CITY of NOVI CITY COUNCIL

Agenda liem 3
March 14, 2016

cityofnovi.org

SUBJECT: Consideration of approval of the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes for Dunhill, JSP 15-13,
for Zoning Map Amendment 18.711, to rezone property in Section 32, located at the
northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1
(One-Family Residential) subject to the related Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Plan
Agreement, and corresponding PRO Plan. The property totals 23.76 acres and the
applicant is proposing to construct a 31-unit single family residential development in a
cluster arrangement with frontage on and access to Eight Mile Road.

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Community Development Department - Plonning"‘s‘\;L;,«vv“ﬁ
CITY MANAGER APPROVAL: @§<

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
The petitioner is requesting a Zoning Map amendment for a 23.76-acre property at the
northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1
(One-Family Residential) using the City's Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option. The
applicant states that the rezoning request is necessary to allow the development of a 31-
unit single family residential development in a cluster arrangement with frontage on and
access to Eight Mile Road.

The PRO option creates a “floating district"” with a conceptual plan attached to the
rezoning of a parcel. As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to be
changed (in this case from RA to R-1) and the applicant enters into a PRO agreement with
the City, whereby the City and the applicant agree to a conceptual plan for
development of the site. Following final approval of the PRO concept plan and PRO
agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval under
standard site plan review procedures. The PRO runs with the land, so future owners,
successors, or assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent modification
by the City of Novi. If the development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning
and IfRO concept plan expires and the agreement becomes void.

The subject parcel is 23.76 gross acres on the northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight
Mile Road. The site includes 0.25 acres of land in the Eight Mile Road right-of-way; the net
acreage is 23.51 acres. The concept PRO plan proposes 31 total lots in a cluster
arrangement, with 7.76 acres, or 33 percent of the total site preserved as open space. The
open space is primarily devoted to an on-site detention pond and wetland mitigation
aredas. An open park space is proposed next to lot 22. One boulevarded access point is
proposed onto Eight Mile Road and one stub street is proposed.

This site was the former home to J.J. Zayti Trucking, Inc. The applicant has indicated that
the previous use resulted in environmental contamination and that remediation efforts are
planned for the entire site. At the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant said that
there are two issues with the site: one is elevated levels of arsenic in the soil, and the other
is buried debris on the site. Non-contaminated debris includes crushed concrete and



various fill material. Contaminated debris includes buried fuel oil tanks. The concept plan
shows large circle areas that are the potential areas of debris; the smaller circles are the
areas that are known to have debris. Any contamination found during excavation will be
dug out and properly disposed.

The City Council granted tentative approval of the request at its January 11, 2016
meeting. The Council considered the proposed public benefits described in the
Background Information of that motion sheet, and granted certain deviations from various
ordinance requirements.

The attached document follows the format that has been used in prior PRO development
approvals. If the Council determines to proceed with the approval, the rezoning would
be effective upon the signing and recording of the PRO Agreement.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approval of the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes for Dunhill, JSP 15-13, for Zoning Map
Amendment 18.711, to rezone property in Section 32, located at the northwest corner of
Beck Road and Eight Mile Road from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1 (One-Family
Residential) subject to the related Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Plan Agreement, and
corresponding PRO Plan. The property totals 23.76 acres and the applicant is proposing to
construct a 31-unit single family residential development in a cluster arrangement with
frontage on and access to Eight Mile Road.

This motion is made because:

a. The applicant has presented a reasonable alternative to the proposed Master Plan
designation of a maximum of 0.8 units/acre to an actual 1.32 units/acre, and which
supports several objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use as noted in this review
letter.

b. The proposed density of 1.32 units/acre provides a reasonable fransitional use between
the lower density developments to the north and west, and the existing higher density
developments to the east, in the City of Northville, and Maybury State Park on the
south side of Eight Mile Road.

c. The site will be adequately served by public utilities.

d. The proposed zoning and proposed use represents only a nominal increase in
expected site generated fraffic relative to development permitied under existing
zoning.

e. Submittal of the PRO Plan, and PRO Agreement, provides assurances to the Planning
Commission and to the City Council of the manner in which the property will be
developed.

f. The proposed PRO Plan shows the intent of the applicant to remediate environmental
contamination of the site as a part of the development plan, which will improve the
land through the removal of potential environmental hazards.

The approval of the PRO Agreement is subject fo final review and approval as to form by
the City Manager and the City Attorney.
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Mayor Gatt Council Member Markham
Mayor Pro Tem Staudt Council Member Muitch
Council Member Burke Council Member Wrobel
Council Member Casey
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b) On January 1, 2017 to increase the hourly rate $5 for Partners from $135 to
$140; and for Associates from $130 to $135.

Roll call vote on CM 16-01-003 Yeas: Burke, Casey, Markham, Muich, Wrobel,
Gatt, Staudt
Nays: None

MATTERS FOR COUNCIL ACTION

1. Consideration of tentative approval of the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes for
Dunhill Park, JSP 15-13, with Zoning Map Amendment 18.711, to rezone property
in Section 32, located at the northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road
from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1 (One-Family Residential) with a Planned
Rezoning Overlay (PRO), and corresponding concept plan. The property totals
23.76 acres and the applicant is proposing to construct a 31-unit single family
residential development in a cluster arrangement with frontage on and access
to Eight Mile Road,

Mr. Randy Werthiemer, Hunter Pasteur Homes, spoke about building a 31 lot community
at 8 Mile and Beck and will be consistent with the homes in the area. The price range
will be $700,000 - $1 million with homes of 3,500 square feet and larger. They are taking
a site that is a gateway to Novi. It is an environmentally challenged site. It is not @
pristine site and they are expecting to spend millions to clean up the environmental
issues prior to developing it into a single-family home residential neighborhood.

