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1.  Call to Order — Mike Van Buren, Planning Commission Chair

2.  Pledge of Allegiance

3. Roll call of members: Tom Bareis, Clifford Camp, Leah Herrick, Matthew Koenn, Courtney Heller and Doug
Jackson.

4.  Accept agenda
5. Consent Agenda:

a. December 19, Meeting Minutes
6.  Public Comment —
7. Unfinished Business — None
8. New Business —

a. Planning Commission Review of the Master Plan Update by Beckett and Raeder.
9. Comments/ concerns of the Planning Commission members

10. Adjournment
Reminder:
e Joint Meeting January 28, 2025
e Next regular meeting February 21, 2025
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Sylvan Township Planning Commission
Regular Meeting — December 19, 2024 at 7:00 p.m.
DRAFT Meeting Minutes

The meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair Heller at 7:00 p.m.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Roll Call:
Members present: Vice-Chair Courtney Heller, Secretary Matt Koenn, Township Board Liaison
Sandie Schulze, and Commissioners Tom Bareis and Leah Herrick.

Members absent: Chair Mike VanBuren (with notice) and Commissioner Clifford Camp (with
notice).

Also present: Joseph Merkel, Tina Chavez-Merkel, Shelly Finch, Penny Perterson Murray,
David Reinhardt, Patrick Zieski, Makgo Silveri, Cynthia Silveri, Mike Walton, and Recording
secretary Pat Kelly.

Accept Agenda:
Motion by Schulze, second by Herrick to accept the agenda as amended. Motion carried by
voice vote.

Public Comment:

D. Reinhardt: Supports the Special Use Permit requested by Joe Merkel. Is directly impacted by
the proposed Neighborwood project as he lives across the street and he fully supports the
Conceptual Plan — hopes this is the first of many such plans and that the PC supports this type
of development

M. Walton: Lives on the south side of the Neighborwood project and supports the project and
wants to see it approved.

Unfinished Business: None.
New Business:

A) Special Use Permit (SUP 24-003) and Combined Preliminary and Final site Plan Review
Application (P/FSPA 24-002) for a Home Occupation to allow the transfer of firearm on
property located at 2800 Sylvan Road.

The property owner, Joseph Merkel of Merkel Auction Specialists, noted that his application is
for the continuation of an existing business that was originally approved by Sylvan Township
and has been in operation since July of 2000. At that time, he was also issued the required
Federal Firearms Licensing Commission approvals to operate. Mr. Merkel described his
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operation as a business that “facilitates the legal and lawful transfer of firearms to individuals
who are approved to take possession of and/or own firearms”. The process used ensures the
safety of the public as each individual must comply with all federal regulations which are
extensive, including comprehensive identification documentation prior to a required federal
background check and approval to transfer. If, for any reason, the person is denied during the
process, they do not receive the firearm. If approved, the individual is provided a trigger lock
and/or a firearm transfer case to secure the firearm safely. If the firearm is a handgun, the
State imposes additional requirements prior to a transfer.

In response to a question by Bareis, Mr. Merkel stated that he never transfers gun silencers and
he has deliberately kept his business to only the transfer of basic hunting firearms and rifles and
personal protection weapons.

Planner Pacheco briefly described the application request and approval process for a Home
Occupation permit, including the required Special Land Use permit and site plan review and
approval process.

Mr. Merkel clarified that this home occupation operates out of a separate assessory building
located on his property, not his home. The building is equipped with security and safety
features over and above those required by the ATF.

Bareis asked if the ATF had inspected the property and given their approval. Pacheco indicated
that they had done both and that the ATF had been in contact with the township. Pacheco also
noted that Mr. Merkel has been legally operating the home occupation for many years and that
the need for a new application was due to a paperwork mix-up at the ATF.

In response to a question by Heller, Mr. Merkel stated he was the only employee involved with
the requested home occupation.

Vice-Chair Heller opened the hearing for public comments:

Patrick Zieske: Is in favor of the Merkel request. He is thinks home occupations should be
encouraged at a reasonable scale and that the approval process for permits should be
streamlined. He believes home occupations help keep residents on their land by providing a
souce of income tied to their home. They also help create a more stable commumity and
makes it less likely that land is sold out to a big developer.

Vice-Chair Heller closed public comment.
Planning Commissioners had no further questions or comments for the applicant.
Heller indicated that, per the staff report, all standards of review have been met.

Motion by Schulze to approve special use permit (SUP 24-003) and combined preliminary and
final site plan (P/FSPA 24-002) applications to allow the transfer of firearms and requested
home occupation on the property at 2800 Sylvan Road; because as discussed and presented at
tonight’s Planning Commisssion meeting and as presented in the Planning Commission staff
reports, the proposed project will the special use permit standards of section 30-643 and the
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preliminary site plan review standards of section 30-76 (c)(1-10) and final site plan review of
section 30-78 (c)(1-12). Second by Koenn. Motion carried by voice vote.

B) Conceptual Plan review for an Open Space Preservation Development (OSPD 24-001)
project that would include 9 clustered single-family residences on the existing 21.92-acre
site at 5601 Conway Road. The proposed OSPD includes 9 lots ranging from 13,906 square
feet to 59,757 square feet and would preserve 15.18 acres of property in perpetuity for
farming, natural open space, or park land.

*#* NARRATIVE TO BE ADDED ***

Motion by Schulze to approve the conceptual open space preservation development (OSPD 24-
001) project with the following conditions:

1. The north side of the property shall contain a visual barrier in the 35-foot rear set back
area for lots 1, 2 and 3.
2. Acceptance of the changes heard during the meeting in anticipation of the final site
plan.
Second by Koenn. Motion carried by voice vote.

C) Resolution to approve the 2025 Planning Commission meeting dates.

Motion by Heller to approve the resolution presented to set the 2025 Planning Commission
meeting schedule on the third Thursday of each month at 7:00 p.m. at the Sylvan Township
Hall. Second by Herrick.

Roll call vote: Yeas: Schulze, Herrick, Heller, Koenn, Bareis, Nays: none; Absent: Van Buren,
Camp.

Comments/Concerns of Planning Commission Members

Schulze would like the Planning Commission to work on streamlining the Home Occupation
approval process; consider new short-term rental regulations — even if not allowed in the Lake
District; encourages all Commissioners to consider taking the Michigan State Citizen Planner
course; commented on the importance of geographic diversity among Commissioners and
stated her time on the PC has been very interesting.

Pacheco echoed the importance of training for Planning Commissioners and said that, in
addition to the Citizen Planner courses, the Michigan Association of Planners was putting on
training at Washtenaw Community College in March. He will forward the information to
members.

Motion by Bareis to adjourn the meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 8:52 p.m.

Draft minutes respectfully submitted by Pat Kelly, Recording Secretary.



December 19, 2024 Sylvan Township PC Meeting Page 4 of 4

These minutes were approved: D as submitted D with corrections

by majority vote at the Sylvan Township Planning

Commission meeting.

Matthew Koenn, Planning Commission Secretary Date
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To: Township Board
From: Scott Pacheco, AICP

Sylvan Township

Planning and Zoning

Date: January 16, 2025

Subject: 2023 Master Plan Update
HISTORY:

In 2023 the Sylvan Township started its review of the 2017 Master Plan.

In May 2023 the Township Board hired Beckett and Raeder to perform a very specific review of
the 2017 Master Plan. This review focuses on the future land use map, specifically the mixed use
parcel and the urban growth boundary as well as solar and lake district language.

As a part of the 5-year Master Plan review and update, a series of community engagement and
public input opportunities were hosted at the start of the planning process.

e A Survey was opened from June of 2023 to November of 2023 and 348 responses were
received.

e A Community Open House was held in November 2023, where over 100 community
members attended to interact with and provide feedback on selected topics related to the
Master Plan. Community members’ participation was analyzed through various activities
and public comments that were received.

In creating the draft update to the 2017 Master Plan, Beckett and Raeder have considered many
factors, including but not limited to public input, demographic data, existing land use, and other
conditions of the properties throughout the community (such as roadways, proximity to the City
of Chelsea, soil conditions, wetlands, etc.), as well as generally accepted planning practices.

Attached to this report are the memo draft update by Beckett and Raeder (Exhibit A), an example
survey (Exhibit B), and the report summarizing the survey findings (Exhibit C).

PROCESS:

The Township is in the planning review process for this update to the master plan.

Planning Commission 1/16/2025
Page: 1
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At tonights hearing the Planning Commissioners should discuss the draft update, provide
comments if necessary and act on a recommendation for the distribution of the Master Plan if
deemed appropriate.

NEXT STEPS

1) Distribution of the Plan

Once the Planning Commission recommends the Distribution of the Master Plan Update to the
Township Board, it will be submitted to the Board for review and comment. If the Board is in
favor of the update to the master plan, the Board will then approve the plan for distribution.

