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LODI TOWNSHIP BOARD OF TRUSTEES
JOINT WORKSHOP

BAORD OF TRUSTEES & PLANNING COMMISSION

Wednesday, October 21, 2026 — 6:00 P.M.
LODI TOWNSHIP HALL

Call to order - Flag Pledge

Roll Call — Board of Trustees, Planning Commission & Board of Appeals
Public Comment

Any member of the Public may address the Township Boards for 2
minutes

Revision/Approve Agenda
(Items may be added or deleted from the meeting agenda, and/or the order of items
may be changed, at the request of an individual Board member or the Supervisor,
The agenda must be approved before proceeding further.)
Work Session with Planning Commission and Board of Trustees

a. Natural Features Definition

b. Sanitary Sewer Definition

¢. Golf Course Definition

Public Comment

Any member of the Public may address the Township Boards for 2

minutes

Next Meeting will be:
Planning Commission: Tuesday, October 27, 2026, 7pm
Board of Trustees: Tuesday, November 10, 2026, at 6:30pm.

VIII. Adjournment — Board of Trustees & Planning Commission

Please note that Lodi Township does not visually record meetings.

There is a possibility of a quorum of Planning Commission Members and/or Zoning

Board of Appeals at this meeting.

Individuals who require special accommodation should contact the

Township Clerk at (734) 665-7583 at least three (3) business days prior to the

hearing.

lofl







OHM

Advancing Communitios
September 16, 2026

Planning Commission

Lodi Township

3755 Pleasant Lake Road
Anan Arbor, Michigan 48103

Attention: Cindy Strader, Planning Commission Chair
Subject: Tree Regulation and Replacement Requirements
Dear Ms. Strader,

During the September 2= Township Board Meeting, the Township Board recommended the Planning
Commission review considerations relevant to the regulations of trees and tree mitigation in the Zoning
Ordinance. The tequest was tmade to resolve regulatory challenges stemming from a recent application by Scott
Kovanda of Frontier Club, LLC to develop 13 parcels totaling approximately 334 actes to serve a golf course.

Although we do not recommend consideration of zoning ordinance amendments to address the needs of an
individual application, this issue is likely to atise for future development proposals as well. Review of this section
will benefit the Township by ensuring that this application, and future applications, are reviewed under standards
that do not create hardships and reduce the potential for vatiance requests or legal challenges. The Plaaning
Commission should evaluate these provisions to determine whether the proposed amendments are appropriate to
address future development while maintaining the intent of the ordinance.

This memotandum includes a review of four topics relevant to the Natural Features Protection and Preservation
Ordinance in Section 54.08:

1. Tree Survey Requirements

2. Dead, Dying, and Invasive Trees

3. Tree Preservaton Requitements

4. Tree Replacement Requirements

Background

Relevant Case Law

Recent litigation in Canton Township, including F.P. Development, LLC v. Charter Township of Canton and
Charter Township of Canton v. 44650, Inc. demonstrated the possibility of limitations on local tree-presetvation
and replacement requirements. In both cases, chailenges were made regarding the constitutionality of the
ordinance, with the coutts ultimately ruling in favor of the developers.

1. F.P.Development LLC v. Chattet Township of Canton. T.P. Development owned property in
Canton Township that it wanted to develop. The ptoperty contained a large number of trees. Canton
Township had a Tree Otdinance requiring property owners to obtain a permit before removing cettain
trees and, in many circumstances, to teplace removed trees ot pay money into the Township's tree fund.
F.P. removed trees from its property without obtaining a permit. F.P. said it needed to remove the trees
because 2 clogged drainage ditch was causing flooding on the property. The Township determined that
159 regulated trees had been removed and required F.P. either to replant 187 trees ot pay apptoximately
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$47,898 into the Township's ttee fund. F.P argued that the tree requirements were unconstitutional,
making the claim that the Ordinance resulted in a “taking” without just compensation. F.P. argued that
torcing them to either replace trees or pay into the tree fund was an unconstitational “taking” of property
under the Fifth Amendment, which mandates just compensation for property taken for public use.

‘The case was heard by the ULS. District Coust for the Eastern District of Michigan and subsequently
appealed to the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. Ultimately, the appellate Court agreed that Canton was in
violation of the Fifth Amendment and that the regulations resulted in a taking,

This ruling means that Townships can regulate tree temovals for the purpose of preserving narural
resoutces, but that these types of regulations must be proportionate to the impact of the development. In
this case, the courts found that the Township went too far by requiring replacement of the removed trees
or paying $48,000 based upon the citcumstances that wete presented. Regarding replacement trees, the
court determined that the mechanism for counting replacement trees did not adequately account for the
consequences of remaving them, requiring an individualized assessment of the environmental impact of
each tree’s removal on the properiy and surtounding area to teasonably relate requited mitigation
requirements as proportionate that impact.

Notably, this case involved the removal of trees in a dizinage ditch, and evidence was presented to the
court indicating that clearing the clogged ditch and removing dead trees might have actually resulted in
improvements to the property and surrounding area.

2. Charter Township of Canton v, 44650, Inc. In this case, 44650, Inc, owned a 16-acte parcel in Canton
Township with the intent of using the property for agricultural putposes. Although the applicant was
notifted of the local tree ordinance, they clear-cut the property without first obtaining the Township’s
required tree-removal permit. The trees were in poor condition, with many dead ash trees, invasive
species, and other brush, and characterized as “blighted and neglected” by 44650, emphasizing that the
tree removals did not occur in a healthy forest. Canton Township sued the applicant to enforce the
ordinance, but similar to FP, the applicant argued that the Ordinance resulted in a “taking” without just
compensation. The applicant argued that forcing them to preserve of replace trees or pay into the tree
fund was an unconstitetional “taking” of propetty under the Fifth Amendment, which mandates just
compensation for property taken for public use, Their claim argued that Canton could nat condition the
use of the property on giving the Township something unless there was sufficient connection and
proportionality between the requirement and the impact of the proposed activity. Canton’s requiremnent
was not sufficiently connected to the environmental impact of what was removed.

Following an initial hearing in front of the Wayne County Circuit Court which favored the applicant, the
case was subsequently appealed to the Michigan Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals found that
although Canton can regulate tree removal, the requirement nxust be justified; when a government
requites 4 property owner to give up something in exchange for use of the land, there must be (1) a
legitimate connection between the government’s requirement and the problem caused by the property
owner’s activity and (2) a reasonable relatdonship between the amount of mitigation and the impact of the
propetty ownet’s activity. Cantan had a legitimate tree-preservation objective, but its mitigation
requirements weren't adequately ted to the particulat impact of the property owner's activity.

Notably, this case highlights that distinctions between dead, diseased, inrvasive, or hazardous trees should
be incorporated into regulatons to ensure that the eavironmental impact of each tree removal is
adequately evaluated.
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Recent Developments in Lodi Township

In addition to the findings of the Canton Fownship lawsuits, it should be further noted that two recent Jagge-scale
developments requited telief from the tree ordinance requirements, granted by way of a vatiance and a consent
judgement. In both cases, relief was granted to account for trees that were dead, dying, or invasive.

This pattern of hardships may be a signal that the current language in the ordinance may not adequately account
for the practical challenges of developing land uses that are permitted by the zoning ordinance (or listed as special
land uses). Furthermore, in a similar manner as the Canton Township cases, these developments highlipht the
importance of considering the envitonmental impact of tree removal when accounting for replacement trees.

Tree Survey Requitements (Section 54.08.1).a.4.e)

The Lodi Township Ordinance requires a tree sutvey for all developments that involve a preliminaty site plan,
preliminary plat, or Planned Unit Development, as desctibed in Section 54.08 Natural Features Protection and
Preservation. The tree survey applies to individual trees or groupings of trees whose individual bases are located at
a ground elevation within one (1} foot of each other.

With that, when portions of 2 site are undeveloped and trees ate to remain in-tact, it may not be necessary o
requite a survey of each individual tree. This amendment proposes to allow applicants to forgo the tree survey on
pottions of a site whete trees are not impacted by construction. The proposed amendment also removes language
requiring the tree survey to include trees within 100-feet beyond the property line.

Ultimately, this relief from the survey requirements helps to ensute that the tree otdinance does not requite
excessive information and that all required information is tied to the regulations in the ordinance.

Dead, Dying, and Invasive Trees

Section 54.08 Natural Peatures Protection and Preservation includes standards to ensuse that the impact of tree removal is
offset by a proportionate level of new plantings. This section of the ordinance has helped to preserve the
"Fownship’s robust tree canopy, while allowing for new development that is compatible with the Township’s
character and natural environment.

With that, the ordinance does not consider the condition or species type when determining the mitigation
requirement. The language below includes considerations that the Township may wish to considet to ensure that
planting requirements ate proportionate to the impact of tree removals, "This language will also help to align the
ordinance with the legal precedents set in the F.P. Development LLC v. Chatter Township of Canton and Charter
Towanship of Canton v. 44650, Inc cases.

In addition, the proposed language includes updates to the qualifications of arborists and qualified wetiand
consultants to ensure the accuracy and objectivity of tree and wetdand evaluation in malking these determinations.

Tree Preservation Requirements

The ordinance requites preservation of thitty-five percent of the number of protected or landmark trees that have
existed on the subject site within the last five years. If the presesved trees do not average 15 trees per acre, then
additional mitigation trees must be planted to ensure sufficient canopy. If additional trees are planted, they can
count towards an applicant’s existing mitigation requirements,
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These standards raise some important policy considerations and questions based on the relevant case law described
above:

1. Does the five year lookback mean a developer can be penalized for trees that were removed before the
developer owned the properey? If the intent of this regnlation is to prevent a property ewner front intentionally chearing
trecs shortly before a development application, the ordinance shonld dearly distingnish bepveen trees vemioved by the curvent
owrer and Irees yenwoved Dy a prior owner. With that, it is iwportant fo ensire that 1o individual clears trees for the purpose
of avoiding replacement requirements.

2. Does the ordinance create an inconsistent incentive by providing replacement credits for new
trees planted to meet the minimum preservation requirement, but does not give credit for preserved trees?
Since laudmark: trees are the most valvable for presesvation and provide the greatest em/agzm/ imtpact, we recommend
Droviding replacensent eredit for preserved landmark frees.

3. Are the standards of “35%” and 15 trees per acre arbitrary? What is the justification for these preservation
requirements? How are these numbets connected and proportional to the impact of the regulation? [P
resommend providing credits for landmark trees that are presesved, raiber than reguiring an arbitrary fevel of preservativn. In
some gircitnistances (inch ar Hhose inclided in the Canton Township cases) tree removal may provide a greater ecofogical
benefit than preservation, In addition, the 15-tress-per-acre requirement may requive fiew plantings when a site does so
chirrently have wiy trees, rather than providing a base Jevel of preservation. Instead of this requivement, we recommend a
“general site landscaping” reguirensent that can be et with existing or new trees.