Member Mutch asked for information about Brownfield process that will go through the
County. Mr. Andy Millia, Hunter Pasteur Homes, answered they are working through the
Brownfield Tax Credit Authority in conjunction with the County and the City. There are a
few benefits. Eventually, the community will capture the property taxes once the
Brownfield is exhausted and also through a negotiation, the City can recapture a
portion of the Brownfield tax credit that would normally go back to the developer.
Member Mutch clarified that the Brownfield Authority would be established by the
County and asked him to explain how it would operate. Mr. Millia said there is a
specific plan put in place and the amount of dollars that goes towards the remediation
are captured and their costs reimbursed. They are working with the City administration
to remediate a portion of it and then the reimbursement will go back to the City during
the process. Member Muich asked how long it will last. Mr. Millia gave an analogy if
the taxes are $10,000 per unit per year for 31 units equals $310,000. He explained a
certain portion of it wouldn't get reimbursed. If there were $900,000 worth of
remediation costs, the Brownfield tax credit would be used up in 3 years. After the 3
year time period, the City, County and schools would start to collect taxes. In this case,
because the tax amount is very high, the Brownfield reimbursement period will be short.
They anticipate between 3 to 5 years. Member Mutch asked what costs can be
reimbursed. Mr. Millia said there are two forms of remediation on the property. There is
some arsenic associated with the property and some contaminated debris buried on
the property. Anything that is removed and taken to a class Il land fill would be
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considered contamination and those costs would be reimbursed. Also, the costs
associated with testing and certain soft costs. It is not the costs for general infrastructure
and the normal costs associated with development of the property. It is only the costs
associated with remediating contaminated materials. Member Mutch asked whether
the costs to remove the woodlands and wetlands in certain areas because of arsenic
would be reimbursed. Mr. Millia said he is not an expert to answer that. He said it would
be anything associated with the removal of contamination. He said those costs would
be very minor compared with the bulk of the costs to remove the contaminated soil
and any contaminated debris. Some of the ancillary costs, he was not positive if they
would be reimbursed, but would be minor compared to the major cost associated with
it. Member Mutch said he had a concern about them collecting money from the
Authority for reimbursement and not have to pay fees to the City. He said it seemed
like it was in the developer's favor. Mr. Millia said the trees and the environmental
cleanup are not related to each other. The reason they are asking not to commit to
the woodland replacement fund is because they are taking a dilapidated site and are
replacing it with an unbelievable landscape entrance and planting trees 50% to 100%
larger than the ordinance requires. He noted it because they are spending more
money than the minimum requirements. They want the site to look mature. They want
the corner of 8 Mile and Beck Road fo look exceptional. The request for a waiver of the
tree ordinance has nothing to do with the environmental cleanup. Member Mutch
thought he would have to see something more structured. Mr. Millia said they did
present the information to staff. Member Mutch said he didn't see anything that said
they shouldn't have to replace the trees that would otherwise have to be replaced by
the ordinance because of their new plan to plant bigger trees. Mr. Millia said they were
in front of the Planning Commission and heard the same discussion. They said it was
something the Council should decide. They are looking to plant mature large trees that
exceed the minimum requirement after the cleanup of contamination. Member Mutch
said they would want to discuss something that states they are putting the
approximately $100,000 into landscaping above and beyond what it required by the
ordinance. Member Mutch felt he had a better understanding about the Brownfield
Authority and how it will work. He would be interested if there are opportunities to do
environmental improvements to the site above and beyond what is required and it
would be financed through the Authority. City Manager Auger said after it goes
through the County, there will be a Brownfield plan developed to specify what will be
reimbursed. Member Mutch confirmed they will see the plan in the future. Member
Mutch noted the rezoning will go from R-A with 18 home sites to 1.3 units per acre. He
said the properties to the east are about a half-acre lot. He asked why staff thought it
was a fransition of 13,000 square acre lots to larger lots with lower density.  Barb
McBeth, Deputy Community Development Director, explained the consultant studied
the proposed density of the project. He excluded the property to the south because it is
not developed as a residential project and looked at the developments to the west,
north and east and found 0.8 units to the acre, 1 unit to the acre, and 3.43 to the acre
respectively. Member Mutch said they were half acre lots to the east. He is concerned
because everyone else has built half acre lots or larger and density that is less than this
proposed plan. He said this plan is a higher density. He asked how the 31 units were
determined. Ms. McBeth said there were a series of discussions with the applicant
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about the lot size that was needed, the arrangement of the lots and preservation of the
open space as much as possible to do. When the plan first went to the Planning
Commission there were 32 lots proposed. The Planning Commission had a few issues
with the plan and requested additional information be provided. The plan that came
back had 31 lots and preserved additional space. Ms. McBeth said that the plan went
to the Master Plan and Zoning Committee for discussion also. Member Mutch noted
the public benefits outlined and confirmed that it hasn't changed. He appreciated
what the developer is doing to the site. The applicant is also recapturing a portion of
the costs through the Brownfield Authority. He felt it changes the financial consideration
of some of their requests. He felt the City is forgoing a significant amount of money. He
didn't see anything different than if they just rezoned the property to R-1. He is looking
for more specifics of what benefit it generates for the City above and beyond what is
standard.

Member Casey asked about why staff supported not requiring a stub street to the west.
Ms. McBeth responded that there should be an emergency access at that location and
they are asking for a deviation. The Engineering and Fire Marshall are satisfied with the
deviation and felt it was minor. Member Casey asked how the deviation relates to the
distance from the emergency access and 8 Mile. Ms. McBeth said along the west side,
there is an emergency access that is proposed to Beck Road and it was acceptable.

Member Wrobel asked what percentage of the whole site is arsenic located in it now.
Mr. Millia said the arsenic was in a small area. The majority of the remediation is from
the former trucking company. Member Wrobel asked if he knew how deep they had
to go to remove the arsenic. Mr. Wertheimer said there are two areas of arsenic
remediation and are within a couple of feet of the topsoil. The balance of the site has
spotty areas of fill. They can't determine the exact amount or cost until they begin the
work. There will be a ftesting engineer on site during the remediation. The
contamination and debris will be taken off site to a land fill. Member Wrobel
commented that development there has been a problem for this site because of the
contamination and was pleased to have someone presenting a project to make it a
useful site.