If the council does not approve the plan for distribution the Board will note any objections it may
have to the update and send a list of those object back to the planning commission for review.
Should the commission disagree with the board's position on the plan, the two bodies must work
to resolve those differences. Otherwise, the planning process is stopped in its tracks and the
proposed plan can proceed no further. If there are no disagreements, or those disagreements are
worked out, the council can approve the plan for distribution.

This permits the update to the plan to be sent to the same list of agencies that received the notice
of intent to plan at the beginning of the process.

2) External Review and Comment

Those parties that receive the plan have 43 days to submit their comments to the township. All
reviews and comments are advisory and need not be considered or included by the village or
city. However, the municipality may benefit considerably from these reviews and therefore
should take advantage of having "other sets of eyes" review the plan.

3) Public Hearing

Only after the review comment period has expired can the municipality conduct its required
public hearing. Notice of the hearing must be published in a newspaper of general circulation in
the municipality not less than 15 days before the hearing. The notice shall also be sent to each
entity receiving the notice of intent to plan and the resolution to distribute the plan.

4) Adoption

After the public hearing, one of two actions may follow. The options depend on whether or not
the council has passed a resolution asserting its right to be the adopting authority for the plan. If
such a resolution has not been adopted, the planning commission may adopt the plan with a
majority vote. However, I believe the Township Board has approved or will have approve a
resolution asserting its right to be the adopting authority for the plan.

If, the governing board for the municipality has or does pass the resolution to become the
adopting authority for the plan, the planning commission, rather than adopting the plan, will vote
to "recommend" adoption of the plan to the Board.

The Planning Commission’s recommendation is then forwarded to the Board and the Board then
votes to adopt or not adopt the plan.

If, however, the Board does not approve of the substance of the update to the plan, it is required
to send to the planning commission a "statement of objections." The planning commission must
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consider these objections and revise the update to address these concern. If the objections are
significant, a joint meeting would be useful to help resolve the issues. If the issues are never
resolved, and the Board refuses to adopt the plan, the plan is effectively dead. Unlike the zoning
ordinance adoption procedure, the council has no independent authority to make any change to
the plan.

5) After Adoption
Once adopted, the update to plan goes into effect immediately. Copies must be sent to the same
list of communities and agencies that received the draft plan.

Exhibits:

Exhibit A: Draft Memo and Update to the Master Plan
Exhibit B: Example Survey

Exhibit C: Summary of Survey Results



Exhibit A

Future Land Use Plan
(Replace current Master Plan pages 43-52)

Overview

The Future Land Use Plan defines the framework for future growth and land use in Sylvan Township.
Together, the Township’s Future Land Use Categories and Future Land Use Map (FLUM) provide a
guide for policies related to land use over the next 10 to 20 years. The FLU designation of each parcel
of Township land should drive any changes to the Zoning Ordinance, requests to rezone a particular
parcel as driven by the current property owner, or decisions pertaining to the review of development
applications. This chapter provides a general description of each future land use category, an updated
Future Land Use Map for the Township, information about the intent and permitted uses of each FLU
category, and a Zoning Plan to illustrate how updated FLU categories correspond with the Township’s
current zoning ordinance.

The Future Land Use Plan is not legally binding but intended to be used as guidance for prospective
changes in the future. Should a property owner like to change the current zoning of property they
own, there are a series of regulations that govern the process of that change. A part of this process
includes reference to the future land use map and the future land use category of the property in
guestion to assess. Reviewing these pieces of information will determine whether the proposed
zoning change (as initiated by the landowner) is compatible with its future land use category.
Incompatibility with the future land use (as well as the inability to abide by other regulations of the
zoning change process) will prevent the property’s zoning district from being changed. Additionally,
it is important to note that a large driver of the State of Michigan’s requirement to revisit a
community’s master plan every five years is to ensure that future land use categorizations and their
placements are aligned to community preferences. If community preferences have changed, the map
and its future land use categories should be updated accordingly.

Land Use Framework

The Future Land Use map is often framed by a variety of natural and man-made features. In Sylvan
Township there are a combination of these elements in play that have an impact on land use and
ultimately how property is, or will be developed. For example, in the northwest quadrant of the
Township, there is a patchwork of small inland lakes that have attracted the development of
waterfront residential homes. Throughout the Township, there is the presence of wetlands that,
depending on their size, can be regulated, thus limiting the development potential of the subject
property. Lastly, large swaths of land have soils suitable for cultivation and farming operations.

Similarly, man-made improvements can set the stage for future development. In Sylvan Township
these include the three interstate highway interchanges at M-52, Pierce Road, and Kalmback Road.
The availability of public water often accommodates a higher density of residential development, and
court-ordered consent judgments can mandate how property will be used regardless of local
planning and zoning policies. Further, prior development projects, like the 4,000-acre Chelsea
Proving Grounds, and the St. Louis Center can leverage and spawn adjacent development
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opportunities. Natural features and man-made improvements play an important role in defining the
land use framework of a community.

Summary of Changes

The following items describe the primary changes that took place from the 2017 future land use plan
to the updated plan of 2024.

e The urban growth boundary includes properties north of Sibley Road that are under the
ownership of Chelsea State Bank and proposed in the future for medium density residential
development.

e The Medium Density Residential Land Use category-increased the amount of medium-
density residential in the proposed Urban Growth Boundary extension adjacent to the west
edge of the City of Chelsea, and decreased on McKinley Road to reflect the lack of utility
infrastructure.

e Properties south of 1-94 on either side of the M-52, depending on the amount and location
of regulated wetlands, are designated Commercial. The actual acreage available for
development will be dependent on the size and location of environmentally sensitive areas.

e The area between I-94 E and 1-94 W is converted from transportation, communication, and
utility to municipal to reflect its ownership by the Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDQT) as part of the I-94 right-of-way.

e Recognizing the potential for future change, two special land use districts have been
proposed for the future land use plan. One of the districts is focused on the St. Louis campus,
and the other district focuses on the 1-94 and Pierce Road interchange.

e Change of LDR to Rural Residential nomenclature and modification of FLUM

e Removal of Mixed Use Category?

Future Land Use Map

The Future Land Use Map displays the future land use categorization for each parcel of the Township
— future developments should align with the designated intent and uses of the area’s future land use
category.

Open Space and Agriculture

Intent: The intent of this category is to protect existing agricultural land uses, maintain rural
character, minimize population density, and preserve open spaces. Accordingly, the Open Space and
Agriculture (OSA) land use designation is intended to allow low density residential development only
when it promotes open space preservation and is compatible with maintaining existing farming
operations and farming activities

Description: Planned Open Space and Agriculture (OSA) areas are lands characterized as primary
crop and/or livestock production lands. These lands should not be considered land banks for future
residential development. In these areas, the focus shall be on open space and agricultural
preservation. Any future residential development shall focus on cluster residential units on the most
suitable portion of the site, with remaining areas permanently dedicated as open space. The clusters
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of residences are intended to be small and integrated into significant amounts (at least 50%) of the
site as open space.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: The Open Space and Agriculture (OSA) land use
category is located in areas where public utilities are not present, and soil suitability for septic systems
may be poor. Thus, these factors put limitations on the potential density of development. Wetlands,
woodlots, environmentally sensitive areas, and small-scale farming operations are intended to be
preserved. The Open Space and Agriculture (OSA) category may also be located in areas where
existing residential patterns include two (2) acre lots or larger with open spaces and natural features.
Roadways within the Open Space and Agriculture (OSA) category are generally considered “local
roads” and, in many cases, are not paved. To ensure appropriate use of these areas, it is
recommended that an Environmental Impact Assessment (or similar environmental land use analysis)
be completed to minimize negative development impacts.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Farming operations.

e Clustered single-family residential development having an average density of one (1)
dwelling unit per two (2) acres for site condominium or subdivision forms of development,
where at least 50% of the site to be considered as open space.

e Single-family dwellings on parcels two (2) acres in size or larger.

e Scenic road corridors that are narrow and tree lined.

e Landscape features and out-buildings such as orchards, silos, barns, fences, and farm
structures.

e Scenic views consisting of existing natural features.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The most appropriate zoning classification for Open Space and
Agriculture (OSA) future land use category is the AG, Agriculture zoning district., and RC, Recreation
Conservation (10 acres as special land use)

Rural Residential Land Use

Intent: The intent of this designation is to accommodate relatively low-density single-family
residential housing in areas that are suitable for septic systems and water wells while protecting
existing agricultural land uses, maintaining rural character, minimizing population density, and
preserving open spaces and water quality.