The draft language eliminates the required preservation minimums to ensure that they are not considered arbitrary
or excessive. Instead, a general site landscaping requirement was added to the landscaping section, which can be
met using existing vegetation to encourage preservation. In addition, a preservation credit is offered for preserved
landmark trees which incentivizes preservaton by reducing the number of replacement trees needed.

Tree Replacement Requirements

The ordinance includes a replacement schedule for trees that are removed, requiting any clearing to be aligned with
restoration of the canopy. While these regulations play an important role in minimizing the impact of tree removal,
it is important to make sure that replacement plantings are proportionate to the impact of tree removal and that
they cannot be deemed excessive,

The draft language includes a mechanism for relief, based upon an individualized assessment of the impact of tree

removal, to ensure that the requirement does not hinder the development feasibility of a site and that replacement
requirements are proportionate to the impact of removal,

Additional Considerations

While the draft language proposes a waiver in circumstances where site constraints prevent an applicant from
being able to provide required replacement trees, the Tawnship may also consider a conservation fund to serve as
an alternative approach to mitigation in circumstances where tree replacement would be infeasible,

Many communities use a tree fuad that supports plantings on public lands at the discretion of the community.
However, in Lodi Township, 2 tree fund may be problematic because the Township does not awa any roads or
parks where tree planting would typically take place. One potential alternative could be to create a conservation
fund, but this would require the implementation of a substantal consetvation policy.
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The conservation fond would be used to suppott the purchase of development rights or conservation casements in
the Township. A new conservation policy would be tequired, which would likely include the creation of a new
public body responsible for reviewing and selecting sites, creating plans or pattnerships for stewardship,
establishing funding priotities and criteria, overseeing acquisitions and easements, and developing a mechanism for
monitoring and enforcing conservation requirements,
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Proposed Text

The text below provides language in accordance with the policy analysis abave, The proposed language is intended
to serve as 2 starting point for discussion and subject to change based on the Planning Commission’s ptiotities and
intent, Text in black is eustmg zoning ordinance language; text in blue is new proposed language, and language

proposed to be removed is in rod-sertkethrough.

Section 2.03 Definitions

Qualified Arborist. A person who, through education, training, and professional experience, has demonstrated
expertise in the care, preservation, and management of trees and meets all of the following minimum
qualifications:

1.

Has a bachelot’s or graduare degree from an accredited institution in a field relared to atboriculiure,
including, but not limited to, arboriculture, forestty, horticulture, botany, plant science, landscape
architecture, natural resources, or a telated field as determined by the Township.

Has at least three years of professional expezence in arhoriculture, horticulture, forestry, landscape
architecture or other closely-velated field as determined by the Township.

Holds a current arboricuitural credential or certification from a nationally recognized professional
organization, such as the Taternatonal Society of Arboriculrure ISAY.

Is able to provide documentation of qualifications, including relevant training, professional experience,
and examples of compatable tree assessment, presegvadon, of management work, upon request by the
Township.

Qualified Wetland Professional. A person who, through education, training, and professional experience,
possesses demonstrated expertise in wetlaad identification and delineation and who meets alf of the following
minimum gualifications:

1.

Has a bachelot's or graduate degree from an accredited institution in a feld refated to wetland science,
including, but not limited to, hiotogy, ecology, envitonmental science, natural resources, soil science,
hydrology, botany, or a related field. '

Has at least three years of professional experience conducting wetland identification, delineation,
assessment, Ot permitting work, including demonstrated experience in Michigan.

Flas F(l'\n\wlr‘r]qr' nf }\-‘[ir‘l\i\(_gqn'g Pt 3(_]31 Werlande Py .:\h*‘r‘ﬂnﬂj anel ﬂi\iﬂllf‘f\i\]n fodarl smetland -og..lnuhne

Is able o provide documentation of qualifications, including relevant training, professional experience,
and examples of comparable wetland delineation wotk, upon request by the Towaship.

Protected tree. Any deciduous wee species having a DBH of six (6) inches or greater or coniferous teee species
with a height of six (6) feet or greater and that is not included in the definition of landmark teee.

Section 54.08 (D) (4) (a) (4) Natural Features Statement of Impact, Protection, and Mitigation

() Naturai feature location survey, in a form acceptable to the Township, including but nort limited to the
tollowing:
2. All natural features located on the patrcel shall he inveatoried by an actual field survey and shown
on 2 map by type, locaton and drawn ro scale.
b.  Proposed changes to any designated natural resources within the subject site.
¢. A statement setting forth how nataral features, not to be relocated or physically impacted, are to
be protected during land clearance and/or development construction,
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d. A general grading plan prepared by a registered engineer ot land surveyor showing the anticipated
drainage patterns, including the location of any areas where cut and filt operations are likely to
oceur and their potential impact on the viability of the natural resources.

e. Hxisting landmark trees, as regulated by Section 54.08.1.2. (Landmark Tree Identification], all
cxisting individual deciduous trees of six (6) inch diameter at breast height (DB.H.} or larper, and
all existing individual evergreen trees six (0) feet in height ot higher located on the property,
within adjoining road rights-of-way, raad-within 100-feecbeyond-the propesty shall be shown on
the map and cleatly identified by numbered dots, along with an accompanying database table of
corresponding species and size listings, and the ground elevation at the base of each tree. Groups
of trees whose individual bases are located at a ground elevation within one (1) foot of each other
may be shown on the map as a gtoup with the overall crown spread drawn to scale, by
predominant species, with estimated number and size of each predominant species, and with an
average base clevation of each group,

i. The above tree survey is only required for portions of the site where development is
proposed and where the dwe]opmcnt area is suppaorted by cleatly defined cleasing limits.
Trees with driplines that extend into the area to be developed shall be included in the tree
survey, even if the trunk of the tree is not in an area that will be disturbed.

£ An evahation of the quality of woodland area and trees proposed for removal, conducted by 2
Qualified Arboyist. The evaluation shali include: ineluding-but-netlimited-to:

i Tree species (including diversity of species).

ii. Tree size and density.

i, Health and vigot of the trees. Tree health and vigor shall be evaluated in accordance with
the fatest edition of the International Society of Atboriculture’s Guide for Plant Appraisal
or similar rating system approved by the Township Zoning Administrator.

iv. Soil conditions and site drainage characteristics,

g Other factors such as the value of the woodland area as a scenic asset, wind block, noise buffer,
or other environmental benefit {i.e., cooling effect).

h. Isclated wees shown on the topographical map shall be tagged in the field with identifying
numbers using non corrosive metal tags. Groups of trees shall be tagped sufficiently to identify
the group upon field inspecdon. Such identifying numbers shall be shown on the topographical
map.

i,  All existing trees proposed to remain, to relocate, ot to temove shall be so designated by the
identifying number,

j.  If existing trees are to be relocated, the proposed locations for such trees, together with 2
statement setting forth how such trees ate to be removed, protected or sorted during land
clearance, development, and construction, and how they are to be maintained after construction,

k. A determination of all wetlands regulated in accordance with part 303 of the Nataral Resources
and Environmental Protection Act and the Administrative Rules thereunder, as amended. The

wetland determination must be conducted by a Qualified Wettand Professional, or the applicant
may submit an applicable wetland determination or delineation verification issued by the
Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Bnergy (HGLE), The Zonisg
Administrator may reject 2 wetland delineation if the person preparing the delineation does not
demonstrate the qualifications required by this Ordinance or if the submitted information is
insufficient to determine the location or extent of wetlands, The Zoning Administrator may
requite a supplemental delineation or independent review by another Qualified Wetland
Professional,

(5) Documentation of compliance with Section 54.07.D. (Floodplain Standards and Requirements}.

(6) Such other information and detail as to vegetation ot physical details as may be requested by the

Township.
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(7) Where a professional credental is not specifically required by this Ordinance, A% information and
details shall be provided by a registered land sutveyor, registeted engineer, tegistered fandscape
architect, certified asborist, or forester who shall verify the contents by seal or signature, whichever

applies.

54.08 (I} Woodland and Tree Presctvarion Standards

1. No Chaages Proposed

2. No Changes Proposed

3. Tree removal. Except as otherwise provided in this Section, any development that includes a building,
sttucture, of use that requires site plan review and approval, according to Article 44.0 (Site Plan Review),
subdivision plat approval or PUD approval shall not remove, transplant, damage or destroy any tandmark
tree or other deciduous tree, evergreen tree or similar woody vegetanon Legulated by tl'ns Secuon and
Ordinance currently existing on the subject site et : 5t
Eyyeats; and shall not conduct any land cleaung or gmbbmg activities within any waoodland atea.

54.08(0) Tree Relocation and Replacement.

Lree Relocstion und Replacement. The intent of this secnon 1s to replace removed spectes with surular spectes 1n
appropriate habirats, Whenever the removal of individual landmatk trees and other deciduous trees and coniferous
trees regulated by this Section and Ordinance is deemed necessary, such trees shall be replaced or relocated in
accordance with this Section, If removed trees are to be replaced as provided within this Section, replacement trees
may be used to satisfy preservation percentage requirements of this Section.

{1} When removed, trees shall be replaced in accordance with the following replacement standards, The
replacement standards shall apply to afl trees that have existed on the subject site within the last five (5)
years preceding submission of the development application. A tree that was removed from the subject site
before the applicant acquired or obeined a legal interest in the property shalt not be included in the
caiculation of trees subject to the replacement requirements of this Secdon, vnless the Township
determines, based upon substantial evidence, that the tree was removed for the purposes of avoiding the
repiacement reguirements of this section,

(2} Replacement species standards. Replacement trees shall be of the same species as the removed tree, except
where otherwise provided fotrinthis-Seedenbelow

(0} Non-native species. Species that are not native to Michigan may be substituted with fornen-

native species er-prohibited-species,
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(b)
©

()

(e}

Not available. Replacement trees for species not teadily available from qualified nusseries may be
substituted with an appropriate species acceptable to the appiicable approving body or ofticial.
More appropriate. Different species that are more appropriate for local conditions or that provide
greater benefits than the removed trees may be approved by the applicable approving body or
official.

Diversity. A maximum of twenty-five (25) percent of replacement trees may be of a single species
in order to preserve genetic diversity and resilience, unless otherwise approved by the applicahle
approving body or official.

Habirat. Replacement tree species shall be suitable for the habitat where they wili be located and
may be substituted with an appropriate species based upon site-specific environmental conditions
with approval by the applicabic approving body or official.

(3} Exemptions.

(@)

(b)

Exempt without Written Notice and Approval. The fellowing tiees, when removed, shalt be
exempt from the replacement standards of this section, however, if the removed tree was part of
an approved site plan or required under Section 55.09, the tree must be repiaced in accordance
with the approved site plan or Section 55.09, as applicable. Removal of any of the following trees
shall not require written notice or approvak:

i Any deciduous tree less than six (6) Inches DBH as determined by a Qualified Arborist.

. Any evergreen tree less than six (6) feet tall as determined by a Qualified Arborist.