Mayor Pro Tem Staudt asked if the language in the recommended motion was correct,
City Attorney Schultz explained he could make the motion to read the introductory
paragraph and then recite the subsections while incorporating the subsections by
reference. Mayor Pro Tem Staudt asked if the developer was involved with the
Knightsbridge Gate Development. Mr. Wertheimer said they were the builder and not
the developer. He explained they will be the developer and the builder on this project.
He only bought developed lots from Grand Sakwa and built the homes. He was aware
of the issues the residents are having, but they didn't have anything to do with its
development,
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Moved by Staudt, seconded by Wrobel; MOTION CARRIED: 4-3

Tentative indication that Council may approve the request of
Hunter Pasteur Homes for Dunhill Park, JSP 15-13 with Zoning Map
Amendment 18.711 to rezone the subject property from RA
(Residential Acreage) to R-1 (One-Family Residential) with «
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Concept Plan and direction to the
City Attorney to prepare a proposed PRO Agreement with the
following ordinance deviations:

d. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow
reduction in the required minimum lot size and minimum lot
width for one-family detached dwellings reviewed against R-1
Zoning standards to allow for smaller lots (21 ,780 square feet and
120 feet required, 13,860 square feet and 90 feet provided);

b. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow
reduction in minimum side yard setback and aggregate side
yard setback for one-family detached dwellings reviewed
against R-1 Zoning standards ( 15 feet with 40 feet aggregate
required, 1 0 feet with 30 feet minimum aggregate provided);

c. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for absence of
required berm and required greenbelt landscaping along the
entire frontage of Beck Road Right of Way due to existing natural
features (coverage dalong entire frontage required;
approximately 40 percent coverage proposed);

d. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B. iii for absence of
required street trees within the right-of-way along Beck Road;

e. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for not
meeting the minimum requirements of canopy and sub canopy
frees in greenbelt along both Public Rights-of-way;

f. Landscape devidation from Section 5.5.3.E.i.c for not meeting the
street free requirements along Eight Mile Road if the Road
Commission for Oakland County does not allow some or all of
the required street trees along Eight Mile Road;

g. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.E.iv for nol meeting the
minimum requirements for Storm Basin Landscape (Shrubs
required; Canopy frees proposed);

h. Landscape deviation from Landscape Design Manual Section
1.d.(1) (d) for not meeting the required diversity of tree species for
a single family residential subdivision; i. Applicant shall provide
modelling data showing sufficient fire flows at the water main
dead end or applicant shall provide a loop connection
approved by the City Engineer during Preliminary Site Plan. An
offsite easement may be required for the loop connection;
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j. City Council variance from Appendix C Section 4.04(A) ( 1) of No
vi City Code for not providing a stub sireet to the subdivision
boundary along subdivision perimeter; and

k. City Council variance from Section 11-194(a) (7) of the Novi City
Code for exceeding the maximum distance between Eight Mile
Road and the proposed emergency dccess.

If the City Council approves the rezoning, the Planning Commission
recommends the following conditions be requirements of the
Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement:

a. Acceptance of applicant's offer of Public benefits as proposed:
i. Tax benefits for the City including significant property taxes and
potential Brownfield benefits from Odakland County.
ii. Significant Brownfield environmental cleanup.
iii. Installation of a "Welcome to Novi" landmark feature.
iv.$25,000 donation fo the Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Department to be applied toward the construction of
the nearby ITC Community Sports Park Trail.
v. High-end landscaping (i.e., exceeding ordinance
requirements, as determined at the time of site plan approval).
vi.The developer's financial contribution to complete the
construction of the sidewalk along the Eight Mile Road
frontage. The applicant has offered $75,000.

b. Applicant complying with the conditions listed in the staff and
consultant review letters, including satistying the concerns in
Wetlands and Woodlands review letters.

c. The applicant shall not conform with the City's Code
requirements for the required woodland replacement trees, with
an appropriate number of replacement trees being planted on
site, (as determined at the fime of Preliminary Site Plan), or the
applicant shall pay into the City's tree fund, per the
recommendation of the Planning Commission at the Public
Hearing.

This motion is made for the following reasons:

a. The applicant has presented a reasonable alternative to the
proposed Master Plan designation of a maximum of 0.8
units/acre to an actual 1.32 units/acre, and which supports
several objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use as noted in this
review letter.

b. The proposed density of 1.32 units/acre provides a reasonable
transitional use beilween the lower density developments to the
north and west, and the existing higher density developments to
the east, in the City of Northville, and Maybury State Park on the
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south side of Eight Mile Road.

c. The site will be adequately served by public utilities.

d. The proposed zoning and proposed use represents only a
nominal increase in expected site generated traffic relative to
development permitted under existing zoning.

e. Submittal of a concept plan, and any resulting PRO Agreement,
provides assurances to the Planning Commission and to the City
Council of the manner in which the property will be developed.

f. The proposed concept plan shows the intent of the applicant to
remediate environmental contamination of the site as a part of
the development plan, which will improve the land through the
removal of potential environmental hazards.

Member Markham liked the development, but did not approve of the loss of the
requirement to contribute to the tree fund.

Member Gatt spoke about the history of that area. He explained there were negative
comments made about him, but believes he has been fransparent and has always
acted in an ethical manner. He has always supported new development for the past
12 years. He believed this development will go a long way toward making Novi a
premier City. It is an investment that will bring millions of dollars into the City. He wiill
support it.

Member Mutch asked if there ever had been a waiver of the woodland ordinance in
the past. City Attorney Schuliz didn't know. He explained that it will be a provision in
the PRO agreement that will exercise the option that Council has under the woodlands
ordinance to grant variances. Member Mutch has not recalled ever granting a
variance to the woodlands replacement requirements. He thinks it sets a bad
precedent. Unfortunately, he understood the waiver for the woodlands requirement
was based on environmental costs related to the site and that was being addressed
through the Brownfield Authority reimbursement process. Then he was told it was due
to the upsizing of the landscaping. The landscaping report didn't indicate in a way he
felt comfortable with. He said if frees are cut down, they have to be replaced. He
hasn't seen justification for waiving it in this case. He has anissue with the City investing
$175,000 to put into sidewalks for this project and the costs are not being recouped. [t
benefits the residents, but it is a cost savings for the developer. He will not support it as it
is currently presented,

Member Casey also could not support it without the change to ltem C. where the
motion would require them to make the contribution to either replant the trees or make
a contribution to the tree fund. She felt it was important to keep the City's ordinance in
place. She didn't see any argument for the developer to overturn the ordinance.

Member Markham echoed what the previous speakers said. She said there are a lot of
good features of the development. She said it is probably the best proposal that she
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has seen for the property but didn't see a reason to deviate from the City's ordinances
in this case.

