 2000 World's Fair, design for sustainability was in 
its infancy. By 1992, the desire to move toward a solar-powered world had gained 
significant momentum among the environmentally conscious, and the ideas that 
inform ecological design had begun to manifest themselves in encouraging innova-
tions in "green" architecture and technology. But a coherent framework for applying 
sustainable design to all sectors of society had yet to emerge. Imagining designs that 
celebrated nature and technology, aesthetics and commerce was even further off the map. 

The Hannover Principles were conceived to lay the foundation for this hopeful, new 
paradigm (see inset of Principles, at bottom). We knew at the time that our efforts 
were just a first step. Though we were striving to identify universal principles based 
on the enduring laws of nature, we also understood that our knowledge of the 
world was incomplete. So, too, was our ability to predict all the many ways in which 
the creativity of the world's designers, architects, business leaders, and NGOs would 
push design for sustainability beyond the limits we could imagine in 1992. Thus, 
we saw the Principles as a living document, a set of enduring ideals and an open 
system of thought that would evolve as it was put into practice.

And evolve it has. Our firms, and many others, continue to use the Principles in 
their original form. Yet, as the Principles are applied in the design process or used to 
guide everyday decision-making, new ideas and practices emerge. The language we 
use is a good example. Whereas some of the Principles were originally expressed 
with "shoulds" and "musts," today we use a more celebratory language that 
expresses our growing faith in humanity's ability to create mutually beneficial 
relationships between people and the natural world. 

Pursuing this positive vision over the past decade has driven the evolution of an 
entirely new approach to design. When one takes seriously the idea that the concept 
of waste can be eliminated in the worlds of architecture, commerce, manufacturing, 
and transportation indeed, in every sector of society the purview of design shifts 
radically. Not only are we obliged to include the entire material world in our design 
considerations, we are asked to imagine materials in a whole new way. We can 
begin to create and use materials within cradle-to-cradle systems, in which there is 
no waste at all.



When the Principles become practices, when industrial and architectural systems 
are modeled on the earth's flows of energy and nutrients, the notion that humanity 
must limit its ecological footprint is turned on its head. Indeed, as cradle-to-cradle 
thinking continues to be enriched by the inspired work of our colleagues, we are 
increasingly able to design products and places that support life, that create foot-
prints to delight in rather than lament. This changes the entire context of the design 
process. Instead of asking, "How do I meet today's environmental standards?" 
designers are asking, "How might I create more habitat, more health, more clean 
water, more prosperity, more delight?"  

Questions such as these, emerging from the daily application of the Hannover 
Principles, are stimulating the worldwide evolution of cradle-to-cradle design. 
Examples of work inspired by the Hannover Principles are growing more numerous 
all the time. The work of William McDonough + Partners, MBDC, and EPEA testify 
to the lively relationship between principles and practices. And a host of our client 
companies are also implementing these principles. 

Ford Motor Company is executing a cradle-to-cradle renovation of its famous 
Rouge River industrial site, and its 2003 Model U concept car embraces a cradle-
to-cradle vision. Shaw Industries, the largest producer of commercial carpet in the 
world, has begun to apply the Hannover Principles and cradle-to-cradle thinking to 
the company's product development process. The Chicago Principles, which will be 
announced by the City of Chicago in 2003, will provide a reference point as Chicago 
develops community plans and cradle-to-cradle systems that will make it a national 
model of how industry and ecology, nature and the city can flourish side by side.

There is really no end in sight and that's the point. As we seek constant improve-
ment by the sharing of knowledge, as our understanding of the world evolves, the 
Hannover Principles will continue to be our touchstone and inspiration for new 
designs. This process, merely a decade old, has already created hopeful changes in 
the world and is transforming the making of things into a regenerative force. 
Ultimately, we believe the principled practice of design will lead to ever more places 
and ever more products that honor not just human ingenuity but harmony with the 
exquisite intelligence of nature. And when that becomes the hallmark of good design, 
we will have entered a moment in human history when we can truly celebrate our 
kinship with all life.
 
 



Peter Allen. Peter is a 35 year resident of Ann Arbor. He lives in a 
condo overlooking Bird Park, works in a rehabbed office overlook-
ing Argo Dam and enjoys walking and biking to work and down-
town. He has been doing real estate development, mostly historic 
rehab, in Ann Arbor since graduating with an MBA from Michigan 
in 1973. He is assembling the 7 acres of land for Broadway Village 
at Lowertown and is focused on North Main redevelopment and 
the Kingsley Lane mixed use development at Kingsley and Ashley. 
(www.kingsleylane.com). He has taught real estate development to 
over 2500 graduate students since 1981 for the UM Ross School of 
Business and the Taubman College of Architecture and Urban Planning.

Janis Bobrin has served as Washtenaw County’s Drain Commis-
sioner since 1989.  Major responsibilities of her office include 
operation of the County’s storm water systems, development of 
storm water management standards, review of storm water system 
design and construction in new developments, and numerous 
watershed planning and protection initiatives.  She is also respon-
sible for management of Washtenaw County’s Stormwater Permit 
programs, mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act. Prior to 
joining Washtenaw County, Janis worked as an environmental 
planner for SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Govern-
ments, where she managed projects related to surface and ground-
water protection.  She serves on boards of many professional and 
environmental organizations. 