Exempt after Written Notiee and Approval. The following trees, when removed, shall be exempt
from the replacement standards of this section, however, if the remaved tree was part of an
approved site plan or requited under Section 55.09, the tree must be replaced in aceordance with
the appmvcd site plan or Section 559, as applicable. Remaoval of any of the following trees
1cqu1tu written notice and approval by the Township Zoning Administrator:

1. Dead trees or trees in poor condition. Removal of any dead tree or tree that has been
determined by 2 Qualified Arborist to be in poor or very poor condition using the latest
edition of the International Society of Arboriculture’s Guide for Plant Appraisal ox
similar rating system approved by the Township Zoning Administracor;

i, Damaged, diseased, and infisted frees. Removal of any damaged, diseased, or infested tree that
is likely to dic as a result of the damage, disease, or infestation as determined by a
Qualified Arborise;

ill.  Hagards. Removal of any wee that is a hazard or danger to human life or property due to
its condition where such removal will prevent injury or damage to persons or propetty, as
determined by a Qualified Arborist and verified by the Townshxp Zoning Administrator,
with the removal using accepted standard forestry practces;

v, Governwent agencies, Removal, transplanting, or trimming of trees by or on behalf of
government entities or agencies for public intetest purposes when the Township Zoning
Administrator determines the activities serve a bona fide public interest;

V. Public road right-of-way and private road easement. Removal, transplanting, or trimming of trees
it an existing public road right-ot-way or an existing private road easement but only to
the extent necessary for safe access and proper drainage along such right-of-away or
private road easement and to protect the public health, safety, and swelfare;

vi.  Washtenan County drain easement. Removal, transplanting, or trimming of trees in a
Washtenaw County drain easement when such removal, transplanting, or trimming is
authorized by Washtenaw County in accordance with Washtenaw County requirements;

Vil.  Invasive or probibited species. Any tree species identified by the Michigan Departument of
Natural Resources (MIINR) or other applicable state or federal agency as an invasive
species, or identified by a recognized scientific or professional organization as an invasive
species that is known to be unsuitable for use as a replacement tree, in addition to any
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species listed as one of the “prohibited species™ in accordance with Section 54.08.0.9
below
{4) Replacement Ratio. Replacement trees ate required when protected trees and landmark reees are
removed unless the removed tree is exempt from replacement in accordance with Section 54.08.0.3
above. The replacement schedule below is based on the impacts of the tree removal and the offsetdng

niitigation to replace the benefits provided by trces. Remeved-weesshali-berelocated-or-replaced-in
secordaneesyith-thefollowiag-sehedule-Where mote than one replacement ratio may apply to an

individual iree, the higher ratio shall apply:
Size of Remaoved Tree Replacement Ratio (Number of replacement trees
pet removed tree)

Coniferous (Height)

Six (6) to ten (10} feet 1:1

Ten (10) to fourteen (14) feet 1.5:1

More than 14 feet 211

Landmark coniferous tree One (1) wee per four (4) inches of remaved tree
DBH

Deciduous (DBH)

Six (6) to ten (10) inches 1:1

Ten (10} to 14 (14) inches 1.5:1

More than 14 inches 211

Landmark deciduous tree One (1) tree per four (4) inches of removed wee
DBH

(5) Credit for Preserved Trees, Existing landmark trees that are not exempt in accordance with 54.08.0.3
above shall be provided credit rowards the total replacement calculation for a development when the
landmark tree is preserved. The overall tequired replacement calculadon shall be reduced by cne (1) tree
per four {4) inches of preserved landmark ee DBH.

{6) Reduction of replacement trees based on new trees in landscape plaa. When new trees are proposed on a
landscape plan in accordance with Section 55,09 of this ordinance {e.g,, screening trees, parking lot trees),
the totul number of trees required by (2) and (b} above shalt be reduced by one hundred {100} petcent of
the number of trees proposed on a landscape plan in accordance with Section 55.09. For example
pm'posas only if a site devc[opment proposal requires one hundred (1(1(}) replacement tl'ecﬁ pursuant o

N
{) and {5) al
then the number of required tcp acement trees will be reduced to forty (40) {.c., one hundred (100)
replacement trees required minus sixty (60} trees proposed in accordance with bectmn 55.09, equals forry
{40y net replacement trees required).

(7} (RE-ORDERED), Location. The location of any replacement tree shall be on the same paccel as the
removed tree wherever feasible, as determined by the T'ownship. If the tree replacement on the same
parcel is not feasible, the Township may designate another planting location for the replacement tree
within the Township.

(8) \/lemum Requltcments {NO CHANGES PROPOSED)

(9) ~teees Prohibited Specics. (NO CHANGES PROPOSED)

(10)\11mntenance (N O CHAN GES PROPOSED)

(11)Idendfication of trees to be removed or transplanted. (NO CHANGES PROPOSED)

(12)Relief from tree replacement requirements.

{a) Impact Asscssment.
L. An applicant seeking relicf from the tree replacement requirements of this section shall
submit an assessment prepared by a qualified arhorist addressing the propased tree
removal and the anticipated impacts of such remaoval. The assessment shall inelude, as

A N Pl #lam Famda a1 Ao W A sl
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applicable, an evaluation of the number, size, species, condition, location, and canopy of
the trees proposed for removal; the environmental, acsthetic, sereening, buffering,
stormwater, and other functions or benefits provided by the trees; the anticipated
impacts of the proposed temoval; and the extent to which proposed replacement trees or
other mitigation measures address such impacts,

ii. Upon review of the arborist assessment and other information submitted with the
application, the Township Board may reduce, modify, or waive the required number of
replacement frees when it determines, based upon the specific characteristics and
circumstances of the site, that the otherwise requited tree replacement is dispropottionate
to the impacts of proposed tree removal. Any reduction, modification, or waiver granted
in accordance with this subsection shall be based upon the specific facts and
clircumstances of the application.

(by Site Constraints, The Township Board may reduce, modity, or waive the replacement
requirements of this section upon a determination that the physical configuration, existing
development, parcel dimensions, ot other unusual charactetistics of the subject property create
exceptional site constraings such that strict compliance would prevent reasonable development of
the property and no alternative locations are available.

55.09 Landscaping, Screening, and Land Use Buffers.

A-G: NO CHANGES PROPOSED

H.

{NEW SUBSECTION) General Site Landscaping.

(1) 1n addition to any landscape screening and/or parking lot landscaping required by this section, ten percent
of the site atea, excluding existing public rights-of-way, shall be landscaped. Such site area landscaping
may include a combination of the preservation of existing native vegetation and tree cover, planting of
new trees and plant material, landscape plazas and gardens and building foundation planting beds.
Landscaping that is used to scteen potentally objectionable site features such as, but not fimited to,
retention/detention ponds, transformer pads, air condidoning units, and Joading areas may be counted
towards this site arca landscaping requirement.

(2) Wetlands and/or areas used for storm drainage purposes, such as drain courses and retention areas shall
not be counted towards this requirement.

(RENUMBER) Prohibited Plant Matetials. The trees listed in Section 54.08.0.4-9, (Prohibited Species) have

been determined by the Township to be undesirable for the landscaping, screening, and buffering purposes of

this Section and Ordinance, and except under the limited circumstances noted in Section 54.08.0.4-9, shall
not be used to satisfy the requirements of this Section. Existing undesirable trees may be left in place.

(RENUMBER) Installation and Maintenance. (No Changes proposed)

(RENUMBER) Modifications. The Township Board shall have the authotity to approve alternative designs

ot plant materials as pate of final site plan approval, after recommendation by the Planning Commission. The

Planning Commission shall have the authority to make recommendations to the Township Board regarding

how the standards of this Section apply to existing conditions and redevelopment sites. Such actions shall be

subject to the following:

{1) Alternative designs or materials. The Township Board may approve alternative landscape designs or plant
materials upon determination that the altetnative would meet the purpose and objectives of this Section.

{2) Existing conditons. The T'ownship Board shall have the authority to determine that requirements of this
Section have been satisfied by existing topography, vegetation of other means recommended for
acceptance by the Planning Commission.

(3) Redevelopment sites. Where an existing building is undergoing renovation, expansion, or change in use,
requited landscaping and screening improvements shall be in reasonable proportion to the size and
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configuration of the site and the seale of proposed improvements, as recommended for acceptance by the
Planning Commission in accordance with the purpose and objectives of this Section.

{#) General Site Landscaping, The Township Board may modify the general site Jandscaping requitements of
Section 55.09.H where compliance is not reasonably feasible dee to the parcel's size or configuration, or
the extent of wetlands or arcas used for storm drainage purposes located on the parcel.

Sincerely,

OHM Advisors

Julia Upfal Hannah (Smith) Firtit
Client Representative Senior Planner

cc Jacob Schiable, Township Supervisor

Christina Smith, Township Clerk
Marcus McNamara, OHM Advisors
MC Meritz, OHM Advisors
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Advancing Comimiinities”
October 13, 2026

Planning Commission

Lodi Township

3755 Pleasant Lake Road
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103

Anention: Cindy Strader, Planning Commission Chair
Subject: Private Community Wastewater Systerns
Dear Chairperson, Strader,

The Zoning Odinance includes provisions that prohibit Private Community Wastewater Systems, However, the
definition and description of Private Community Wastewater Systems in the Lodi Township Zoning Ordinance
are different from the statutory definitions included in the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act
(PA 451 of 1994) and may be determined to be overly testrictive. The language described in this memorandum
seeks to update the local definition to provide greater flexibility for on-site systems that are maintained by a single
owner, but service mote than one building on the site.

Although this discussion was triggered by a recent application, we do not recommend consideration of zoning
ordinance amendments to addtess the seeds of an individual application. However, because this issue is likely to
atise for future development proposals, the Planning Commission may wish to review these provisions to
detetmine whether an ameadment may be approptiate to address future development while maintaining the intent
of the ordinance.

Previous Discussion

September 2, 2026- The Township Board reviewed a request by OHM for the Planning Commission to review an
amendment to the regulation of Private Community Wastewater Systems in the Zoning Ordinance. The request
was inade to mitigate confusion stemming from a recent application by Scott Kovanda of Frontier Club, LLC due
to differences between the local and county requirements for private wastewater systems.

September 22, 2026- The Planning Commission reviewed draft language and provided several suggestions. This
included adding a definition for an on-site wastewater system, clarifying that the “system” includes the drainfield,
exploting the ordinance’s regulation of wells, and researching how other communities treat wastewater systems
serving more than one building.

Overview

The Zoning Ordinance includes provisions that prohibit Private Community Wastewater Systems. However, the
definition and description of Private Community Wastewater Systems in the Lodi Township Zoning Ordinance
are different from the statutory definitdons included in the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act
(PA 451 of 1994) and may be determined to be overly restrictive,

In Lodi’s Zoning Ordinance, Private Community Wastewater Systerns are defined as “A facility for the
transportation, collection, processing or treatment of sanitary sewage which is owned by a non-governmental

OHM Advisors*
3767 RANCHERQ DRIVE, SUITE 100 T 7345226711
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48108 F 7345226427 OHM-Acdvisors.com
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entity and which is proposed to service more than one structure....” o avoid the installation of a prohibited
Private Community Wastewater System, under the current Zoning Ordinance, a site with multipie structures would
be required to instalt a separate sanitary treatment system for each structure, even when the site is operated and
maintained by a single entity.