Roll call vote on CM 16-01-004 Yeas: Wrobel, Gatli, Staudt, Burke
Nays: Casey, Markham, Mutch

2. Consideration of a request from Mirabella Estates Condominium Association for a
variance from: 1) Section 2-210 of the Ordinance to waive the required legal
review escrow deposit, in the amount of $2,039 associated with the review of
legal document exhibits for the dedication of the road and utilities in the
condominium; and 2) Section 11-301 of the Ordinance to waive the required
fees in the amount of $8,200 for the City to prepare the record drawings showing
the completed utility locations on the project.

Member Mutch asked if there was anyone present from the Association. Mayor Gatt
noted no one was present from the Association. Member Mutch felt it was unfortunate
because he had questions related to the request and it would be difficult to get
additional information. He was inclined to deny the request because he thought it
would present a problematic precedence for the City to waive the requirements in this
case. He had some concerns of how this process unfolded. He said it was another
example of how homeowners and property tax payers are left with costs they should
have never had to pay for if the developer had done what they were supposed to do.
He said some of the details of the information provided raise concerns about the
development process. The Association needed to do their due diligence but he
wondered about how the developer was allowed to get away with not fulfilling their
obligations. He said there have been problems with other projects. It is an unfortunate
situation for the residents.

Member Markham exited the meeting due to a family emergency.
CM 16-01-005 Moved by Mutch, seconded by Burke; MOTION CARRIED: 4-0

Denial of a request from Mirabella Estates Condominium
Association for a variance from:

1) Section 2-210 of the Ordinance to waive the required legal
review escrow deposit, in the amount of $2,039 associated with
the dedication of the road and utilities in the condominium; and
2) Section 11-301 of the Ordinance to waive the required fees in
the amount of $8,900 for the City to prepare the record drawings
showing the completed utility locations on the project for the
following reasons:

O The fees are necessary fo pay a City consultant to complete
the documentation that is required in Sections 11-301 and
Section 26.5-33, prior to the acceptance of streets and utilities
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3/10/2016

PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY (PRO) AGREEMENT
DUNHILL PARK

AGREEMENT, by and among Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, a Michigan Limited
Partnership, whose address is 32300 Northwestern Highway, Suite 125, Farmington Hills, Ml
48334 (referred to as “Developer”); Allen H. Vigneron, Roman Catholic Archbishop of the
Archdiocese of Detroit, whose address is 12 State Street, Detroit. MI, 48226 (“Owner”); and the
City of Novi, 45175 West Ten Mile Road, Novi, M1 48375-3024 (“City”).

RECITATIONS:

Owner is the owner and Developer is the developer of an approximately 23.76-
acre parcel of property (with final acreage determined in accordance with the PSA
as hereinafter defined) located on the northwest corner of Eight Mile and Beck
Roads, herein known as the “Land” or the “Development” described on Exhibit
A, attached and incorporated herein. Owner and Developer are hereinafter
referred to as “Applicants.”

For purposes of improving and using the Land for a 31-unit detached single-
family residential development intended for owner occupancy, Applicants have
petitioned the City for an amendment of the Zoning Ordinance, as amended, so as
to reclassify the Land from RA Residential Acreage to R-1, Single Family
Residential. The RA classification shall be referred to as the “Existing
Classification” and R-1 shall be referred to as the “Proposed Classification.”

The Proposed Classification would provide Applicants with certain material
development options not available under the Existing Classification, and would be
a distinct and material benefit and advantage to the Applicants.

The City has reviewed and approved Applicants’ proposed petition to amend the
zoning district classification of the Land from the Existing Classification to the
Proposed Classification under the terms of the Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO)
provisions of the City’s Zoning Ordinance and has reviewed Applicants’ proposed
PRO Plan, including conceptual renderings of homes, attached hereto and
incorporated herein as Exhibit B (the “PRO Plan”), which is a conceptual or
illustrative plan for the potential development of the Land under the Proposed
Classification, and not an approval to construct the proposed improvements as



shown. The City has further reviewed the proposed PRO conditions offered or
accepted by Applicants.

In proposing the Proposed Classification to the City, Applicants have expressed a
firm and unalterable intent that Applicants will develop and use the Land in
conformance with the following undertakings by Applicants, as well as the
following forbearances by Applicants (each and every one of such undertakings
and forbearances shall together be referred to as the “Undertakings”):

A.

Applicants shall develop and use the Land solely for a 31-unit high-
quality, owner occupied, single-family residential project, in accordance
with the PRO Plan. Applicants shall forbear from developing and/or using
the Land in any manner other than as authorized and/or limited by this
Agreement and/or the terms of any other subsequent approvals, including
site plan approval, that may be obtained by Applicants from the City.

Applicants shall develop the Land in accordance with all applicable laws
and regulations, and with all applicable ordinances, including all
applicable setback requirements of the Zoning Ordinance with respect to
the Proposed Classification, except as expressly authorized herein or as
shown on the PRO Plan, or as authorized by other subsequent approvals,
including site plan approval, by the City. The PRO Plan is acknowledged
by the City and Applicants to be a conceptual plan for the purpose of
depicting the general development approval, and that preliminary and final
site plan approvals, which will require the submission and review of
additional information, are still required. Deviations from the provisions
of the City’s ordinances, rules, or regulations that are depicted in the PRO
Plan are approved by virtue of this Agreement; however, except as to such
specific deviations enumerated herein, Applicants’ right to develop the 31-
unit single-family development under the requirements of the Proposed
Classification shall be subject to and in accordance with all applications,
reviews, approvals, permits, and authorizations required under applicable
laws, ordinances, and regulations, including, but not limited to, site plan
approval, storm water management plan approval, woodlands and
wetlands permits, fagade approval, landscape approval, and engineering
plan approval, except as expressly provided in this Agreement or as part of
any other approval or permit granted by the City or its agencies.
Applicants acknowledge that the Planning Commission and Engineering
Division may impose additional conditions other than those contained in
this Agreement during detailed site plan reviews and approvals as
authorized by law; provided, however, that such conditions shall not be
inconsistent with the PRO Plan or this Agreement and shall not change or
eliminate any development right authorized thereby.

In addition to any other ordinance requirements, Applicants shall comply
with all applicable ordinances for storm water and soil erosion



requirements and measures throughout the site during the design and
construction phases, and subsequent use, of the development contemplated
in the Proposed Classification.

D. Applicants shall provide the following Public Benefits/Public
Improvements in connection with the development of the Land:

1. Residences that exceed the minimum architectural standards of the
City and are similar, in the City’s determination, to those
conceptual architectural renderings in the PRO Plan attached as
Exhibit B.