Richard K. Carlisle, AICP,PCP is Founder and President of Carlisle 
/Wortman Associates, a community planning, environmental plan-
ning and landscape architecture firm based in Ann Arbor. Mr. Carl-
isle is Past President of the Michigan Association of Planning and 
served as an advisor to the Michigan Land Use Leadership Council. 

Jean and Phelps Connell retired and moved to Ann Arbor in 1997. 
Graduates of the University in Economics before their marriage, 
they then pursued business and land conservation careers. Jean 
was Executive Director of a Land Trust, and has been on the Board 
of the Washtenaw Land Trust here. That experience motivates them 
to advocate for sustainable development. 



Brandt Coultas is responsible for the business advocacy program 
at the Chamber of Commerce. Brandt has also run the Chamber’s 
getDowntown program and worked for the Chicagoland Bicycle 
Federation. He lives in Ann Arbor with his wife, Jill

James Crowfoot. Crowfoot’s current work focuses on understand-
ing global and local unsustainability and the basic changes that are 
needed to achieve sustainability. He seeks to use what he learns to 
change his own life and to communicate to others the opportunities 
we have to possibly lessen the environmental, social and economic 
impacts of this unprecedented crisis. 
He is professor emeritus of natural resources and urban & regional 
planning and dean emeritus of the School of Natural Resources and 
Environment, University of Michigan.

Thomas N. Gladwin is the Max McGraw Professor of Sustainable 
Enterprise and Co-Director of the Erb Institute for Global Sustain-
able Enterprise, jointly in the Ross School of Business and School of 
Natural Resources & Environment at the University of Michigan.  
Tom teaches courses on systems thinking, global change and sustain-
able commerce.  He directs the University's "Sustainable Mobility & 
Accessibility Research and Transformation" Project.  Tom and his 
wife Ann reside on a farm in Scio Township where they converted 
the horse barn into a solar-passive environmental retreat center for 
use by community and University groups. 

Margie Hagene lives with her family in Washtenaw County. She 
contributes to the community through her focus on social responsi-
bility and sustainable development for current and future generations. 
As an organizational effectiveness and leadership coach, Margie works 
in both the for-profit and not-for-profit sectors. Through partnering 
with key leaders, she supports organizations with: clarifying priori-
ties and strategic planning; identifying and optimizing points of 
leverage within complex systems; creating system-wide alignment; 
exploring possibilities; improving decision-making; facilitating work 
sessions and dialogues; finding common ground for collaboration 
and building community; and developing leaders at all levels.

W.A.P. John has lived in the Old Fourth Ward for 33 years. Father, 
business owner, waterpolo player. He is interested in how people 
and organizations communicate with words and pictures.

 

.



Bill Lavery. Bill is a 30 year enthusiast of the Saline area, retired 
chief executive of the Saline Community Hospital and an adjunct 
professor of health administration at Eastern Michigan University.  
He helped found the Saline Leadership Institute, the Coalition for a 
Quality Community (CQC) and the Saline Sustainability Circle, now
a formal regional government dialogue group. He shares a concern 
for the kind of world in which his grandchildren are growing up.  

Robert W. Marans is a research professor at the Institute for Social 
Research and a professor emeritus of architecture and urban plan-
ning in the Taubman College of Architecture and Urban Planning at 
the University of Michigan. His current research considers the impact
of the built and natural environments on quality of life, the role of 
built environment in promoting public health, and issues of urban 
sprawl. Marans is active in recreation planning and policy in south-
eastern Michigan. He is a charter member of the Washtenaw 
County Parks and Recreation Commission and the county’s repre-
sentative on the Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority (HCMA). 
He presently serves on the board of the University’s Center for 
Local, State, and Urban Policy, is a trustee (president) of the Washt-
enaw Land Trust, chair of the Michigan Land Use Institute, and a 
trustee of the Detroit Riverfront Conservancy, Inc.  

David Milling is an architect, urban planner, and designer based in 
Ann Arbor since 1976. David passionately believes that quality 
design can uplift the human spirit while simultaneously providing 
practical solutions for the built environment.  The 208 Liberty 
Street address of David Milling & Associates / Architects is the 
usual meeting place for the 208 Group, hence the name.

Wayne Say is a 38 year resident of Ann Arbor with a 15 year pri-
vate sector career as partner in an environmental consulting firm 
and a 20 year career with the University of Michigan doing program 
development and fund raising. Wayne has also served as the con-
vener and facilitator of the 208 Group.

Tony VanDerworp, AICP, is a practicing planner with over 30 years 
experience in community planning, environmental protection, 
economic development and county and city management. He is the 
recipient of numerous state and national awards in wetlands protection, 
community design, regional planning, affordable housing and inter-
governmental cooperation.