In contrast, PA 451 of 1994, Sec, 3109 defines an “on-site wastewater treatment system" as ““z system of
components, other than a sewerage system as defined in section 4101, used to collect and treat sanitary sewage ot
domestic equivalent wastewater from 1 or more dwellings, buildings, or structures and discharge the resulting
effluent to a soil dispetsal system on property owned by ot under the control of the same individual or entity that
owns or controls the dwellings, buildings, or structares.”

While community wastewater systems fall under Part 41 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Act, requiring approval by EGLE, on-site wastewater systems setvicing more than one building under single
ownetship may be permitted by the Washtenaw Couaty Environmental Health Department when the proposed
system has the capacity to handle the combined wastewater flow from all buildings.

Washtenaw County’s compmnity sewage regulations also identify systems that are operated by more than one
dwelling or establishment under separate ownership as “Privately Owned Community Sewage Systems” (POCCS),
recognizing that sepatate ownership is a component of a community systetn. In contrast, Lodi’s tegulations
consider anything serving muttiple structures (regardless of ownership) to be patt of a community system.

Based wpon the statatory distinction between on-site and community wastewater treatment systems, the Plaaning
Commission may wish to consider whether the local definition and regulation, which does not consider ownership,
may unnecessarily restrict developments in which multipie buildings ate served by a common on-site wastewater
treatment system undet single owaership,

Examples from Surrounding Communities

As past of this proposed amendment, OHM researched sutrounding communities’ wastewater regulations to
understand whether permitted systems were limited to a single structute, or if individuai systems setving multiple
nonresidential structures on a single lot with single-ownership would also be permitted.

We found that many communities permit commaaity systems that serve more than one building following 4
special approval process. However, these ordinances are generally more permissive than the proposed regulatons
by allowing multiple dwellings o fots to be a part of the system, as long as there is an established entity that is
responsible for maintenance, The regulations we have drafted below maintain a peohibition on community
systems, but exclude multiple nonresidential strucrures on a single-tots from the definigon of community systems.

Pitsfield T'ownship Yes §.36-99Multiple unit system permits.

A private sewage disposal system serving more than one
dwelling or business may he permitted with approval by
the Township Board of Trustees

Superior Township Yes Ordinance 166- Private Community Wastewater
Systems
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PCWS have the same definition as Lodi Township, but
may be permitted when pait of a PUD (PC District)
Scio Township Yes Division 34-111-3 Community Wastewater Utility

Systems
Only permitted after a conditional use permit and

development agreement with the Township. Includes
muldiple dwellings and condominium developments, as
well as multiple structuses,

Community Wells

The Zoning Ordinance does not have a specific section tegulating water systems that serve more than one
property. Although the definition of “Water Supply System” refers to water systems setving mote than one
principal dwelling, principal use, ot principal building, and the term “Community Well” refers to a water supply
system that serves more than one dwelling unit and is owned by a non-governmental entity, the tetms do not
appear in the zoning ordinance, except for in reference to a “Municipal Water Supply System,” or a watet supply
system that is operated by more than one governmental eatity,

The intent of the Single-Family Residential (R-1) desctibed in Section 10.205 states that lots shall be of sufficient
size 10 accommodate private water wells, an indication that it is the intent of the ordinance for each lot to have its
own private well. Similatly, the Low Density Multiple-Family Residential District (R-3) desctibed in Section 10.206
explains that areas not yet served by a municipal water supply system should be limited to single-family detached
dwellings served by private well, thus, all multi-family uses should be a part of a municipal water supply system.

The Ordinance does not provide clear direction as to whether multiple non-residential buildings on a single lot
may be served by a private well or if multiple ptivate wells are needed in these circumstances. However, approval
of a single private or multiple private wells ate subject to the County Health Department regulations. The County
health department does not have a rule that each nonresidential structure must have its own private well; however,
a Type 2 water supply {or water supply sexving more than 25 persons ox with 15 or more service connections) is
commaon for churches, restaurants, schools, etc. Depending on flowrates and several other factors, Type 2 water
supplies may require state constructon permits in addition to county approval.

Proposed Language

The language below seeks to modify current regulations to permit wastewater systems under single ownership
when shared between multiple structures,

Text wiitten in blue indicates text that was proposed to be added to the ordinance and text written in red is text
that was proposed to be deleted.

Section 2,03 Definitions

Private On-Site Wastewater System. A wastewater system owned or operated by a private property owner that
is designed to collect, treat, and dispose of sanitary sewage penerated by a single zoning lot and the buildings
located thereon. The system may include a septic tank, pump, distribution lines, draintield, treatment system, and
other appurtenances necessary for the collection, treatment, and on-site disposal of sanitary sewage.
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Private Community Wastewater System (PCWS). A &eility wastewater system owned by a non-governmental
cntity that pmwdcs for the transpor tatlon collection, processing or treatment of sanitary sewage which-is-owned
i repased-to-service generated by more than one steaetare-zoning lot,
The PC\WS shall be deemed to include any individual septic tanks, pumps, collection lines, treatment facilities,
drainfields and other appurtenances serving esek individual buildings or lots, residencesin-additionto-the

eommunity-thainticld-and-treatmentsystemtogether with shared treatment and disposal facilities.

Secrion 55,10 Sanitary Sewagce Faciljties

A, General Standards,
t.  No device for the coliection, treatment and/or disposal of sewer wastes shall be installed or used
without the approval of the County Environmental Health Division.
2. Fach dwelling, lot or structure required by state or county law, ordinance or reguiation to have a
sanitary sewage facility to be suitable for occupancy by any use pestritted allowed under this
Zoning Ordinance shall be subject to the following:
a.  If no municipal sewet is available, each building-on-the lot shall be served by an

independenton-site-septiesystetn private on-site wastewater system meeting the

requirements of the County Environmenral Health Division. No maore than one (1)
single- or two-family dwelling shall be served by an independenton-—sitesepticsystens
private on-site wastewater system,
b. The on-site septic system shall not be separated from the dwelling, lot or structure by a

public or private road.

3. {(No changes proposed)

{No changes proposed)

(No changes proposed)

A

We would be happy to answer any questions regarding the proposed language.

Sincerely,

OHM Advisors

Hannah Firlit Julia Upfal

Senior Planner Client Representative

47/@%

MC Morirz, PE
Client Replescntatwe

[eh Jacob Schiable, Township Supetvisor
Christina Smith, Township Clerk
Marcus MclNamara, OHM Advisors
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Planning Commission

Lodi Township

3755 Pleasant Lake Road
Ann Arbos, Michigan 48103

Attention: Cindy Strader, Planning Commission Chair
Subject: Golf Course Definidons
Dear Ms. Strader,

Lodi Township has reccived an application for the development of a golf course that includes lodging facitities for
guests, Although this type of use is not uncommon, the Ordinance does not curently regulate or define “Golf
Course Resorts™ making permissibility subject to interpretation. The enclosed amendment takes this into
consideration and includes clear language to regulate Golf Course Resorts as a Special Land Use in the same
districts where golf courses are currently permitted.

It should be noted that although the Township has received a relevant application, this amendment muse be
considered based upon its broader regulatory impact, and not its applicability to a specific devclopment.

Previous Discussion

September 2, 2026- The Township Board approved a request by OHM to have the Planring Commission to
review and update the definition of polf course to provide clear language that ardeulates the appropriate zoning
treatment for golf courses with lodging facilities in order to reduce potential confusion with existing language in
the ardinance.

September 22, 2026- During the September Planning Commission meeting, the Commissioners reviewed the
draft language and discussed some additional desived changes, including clarification thar the site shall be
maintained under common ownetship, a limit on the amount of lodging, and considesations for a broader
recreational resort type of use.

Proposed Language

The language below includes a definition for Golf Course Resorts. [t also ensures that clubhouses and sleeping
«uasters for guests are regulated as principal buildings when assaciated with a destination golf course. This ensuces
that these uses are not regarded as accessory dwellings or accessory stuctures, which are not permitted to include
sleeping quarters.

Since the September mieeting, new language has been added to ensure common ownership and limit the amount of
lodging based on the size of the clubhouse (for attached lodging) or the number of holes {for detached lodging). In
addition, a separate, alternative amendment, was drafted to provide a2 more permissive “recreational resort” Jand
usc for the Planning Commission to consider.

Finally, we updated the parking schedule to include a requirement for golf coutse resorts. The Planning
Cotmmission may determine that the use of the golf course and resort will overlap, climinating the need fox

OHM Advisors!
34000 PLYMOUTH ROAR T 734522671
LIVONIA, MICHIGAM 48150 F 734.5226427 OHM-Advisors.com
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additionat parking spaces, With chat in mind, we have proposed language for the purpose of discussion subject 1o
the review and consideration of the Commission.

Section 2.03 Definitions

Guiit Course. The pren}ifs?? upan which the game Qf gf:lf is played, d.‘ut saap-include-clebhonses; swdmming pools;

ver including the golf course,

55 : = St e
clubhouse, and other budldings, steuctures, facilities, and uses associated with the operation of 2 golt course, For
purpuses of this Ordinance, 2 clubhouse located at 2 golf course shall be considered integral to the operation of
the golf course and part of the principal use and shall be regarded as & principal structure, rather than as an
accessoty use or aceessory structure. & golf cousse may also include accessery uses such as swimming pools, tennis
coutts, spa or wellaess fucilities, maintenance facilides, and other facilities ur uses castomarily associated with and

incidental to a polf course.

T

Golf Driving Range. A golf practice facility commonly consisting of a lazge, open field with a
teeing ground at one end where golfers line up side-by-side hiting goif bails into the ficid. The
landing area for the goif balls may be an empty field or include target greens and yardage markers,
A golf driving range may be included as part of golf course or as 2 stnd-alone business away
from a golf courses.

Disc Golf. A game in which a concave plastic dise is thrown iato each of a series of metal baskets
situated on an cutdoor course, the object being to complete the course using the fewest possible
throws,

Golf Course Resort. A golf course that includes short-term lodgivg accommodations tar
members _0'[%_ gu'qsls__qf members {or transicat stays as a component of the golf course. Th{;_ golf
course and lodging accommodations shall be maintained under commeon ownership and shall be
opezated as u integrated use, Lodging secommodations way nclude guest rooms, suites,

cottages, villas, or similar accommaodations. For purposes of this Ordinance, lodying
accommaodations and buildings containing such acconimadatnns shall he considered part of the
principal use and shall be regarded as principal buildings, rather than accessory uses or aceessory
buildings.