2. Clean-up of an environmentally-contaminated former trucking site.
The clean-up is to include the removal and remediation of any site
contamination, including but not limited to, underground storage
tanks or hazardous or toxic substances existing on, under, above or
upon the Land. The clean-up shall result in a site that is safe for
residential occupancy and that complies with the unrestricted
residential clean-up criteria of the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ), to the satisfaction of the City’s
environmental consultants.

3. Installation, at Applicants’ cost, of a “Welcome to Novi” sign as a
landmark feature, with the details of the sign (size, location,
materials, and the like) to be determined by the City;

4, Installation of additional or alternative landscaping as shown in the
PRO Plan and subject to final approval by the City at the time of
site plan approval.

5. Payment of $25,000 toward the construction of the nearby ITC
Sports Park Trail, which is likely to be used by future residents of
the development. Such payment shall be due prior to the issuance
of the initial permit for development.

E. The following PRO Conditions shall apply to the Land and/or be
undertaken by Applicants:

1. Applicants acknowledge that the Land contains areas of elevated
level of arsenic as a result of its prior use as well as buried debris,
and that the site was formerly used in connection with a trucking
operation. Applicants have therefore requested the City’s support
for and approval of a Brownfield Redevelopment Plan using the
Oakland County Brownfield Redevelopment Authority. Prior to the
issuance of any building permits within the Development, Applicants
shall be required to clean up, remove, and remediate any and all site



contamination, including but not limited to any underground storage
tanks or hazardous or toxic substances existing on, under, above or
upon the Land such that the Land is safe for use for single family
residential homes in conformance with MDEQ unrestricted
residential clean-up criteria, and conforms to the Applicants’
Brownfield Redevelopment Plan requirements pursuant to MDEQ
approved certificate(s) of completion.  Compliance with this
condition shall be subject to review by the City’s environmental
consultants. For purposes of this Agreement, the term "hazardous
substance(s)" shall mean any hazardous or toxic material, substance
or waste, which is defined by or for which the production,
processing, sale, handling and/or disposal thereof is regulated as a
hazardous or toxic material or waste under any applicable statute,
law, rule or regulation of any federal, state or local governmental
authority.

Applicants shall contribute $75,000 toward construction of a
sidewalk along the site’s frontage as now being undertaken by the
City. Such payment shall be due prior to the issuance of the initial
permit for development.

Installation and maintenance of landscaping in accordance with the
Landscaping Plan that is part of the PRO Plan, and permanently
maintaining such landscaping to a professional standard. The
landscaping shall be subject to review by the City at the time of
final site plan approval; however, any additional requirements at
the time of such approval shall not be inconsistent with nor
detrimentally effect the deviations granted with regard to
landscaping in this Agreement.

Compliance with all conditions set forth in the staff and consultant
review letters attached in Exhibit C, provided, however, that such
conditions shall not be inconsistent with the PRO Plan or this
Agreement and shall not change or eliminate any development
right authorized thereby.

Applicants shall plant the number of woodland replacement trees
determined at the time of final site plan approval to be required on
site (at the time of this Agreement expected to be 231 trees). The
woodland replacement trees shall be approximately 4 inches in
diameter, provided that the City shall approve the species of such
trees at the time of site plan approval. To the extent that all of the
required replacements cannot be replaced on site, as determined by
the City at the time of preliminary site plan approval, the
remainder of the replacement trees shall be waived, and Applicants
shall not be required to pay the equivalent amount into the City’s



tree fund. All other provisions of the City’s woodlands and
landscape ordinances shall apply except as provided herein.

6. The City acknowledges that the design and appearance of the homes
may change as the development proceeds and may not be exactly as
shown in the renderings in Exhibit B. However, Applicants
specifically acknowledge that they have promised high-quality
architecture and appearance as a benefit to secure this rezoning. The
Department of Community Development will determine as part of
the plot plan approval process whether the proposed home meets the
requirements of this Agreement and the PRO Plan. Any
modifications to the design and appearance of the homes as
represented to the City must be reviewed pursuant to the
administrative site plan approval process provided for in the Zoning
Ordinance, and must be approved by the Community Development
Department.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1.

Upon the Proposed Classification becoming final following entry into this
Agreement:

a. The Undertakings and PRO Conditions shall be binding on Applicants and

the Land;
b. Applicants shall act in conformance with the Undertakings; and
C. Applicants shall forbear from acting in a manner inconsistent with the

Undertakings;

The following deviations from the standards of the zoning ordinance are hereby
authorized pursuant to §7.13.D.i.c (2) of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

a. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow reduction in the
required minimum lot size and minimum lot width for one-family detached
dwellings reviewed against R-1 Zoning standards to allow for smaller lots
(21,780 square feet and 120 feet required, 13,860 square feet and 90 feet
provided);

b. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow reduction in minimum
side yard setback and aggregate side yard setback for one-family detached
dwellings reviewed against R-1 Zoning standards (15 feet with 40 feet
aggregate required, 10 feet with 30 feet minimum aggregate provided);



Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for absence of required
berm and required greenbelt landscaping along the entire frontage of Beck
Road Right of Way due to existing natural features (coverage along entire
frontage required; approximately 40 percent coverage proposed);

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B. iii for absence of required street
trees within the existing natural areas along the right-of-way along Beck Road,
provided, however, that the trees are placed as close as possible to the correct
position;

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for not meeting the
minimum requirements for the required mix of of canopy and sub canopy trees
in greenbelt along both Public Rights-of-way;

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.E.i.c for not meeting the street tree
requirements along Eight Mile Road if the Road Commission for Oakland
County does not allow some or all of the required street trees along Eight Mile
Road;

Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.E.iv for not meeting the minimum
requirements for Storm Basin Landscape (Shrubs required; Canopy trees
proposed);

Landscape deviation from Landscape Design Manual Section 1.d.(1)(d) for not
meeting the required diversity of tree species for a single family residential
subdivision;

Applicants shall provide modelling data showing sufficient fire flows at the
water main dead end or applicant shall provide a loop connection approved by
the City Engineer during Preliminary Site Plan. An offsite easement may be
required for the loop connection;

Variance from Section 4.04 (A)(1) of the Novi City Code for the absence of
street extensions to the site boundary at access intervals not to exceed 1,300 ft.