Description: Land designated as Rural Residential (RDR) includes areas where soils are generally
suitable for septic field and building construction. Allowable density ranges from one (1) dwelling
unit per one (1) to two (2) acres.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Significant natural features may still be present
within this category. Residential development such as cluster residential units on the most suitable
portions of a site, with the remaining area permanently dedicated as open space. Land designated
as LDR will typically have access to collector roads and internal subdivision paved roads.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:
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e Single-family residences in either clustered or conventional subdivision/site condominium
development.
e Parks, open spaces, and conservation areas.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The most appropriate zoning classifications for the Rural
Residential future land use category are the AG, Agriculture, RC, Recreation Conservation (10 acres
as special land use), and LR, Low-Density Residential. Since the LR, Low-Density Residential district
has a density of one (1) dwelling unit per one (1) acre, the zoning code should be reviewed to ensure
that planned rural residential subdivisions/site condominiums with 1-acre minimums meet certain site
criteria, such as providing paved roads within the development, access to a paved, all-season county
road, and access to public or community engineered utility systems.

Medium Density Residential Land Use

Intent: The intent of this designation is to accommodate medium density single-family residential
housing in areas that are served or planned to be served with sanitary sewer and water services.

Description: Land designated Medium Density Residential (MDR) land use includes residential
densities ranging from one (1) to four (4) dwelling units per acre. This land use incorporates areas in
the urban service boundary immediately west of the City of Chelsea, and lots abutting the Cavanaugh
and Crooked Lakes.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Significant natural features may still be present
within this category but to a lesser degree than the Open Space and Agriculture (OSA) or Low-
Density Residential (LDR) categories. Land designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR) has
access to collector roads and internal subdivision paved roads.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Single-family residences in either clustered or conventional subdivision/site condominium
development.
e Parks, open spaces, and conservation areas.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The most appropriate zoning classification for the Medium
Density Residential future land use category is SR-1, Single Family Residential Zoning District whose
principal use is single-family dwellings on moderately small-sized lots. The Township should consider
using the Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions in Division 16 of the Zoning Ordinance to
encourage quality design and possibly higher densities in this classification. Generally, Medium
Density Residential areas are served or planned to be served by sewer and water utilities.

High-Density Residential Land Use

Intent: The intent of this designation is to create areas for higher density residential development in
parts of the Township that are fully serviced by municipal sanitary sewer and water facilities.

Description: High-Density Residential (HDR) land uses are planned for the southwest portion of the
urban service boundary on the north side of the I-94 adjacent to the City of Chelsea. The Township
encourages and supports innovative housing such as attached, cluster, and cottage housing
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developments that preserve open space and protect natural features. Density is proposed at four (4)
to eight (8) units per acre. However, greater densities may be allowed in cases showing exceptional
design and conservation.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Significant natural features may still be present
within this category. Land designated as High-Density Residential (HDR) has access to collector roads
and internal subdivision paved roads.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Single-family residences attached or detached.

e Adiversity of housing types within a given development.

e Apartments.

e Parks, open spaces, and conservation areas.

e Community support facilities such as churches, schools, and public buildings.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The High-Density Residential (HDR) category coincides with the
MR, Multiple-Family Residential zoning district. HDR areas are served or planned to be served by
sewer and water utilities.

Manufactured Housing Community Land Use

Intent: The Manufactured Housing Community (MHC) land use is intended to provide for the existing
manufactured housing community development within the Township.

Description: The area designated for MHC land use is in the southwest urban area boundary.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Areas of the Township designated for
manufactured housing use are serviced or adjacent to sewer and water utilities and constitute the
area of the Township with the densest residential development.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Manufactured housing.
e Tiny houses.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The MHC category coincides with the MHP, Manufactured
Housing Community zoning district. MHC areas are served or planned to be served by sewer and
water utilities.

Commercial Land Use

Intent: The intent of the Commercial designation is to provide locations for commercial uses for
the convenience of Township residents.

Description: The areas designated for Commercial land uses is located south of 1-94 and adjacent
to M-52. This is a rather small geographic area but it has access to a major interstate interchange
and is located east of the Chelsea Proving Grounds, and south of the City of Chelsea. Land
development within this area will likely be designed around regulated wetlands.
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Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: The areas planned for Commercial development
are located within the Urban Area Boundary where adequate utilities are available or in location
where existing commercial businesses have been established outside of the Urban Area Boundary.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Retail and service businesses.

e Specialty shops.

e Office uses.

e Restaurants.

e Financial institutions.

e Community support facilities such as churches, schools, and public buildings.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The Commercial category coincides with the LC, Local
Commercial, GC, General Commercial, HC, Highway Commercial, and BP, Business Park zoning
districts. These areas are served or planned to be served by sewer and water utilities when possible.

Industrial Land Use

Intent: The intent of this designation is to create limited areas for industrial development in those
areas fully serviced by municipal sanitary sewer and water facilities.

Description: Areas planned for this designation encompass both existing and future industrial uses
and vacant land on the south side of Old US-12, west of the Township’s Water Treatment Plant and
the Chrysler Proving Grounds.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Sewer and water facilities are required in areas
planned for industrial development. Due to potentially negative impacts, the industrial designation is
limited in scope and is not compatible and will not be planned for areas of known ground water
recharge and new Township wellhead protection zones.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation includes:

e Research and development testing.
e Light manufacturing.

e Assembly of merchandise.

e Packaging.

e Warehousing.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: The appropriate zoning classifications for this designation are
Industrial (I) and Industrial-Automotive Research and Testing (I-ART).

Recreation/Conservation Land Use
Intent: Land designated as Recreation-Conservation (RC) provides an interconnected open space

system that preserves Township natural features including floodplains, woodlands, tree rows, and
wetland areas as well as potentially providing recreational opportunities for residents. The intent of
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this category is not to prohibit development, but to raise awareness of potential significant natural
features to be considered in development proposals.

Description: This category is intended to preserve the Township’s natural resources while
encouraging an appropriate use of the land. Single-family residential land uses are a special land use
in the RC designated areas at a density of one (1) dwelling unit per ten (10) acres.

Relationship to Physical and Natural Features: Land in this category generally includes
environmentally sensitive areas where natural features are to be protected and other areas that
present opportunities for the development of recreation facilities. To ensure appropriate use of these
areas, a natural features assessment should be completed to minimize negative impacts.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

e Public or private conservation areas.
e Active and passive recreation facilities.
e Low density single-family residential land use.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: Based on the criteria mentioned above, the zoning district most
appropriate for the Recreation/Conservation future land use designation is the Recreation
Conservation (RC) zoning district.

St. Louis Center Campus Special Planning District

Intent: The Township recognizes the importance of the St. Louis campus and its mission to provide
a residential community for people with intellectual and developmental disabilities. In this regard,
traditional zoning may not be appropriate to provide the flexibility needed to address the various
housing types needed to fulfill the organization’s mission.

Description: This special planning district is intended to recognize that a planned unit development
will be needed to provide for multi-generational housing and support facilities in a planned campus
environment.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

Detached and attached residential housing units.
Active and passive recreation facilities.

Religious and educational facilities

Support facilities

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: A new zoning district referred to as the St. Louis Center Campus
Overlay District Planned Unit Development.

Pierce Road Interchange Special Planning District

Intent: The intent of the 2024 Future Land Use map is to recognize the potential for growth along
the north side of the 1-94 / Pierce Road interchange without dictating the types of potential
development as reflected in the 2017 Master Plan. The 2017 Future Land Use map classified the
properties north of 1-94 on either side of Pierce Road as Mixed Use. The intent of the 2017 Mixed
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Use (MU) designation was to provide areas where a mix of commercial, office, industrial, and high-
density residential land uses are encouraged. While general retail, service, and office establishments
are the primary uses envisioned for this area, mixed-use developments may also include more
intensive commercial businesses as well as office, research, and light industrial operations.

Description: This special planning district is intended to recognize the potential for future
development of properties on the north side of Old US-12 while requiring development proposals to
be fully vetted by the Planning Commission and community. Since real estate markets tend to be
fluid, the selection of applicable land use types at this conjuncture is premature. Development
proposals must have direct access from Old US-12 and be reviewed through a planned unit
development, which requires public hearing(s), supporting real estate market documentation, and
other pertinent information required by and vetted through the Planning Commission.

Appropriate Uses: Desirable land uses and elements of this designation include:

o Market-based developments, except industrial, that are compatible with adjacent properties
and do not exceed the capacity of public infrastructure (roads, sewers, water, etc.) to serve
the proposed uses.

Most Compatible Zoning Districts: A new zoning district referred to as the Pierce Road Interchange
Overlay District Planned Unit Development.

Zoning Plan

The following Zoning Plan identifies how the Township’s current zoning districts align with
proposed future land use categories.