Section 20.04 Table of Uses by District

Rl Residential Business Other Usc
Uses n Standards
g l=Eis e |& - Gl
B2 |E 2= |Edo |8 |82
Dise Golt' 5 5 Seceian
4L24
CGolf Conersa Resocr 5 B

Section 41.24 Reereational Facilitics, Golf Courses, Golf Driving Ranges, and Campgrounds and

Recreatfonal Velicle Parks.
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Recteadonal facilities, golf courses, golf driving ranges, campprounds, and recreatonal vehicle patks shall be
subject o the following:
A, Geaeral Standards

1.
2,

4,

iNo building shall be located within 00 feet of any property line.

Facilities such as licensed restaurants and bars may be permitted as an accessory use when
occupying an iategral part of the main structure, provided there is no exterior display or
advertising of said facilities,

Golf fairways, switmming pools, tennis courts, and similar uses shali comply with the greater of
the required yard and setback requirements of the zoning district in which located or 4 minimum
sesback of 50 feet from any property line. Screening shall be provided per the requirements of
Section 55.09.0 (Methods of Screening).

Construction, expansion, and alteration of recreational facilities shall be subject to site plan
approval per Article 44.0 (Site Plan Review).

B. Golf Courses, Golf Course Besoris, and Dedving Ranges.
The following requirements shall apply to all golf courses, goll course resorts, and driving ranges, in
addition to the general standards above:

1.

A maintenance plan shall be submitted with the application for site plan approval, which shall
include the following minimum infonnation:

2} The entity responsible for long-term maintenance of the facility, and methods and
anticipated funding sources for such maintenance.

b) Details of the proposed landscape and fawn care maintenance program, which shall
include the best available praetices for protection of abutting praoperties and the
envivonment of the Township.

Accessory uses, such as restaurants and bars, swimming pools, tennis coutts, spa and weliness
facilitics, or other ancillary uses shall be limited to mentbers o guests 'of members of the golf
course or clubhouse.

Structures associated with such uses shall be set back a minimum of 100 feet from lot boundaries
that abut Residentiai Districts or existing Residential Uses.

The Facility shall be designed and maintained to contain golf balls and other course activides
within the site.

a) T'he use of netting ot similar materials to contain errant golf balls within the site shall
be prohibited, except where the Planning Commission determines that it would be
compatible with surrousding uses.

b) ‘The site plan shall include ilustration of expected bali trajectories and dispersion
patterns for fairways and driving ranges located within 500 feet of 2 building, parking
lot, lot boundary or road right-of-way.

Goll € Gurse Rcmrm

a) “Golf coutse resoris sy only provide shart-tesm 1odgiog accomimedations dusing
mouths when golf is open aud aviilable forregulai- play:

by i odg;lug Accommudauons shall be bmm:d o memhc t ucsts _(_)f_-m\:nih 'S usiﬁg the
golf coutse and shall not be opcmtcd a5 2 holel motel, shoet teom tental, or other
lodam;:, f‘lcllli} for x,enu.ll pabic use,

¢} ““Lodging accommodations shall not e permanently vecupled. No rear] period shall
exceed S0 consecitive days:

d -'.3L0dgmg, decommadations shall hie limited fo the Tollowing

1. When locafed within the chibhoise bmld.mq, lodl,mq accominodations shatl be
limited to 25% of the total Hoor aiea of the buiiding or less,
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2. When locsred within detached struceures, _l(:dging_:mémnniod;ltio_ns shall be
limited o three (3) guest bedrooms for cach hole of the golf eoutse.

Section 51058 Schedule of Off-Sirect Parking Requirements

Recreatioa Facilities, Qutdoor, with the exception of | For golf courses: Four (4) per hole, plus one (1) per
Campgrounds or Recreational Vehicle Parks employee,

For golf driving ranges: One {1) per practice station,
plus one {1) per employee.

For golf coutse resotts: Four (4) per hole, plus (1) per
cmployée, plus dne (1) for every four pucst bedrooms

For facilifies with 2 kacwn maximum occupancy: One
(1) per four (4) persons allowed within the maximum
authorized occupancy.,

For all other uses: One (1) per 7,500 square feet of
tand area.

Alternative Language

The proposed language does not address other types of recreational resozts, such as cabins associated with
campgrounds or other recreational facilities. if desired by the Planning Commission, the followiag alternative
ianguage would allow for broader permissiveness to accornmodate this kind of use.

Section 2,03 Definitions

Golf Cou:se. The premises upon which the game of;}o]fn played +hatwmy-includeclebhousersainmming pools;
TEFR e-ather-aeilis sb-remtpotfeausse: including the golf course,
clubhouse, '\n:l ather buildings, structures, facilities, and uses associated with the operation of a golf course. For
purpases of th Ordinance, 1 clubhouse located at a2 golf course shall e considered integral w thc aperation of

rineinel e
et

-.lcccssrsry VSE OF aceessOry stracture, A goll course nay also include accessory uses such as swimming pools, tennks
courts, spa or weliness facilities, maintenance facilities, and other facl stomarily associated with and

©5 OF USCS

incidenial ro a golf course.

Golf Driving Range. A golf practice facility commonly consisting of a large, open field wich 2
teeing ground at one end where goltess line up side-by-side hitting golf halls into the field, The
landing area for the golf balls may be an empty field or include target greens and yardage matkers.
A golf driving rangre may be included as part of golf course or s a stand-alone business away
from: a goif courses.
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Disc Galf. A game in which a concave plastic disc is thrown into cach of a series of metal baskets
situated on an outdoor course, the object being to complete the course using the fowest possible
throws.

Recreational Resort. A reczeational use that includes short-term lodging accommedations for rransient stays as a
component of the recreational use, The recreational nse and lodping accommodations siialt be maintained under
common ownership and shall be operated as an integrated vse. Lodging acconmodations may include guest
rooms, suires, cottages, villas, or similar accommadations, or purposes of this Ovdinance, lodging
accommodations and buildings containing such accommodations shail be considered part of the principal use and
shall be regarded a3 principal Buildings, rather than accessory uses o accessory buiklings.

Secitfon 20.04 Table of Uses by District

Rural Residentid Tusincss Oiher Use
Uses A Standards
glo =iz = & | =
Zl2 |2 & | = E lofal3 g |z
Dise Golf 5 3 Seetion
4L
Recreadon Resore 5 3 Section
4134

Section 41.24 Recreational Facilities, Golf Courses, Golf Driving Ranges, and Campeorounds and
Recreational Vehicle Parks.

Recreational facilities, golf courses, golf driving ranges, campgrounds, and recreational vehicle parks shall be
subject to the following:
C. General Standards

1. No building shall be located within 100 feet of any property line.

2, Facilitics such as licensed restavrants and baes may be permitted as an accessory use when
occupying an integral part of the main structure, provided these is no exterior display or
advertising of said facilitics.

3. Golf fairways, swinuring pools, tennis courts, and similar uses shall comply with the greater of
the required yard and setback requirements of the zoning district in which located os a minimum
setback of 50 fect from any property ne. Screening shal! be provided per the requirements of
Section 55.09.1 (Methods of Screening).

4. Construction, expansion, and alteration af recreational facilities shall be subject to site plan
approval per Article 4.0 (Site Plan Review).

5. Recreatonal Resorts,

4} Recrcational resorts may only pravide short-term Jodging accommadations during
months when the rearcational use is actively being used.

b) Laodging accommaodations shall be limited to individuals ﬁ.\sing ﬁ_h_r recreational usc and
shalt not be aperated as a howl, moetel, short tenm rental, or other ledging facilicy for
general public use,

¢} Tadging acconmmodatious shall nat be permanently occupied. Na rental period shalf
exceed 30 consecutive days.

d} Lodging accommodations shall be limited 1o the following:

i.  When located within a clubhouse building, lodging accommodadons shall be
limited o 25%, of the ol floor area of the buildiag or less.

[ Commented [JU1]: Hard to enforce without membership *: - ]
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ii.  When located within detached steucrures, ledging accommodations shali be
limited to:

2. Five (5} detached buildings used for ladging purposes, plus one (1)
addlitional building for each ten acres ol land in excess of the firse
tifiy (30 acres.

b.  Within the detached buildings used for lodging purposes, theee shall
be no more than ten (10} guest bedvooms ia aggregaie, plus two (2)
addiional guest bedrooms for cach wen (103 acres of lund in excess
of the lrst ity (5 acres,

D. Goif Courses, Golf Course Resorts, and Driving Ranges.
The following requirements shall apply to all golf courses, golf cowrse resarts, and driving ranges, in
addition to the general standards above:

1. A maintenance plan shall be submitted with the application for site plan approval, which shall
include the following minimum informaton:

4) The entity responsible for long-term maintenznce of the facility, and methods and
anticipated funding sources for suck maintenance.

b} Details of the proposed landscape and lawn care maintenance program, which shall
include the best available practices for protection of abutting propetties and the
envitonment of the Township.

2. Accessory uses, such as restaurants and bars, swimming pools, tennis courts, spa and wellness
facidisies, or other ancillary uses shall be linited to members or guests of members of the golf
course or clubhiouse,

3. Strzctures associated with such uses shall be set back z minimum of 100 feet from lot boundaries
that abur Residentinl Districts or existing Residential Uses.

4, 'The Facility shall be designed and maintzined to contain golf balls and othet course activites
within the site.

z) The use of negdng or simitar materials to contain ercant goif bails within the site shall
be prohibited, execept where the Planning Commission determises that it would be
compatible with surrounding uses.

by The site plan shall include illustration of expected ball trajectories and dispersion
patterns for fairways and driving ranges located within 500 fect of a building, parking
lot, lot boundary or road right-of-way

Section 51.05.B Schedule of Off-Street Packing Requirements

Recreation Facilities, Outdoor, with the exception of For golf courses: Four (4) per hole, plus one (1) per
Campgrounds or Recreational Vehicle Parks employee.

Fot golf driving ranges: One (1) per practice station,
plus one {1) per employee.

For facilities with 2 known maximutmn oceupancy: One
(1) per four (4} persons allowed within the maximurn
authotized occupancy.

For recrentional resorts: One (1) additional parking
spree shall be provided for every four () suest
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bedrooms, in addition to rhe parking spaces required
for the principal tecreational use.

For all other uses: One (1) per 7,500 square feet of
land azea

We would be happy to answer any questions regarding the proposed language.

Sincerely,
OFIM Advisors

Anduin

Ol

Haonah Firit
Senior Planner

e Jacaoly Schiable, Township Supervisor
Christiaa Smith, Township Clerk
Marcus McNamara, OHM Advisors
MC Moritz; OHM Advisors

Julia Upfal
Client Represencative







Christina Smith

From: Lesiie Blackburn

Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2026 10:36 AM

To: : Jacob Schaible; Christina Smith; Cindy Strader

Cc: Andrea Paine; DLossing@hrwc.org

Subject: Oct 21st Special meeting

Attachments: Proposed Improvements for Zoning Ordinances and Processes.pdf

Hi Jacob, Cindy and Christina,

| am writing regarding the Oct 21st special meeting of the Board of Trustees and Planning
Commission. Thank you for setting this important collaborative meeting up. While | am disappointed
that ! cannot be there in person, | wanted to be sure the information | have shared before is posted
publicly and ask that we include some important attendees.