Variance from Section 11-194(a)(7) of the Novi City Code for exceeding the
maximum distance between Eight Mile Road and the proposed emergency
access.

Waiver of required payments into tree fund for replacement trees that cannot
be replaced on-site as determined by the City at the time of site plan approval,
as further described in this Agreement.

. Because of the initial environmental clean-up that is required, Applicants may,
upon securing preliminary site plan approval and appropriate woodlands
approval, enter upon the land for the purpose of commencing the



environmental clean-up activities as described herein, provided that Applicants
receive from the City a Land Improvement Permit under Chapter 12 of the City
Code, which may include approval by the City’s environmental consultants.
Applicants acknowledge and agree that any such work shall be at their own
risk, and that the City’s authorization to commence such work shall not
constitute or require approval by the City of site plan approval or any other
required approvals.

n. Limited authorization for delay in planting of street trees and/or replacement
trees that are shown as placed at the back of individual lots/units (not common
areas or along/adjacent to rights-of-way). To the extent the zoning ordinance
requires planting of such trees before construction of a home on the lot,
Applicants may defer such planting until completion of construction of the
home on such lot/unit; provided, however, that such delay authorization shall
not apply as to units/lots along Beck Road or Eight Mile Road; as to those
lots/units, such trees shall be planted at the time required by the ordinance, as
those trees are intended to form a visual buffer. Identification of which trees
qualifiy for delayed planting shall be determined at the time of site plan
review.

In the event Applicants proceed with actions to complete improvement of the
Land in any manner other than as provided in this Agreement, the City shall be
authorized to revoke all outstanding building permits and certificates of
occupancy issued for such building and use following notice to Applicant and a
reasonable opportunity to cure.

Applicants acknowledge and agree that the City has not required the
Undertakings. The Undertakings have been voluntarily offered by Applicants in
order to provide an enhanced use and value of the Land, to protect the public
safety and welfare, and to induce the City to rezone the Land to the Proposed
Classification so as to provide material advantages and development options for
the Applicants.

All of the Undertakings represent actions, improvements, and/or forbearances that
are directly beneficial to the Land and/or to the development of and/or marketing
of a 31-unit single-family residential development. The burden of the
Undertakings on the Applicants is roughly proportionate to the burdens being
created by the development, and to the benefit which will accrue to the Land as a
result of the requirements represented in the Undertakings.

In addition to the provisions in Paragraph 2, above, in the event Applicants, or
their respective successors, assigns, and/or transferees proceed with a proposal
for, or other pursuit of, development of the Land in a manner which is in material
violation of the Undertakings, the City shall, following notice and a reasonable
opportunity to cure, have the right and option to take action using the procedure
prescribed by law for the amendment of the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance



10.

11.

12.

13.

applicable to the Land to amend the Master Plan and zoning classifications of the
Land to a reasonable classification determined appropriate by the City, and
neither Applicants nor their respective successors, assigns, and/or transferees,
shall have any vested rights in the Proposed Classification and/or use of the Land
as permitted under the Proposed Classification, and Applicants shall be estopped
from objecting to the rezoning and reclassification to such reasonable
classifications based upon the argument that such action represents a
“downzoning” or based upon any other argument relating to the approval of the
Proposed Classification and use of the Land; provided, this provision shall not
preclude Applicants from otherwise challenging the reasonableness of such
rezoning as applied to the Land. In the event the City rezones the Land to a use
classification other than the Proposed Classification, this Agreement shall
terminate and be null and void.

By execution of this Agreement, Applicants acknowledge that they have acted in
consideration of the City approving the Proposed Classification on the Land, and
Applicants agree to be bound by the provisions of this Agreement.

After consulting with an attorney, Applicants understand and agree that this
Agreement is authorized by and consistent with all applicable state and federal
laws and Constitutions, that the terms of the Agreement are reasonable, that it
shall be estopped from taking a contrary position in the future, and that the City
shall be entitled to injunctive relief to prohibit any actions by the Applicant
inconsistent with this Agreement.

This Agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding upon and inure to the
benefit of the parties to this Agreement and their respective heirs, successors,
assigns and transferees, and shall be recorded by either party with the office of the
Oakland County Register of Deeds.

The Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) shall have no jurisdiction over the Property
or the application of this Agreement until after site plan approval and construction
of the development as approved therein.

No waiver of any breach of this Agreement shall be held to be a waiver of any
other or subsequent breach. All remedies afforded in this Agreement shall be
taken and construed as cumulative, that is, in addition to every other remedy
provided by law.

This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Michigan, both as to
interpretation and performance. Any and all suits for any and every breach of this
Agreement may be instituted and maintained in any court of competent
jurisdiction in the County of Oakland, State of Michigan.

This Agreement may be signed in counterparts.



{Signatures begin on following page}



WITNESSES: DEVELOPER

HUNTER PASTEUR HOMES DUNHILL
PARK, LLC
Print Name:

By:

Print Name:
Its: Manager

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) sS
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

On this day of , 2016, before me appeared
who states that he has signed this document of his own free will duly authorized on behalf of the
Developer.

, Notary Public
County
Acting in County
My commission expires:

10



WITNESSES: OWNER

ALLEN H. VIGNERON, ROMAN
CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF THE
ACRCHDIOCESE OF DETROIT

Print Name:

By:

Print Name:
Its:  Allen H. Vigneron

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) sS
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

On this day of , 2016, before me appeared
who states that he has signed this document of his own free
will duly authorized on behalf of the Owner.

, Notary Public
County
Acting in County
My commission expires:

11



Print Name:

Print Name:

Print Name:

Print Name:

STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF OAKLAND )

On this day of

CITY OF NOVI

By:

Robert J. Gatt, Mayor

By:

Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk

, 2016, before me appeared Robert J. Gatt and

Maryanne Cornelius, who stated that they had signed this document of their own free will on
behalf of the City of Novi in their respective official capacities, as stated above.