Current Zone(s)

Future Land Use

Category
Open Space and

Agriculture AG, Agriculture

AG, Agriculture

Rural Residential LR, Low Density Residential

Medium Density
Residential

High Density Residential MR, Multiple-Family Residential
Manufactured Housing

SR-1, Single-Family One

MHP, Manufactured Housing Community

Community
LC, Local Commercial
Commercial GC, Gleneral Commercigl
HC, Highway Commercial
BP, Business Park
Industrial [, Industrial

[-ART, Industrial-Automotive Research and Testing
Recreation/ Conservation RC, Recreation Conservation

St. Louis Center Campus None. A new provision needs to be added to the Zoning
Special Planning District Ordinance.
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Pierce Road Interchange None. A new provision needs to be added to the Zoning
Special Planning District Ordinance.

Based on the future land use classifications presented, the P-5, Private Sites Dedicated to Common
Use is not utilized and is recommended that it be deleted from the Zoning Code. Uses listed as
permitted and special use in these districts should be incorporated into the above listed zoning
classifications as appropriate.

In addition, due to the limited areas available within the Township for commercial and industrial
development, further consolidating or re-evaluating the General Commercial (GC), Highway
Commercial (HC), and Business Park (BP) zoning regulations should be considered. Consider
consolidating the commercial zoning districts into a local (neighborhood) commercial for commercial
properties in the northeast section of the Township, as well as a highway commercial focused on the
I-94 and M-52 interchange. Based on the rural character of the Township, the need for four
commercially-related zoning districts isn't warranted and may accommodate more intensive
development than anticipated or planned for.

Implementation

ZONING ADJUSTMENTS

e Update planned unit development (PUD) language to allow outside of urban growth
boundary but only within the Special Land Use areas.

e Revise the Low-Density Residential zoning district to allow varying setback and coverage
regulations based on the size of the existing legal lots of record.

e Evaluate the need for the P-5, Private Sites Dedicated to Common Use zoning districts.
e Evaluate and potentially consolidate commercial zoning districts that complement small,
localized commercial uses in the northeast section of the Township, and the uses that would

be appropriate near the 1-94 and M-52 interchange.

e Review other existing zoning ordinances to determine whether districts, permitted uses, and
regulatory standards implement the policies of the Master Plan.

e Prepare new overlay district planned unit development provisions for the St. Louis Center
Campus and the |-94 / Pierce Road 1-94 interchange area.

MASTER PLAN ADJUSTMENTS

e Consider amending the housing component of the master plan to include a plan to promote
a range of housing types, costs, affordability, attainability, ages, and other characteristics,
including single- and multiple-family dwellings, to serve the housing demands of the
Township population. This action will comply with PA 153 of 2024, which amends PA 33 of
2008, the Michigan Planning Enabling Act.
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Exhibit B

Sylvan Township Master Plan Survey

Thank you for providing input for the Sylvan Township Master Plan Update. The master plan is a
long-range, policy document that guides land use development for the next 15-20 years. Your
input is valuable in determining the future goals and actions for the Township.

The survey should take approximately 10 minutes. All results will remain anonymous.

1. What is one word or phrase that you would use to describe Sylvan Township now?

2. What is one word or phrase that you would use to describe how you would like to see
Sylvan Township 10 years from now?

3. What are the top three reasons you choose to live in Sylvan Township?

|

OooOoaog

OooOooogoao

O

Agricultural nature/setting

Close to family and friends

Close to place of work

Access to natural features/scenic views

Access to urban amenities (e.g shopping/retail, entertainment outlets, employment
centers, dining options, etc.)

Access to outdoor recreation amenities (trails, nature preserves, state parks, etc.)
Quality of schools

Safety

Low cost of living

Small town/rural lifestyle

Small school setting (e.g., small class sizes, individualized student attention,
academic/extracurricular programs, etc)

Other (please specify):

4. In your opinion, what is the most pressing challenge facing the community that you believe
requires additional attention and/or resources from the Township to address?
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An urban growth boundary limits the amount of development that can occur outside of the
boundary. Development is encouraged in the area that is enclosed by the "Urban Area" line on
the above map. Outside the area, limited development is to occur.

5. Please select the answer choice that best matches your familiarity with the urban growth
boundary:
O | knew the urban growth boundary existed and am familiar with its purpose.
O | am vaguely aware of the urban growth boundary, but not familiar with its
purpose.
O | did not know the urban growth boundary existed.

6. Using the map above, please select the answer choice that best describes your perception
of the urban growth boundary in the northwest part of the township adjacent to the City
of Chelsea:

O The urban growth boundary is fine as is and should not be expanded.

O The Township would benefit from expanding the urban growth boundary.

O The urban growth boundary is unnecessary and should not govern development for
any part of the Township.

0O | do not have a strong opinion about the urban growth boundary and/or | did not
know this urban growth boundary existed.

0O Other (please specify):

Township Land Use

The questions in this section aim to gauge how land uses in the Township could be adjusted based
on existing needs for residential, commercial, agricultural, and/or industrial development.

7. In general, which of the following land uses are needed to a greater extent in the

Township? Select all that apply.
O Agriculture

Single-family residential

Duplex residential

Multi-family residential

Accessory Dwelling Units

Retail

Office

Industrial

Other (please describe)

Ooooooooao

Page 3 of 17



The following map has the township divided into different areas. Use this map to answer the
following questions.
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Agricultural Uses
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8. Please identify where in the Township agricultural uses should be permitted and/or
expanded and select all statements that apply.

|

OOooooooooono

Agricultural uses should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township where use
is currently permitted.

Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 1
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 2
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 3
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 4
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 5
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 6
Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Agricultural uses should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand the agricultural land use

| do not believe that agricultural land uses should be permitted in the township at
all.

dark green)
light green)
red)

rust)
orange)
yellow)

o~ o~ o~~~ o~ o~ —~
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Single-Family Residences
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9. Please identify where in the Township single family residences should be permitted and/or
expanded and select all statements that apply.

|

Oooooooooooao

Single-family residences should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township
where use is currently permitted.

Single-family residences should be expanded to area 1
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 2
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 3
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 4
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 5
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 6
Single-family residences should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Single-family residences should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Single-family residences should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand the single-family residential land use

| do not believe that single-family residences should be permitted in the township at
all.

dark green)
light green)
red)

rust)
orange)
yellow)

o~~~ o~ o~ o~ o~ —~
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Duplex Residential Structures
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10. Please identify where in the Township duplex residential structures should be permitted
and/or expanded and select all statements that apply.

|

OOo0ooooooood

|

Duplex residential structures should be expanded in any of the parts of the
Township where use is currently permitted.

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 1 (dark green)
Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 2 (light green)
Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 3 (red)

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 4 (rust)

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 5 (orange)
Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Duplex residential structures should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits Duplex residential
structures.

| do not believe that Duplex residential structures should be permitted in the
township at all.
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Multiplex Residential Structures
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11. Please identify where in the Township multi-family residential structures should be
permitted and/or expanded and select all statements that apply.

|

I I I oy 0

O

Multi-family residential structures should be expanded in any of the parts of the
Township where use is currently permitted.

Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 1
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 2
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 3
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 4
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 5
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 6
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 7 (purple)
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 8 (blue)
Multi-family residential structures should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits multi-family residential
structures.

| do not believe that multi-family residential structures should be permitted in the
township at all.

dark green)
light green)
red)

rust)
orange)
yellow)

o~ o~ o~~~ o~~~
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Accessory Dwelling Units
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12. Please identify where in the Township uses that permit Accessory Dwelling Units should be
permitted and/or expanded and select all statements that apply.

|

OOoooooOooooo

Accessory dwelling units should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township
where use is currently permitted.

Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 1
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 2
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 3
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 4
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 5
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 6
Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Accessory dwelling units should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits accessory dwelling units.
| do not believe that accessory dwelling units should be permitted in the township
at all.

dark green)
light green)
red)

rust)
orange)
yellow)

o~ o~~~ o~ o~ o~ —~
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Retail Uses
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13. Please identify where in the Township retail uses should be permitted and/or expanded and
select all statements that apply.

|

Oooooooooooao

Retail uses should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township where use is
currently permitted.

Retail uses should be expanded to area 1
Retail uses should be expanded to area 2
Retail uses should be expanded to area 3 (red)

Retail uses should be expanded to area 4 (rust)

Retail uses its should be expanded to area 5 (orange)

Retail uses should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)

Retail uses should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Retail uses should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Retail uses should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits retail uses.

| do not believe that retail uses should be permitted in the township at all.

dark green)
light green)

o~ o~~~
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Office Uses
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14. Please identify where in the Township office uses should be permitted and/or expanded
and select all statements that apply.

|

Oooooooooogooao

Office uses should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township where use is
currently permitted.