First, please include this email and its attachments in the packets for the meeting, and post in the
meeting materials on the website.

Second, | am also including Andrea Paine and Dave Lossing from the Huron River Watershed Councilio
invite them to join. Asihad mentioned in my prior email, they have some important input into this
process and some key planning resources that can help Lodi Township, at no costto us. | would love to
see them invited to sit at the head tables for this conversation. [f not, | hope they are still willing to come
as members of the public since it is a meeting subject to the Open Meetings Act.

In addition to what | shared before (see below email and attached PDF), it is important that we get our
Green [nfrastructure plan that was developed a few years ago, included in our Master Plan and/or Zoning
Ordinances so that we can best leverage this important tool. As mentioned at the Green Infrastructure
planning tool at the HRWC website “The Green Infrastructure maps show interconnected natural areas
and cultural features, and HRWC provides communities with policy and ordinance recommendations to
help conserve those lands, maintaining natural ecosystems and water quality as development

occurs.” That website also has examples of how other municipalities have incorporated their Green
Infrastructure plan into their Master Plans and ZO’s, and there are also worksheets for the Master plan
and Zoning ordinances in their Land Use for a Healthy Watershed Guidebook linked there and also here.

Third, | would like to reiterate what | shared in the Sep 2026 BOT about concerns that we are putting a
priority on ZO changes in three letters from the planner focused on recommendations being sparked by a
single applicant. {l share those details below my closing *)

The current three letters are linked below. | assume revised letters may be underway, and that if so, the
new ones will be a part of the packet for this meeting as well. Can those please be sent to HRWC also?
Or at a minimum notify them when the website is updated?:

Links to Letters from the Lodi Twp planner:

2. Golf Course
3. Sanitary Sewer




In summary, we should not be considering changes to our zoning ordinance as a result of only one
applicant. Our planner has also noted this in their letters. Instead, we should look at them in full context
with the input of the lists developed over many years by several of our board and commission members,
and input from residents.

Two critical examples of many concerns | have with the three letters submitted by the planner:

Number one: They are recommending adding a Golf Course Resort definition to effectively allow the
applicant to have eleven cabins along the property that will be places for their members to stay short
term. However, elsewhere our ordinances currently ban residents from doing Short Term rentals, Tiny
Homes and other small accessory dwellings {for example: building a structure to have one’s mother stay
on the property and help with the grandkids). Residents have been repeatedly told “no” to doing these
things, however this definition addition would essentially allow eleven cabins for this applicant without
allowing it for the rest of the residents. '

| believe any changes made for this applicant need to be considered in whole for how we are going to
altow all residents the same access. Orif it is decided to continue to not allow these small dwelling
units, then that applies to not only residents as a whole but this applicant also.

I personally believe there could be a creative way to say yes to this applicant while also making the
necessary changes that support all residents. But we can’t do one without the other. Do not rush
ourselves into this hazard.

Number two: The letter for the Tree Regulation and Replacement Requirements uses arguments about
court cases to justify weakening our ordinances. These two cases may be misrepresenting our situation,
and they are both about one township. | strongly support that we do NOT further weaken our ordinances
but instead strengthen them. | ask that HRWC and any other partners that can offer help: can you review
these cases and give us a second opinion? What other court cases are there that show support for
strengthened natural features protection? ‘

Importantly - we have to widen the discussion of the Oct 21st meeting to include these other
considerations, lists and resident input. Itis not just a matter of three letiers sparked by one

application.

At a minimum, for example, the list | shared back on 9/9 includes items that are in the ZO’s directly
addressed in the planner letter on Tree Regulation and Replacement Requirements. Please consider:
items 7, 8 (and lower priority item 9) from my list while we are opening the door with Z0 54.08.
Thankyou, | do hope the Lodi Township Board of Trustees, Planning Commission and the HRWC can
have this important shared conversation at the meeting and that we can work together to best serve the
residents and land of our beloved township.

Respectfully,

Leslie

Leslie Blackburn
Lodi Township Trustee



pronouns: they/them
{why this is important: pronouns)

email: leslie@loditownshipmi.org
loditownshipmi.org

PS *More details: To give some additional background, here were my concerns | spoke at the Sep 2026
BOT meeting:

1. lam noticing the recent application does not meet many aspects of our Zoning Ordinance (ZO).

2. lam noticing that the planner is recommending changes to the ZO to accommodate this and
others. :

3. land others have been asking for changes, for many months, to the ZO for many reasons due to
past experiences.

4. |also see a pattern of residents wanting to do creative things in the township and being told no,
while applicants with access to more money and land are getting responses that include
recommended changes to our Z0s.

5. ldonotthinkitis inthe bestinterest of ourtownship and its residents to make changes to support
a single applicant.

6. 1donotsupport Planning Commission (PC) resources to work on a select few ZO changes to
support a single applicant. .

7. ldosupport asking our PC and BOT to collaborate on a committee to review the FULL list (I have a
list, currently about 30 things to take a look at - | know others have lists also, (let’s gather them all)
and make appropriate recommendations based on the full context.

8. (Examples from the past: an applicant was told they must have separate septic fields for separate
buildings, another has asked about tiny homes, another about small homestead needs - these
were all shut down orignored in the past, yet this application sparked a letter from the planner
recommending changes.)

From: Leslie Blackburn <leslie@loditownshipmi.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2026 9:33 PM :

To: Christina Smith <Christina @loditownshipmi.org>; Jacob Schaible <supervisor@loditownshipmi.org>; Cindy Strader
<Strader@loditownshipmi.org>

Cc: Andrea Paine <apaine@hrwc.org>

Subject: Re: Zoning ordinance list

Hi Jacob, Cindy and Christina,

As promised at the recent Board meeting, | am sharing my list of Proposed Improvements to Zoning
Ordinances (Z0O) & processes.

As we discussed at the meeting, | believe it’s important to include suggestions from all of our members
and partners as we are considering the list from the planner created as a result of a recent application. |
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believe it’s in the best interest of the township and our residents to not only look at a narrow list sparked
by a recent application, but to consider the ongoing list that has been created over time from multiple
applications and resident feedback and the broader context. | hope we can collaborate and involve input
from the board of trustees, planning commission, residents, public, and our intergovernmental partners.

Thank you for sending this on to the planner for review. And | encourage any other board or planning
commission member to share their lists also.

Here is a link to the document:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LBnTk7dfVXS27N31NI3LAMX79egCx0UheiF7Hoird)Y/edit?usp=s
‘haring

And | am also attaching a PDF version.

You'll see in Appendix A that, as promised, | also included a starter list from Andrea Paine of Huron River
Watershed Council (HRWC) from a few years ago. She spoke of opportunities to strengthen our
ordinances and offered HRWC support to do so, which | highly encourage us to pursue. ’m cc’ing herto
see if she could share more recent thoughts and ideas for how to work together on this.

Thanks again for your support to consider zoning ordinance changes in the wider context to best serve
our residents and land in the township.

Warmly,
Leslie

Leslie Blackburn

Lodi Township Trustee
pronouns: they/them

(why this is important: pronouns)

)
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From: Christina Smith <Christina@loditownshipmi.org>

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2026 12:53 PM

To: Leslie Blackburn <leslie@loditownshipmi.org>; Jacob Schaible <supervisor@loditownshipmi.org>
Subject: Zoning ordinance list

Please email me your list zoning ordinance changes as well as the watershed list that you referred to last
night in the meeting.



The planner is asking for them so she can review them.
Christina

Get Qutlook foriOS







Proposed Improvements to Zoning Ordinances (ZO) & processes:

First - specific Ordinance sections

1. Open space requirements (42.301.G) should be more clear that setbacks/buffer
areas don't count as open space (just like Rights of Way or Easements)

a. Section 42.301.G.2, last sentence: Add the word "setbacks" to the list as
follows: "Such open space shall not include land area devoted to a
dwelling, an accessory use, yard areas adjacent to buildings, vehicle
access or parking, road right-of-way, utility easement, sethacks or similar
uses or improvements.”

b. Section 42.301.G.2.c: Add the word “setbacks" to the list as follows:
"Developable acreage shall not include bodies of water, designated
wetlands or floodplain, setbacks, rights-of-way, or easements, except
where the Planning Commission determines that a parallel design plan
submitted per Section 42.301.C. (Dwelling Unit Density Regulations)
demonstrates that such areas are developable under this Aricle and
Ordinance."

2. Developable acreage definition needs clarifying for Open Space calculations.
Only pre-existing easements and rights of way should be excluded from the
denominator when calculating Open Space. Easements and rights of way that
are part of the proposal should be excluded from onfy the numerator, not the
denominator. _

a. Section 42.301.G.2.¢; add words in bold: “Developable acreage shall not
include bodies of water, designated wetlands or floodplain, setbacks,
pre-existing rights-of-way, or pre-existing easements, except where the
FPlanning Commission determines that a parallei design plan submitted per
Section 42.301.C. (Dwelling Unit Density Regulations) demonstrates that
such areas are developable under this Article and Ordinance.”

b. Example: Any new roads proposed by a developer should reduce open
space calculation, currently this is not the case.

3. 40.06 & 42.301.G.3 clarify that conservation easement documentation should be
in conjunction with a managing partner. Note the recent case where conservation
easement assigns management o entities not equipped or inclined to actually
oversee whether the development is in compliance with the agreement, so it will
be 100% self-monitored by the residents and HOA. Developers should be paying
for a competent company like PlantWise to actually monitor compliance and
report to whoever has the easement {eq, the township). Then the property
owners should be obligated to comply with recommendations (or dispute them).
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a. 40.06.3 - see bold for proposed added language in number 3:
“‘Appropriate documentation and reguiatory documentation regarding
continued protection, preservation, andfor maintenance of the conserved
land is required. Documentation shall include naming and contracting
with a managing partner skilled in conservation to monitor and
maintain.”

b. Ordinance 42.301.G.3 - currently states: “The open space shall be
preserved perpetually by a recorded legal document approved by the
Township Board.” Propose add - that includes a managing partner with
conservation expertise, approved by the Township Board and paid
for by the deveioper, to monitor compliance.

4. 54.08.E wetland setbacks should be more clear that you can't put a yard (or
anything inside the clear-cut area/ silt fence boundary for that matter), in the
setback. It seems already clear in the ZO wording (section 54.08.E.6. a. and b.,
see excerpts below, and in 54.08P - Protection of Natural Features During
Construction™) but why was this not held with the prior applicant, does something
else need to change?

a. 54.08.E.6.a: “Prior to the commencement of construction of any structure,
building, or any land alteration in any zoning district on a site that contains
a wetland or where the site abuts, adjoins, or is adjacent to a wetland, a
permanent setback shalt be established....”

b. 54.08.E.6.b: “The setback shall remain permanently undisturbed and in its
natural condition with natural vegetation for the following purposes:...".

c. 54.08P - Protection of Natural Features During Construction - does
anything need to be clarified here?