, Notary Public
County
Acting in County
My commission expires:

12



Drafted by:

Elizabeth Kudla Saarela

Johnson, Rosati, Schultz & Joppich
27555 Executive Drive, Suite 250
Farmington Hills, M1 48331

When recorded return to:
Maryanne Cornelius, Clerk
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Road
Novi, Ml 48375-3024

13



EXHIBIT A

LAND
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EXHIBIT B

PRO PLAN
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MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES.
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LANDSCAPE PLANS PREPARED BY:
GRISSIM METZ ANDRIESE ASSOCIATES
300 EAST CADY STREET
NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN 48167

PHONE: 248.347.7010

|Z| SEIBER, KEAST ENGINEERING, L.L.C.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

100 MAINCENTRE e SUITE 10 ® NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN * 48167
PHONE: 248.308.3331 FAX: 248.308.3335

SURVEY PROVIDED BY:
ALPINE SURVEYING, INC.
46890 WEST ROAD, SUITE 109
NOVI, MICHIGAN 48377
PHONE:  248.926.3701

WOODLAND PLANS PREPARED BY:
ALLEN DESIGN
557 CARPENTER
NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN 48167
PHONE:  248.467.4668

FIRE DEPARTMENT NOTES

AH fire nydrants and water molns sholl be installed and In service
r to above foundation building construction as each phase is
B

All roads sholl be paved and capable of supporting 35 tons prior
to construction above foundation.

Building addresses shall be posted facing the street during al
phoses of construction. Addresses shall be o minimum of three
inches in height on a contrasting background.

Provide 4—6" diameter concrete filed steel posts 48" above finish
grade ot each hydrant os required

Fire lanes shall be posted with “Fire Lane — No Parking”
accordance with Ordinance #85.99.02.

signs in

WETLAND INFORMATION PROVIDED BY:
KING & MACGREGOR ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
43050 FORD ROAD, SUITE 130

CANTON, MICHIGAN 48187

PHONE:  734.354.0594

REVISIONS ENGINEER'S SEAL

| Rev peR oy / DELETE ONE LT | 10-20-15

[DESIGNED BY: AL |708 NUMBER: 14=011
CHECKED BY: P.X. IDRAVING FILE: 14-01{sP—Cs

paTE: 02-16-15




[CONNECT PROP. 12" W TO AN SOIL CLASSIFICATION
EXISTING 12° MAIN, 1160 FT. +/-|
T THE WEST.

THE SO SURVEY
NTY. MCHIGAN, PUBLISHED BY UNITED STATES

SOL GLASSFICATIONS WERE DETERMINED BY
OF OAKLAND Cou
DEPARTNENT OF AGRICULTURE, SOL CONSERVATION SERCE.

CAPAC SANDY LOAW, 0 TO 4% SLOPES
GSHTEMO-BOYER LOAMY SANDS, 6 TO 12% SLOPES
WASEPI SANDY LOAN.

LOAN, 0 T0 3% SLOPES
BLOUNT LOAM, 0 TO 4% SLOPES.

§ 60 1t
UDIPSAMNENTS, UNDULATING
w
B SOIL MAP
PARCEL NO. PE;
2232”400
%,
Sy » & s
L WETLAND K, N
0.04 ACRES .
1319.98'(R) 0.04 Ac . %, s oy, WETLAND IMPACT
o, = G e -
5 L - Sl 0Esae > TLAND 25" BUFFER  25' BUFFER
£ 20 o e 8 _ WETLAND ~ AREA IMPACT AREA  AREA  DISTURBANCE
{4 © i St 7 N i WELAD A = f, £ (AC.) (AC.) (AC.) (AC))
H 8%, s P A 122 0.36 1.08 0.66
ul " 3% 5 DUNHILL: PARK < /Q' BECK ROAD c 0.29 0.04 0.56 0.42
r& d % B%ST > D a.01 0.01 0.09 0.09
%, E a0t 0.0t o .11
G .
TE\ e i UNIT TABLE F 0.04 0.04 013 013
E RN RN UNIT # [ AREA (SF) [WDTH (SF) G 0.06 0.06 014 0.14
g F EF 1 oo, et ; oo prape H 1.09 0.05 0.43 0.33
| S5 - - i 0.007 0.007 a0 0.09
| 8 = S ot P 2 14034 10427 K 0.04 0.04 047 017
[3 % = ) 5 13,650 Tor00"
4l e P ENTR) v 5 B TOTAL: 2.767 0.617 2.80 214
Hi L3 o sy, = n 4783 Tores
pICE == 5 e oroe TOTAL WETLAND FILL = 0.617 AC
| =
= | B T e ” 3 aiee | oeoo
g | \RAlD WDETECTARLE e e e — = "
IS % / mmfé WN\R T, | T, | i&‘?}{fgﬁ > e T P
1 g ~ | .EE%&W’;{‘;% BT L 14,048 10400 PROPOSED ONE—FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SITE CONDOMINIUM
| I g | O ‘g “13 ° 14039 10400 CURRENT ZONING: "R—A"
. / % B N gy e, "Wg“ . " © = T04.00°
2 B 2, S v, & Fn s\
H * % , o 2 € i;w s 10° Nas 82654\ 1" 14,030 104.00° AREA GROSS = 23.761 ACRES
a% f\'F\\\\\\ \\~> S bzt 2 15184 104.00" AREA NET = EXCLUDING STATUTORY R.O.W. ON EIGHT MILE
U, i 3 15,184 10800" ROAD (33') = 23.511 ACRES.
dpft \
Qi RS N D " 1,84 104.00
AT S ' frp . —] PROPOSED DESIGN CRITERIA
E LN % ¢ N5 REMIDIATION AREA |PER i 93570 s a 12273 ” -
It N WX i o e pevpen (CONSISTENT WITH "R—3 ZONING")
NI % REMIDIATION AREA PER \ %2 = oo prrpe MINIMUM LOT SIZE = 12,000 SQFT.
% g MEDOWELL & ASSOGIATES " MINIMUM LOT WIDTH = 90.00 FEET
3 30/ 3 W | wew | mw
il g N / = FRONT SETBACK = 30 FEET
i g SRS T 7.5 .
N N \(\—‘\_\\ N B oo m“' REAR SETBACK = 35 FEET
i <! ;5; K 0% S \;\_;y i:' va QMU, SIDE YARD SETBACK = 10 FEET (MINIMUM)
4 N APPROXIMATE AREAS OF CONTAMINATED AND FILL i 9000 SIDE YARD SETBACK = 30 FEET (AGGREGATE)
3 ‘ e SOIL_TO BE REMOVED AND REMEDIATED DURNG 2 20359 000"
b CONSTRUCTION, INCLUDING POTENTIAL USE OF
! | & PLINGS FOR BASEVENTS AS REQUIRED. 2 15646 108,56 JOTAL OPEN SPACE
[ SN - OPEN SPACE "A" = 661 AG.
S - T st TYPICAL LOT 2 18781 9966 CPEN SPACE 8" = 0.83 AC.
K s = == 000" CPEN SPACE "C" = 0.20 AC.
» % NEEA mzmmk&s.a P o o
x % (R =ikt o, s e ee| eEETIINE
| f .+ AN NN D % 2|z OPEN SPACE "E" = 0.06 AC.
23087 i 2 17427 s32v TOTAL OPEN SPACE = 7.76 ACRES
" Bt = 20570 prp 33.00% OF NET SITE AREA
g
" A by 5 . o o | 2 19,788 14095
3 7 3 B BT P e PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
“ %b & 28 s 5 o35 " MUNIGIPAL SEWER TO BE PROVIDED BY CONNECTING TO AN
e R e - 12087 EXISTING 12" SANITARY SEWER LOCATED AT THE NORTHERLY
"3 R PROPERTY LINE.
3 }
#, 7 — NoTE. 2. MUNICIPAL WATER TO BE PROVIDED BY CONNECTING TO EXISTING
5, 9] Y- e LOT WIDTH IS THE STRAIGHT LINE 12" WATER MAIN LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF EIGHT MILE
N o - 2 32-400 = DISTANCE BETWEEN THE SOE LOT Lnes, ROAD AND 1,100 FT, WEST OF THE WESTERLY PROPERTY LINE.
% ! AN sl2 e N FRONT AR SEEACK e ALL PROPOSED WATER MAIN SHALL BE 12" AND 8" DUCTILE
) aqg ROM. 2 oo un INTERSECTS THE SIDE LOT LINES IRON CL.54 AS SHOWN.
A, T NS y UNE | — 8% 104" TYP., — Joivatibvie 3. STORM WATER DETENTION SHALL BE PROVIDED ON SITE.
AE NO PARING SN & - =
| N NOTES: 4. 5 WIDE CONCRETE SIDEWALKS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON
» 3 BOTH SIDES OF ALL INTERIOR ROADWAYS. AN B—F
1. WOODLANDS PLAN, TREE INVENTORY REMOVAL & REPLACEMENT PLAN WILL BE CONCRETE WALK SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ALONG EIGHT MILE
PROVIDED WITH PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN. ROAD AND BECK ROAD. ALL SIDEWALK STUBS SHALL BE