Office uses should be expanded to area 1
Office uses should be expanded to area 2
Office uses should be expanded to area 3 (red)

Office uses should be expanded to area 4 (rust)

Office uses its should be expanded to area 5 (orange)

Office uses should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)

Office uses should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Office uses should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Office uses should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits office uses.

| do not believe that office uses should be permitted in the township at all.

dark green)
light green)

o~ o~~~
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Industrial Uses
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15. Please identify where in the Township industrial uses should be permitted and/or expanded
and select all statements that apply.
O Industrial uses should be expanded in any of the parts of the Township where use is
currently permitted.

OOoooOoooOoooogoano

Industrial uses should be expanded to area 1
Industrial uses should be expanded to area 2
Industrial uses should be expanded to area 3
Industrial uses should be expanded to area 4
Industrial uses its should be expanded to area 5 (orange)

Industrial uses should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)

Industrial uses should be expanded to area 7 (purple)

Industrial uses should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Industrial uses should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The township does not need to expand where it permits industrial uses.

| do not believe that industrial uses should be permitted in the township at all.

dark green)
light green)
red)
rust)

o~ o~ o~ —~
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Renewable Energy Infrastructure — Solar
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16. The Township is planning to write a new renewable energy ordinance that will include
guidelines related to where renewable energy sources will be located. Please identify where
in the Township you believe solar energy infrastructure should be permitted.

Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 1 (dark green)
Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 2 (light green)
Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 3 (red)

Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 4 (rust)

Solar energy infrastructure its should be expanded to area 5 (orange)
Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)
Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 7 (purple)
Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 8 (blue)

Solar energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The Township should not permit solar energy infrastructure

OOoooOoooOoooaod
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Renewable Energy Infrastructure — Wind
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17. The Township is planning to write a new renewable energy ordinance that will include
guidelines related to where renewable energy sources will be located. Please identify where
in the Township you believe wind energy infrastructure should be permitted.

OOooooooOooond

Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 1
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 2
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 3 (red)

Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 4 (rust)

Wind energy infrastructure its should be expanded to area 5 (orange)
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 6 (yellow)
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 7 (purple)
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 8 (blue)
Wind energy infrastructure should be expanded to area 9 (pink)

The Township should not permit wind energy infrastructure

dark green)
light green)

o~ o~~~
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18. Are there any other areas of use that have not been addressed but that you believe should
be expanded (or constrained)? Please share your comments in the space below.

Demographic Questions

19. What is your age?

Under 18

18-24

25-34 years

35-44 years

45-54 years

55-64 years

65-74 years

75-84 years

85 years and older

Oooooooooao

20. What is your household income?

Under $15,000
$15,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $149,999
$150,000 - $250,000
Over $250,000

Oo0ooooogao
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21. What is your highest level of education?

OOooooood

Less than high school

High school degree or equivalent (GED)
Some college, no degree

Associate’s degree

Bachelor's degree
Graduate/professional degree

| am still in school

22. How many members of your live in your household

Oooooooooood

O 0 NO UL~ WN = O

+

23. How many members of your household are under the age of 18

Ooooood

w N — O

24. How many members of your household have a disability?

OoO0oood

w N — O

Page 16 of 17



25. How would you describe your relationship to Sylvan Township? Select all that apply.

Year-round resident

Seasonal resident

Frequent visitor

| live in @ nearby community

| work in Sylvan Township

| attend school in Sylvan Township

| am a business/property owner in the Township
Other (please specify):

OOoooOoooogao

26. What is your gender?

O Female

O Male

O Prefer not to say
O Self-described:

27. What is your racial/ethnic background? Select all the apply.

White

Black or African American

Hispanic or Latino

Asian or Asian American

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

Middle Eastern or North African

Native American/American Indian or Alaska Native
Prefer not to say

Self-described:

OooooOoooooad

Thank you for taking the survey.

The Township is hosting a community open house and educational session on the survey results
and master plan process in September. Stay tuned for the date!
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Exhibit C

Community Engagement Summary

To frame and inform the focus, goals, and content of Sylvan Township’s Master Plan Update, a
series of community engagement and public input opportunities were hosted at the start of the
planning process. This chapter provides a summary of emergent themes from each of the following
activities:

e The Sylvan Township Master Plan Survey — received 348 responses from its open on
June 20 through its close on November 3, 2023.

e Community Open House — Over 100 community members attended a community open
house on November 2, 2023 to interact with and provide feedback on selected topics
related to the Master Plan.

e MentiMeter Activity — 75 community members participated in an activity dedicated to
creating solutions to pressing community challenges during an informational presentation
at the Community Open House. This activity allows for the public to participate via their
cell phones or computer to answer questions and see the results immediately presented on
a screen for all to see.

e Open House Public Comment — 26 community members expressed their views during the
public comment portion of the Community Open House.

MASTER PLAN SURVEY SUMMARY

The Sylvan Township Master Plan Survey was open from July 28, 2023 through November 3, 2023.
Township residents were notified of the survey through two separate physical mailings — the first
over the summer with the distribution of tax forms, and the second during the fall with notification
of the Township’s Master Plan Open House. The survey was created and shared in an online format
— however, respondents also had the opportunity to access and respond to it through printed,
physical copies that were available at the Township Hall. In total, the survey received 348
responses, approximately 10.5% of the 2020 census count of the Township’s population (3,311
residents). This response rate also means that the results of the survey are statistically significant at
the 95% confidence level with a 5% margin of error.

Part 1: Living in Sylvan Township

The greatest portion of survey respondents (107 individuals, or 32.2% of all respondents) described
Sylvan Township as being “rural” or “country”. This framing of the Township is reflected in and
expanded upon by other popular descriptors — “quiet/peaceful” and “beautiful/pleasant” were the
second and third most common descriptions, and “natural,” “agricultural/farming,” and “small
town"” compliment this picture of the Township as well.
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More distinct from this idyllic, peaceful, and pastoral view of the Township in the present,
descriptors like “growing/crowded,” “expensive,” “inefficient,” and “frustrating/confusing”
illustrate some tension points within the Township’s current state. Many respondents that
described the Township as “growing” or “crowded” also expressed that these trends are likely to
threaten the largely rural, natural, and agricultural landscape of the Township (and, in some cases,
appear to be already). “Inefficiency” was often used to describe how the Township is managed,
while “stagnant” typically referred to a lack of, or opposition to, change, including areas in which
updates (such as widespread internet access) would benefit many residents.

Figure 1: Describing Sylvan Township Today

Agricultural I 3.6%
Beautiful/pleasant I 10.5%
Expensive N 4.8%
Frustrating/confused | 3.3%
Growing/crowded | 7.5%
Inefficient IEEEGN 3.6%
Natural I 5.7%
Quiet/peaceful I 17.5%
Rural/country I 32.2%
Small town I 2.7%
Stagnant N 4.2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
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Like the previous question, the greatest portion of survey respondents shared that they would like
to see the Township keep it “rural/country” landscape in the future, highlighting this aspect of the
community as a definitive strength and something to be celebrated and supported. Other visions of
the future directly aligned with the predominant desire to preserve the rural setting — in the next 10
years, respondents expressed their desire for a township that is “agricultural,” “beautiful,”
“natural/preserved,” “quiet, tranquil, peaceful,” and largely “the same” as it is now, descriptors
that reflect many current views of the Township and that reiterate the value that residents see in
the existing environment. Additional visions of the future included a township that is more
“modernized” and “connected”, primarily with regards to internet access, updating existing
systems of operation, and overall progressiveness. Those that envisioned a “sustainable” or “self-
sustaining” future primarily considering improving existing services within the Township, promoting
affordability for residents, and also ensuring that Township leadership is in a stable financial
position themselves.

Figure 2: Imagining Sylvan Township’s Future

Agricultural | 4.3%
Beautiful | 4.6%
Modernized/connected | N 10.9%
Natural/preserved | NN 7.0%
Quiet/tranquil/peaceful | NG °.7%
Rural/country I 50 5%
Stable/the same [N 13.1%
Sustainable/self-sustaining | I 5.2%
Welcoming 1 43%

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Reflective of many of the previous characteristics used to describe Sylvan Township, the top three
reasons respondents gave that backed their decision to live in Sylvan Township included its small
town, rural lifestyle; the agricultural nature of the Township’s setting; and its access to natural
features and scenic views, closely related to the Township’s access to outdoor recreational
amenities (which was the fourth most popular reason for residence in Sylvan Township).
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Figure 3: Top Reasons for Residence in Sylvan Township

Small town/rural lifestyle

Agricultural nature/setting

Access to natural features and scenic views
Access to outdoor recreation amenities
Quality of schools

Close to family and/or friends

Safety

Access to urban amenities

Close to my place of work

Low cost of living

Small school setting
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In this question, respondents also had the opportunity to describe additional reasons for their move
to/current residence in Sylvan Township through a written response. The most prevalent reason
these respondents gave for moving to the Township echoed the overarching appeal of its rural
landscape which many stated was a necessity for their family’s lifestyle and the explicit reason for
their decision to move. Further, this intrinsic aspect of Sylvan Township’s identity was regarded by
many as a “sure thing” with little, if any, prospect of changing at any point in time and largely
solidified by large minimum lot sizes. In addition to this, the Township’s location in proximity to
Chelsea and Cavanaugh Lake, long term ties to the Township (both personal and familial),
availability of homes, and overall sense of community were offered as reasons for residence.