5. 55.10.C. 200" setback from WWTPs should apply to any WWTP, not just
"municipal" ones.

a. The township prohibits privats community wastewats

b. The township made an exception and allowed two of them in the Arbor
Preserve development, but did not apply any setback or screening
requirements.

¢. Proposal: change 55.10.C - Sewage Treatment Facility Screening
Standards, proposed strikethrough and add in bold:

i. "In addition to any state or county requirements, all munieipal
sewage treatment and disposal facilities and operations shall be
campletely enclosedlby a fence not less than six (6) feet high. Such
facilities and operations shall be surrounded on all sides by a buffer
strip at least 200 feet wide within which dense evergreen screening
shall be placed in accordance with Section 55.09.D. (Methods of
Screening) to screen the facility from view.” This applies to any

v
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wastewater treatment facility {whether municipal or PCWS or
other) approved to be installed in the township.

d. And: for the rare exceptions where WWTPs are allowed, we need to add
WWTP regulations that aren’t covered by other governing agencies. Get
input from local resident expert John Vine. What do our planners and
consultants and local intergovernmental partners recommend here to
protect Township interests?

6. Density is based on net acres, not gross, See 30.204 which states this. Revise
to be even more clear: Section 30.204 Density Regulations.

a. “For a residential development project subject {o site plan approval,
condominium site plan approval, subdivision plat approval, or Planned
Unit Development (PUD) Area Plan approval in accordance with this
Ordinance or other Townhship ordinances, net dwelling unit density shall be
calculated as the number of dwelling units per acre of land, except that the
following shall be excluded from the total acreage used in making this
calculation:

i. 1. Existing rights-of-way and easements;

ii. 2. Rights-of-way and easements of proposed public and private
roads; and

ii. 3. Floodplains, wetlands, bodies of water, watercourses, and county
drains.”

b. Proposed add after 30.204 number 3: Define net acreage as the number
of acres of a property with the above three items excluded.

c. Fix Table in 30.101 to show it also and avoid the confusion/
misinterpretation that happened with Arbor Preserve:

i,  The bottom row, currently says, add bold:
1. Maximum Net Dwelling Unit Density (units per net acre)

d. Find and fix this wording in many other places throughout the ZO, see
example 42.301.G.1: add the bold words: “The land is zoned at a density
equivalent to two (2) or fewer dwelling units per net acre, or, if the land is
served by a municipal sewer system, three (3) or fewer dwelling units per
net acre.”

7. 54.08.1.2 The table of Landmark trees needs revision. Very slow growing trees
need to be adjusted for their size/Landmark consideration.

a. Bur Oak should he considered a Landmark tree at a much smaller size. A
native, very slow growing oak species, and the industry commonly uses a
growth factor of 6.5. For example, this means the Bur Oak that is 13" DBH
in AP plans is estimated to be over 84 years old, yet it was not considered
Landmark in the application. | believe this should also apply to swamp
white oaks.
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b. Chinquapin Oak similar, 12" estimate to be 60 years old, and they are
native and locally becoming rare, yet not considered Landmark.

¢. lronwood, historically a slow growing, dominant understory tree in our
area, are already listed in the ZO as Landmark when they are 8”. This
was missed in the Arbor Preserve application and should be noted in the
future.

d. Are there more that need to be added here?

8. Lix tree inventory requirements: We saw many cases of lumping landmark trees
into one line item, this is currently allowed by ordinance 54.08 D 4.a.(4).e.
However, it is unacceptable toc have 2-5 additional landmark trees lumped into a
count of 1 when considered for tree mitigation (which in the case of Arbor
Preserve, caused the number of Landmark trees proposed to be destroyed fo be
underestimated by as many as 132 EXTRA Landmark trees!), Recommend we
change the ordinance that allows this to demand that Landmark trees always
have their own line in the table.

a. Proposal: add a sentence at the end of 54.08 D 4.a.(4).e. Paragraph that
says: “Grouping can not be applied if any member of the group is a
Landmark tree, Ali Landmark trees must be named as individual lines
in the accompanying database table.”

9. 54.08 Natural features statement approval: discrepancy between two sections
needs clarified. Propose that we follow this as is, both must be followed:
Planning Commission must approve, and they can make a recommendation to
the BOT, who must also approve. Both approvals would be required for an
applicant fo proceed.:

a. 54.08.D.5.a that states that the PC makes a recommendation to the BOT
on the Natural Features Statement of Impact, FProtection and Mitigation,

b. 54.08.C.1 Requires that the Planning Commission approve the Natural

Montiimons Cbabamanind ~nf linavrm mmd Flomdn mbioin men ol B ATR o mdd o om
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10.53.04.E Gates and entry details. Note there is a section in the ZO that governs

gates, yet the applicant claimed there was not during the Arbor Preserve
process. Please be sure this is included in the review. Do we want to consider
changing the ordinance and reconsider whether gates should be permitted?

11.54.20 Contents of a Development agreement. It states that the cost should be
borne by the developer, | agree. However the Township should pick or at least
approve who writes it. For example, a developer's lawyer should not be the one
drafting it. The draft should be created with the township interests centered.
One possibility: the township lawyer team could draft it and they should be paid
by the developer. Open to other ideas.

12.44.06.8B Make sure the wording around not starting construction includes NQ tree

removal of ANY kind before all permits/conditions are met - is clarified in the
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Zoning ordinance. it appears clear in the ordinance, yet O’'Jack stated a different
interpretation: claiming the words “site work or construction” did not inciude the
cutting of these trees. Proposed wording added below. Are there any other areas
of the ZO that need attention on this topic?

a. 44.06.B Effect of Final Site Plan Approvai. Proposed added language in
bold: “At the discretion of the Township Board, approval of a final site plan
may authorize the execution of a Development Agreement between the
Township and the property owner(s)/developer(s) per Section 54.20
(Development Agreement). If no Development Agreement is requested by
the Township Board, approval of the final site plan shall authorize
issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit after all conditions of approval
are met. If a Development Agreement is requested by the Township Board
the execution and recording of the Development Agreement shall
authorize issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit after all conditions of
approval are met. No site work or construction, including no
disturbance or removal of trees or vegetation, shall begin prior to the
issuance of the Zoning Compliance Permit and any required building
permits and all other conditions of approval, including but not limited
to all other governmental permits.”

i. Inthe case of uses without structures, approval of a final site plan
authorizes issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit and a
Certificate of Occupancy, after all conditions of approval are met
and provided all other requirements for such Certificate of
Occupancy have been met.
13.1mprove Minor Site Plan reguirements regarding lighting. It appears (based on
conversation at July 2026 BOT meeting regarding applicant C&S Lawncare), a
Minor Site Plan is not required to meet lighting requirements? We need to have a
clear expectation and way for applicants to submit and meet lighting
requirements whenever a new huilding is built that intends to have exterior
lighting as a part of it - regardless of whether this is Minor, Major or other.
What needs to change to ensure this happens?
14.Improve ordinance regarding landscaping requirements - ensure there is
encouragement and a pathway to plant native trees, not just ornamental. Trustee
Marsh has input on this,

Second - application/process improvements that may include ZO and other
tools

15. Update the application process to match current day scenario:
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a. Require electronic plans from applicants when available (for readability),
and to be posted to the website.

i. Proposed wording: 44.04.A.: “Application shall be made by filing the
completed application form, site plans, and other application
materials both electronically and in hard copy as described
below. The filing is to be made with the Township
Clerk...(continue as written)”

ii. Proposed wording: 44.04.A.3; add to the end of this paragraph:
“The Clerk shall also post the site plan and application
materials to the website, in a format that is readable, and make
hardcopies available to any Board of Trustees members that
request them.”

b. Update application with |atest ZO section information, For example: There
are currently errors in the information on the application being given to
applicants, see PDF pg 9 of this:
https://loditownshipmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/F rontier-Club-Appli
cation-1.pdf:

i. "You are hereby advised to refer to the Lodi Township Zoning
Ordinance for a description of your property's zoning classification,
as well as Article 50 (Special Uses) and Article 54 (Site Plan
Review); and any other sections of the Ordinance which may be
applicable." form dated 2022

ii. Yetaccording to the latest 2019 Zoning Ordinance: Special Use is
article 43 and Site Plan Review is Article 44.

iii. There may be other cases, this is only one example.

16.Update application process or otherwise empower office personnel to provide
copies of plans to any Board of Trustee members that request them at any point

once the application becomes available. Is there a nesd to includs this in the
requirements of applicants (44.04 A) so they are providing additional copies or
paying for them?

17.Area plan, Prelim/Final Site plan requirements are askew - too much required at
the first step of the process, if step one is a draft, allow it to be the draft it's
intended to be. See Trustee Marsh for his input.

18.44.04.D - top flow chart is missing a box: Need
“Planning Commission Review of the Prelim/Final Site plan” box to be inserted
between “Completeness and Tech Review” and “PC Approval” (just like in the
Minor Site Plan approval flow chart below it).

a. Need to also show that “Recommended Denial” is a possible path

19.lmprove process regarding submittals:
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a. Clarify what needs to be on the large plans and what can be handled on
the smaller 8.5x11 submittals. Supports smaller applicants with less
access ta the fees and engineering time required to update CAD drawings
for text based submissions.

b. If conditional approvals are made, require final plans be updated with
agreements and filed with the township. Too many cases of loose ends not
be clarified and documented on plans.

¢. Improve ability for BOT, PC and public to find these documents. One idea:
propose there be a single spot on the website that houses all documents
from submittals for each project. For exampie a folder for each project:
examples: Arbor Preserve, Frontier Club, Copperleaf Crossing. Then put
the plans, submittals and all supporting documents that are submitted over
time in timestamped locations.

s fo improve our document storage, retentio
mechanisms so files ¢an be found and accessed by BOT, public, etc. This is
important now, and will be required as we near the 2028 deadline for ADA
compliant websites for Michigan townships.

Third - Resident and other input and how best to serve the range of our
residents/applicants - not just the ones with access to large money and
land.

21.1 have heard from many residents that are seeking to do creative things with their
tand and in the past have been told no without clear reasoning, or sent down a
fong path without ciear steps, or asked to pay large fees, then somelimes after
they pay, find it wasn’t the path that was needed and they get sent down another
path. Many get frusfrated and some eventually give up.

22.Several residents have asked for help, have gotten help, and have good
suggestions for making the Zoning Ordinance and the process more
understandable.

23.1'd like to see us create a working group and include these residents, others in
the public, our local watershed councils and other intergovernmental partners
who have input and resources to help this process.

24 . Include how to handle early conversations with residents seeking to do creative
projects.