MEMO 
TO:  Mayor and City Council 
FROM: Jennifer Hall, Chair, Planning Commission 
DATE: 19 January 2006  
RE: Comments from Planning Commission on the Downtown 

Development Strategies Final Report 
 
The Planning Commission has discussed the Downtown Development 
Strategies Final Report several times over the last few months.  In addition, we 
held a public hearing on 10 January 2006 where we heard from about 25 
members of the public.  I would like to share the following comments with you. 
 
In general, we felt the report provides a useful vision and set of goals for the 
development of Downtown Ann Arbor.  Although much of the content of the 
report is not “new material” regarding downtown development strategies, we 
feel that the Calthorpe report takes the best ideas from other documents and 
reports and presents them in a unified approach.  The Calthorpe study, 
including the extensive public process, reinforces our existing knowledge base 
and gives us a framework to achieve the goals.   CPC believes the 
recommendation of form based design guidelines and zoning is a good one, 
although perhaps other tools are needed to achieve all our goals. 
 
The general nature of the report makes it easily accessible to many people in 
our community.  The report contains helpful charts and summary tables and is 
visually appealing.  Individual Planning Commissioners mentioned the 
following as exceptional components which deserved recognition: 
recommendations for tools, retail master plan, structural plan, greenway, 
density bonuses related to the greenbelt, and the recommendations for other 
agencies to implement (chamber of commerce, university of Michigan). 
 
The Planning Commission feels that the Downtown Development Strategies 
process was designed to capture community input and thought about our 
downtown.  We applaud the Council for establishing the Steering Committee of 
Council, DDA and CPC members.  As we move forward to the implementation 
phase, we encourage Council to continue this collaborative and public process.   
 
The Planning Commission has been thinking about many of these issues for 
some time, and is anxious to begin work on implementing the 
recommendations.  We see a number of challenges in front of us as we move 
forward and we feel we are well positioned to collaborate in addressing these 
challenges and making recommendations to Council for implementation.   
 
Here are some specific challenges that we feel deserve high priority in future 
discussions: 
 



• PROCESS: We agree that there may be ways to streamline the development 
review process.  Any efficiency to the process must not compromise 
community and city goals.  In particular, we support the idea of establishing 
an order for petition review through various commissions (ZBA, HDC, CPC, 
etc.).  CPC would like to participate in discussions regarding which aspects 
of the development review process could be made more efficient.    

 
• INCENTIVES: Although there have been challenges with incentives in the 

past, we generally feel that density bonuses are a good idea to achieve the 
community goals identified in the report. Defined standards will make 
enforcement easier and reduce challenges to such bonuses. We must 
improve how incentives are written.  For example, some projects that 
received bonuses for providing “pedestrian amenities” have resulted in little 
community benefit (the wind tunnel outside 101 North Main is an example 
of a “pedestrian amenity” which has had little practical value).  Let’s look 
closely at what didn’t work and improve what we’re asking for and what we 
give in return (in other words, better understand the economics).    

 
A key challenge will be implementing density bonuses to make them more 
successful than in the past.  It will be important to have a plan to modify 
the bonuses as our priorities change.  Perhaps a review every 5 years would 
be appropriate.  We also think that an evaluation of our past track record 
relative to bonuses is an important step to understand our past successes 
and failures.  We also feel that Calthorpe could clarify their rationale for the 
density bonuses and present examples from other communities that have 
been successful with this type of zoning. 

 
• HEIGHT: We would like to explore the idea of a maximum height limit.  On 

the one hand, we feel that consensus on height limits would make it more 
comfortable to give bonuses and overcome the community concern related 
to “too tall” proposals.  It is also important to prevent a “canyon” effect while 
at the same time encouraging the use of bonuses.  On the other hand, we 
support the 1988 plan policy of promoting diversity in building types 
through varying FARs and not specifying maximum heights. 

 
• AFFORDABLE HOUSING: CPC totally agrees with the Calthorpe 

recommendation to get more affordable units in the City, although we have 
a concern that it might not be legal in the State of Michigan to require it 
expressly in our code.  CPC would like to have a member on the group that 
reviews and determines the affordable housing needs, overall goals, and 
establishes the bonus in the zoning code.  We would also like to think about 
how to resolve the issue of varying costs of housing in different locations.  
Finally, we think a community discussion about where affordable housing is 
located in the City should take place. Our community is very small and 
perhaps it isn’t necessary to provide the affordable units in places where 



development costs preclude market driven affordable units (like the 
downtown).   

 
• DESIGN GUIDELINES: CPC is not pleased with the aesthetics of most 

projects we see.  We agree that some type of design review process or 
architectural review is needed, but how explicit those guidelines still needs 
much discussion. CPC would like to participate in the future discussions on 
this topic. 

 
• PUD ZONING: Finally, we are unsure that eliminating the PUD process is a 

good idea.  Many commissioners felt that it is a critical tool to be available 
for flexibility, but should not be the primary method of development.  We all 
agree that the PUD zoning standards should be revised to clarify and 
objectify standards.  

 
Thank you again for leading us through this collaborative process.  We look 
forward to working with you to implement many of these recommendations.  
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