While a number of challenging dynamics were provided by respondents through this open
response guestion, many are inherently related to each other. The most pressing issue that was
elucidated in this question is the issue and prospect of development and/or overdevelopment
within the Township. Relatedly, this question revealed a push to ensure a minimum lot size of 2
acres, responsible growth management, a specific aversion to high density residential
developments, a desire to maintain a small town/rural feel within the Township, and urban spraw/
from the City of Chelsea were also prevalent concerns voiced by survey respondents. Respondents
also shared their desire to promote environmental preservation along with general concerns about
the impact of development on wildlife and natural areas.
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Beyond concerns about the prospect of development in various forms, some respondents cited a
lack of affordable housing options as a challenge to their personal circumstances. The second
highest portion of respondents expressed their concerns regarding the cost of services,
infrastructure, and utilities in the Township, namely water and sewer costs that place a financial
strain on many. /nternet alone and the desire for reliable, high-speed access also provided as a
definitive need for many residents of the Township. Bureaucratic hurdles and challenges related to
clear, reliable communication from Township leadership as well as overall availability were a
challenge for some. Road quality and maintenance as well as congestion and traffic (in some cases,
specifically related to increased development and population) were a concern for residents. Finally,
a portion of respondents expressed their opposition to marijjuana shops and dispensaries being
developed within the Township.

Figure 4: Prevalent Community Challenges

2-acre minimum lot size G 5.1 %
Affordable housing options I 4 4%
Bureaucracy I ?.5%
Cost and quality of services, infrastructure, utilities I (6.1 %
Development/overdevelopment I | . %
Environmental preservation I 5 4%
Growth management GGG 13.6%
High density residential development I 6.3 %
Internet G (1.7 %
Maintain small town/rural feel I 1.4 %
Marijuana I 2.5%
Roads/congestion I 6.3 %
Spraw| I 3.5%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Part Il: Community Land Use Needs

For this section of the survey, respondents were asked a series of questions to gauge their
openness to and perceptions of various land uses in different parts of Sylvan Township. The map
titled “Master Plan Survey Districts” illustrates how the Township was divided for the purposes of
this survey in order to locate and identify potential areas in which permitting, expanding, and/or
restricting possible land uses would be best.
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Figure 5: Master Plan Survey Districts
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The greatest portion of respondents indicated that they were not aware that the urban growth
boundary existed. In total, about 60% of respondents were familiar with the urban growth
boundary but with varying levels of knowledge of its purpose — approximately one third of all
respondents were aware of the boundary’s purpose.

Figure 6: Familiarity with Urban Growth Boundary

= | knew the urban growth
boundary existed and am
familiar with its purpose.

0,
39.7% I am vaguely aware of the urban

growth boundary, but not
familiar with its purpose.

| did not know the urban growth
boundary existed.

The vast majority of respondents (62%) indicated that they believe the urban growth boundary is
appropriate in its current state and should not be expanded nor reduced. For this question,
respondents were given the opportunity to express additional views related to the urban growth
boundary not reflected by the provided answer choices. The majority of these respondents
indicated their opposition to the urban growth boundary in general. Some opponents stated that it
is unnecessary for the Township as the City of Chelsea provides the opportunity for denser
development while others expressed their concerns regarding any expansion of the boundary as it
might infringe on natural recreation areas of the Township. However, other respondents expressed
their support for the urban growth boundary as a tool to control growth, confine development to a
designated area, and ensure that the rest of the Township is preserved.
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Figure 7: Urban Growth Boundary Perceptions
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Question 7: In general, which of the following land uses need to be expanded in the
Township? Select all that apply.

Nearly half of all respondents believe that agricultural land uses should be expanded in the
Township, aligning with prominent sentiments that have been emphasized regarding the
importance of and connection to Sylvan Township’s rural identity. Expanded single-family
residences also received significant support from over one third of all respondents and largely
complements the Township’s affinity for low density developments and natural preservation.

Respondents were given the opportunity to express preferences related to additional land uses that
they wish to see expanded within the Township through an open-ended response. A majority of
individuals that provided a response here stated their preference to avoid expansion of any one
land use and rather maintain the Township's existing balance. However, the most prominent
suggested land use not initially offered in this question was one that emphasized land preservation,
conservation, and natural recreation. Included in this broad category was open and green space,
wildlife habitat conservation, parks and outdoor recreation, nature trails, and other spaces that
honor and preserve the natural environment. Some respondents also specified their preference for
low density residential areas with a minimum lot size of two acres (though many emphasized that
larger lots were preferred). Finally, though in the minority, other respondents expressed a desire for
higher density affordable housing options which included both condominiums and smaller lot or
clustered single-family homes.
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Figure 8: Expanded Land Use Preferences
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Questions 8 through 12 asked residents to review the areas created on the survey’s map to identify
where agricultural uses, single-family residences, duplex residential structures, multi-family
residential structures, and accessory dwelling units (ADUs) should be expanded or permitted, if at
all. The table titled “Agricultural and Residential Use Preferences” summarizes the preferences of all
survey respondents. Of these uses, agricultural areas received the most support for general
expansion as 54.9% of respondents indicated that they favored the use being expanded wherever
it is currently permitted. Conversely, for all residential uses, the greatest portion of respondents
indicated their preference to avoid expansion of the use anywhere in the Township. Single-family
residences received support from about one quarter of all respondents to permit expansion
wherever the use is currently permitted.

Though duplexes, multi-family structures, and ADU’s were perceived as relatively unpopular in
comparison to single-family residences, about one fifth to one quarter of all respondents expressed
their support for these residential uses in Area 5 of the survey’s map, located adjacent to the
Township’s urban growth boundary. However, similar portions of respondents (21.7% and 25.6%,
respectively) expressed opposition to permitting duplex or multi-family residential structures
anywhere in the Township. Support for ADUs in specific areas of the Township were distributed
fairly evenly — with the exception of a slight inclination to permit ADUs in Area 5, 16.8% to 19.4%
of all survey respondents indicated their support to allow ADUs in the eight other areas of the
Township, a relatively small spread that does not notably favor one area over another.
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Table 9: Agricultural and Residential Use Preferences

Agricultural

Uses

Single-
Family
Residences

Duplex
Residential
Structures

Multi-Family
Residential
Structures

Accessory
Dwelling
Units (ADU)

Expand where 54.9%

permitted

Area 1 10.1% 5.6% 4.3% 3.4% 16.8%
Area 2 13.6% 14.9% 8.1% 8.7% 19.1%
Area 3 10.4% 8.1% 5.6% 5.0% 17.8%
Area 4 12.9% 13.9% 9.6% 10.0% 18.4%
Area 5 5.1% 20.4% 22.9% 23.4% 22.4%
Area 6 5.7% 13.6% 13.9% 14.3% 19.4%
Area 7 18.3% 8.7% 5.9% 4.1% 18.1%
Area 8 13.9% 9.9% 7.7% 6.5% 17.8%
Area 9 12.9% 9.9% 9.0% 7.8% 18.8%
Do not

expand this 28.1%

use

Do not permit 0.3% 2.8% 21.7% 25.6% 19.4%
this use

Questions 13 through 15 asked residents to review the areas created on the survey’s map to
identify where retail, office, and industrial uses should be expanded or permitted, if at all. The table
titled “Retail, Office, and Industrial Use Preferences” summarizes the preferences of all survey
respondents for each separate use. For all three uses, the greatest portion of survey respondents
indicated opposition to their expansion in any part of the Township. Like the proposed residential
uses, the most popular area of the Township for each use to be expanded was Area 5, aligned with
the location of the urban growth boundary — retail and office uses specifically received notable
support for being sited in the area and, though slightly less popular, to be sited in the adjacent
Area 6 just west of the urban growth boundary. Of the three uses, industrial uses received the
greatest relative portion of survey respondents that expressed an opposition to the use being
located anywhere in the Township.
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Table 10: Retail, Office, and Industrial Use Preferences

Retail Uses Office Uses Industrial Uses
Expand where 16.8% 16.7% 11.5%
permitted
Area 1 3.5% 2.6% 1.3%
Area 2 4.4% 4.2% 6.4%
Area 3 4.4% 3.5% 3.5%
Area 4 8.2% 6.4% 7.4%
Area 5 31.0% 26.4% 16.6%
Area 6 15.2% 16.4% 9.6%
Area 7/ 5.1% 4.5% 4.5%
Area 8 4.4% 5.1% 9.6%
Area 9 9.5% 7.4% 12.1%
Do not expand this
use
Do not permit this use 9.2% 9.7% 15.7%

To inform the guidelines of a new renewable energy ordinance that will include areas of the
Township in which renewable energy sources are permitted, questions 16 and 17 asked
respondents to identify where they believe solar and wind energy infrastructure would be most
appropriate. Solar energy sources are generally more popular than wind energy sources among
survey respondents — 32% are opposed to solar energy in the Township versus 56.1% that oppose
wind energy. More than half of all respondents favored Area 8 as the preferred site of solar energy
infrastructure, followed closely by Area 7 and Area 9. Each of these three districts is located in the
bottom half of the Township, south of I-94. Areas 4 and 5 were also marginally more popular
among respondents as sites of solar energy sources — however, Areas 1, 2, 3, and 6 received
support from 28% to 32% of respondents, a relatively small spread.