25. Zoning Ordinance fayout - include ways to make navigating within the document
easier. For example:
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a. name the Section in the header or footer so we know by looking at each
page which Section we’re in (sometimes Sections are many pages long
and tracking back is difficult and time consuming).

b. Make the Table of Contents hyperlinks to the named sections.

26.Ensure Zoning ordinance has version tracking, revision log that includes what
changed and the date, and is clear both in downloaded/printed form and in
electronic form which is the latest. (Background: The 2019 document and the
one updated in 2024 ook identical on their cover pages yet are significantly
different and both versions were available on the website at one point which adds
to confusion and gives false information.)

27.0ne example: these ideas are from Lodi Township resident Kat Watson {see full
emait in Appendix B). Kat is asking that: "Lodi Township consider creating a
middle category for small-scale homesteading or household agricultural use. This
would be more flexible than the current non-farm animal rule, but still clearly
regulated to protect neighbors, water quality, public health, animal welfare, and
rural character. Consider an amendment atlowing limited small-scale agricultural
and homesteading practices as an accessory residential or agricultural use,
especially on agriculturally zoned parcels. This could include;

a. vegetable gardens, fruit trees, berry bushes, herb gardens, edible landscaping,
and residential greenhouses;

b. composting, soil-building, pollinator plantings, rain gardens, and

water-conscious growing practices;

poultry, rabbits, and bees for household food production;

separate treatment of small food-producing animals from large livestock or
commercial-scale operations;

no roosters on smaller parcels;

secure enclosures and fencing;

a0

(D

rodent-proof feed storage,

regular manure and bedding management;

no contaminated runoff leaving the property;

practical setbacks from neighboring dwellings, wells, septic systems, drains,
wetlands, and waterways;

k. complaint-based enforcement for odor, noise, pests, animal escape, or
unsanitary conditions.”

o b

APPENDIX A

HRWC input
More input: Here's a starter list from Andrea Paine of Huron River Watershed Council {(HRWC)
from a few years ago. She spoke of opportunities to strengthen our ordinances and offered

Compiled by Lodi Township Trustee Blackburn 2026-09-09 8



HRWC support to do so, which | highly encourage us to pursue. I'm cc’ing her to see if she
could share more recent thoughts and ideas for how to work together on this,

Gathered from Andrea Paine, Huron River Watershed Council;

{(early on in the Arbor Preserve final site plan process): "It is extremely disappointing that the
developer has yet to address ordinances related to a natural features assessment (Section
44.08), tree removal mitigation (Section 54.08 O.), and wetland buffer protection (Section 54.08
E.). The proposal seems thoroughly inadequate in these regards, but | think also points to
opportunities for us to work with the Planning Commission down the road to strengthen these
components of the zoning ordinance.

It is my hope that the challenges with the Arbor Preserve development will inspire the PC to
take action to strengthen the Township's zoning ordinances related to land and water. We see a
few oppottunities for zoning ordinance improvements that we could support the Planning
Commission with, including:

1. Amend Ordinance definition of “open space” to comprehensively inchude natural
featuresfundeveloped land instead of the current minimal definition "A specifically
designated area, that can be public or private, that is to remain in a protected state.”

2. Amend PUD "public benefit” option to make it more specific. The current definition
seems extremely broad and could function as a "free pass” for developers to bypass
effective natural feature preservation. Additionally, incorporate low impact
development design and green infrastructure into exemplary project design bonuses.

3. Extend wetland buffer and sethack requirements to non-contiguous wetlands <b acres
in size.

4. Amend woodland protection ordinance to require more canopy to be preserved than
the existing 35%, and omit the alternative to substitute native tree plantings for
non-native or prohibited species.”

APPENDIX B

Gathered from email from Kat Watson (see email‘8!4120206): ‘ '{‘5
stiginal email o Lesto Rladdeudm Hrom Lat Wedson

“With the rising cost of food, utilities, housing, and everyday living expenses, many families @[22/2(&
are looking for practical ways to hecome more self-sufficient. For residents in a township

with substantial agricultural zoning, that should include the ability to responsibly grow food,

keep limited food-producing animals, compaost, support poliinators, and manage land in

ways that are consistent with rural living.
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Lodi Township’s current ordinance is very restrictive for residents who are not commercial
farmers but who want to produce food for their own households. Section 40.14 requlates
“Keeping of Farm Animals and Livestock, Non-Farm,” while excluding active farming
operations that conform with the Michigan Right to Farm Act and applicable GAAMPs. This
creates a gap for residents who live in agricultural areas but are not operating a commercial
farm.

Lodi's own ordinance already recognizes agriculture broadly. It defines agriculture as the
use of land for the production of plants and animals useful to human beings, including
pouitry and poultry products, livestock, herbs, flowers, seeds, nursery stock, fruits,
vegetables, and similar uses. It also recognizes farming operations, farm products,
composting, greenhouses, farm markets, and other rural or agricultural activities throughout
the ordinance.

| am asking that Lodi Township consider creating a middle category for small-scale
homesteading or household agricultural use. This would be more flexible than the current
non-farm animal rule, but still clearly regulated to protect neighbors, water quality, public
health, animal welfare, and rural character.

Nearby communities have shown that limited household food production can be allowed
responsibly. Ann Arbor allows residents to keep chickens or ducks through a 6-bird permit
system. Saline allows residents to keep up to 12 chickens. Bridgewater Township aflows
non-farm keeping of a limited number of poultry, rabbits, bees, and similar farm animals,
with requirements for proper controf of animal waste, odor, and noise. Manchester has also
adopted backyard female chicken and quail regulations through a permit process.

These examples show that local governments can protect neighbors without prohibiting
responsible small-scale food production. Rather than relying almost entirely on acreage
threshalds, | adi could reanlate actual impacts: odor, noise, sanitation runoff, animal
escape, manure handling, feed storage, water protection, and neighbor disturbance.

This is especially important for residents in agriculturally zoned areas. If Lodi wants to
preserve agricultural land and rural character, residents should be able to use that land in
modest, responsible ways to support their households. A family keeping a few hens, ducks,
rabbits, quail, or bees for personal food production is not the same as a commercial
livestock operation or intensive animal facility. The ordinance should distinguish between
those uses,

Michigan's GAAMPs already provide a responsible-management framework that Lodi could
draw from. The Care of Farm Animals GAAMPs recommend clean facilities, prevention of
soil, water, and air pollution, minimizing odors and dust, minimizing vermin and parasites,
and compliance with applicable laws. The Manure Management GAAMPs emphasize
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preventing runoff from livestock areas and protecting surface water and groundwater.
These are the kinds of practical standards that could be incorporated into a balanced local
ordinance.

I would respectfully ask that Lodi consider an amendment allowing limited small-scale
agricultural and homesteading practices as an accessory residential or agricultural use,
especially on agriculturally zoned parcels. This could include:

1. vegetable gardens, fruit trees, berry bushes, herb gardens, edible landscaping,
and residential greenhouses;

2. composting, soil-building, polliinator plantings, rain gardens, and

water-conscious growing praciices;

poultry, rabbits, and bees for household food production;

separate treatment of small food-producing animals from large livestock or

commercial-scale operations;

no roosters on smaller parcels;

secure enclosures and fencing;

rodent-proof feed storage;

regular manure and bedding management;

no contaminated runoff leaving the property;

0. practical setbacks from neighboring dwellings, wells, septic systems, drains,

wetlands, and waterways;

11. complaint-based enforcement for odor, noise, pests, animal escape, or

unsanitary conditions.

> w
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| would welcome the opportunity to work with the Township, the Planning Commission, and
other residents to help develop reasonable standards that protect neighbors while allowing
responsible household food production. | understand that clear rules are necessary, and |
am not asking for an unregulated system. | am asking for a balanced approach that allows
residents to practice small-scale agriculture while giving the Township enforceable
standards for sanitation, animal care, setbacks, runoff, odor, noise, and nuisance concerns.

This type of amendment would support food security, household resilience, environmental
stewardship, responsible land use, and Lodi’s agricultural identity. Residents who live in
agricultural areas and want to grow food, keep a few small food-producing animals,
compost responsibly, support pollinators, and reduce their dependence on expensive food
systems should be encouraged under clear and enforceable standards.

Preserving rural character should not only mean preventing large subdivisions. It should
also mean allowing residents to use their fand in responsible, traditional, small-scale
agricultural ways.
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At a time when many families are struggling with rising costs, Lodi should not make it
unnecessarily difficult for residents in agricultural areas to produce eqggs, vegetables, fruit,
honey, herbs, and other basic food items for their own households.

| would appreciate your consideration and would be grateful if you would support referring
this issue to the Planning Commission for review and discussion of a possible zoning text
amendment. | would also be happy to participate in that discussion, provide examples from
surrounding municipalities, and work collaboratively toward standards that are practical,
fair, and protective of neighboring properties.”

“Respectfully,
Kat Watson
Lodi Township Resident”
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Christina Smith

— O T
From: Dr. Gerigk's <brushall32@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2026 10:53 AM
To: Christina Smith
Subject: Possible changes to current ordinance
Attachments: Gerigklodijpg

Hello Christina,

Please include this letter regarding possible ordinance changes in the packet for the members of the Board of
Trustees as well as the Planning Commission for the Oct. 21, 2026 meeting.

Please include this letter again in the packet for the meeting on Oct 27, 2026.

If you are unable to unable this letter in the Oct. 21, 2026 packet due to time constraints, do let me know.
Would you be able to read this letter to the members on Oct, 21% otherwise?

| look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Dr. C. Gerigk

*Electronic mail is not secure, may not be read daily and should not be used for urgent or sensitive
issues.*







October 19, 2026

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, dear Members of the Board of
Trustees,

At present, you are working with OHM, which has stressed that the

~ township should not amend its ordinance simply to accommadate one applicant,
but that the Frontier Club review should reveal broader questions that could affect’
future projects. This being said, how likely are there to be more future exclusive
world class golf club projects in Lodi township? How does the change in
ordinance open up for development of future prjects?

Michigan has approximately 860 golf courses. Golf season in Michigan last
approximately 6 months. Destination clubs with out-of-state and potentialty out-
of-country member, only have a short window in time to utilize the
cottages/lodgings and other amenities. There should be serious consideration to
limiting the expansion of useage of the lodgings and club house ammentities, clear
{imits on number of dwelling/buildings and clear language that prohibits any off
season events.

Please think carefully how your decisions to create new ordinance language
adressing the allowance of a single septic system for multiple buildings and
dwellings will affect community water systems, waste water treatment, the
. environment and the health.and well being of the community. These decisions
need to be made with patlence and diliberation, not on impluse or for any one
party's interest.-

" As you are already working with OHM, I remind you of their lead statement
by OHM's president John Kramer, “ buildings and roads don't define a community,
people do. So we strive to design solutions that truly serve the people who work
and live there every day.”

- So dear members of the Board and Planning Commission, how does
chancrmo the language of th(, ordinance truly serve the people who work and live
here every day? '

Sincerely,

m,.;c&gL

Dr. C. Gerigk
Lodi Resident