Though more than half of respondents stated their opposition to wind infrastructure in the
Township, Areas 7, 8, and 9 received support from about one third to two fifths of all respondents,
mirroring the preferred locations of solar energy. Also similar to solar energy preferences are the
levels of support for wind energy infrastructure in all other areas of the Township, though to a
lesser extent. While Areas 1 and 3 received support from just over one fifth of all survey
preferences, Areas 2, 4, 5, and 6 were location preferences for 17% to 19.4% of all respondents.
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Table 11: Solar and Wind Energy Location Preferences

Solar Energy Wind Energy

Area 1 28.0% 20.2%
Area 2 30.0% 19.0%
Area 3 32.0% 20.6%
Area 4 34.0% 19.4%
Area 5 34.4% 17.0%
Area 6 32.0% 17.8%
Area 7 46.0% 34.0%
Area 8 39.5%
Area 9 32.4%
Should not be permitted 32.0%

Survey respondents had the opportunity to express additional perspectives about land uses within
the Township through this question, both related to uses that were previously addressed as well as
uses that had not yet been a topic of the survey. Many responses echoed insights illuminated in
previous questions of the survey, including the desire to maintain the rural nature of the landscape,
maintain a minimum lot size of 2 acres, maintain roads within the Township, and to avoid the
development of marijuana dispensaries within the Township. Further, the desire for dedicated
“land conservation” and “recreation” areas was reiterated in this question, promoted by
respondents as a gap in the land uses that the survey investigated. A few respondents also used
this question to revisit the urban growth boundary and stated their support for increased
development within the existing (not expanded) area.

Beyond these themes, new insights shared through this question focused primarily on the
Township’s upcoming renewable energy ordinance and the feasibility of solar and wind energy
infrastructure. In general, respondents voiced opposition to large, intrusive wind turbines within the
Township though were mostly open to the prospect of individual/residential wind structures. Solar
energy received support if placement was on the roofs of houses, but many opposed the prospect
of solar panels if there was any chance of them taking over agricultural land. Finally, one
respondent stated the importance of engaging the public on renewable energy sources to answer
guestions, provide information about various options (including costs, benefits, possible placement,
and so on), and to ultimately use the outcomes of this engagement to determine the direction of
the ordinance.

Part lll: Respondent Demographics

Of the 320 individuals that responded to this question in the survey, the median age lay within the
age cohort of 55 to 64 years old, reflected in the figure titled “Age Distribution of Survey
Respondents” in which about 25% of respondents are aged 55 to 64 years or 65 to 74 years. In
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2021, the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey estimates indicated that the median
age of Sylvan Township residents was at 45.5 years, at least a decade younger than the average
age indicated by survey respondents. While this points to a discrepancy between residents of the
Township and respondents to the survey, it is important to note that the survey did not receive any
responses from residents under the age of 18 (as well as very few from residents aged 34 or
younger). Though the option was presented, no survey respondents indicated that they were older
than 85 years.

Figure 12: Age Distribution of Survey Respondents
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Question 20: What is your household income?

The median household income of the 302 individuals that responded to this question falls between
$100,000 and $149,999 annually — further, about 54% of respondents indicated that they earn
between $100,000 and $250,000 each year. In 2021, the U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey estimates indicated that the Township’s median household income was
$89,755, about $10,000 below the range of the median income of survey respondents.
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Figure 13: Household Income
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The greatest portion of survey respondents (41.5%) indicated that they have obtained a bachelor’s
degree, meaning that about 78% of respondents have at least one degree in higher education
(bachelor’s and/or graduate/professional). Conversely, 2021 American Community Survey data
estimates that just 51.2% of Township residents aged 25 or older have obtained at least a
bachelor’s degree, indicating a slight overrepresentation in average education level among survey
respondents.

Figure 14: Educational Attainment
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Question 22: How many individuals live in your household?

The average household size for all survey respondents was 2.87 individuals with the greatest
portion of survey respondents indicating that two individuals lived in their household. 2021
American Community Survey data estimated that the average household size for the entire
Township was 2.6 individuals with the average family size being 2.89. Therefore, this survey data
resembles household trends that are present for all residents of the Township.

Figure 15: Household Size
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Question 23: How many members of your household are under the age of 187

Nearly two thirds of all respondents (64.8%) indicated that they did not have any household
members under the age of 18, almost certainly a function of the age distribution of survey
respondents. Of the remaining respondents, a greater portion had two household members under
the age of 18 than one, three, or more than four. Accounting for all respondents to this question,
the average number of household members under the age of 18 is about 0.7; for respondents with
at least one household member under 18, the average number is 2. The portion of respondents
with any household members under the age of 18 is largely reflective of 2021 American
Community Survey data which estimates that approximately 33.5% of all households in the
Township include an individual under 18.
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Question 24: How many members of your household have a disability?

The vast majority of survey respondents (87.2%) indicated that zero members of their household
had a disability of any kind. 10.3% of all respondents stated that their household included one
individual with a disability, and 2.5% shared that two to three household members had a disability.
Though the option was presented, there were not any respondents that indicated a member of
their household having more than four disabilities.

Question 25: How would you describe your relationship to Sylvan Township?

The vast majority of survey respondents (92.9%) were year-round/permanent residents of Sylvan
Township while 3.7% of survey takers indicated their status as seasonal residents of the Township.
In total, approximately 5.6% of respondents stated that they were a frequent visitor of Sylvan, that
they worked within the Township, and/or that they were a resident of a nearby community.
Further, nearly 9% of respondents indicated that they owned a business and/or property within the
Township.

Question 26: What is your gender?

As shown in the figure titled “Respondent Gender,” a greater portion of respondents that
identified their gender were male than were female, and about 14% stated that they preferred not
to share their gender identity. While the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2021 American Community Survey
recorded more male residents than female residents in Sylvan Township (51.4% vs. 48.6%), female
respondents to this survey were still relatively underrepresented. Though the option for
respondents to self-describe their gender identity was provided, it was not utilized.
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Figure 16: Respondent Gender
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Question 27: What is your racial/ethnic background?

Of the survey respondents who indicated their race, 77.1% were white. About 1% of survey
respondents respectively identified as being ethnically Hispanic or Latino and racially Asian or Asian
American, American Indian/Native American, and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. While the
option was provided, there were not any respondents that identified as Black or African American,
nor Middle Eastern or North African. Additionally, 20% of respondents did not indicate their racial
or ethnic backgrounds.

COMMUITY OPEN HOUSE

On November 2, 2023, a Community Open House was hosted at Sylvan Township Hall. For the first
hour, attendees were asked to review interactive and informational boards that presented three
different scenarios and invited insight on each. The second portion of the Open House coincided
with a Planning Commission meeting and included an informational presentation about the master
planning process, an interactive activity focused on community-based solutions to pressing issues,
and public comment from attendees regarding all components of the Open House. Attendees were
given question and comment cards to leave final thoughts and/or lingering questions upon the
conclusion of the engagement. In total, over 100 people attended the open house.

Interactive Boards

The first part of the Community Open House centered around engagement with interactive and
informational boards. The content and results of the three interactive boards are summarized
below. In addition to those focused on gathering input, a fourth board was also available for
review by attendees and presented maps of the Township’s water and sewer connections.
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This board provided information to open house attendees about the traditional function of urban
area boundaries, their pros and cons, the current location of the boundary adjacent to the City of
Chelsea, and the site of the boundary’s proposed expansion. Residents were invited to leave a
sticky note with questions about urban area boundaries in general and related to the proposed
expansion —questions and comments from the participants are summarized below:

e Questions

o Concerning the “existing area” south of I-54, what is the best way to bring water
and sewer?

o How much are my taxes going to be raised?

o Would the proposed expansion include sewer/water for lvey Road? If so, would
property along north side of Ivey also gain hookups?

o Will the proposed area require all new construction to hook to water/sewer?

o These doesn’t seem to be multiple use thinking on offer, the kind of zoning that
makes it possible for people to work, shop, go to school, etc. all where they live so
that people aren’t enslaved to car ownership just to survive. Why aren’t we thinking
outside the boxes about everything people need?

e Comments

Concentrate urban areas where they are and on M-52.

Keep all future development near/adjacent to the city!

Don't expand the water, sewer, or the urban boundary. (+1 in support)
Proposed expansion seems ok.

Expand commercial zoning on 52/54 across from the Chevy dealership.
Consider expanding UGB along I-54, 1-94, US-12.

o O O O O O

To gauge ideas and visions related to the area around Pierce Road, attendees were asked to select
their first, second, and third choices of land use by using provided sticky dots. While the
corresponding table illustrates how some attendees perceived the property and possible
development opportunities, comments provided by a greater portion of attendees made it clear
that there is an overwhelming desire to maintain the agricultural nature/farming usage of the area.
Suggestions in favor of residential development emphasized the need for large lot sizes, and one
attendee proposed the opportunity to explore mixed-uses that center around agricultural pursuits,
residential development, and permitting home businesses.
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Potential Development Area

Sources: Michigan Open Data Poral, Sybvan Township

15t Choice 2nd Choice

Mixed Use

(combination of
commercial and 2
residential)

3t Choice

Multiple Family

Buildings (Duplex,
Quadplex, 1
Apartments)

Small lots with open
space

Additional suggestions/comments:

e Keep the area farmland/agricultural. (+22 in support)
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e More creative “mixed-use” — residential, agricultural, small home-based businesses. No
expansion of water and sewer districts into this area. Exclude extreme density and general
commercial except close to I-94. (+7 in support)

¢ Not in favor of high-density housing. Keep it rural, that's why we are here. (+2 in support)

¢ Not very good choices! (+2 in support)

e Leave as is — 2-acre splits, minimum.

e These are three not good choices — why only these? Something like “medium density
residential,” without expanding sewer/water districts.

e Change it back to agricultural or make it residential low-density.

Potential Development Area: Sibley Road

To gauge ideas and visions related to the area around Sibley Road, attendees were asked to select
their first, second, and third choices of land use by using provided sticky dots. The corresponding
table illustrates how some attendees perceived the property and possible development
opportunities — mixed uses that combine residential and commercial uses were the most popular
first choice among participants, and commercial/retail/office uses were the most common second
choice. Additional comments expressed opposition to commercial and small lot residential
developments and proposed, instead, farmland preservation and large lot (5 acre) residences.

¥

Potential Development Area =2 @

Beckett & Rasder, Inc.
Sources: kichigan Opan Data Portal, Sybian Township
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15t Choice 2nd Choice 3t Choice

Mixed Use

(combination of
commercial and 4
residential)

Commercial/Retail/
Office 4

Industrial

Additional suggestions/comments:

e Industrial/commercial close to Sibley Road. Other areas can be a creative “mixed use”
incorporating residential, agricultural, and small home-based enterprises. No expansion of
water and sewer into this area. (+2 in support)

e 1%t choice — farmland. 2" choice - 5-acre residential. No commercial, no small lot
residential. (+10 in support)

e Regarding mixed-use — open to residential, but NOT commercial.

MentiMeter - Community Solutions

The following word cloud was created from responses that were provided to this question. Many
words like “rural,” “peaceful,” “recreational,” “country,” and “agriculture” reflect prevalent
descriptors provided through the community survey.

"o "o
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Figure 17: Response Word Cloud
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Related to land use, what is a concern of yours?

Reflective of many insights gathered through the survey and other concerns shared through various
mediums, the most common responses to this question included the following themes:

e Traffic/congestion

e Overpopulation

e Affordability of utilities, services, and housing

e Loss of farmland

e Dense developments and overdevelopment in general
e Infrastructural updates

e Marijuana

e Noise and light pollution

e Land conservation

Related to land use, what suggestions/solutions do you have?

This question allowed attendees to share ideas broadly to both address common concerns that
were brought up in the previous questions and to provide general suggestions about the things
they wished to see in the Township. These suggestions are summarized below:

e Uphold the 2-acre minimum lot size for all residential developments.

e |dentify additional areas in which there is a 5-acre and/or 10-acre minimum lot size for
residential and farm development.

e Preserve natural areas of the Township and seek out partnerships with local and state
entities to do so.

e Explore Sylvan Township as a recreational gateway for visitors outside of the community.
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e Reduce and/or eliminate development in the Township.

e Leave land use to the Township’s farmers.

e Provide affordable housing.

e Explore opportunities for multi-use farmland.

e Expand the Township’s commercial corridor along M-52 across from the Chevy dealer.
e Implement a ride sharing program to reduce dependency on cars.

e No marijuana dispensaries.

e Maintain existing industrial and commercial zones — do not expand them!
e Connect more people to the Township’s water system to reduce prices.

e Make broadband internet available in all parts of the Township.

e Restrict development to urban borders.

e Maintain the Township’s rural nature.

When the meeting opened for public comment, 26 attendees spoke for two to three minutes in
response to and reflection of all parts of the open house thus far.

At the Community Open House's conclusion, attendees were asked to return question and
comment cards that had been distributed prior to the start of the informational presentation. In
total, 27 cards were returned — seven of those cards included questions from attendees. Many
guestions were in relation to the master planning process, specifically future opportunities for
engagement and public comment as well as logistics surrounding how suggestions and revisions
could be communicated to the writers of the master plan. Additional questions touched on the
function of the Future Land Use Map (commonly referred to as FLUM) in the past and upcoming
master plan.

Page 23 of 23



	PC 1_16_2025 Draft Agenda 1
	2024-12-19 DRAFT Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 1
	Planning Commission Memo_Update to Master Plan
	Exhibit A_Draft Future Land Use Report
	Exhibit B_Sylvan-Township-Master-Plan-Survey
	Sylvan Township Master Plan Survey
	Urban Growth Boundary
	Township Land Use
	Agricultural Uses
	Single-Family Residences
	Duplex Residential Structures
	Multiplex Residential Structures
	Accessory Dwelling Units
	Retail Uses
	Office Uses
	Industrial Uses
	Renewable Energy Infrastructure – Solar
	Renewable Energy Infrastructure – Wind
	Demographic Questions


	Exhibit C_Community-Engagement-Summary
	MASTER PLAN SURVEY SUMMARY
	Part 1: Living in Sylvan Township
	Question 1: What is one word or phrase that you would use to describe Sylvan Township now?
	Question 2: What is one word or phrase that you would use to describe how you would like to see Sylvan Township 10 years from now?
	Question 3: What are the top three reasons you choose to live in Sylvan Township?
	Question 4: In your opinion, what is the most pressing challenge facing the community that you believe requires additional attention and/or resources from the Township to address?

	Part II: Community Land Use Needs
	Question 5: What best describes your familiarity with the urban growth boundary adjacent to the City of Chelsea?
	Question 6: What best describes your perception of the urban growth boundary in the northwest of the Township?
	Question 7: In general, which of the following land uses need to be expanded in the Township? Select all that apply.
	Questions 8 to 12: Expanding, Permitting, and/or Constraining Agricultural and Residential Uses in Sylvan Township.
	Questions 13 to 15: Expanding, Permitting, and/or Constraining Retail, Office, and Industrial Uses in Sylvan Township.
	Questions 16 and 17: Permitting and Constraining Solar Energy and Wind Energy in Sylvan Township.
	Question 18: Are there any other areas of use that have not been addressed but that you believe should be expanded (or constrained)?

	Part III: Respondent Demographics
	Question 19: What is your age?
	Question 20: What is your household income?
	Question 21: What is your highest level of education?
	Question 22: How many individuals live in your household?
	Question 23: How many members of your household are under the age of 18?
	Question 24: How many members of your household have a disability?
	Question 25: How would you describe your relationship to Sylvan Township?
	Question 26: What is your gender?
	Question 27: What is your racial/ethnic background?


	COMMUITY OPEN HOUSE
	Interactive Boards
	Urban Area Boundary
	Potential Development Area: Pierce Road
	Potential Development Area: Sibley Road

	MentiMeter – Community Solutions
	What word comes to mind when you think of Sylvan Township?
	Related to land use, what is a concern of yours?
	Related to land use, what suggestions/solutions do you have?

	Public Comment
	Question and Comment Cards