PROVIDED WITH RAMPS & DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACES.

s % 2. 25 WDE VEGETATED BUFFER SHALL BE PROVIDED AROUND THE PERIMETER OF
o THE STORM WATER BASIN. 5. ALL ROADWAYS TO BE PUBLIC.
> 3 3. SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR BERM DETALS ALONG B MILE ROAD AND 6. A CITY OF NOV RIGHT—OF—WAY PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR WORK
S\ g fo %, : WITHIN ANY PUBLIC ROAD RIGHT—OF —WAY.
f A J, N
3{ gL # ROAD CROSS SECTION
o 1 \ S £d ; o row DUNHILL PARK

kN 15 o cRveL Accessd ) ) ' 3 38 Sores o e ;

. o oEfiON B 4 /) R s P St e csTamRe e Tinan SN SECTION 32, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST
% * -, 108 ACRES e q % SRR 2 CITY OF NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN

: £ . 3 S10P€ 000 pen .

REVISIONS

5 woe
coNG, WAL

PROP. 8 WD.%, el 'ADD EMERGENGY AGCESS PER C=En

o ARy PER GRAVEL (177 e
-, 7, 40 LanpsoAPE. 2 | v o e e men | et

| < unoeroRAN SYSTEM
o) L T, GREENBELT EASE.|s; PAVENENT CROSS-SECTON PGR OTY OF  (GONTRAGTOR SHALL PROWDE | | rev pen v i
g NOW RECUREMENTS 45 REQUIRED BY FELD ENGNEER) | 4 |wev rem arv / oeee one ot | 10-20-15
LEGEND
i EXISTING PROPOSED
2 PAVEMENT (ASPHALT)
CImm=m SDE WAL (CONGRETE)

CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER

708 NUMBER: 14011

> T —
s PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY
R e el (PRO) PLAN
e I A END SECTION
EEEEEE weno v e & omu SEIBER, KEAST SHEET
[T verwo asmennener == mrimim =i = R ENGINEERING, L.L.C.
N cosume oess
% us %] WETLAND MTIGATION * Van ol SPOT ELEVATION 100 MAINCENTRE o SUITE 10 ® NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN » 48167




NN
N
T

| TRIBUTARY AREA

PRE-DEVELOPMENT (SW) — e 480 ACRES

TRIBUTARY AREA 7.08 ACRES

—.|——— — e e e e - - - - - - - T r - - -
“ 1 | — 1
P ) - PRE-DEVELOPMENT (NW) —+——

i _

1

1

AN

MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE:

THE_PROPERTY OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF THE
DETENTION BASIN. MANTENANCE SHOULD BE PERFORMED FOLLOWING ANY
ANY STORM AND SHOULD INCLUDE:

1. CHECKING THE DEPTH OF SEDIMENT DEPOSIT TO
ENSURE THE CAPACITY OF THE BASIN IS ADEQUATE FOR
STORM WATER AND SEDIMENT DEPOSITION, AND FOR THE
REMOVING OF SEDIMENT.

2. CHECKING THE BASIN FOR PIPING, SEEPAGE, OR
OTHER MECHANICAL DAMAGE.

CHECKING FOR THE PRESENCE OF ANY SOIL CAKING,
WHICH WOULD PREVENT PROPER DRAINAGE FROM THE
BASN.

4. CHECKING THE OUTFALL TO ENSURE DRAINAGE IS NOT
CAUSING ANY ROSIVE VELOCITIES AND TO ENSURE THE.
OQUTLET IS NOT CLOGGED.

5. ANY PROBLEM DISCOVERED DURING THE MANTENANCE
CHECKS SHOULD BE ADDRESSED INMEDIATELY.

6. SEDIVENT REMOVED DURING CLEANING SHOULD BE
PLACED AT AN UPLAND AREA AND STABILIZED SO THAT
IT'DOES NOT RE-ENTER THE DRAINAGE COURSE.

! TRIBUTARY AREA TO ™
/" DETENTION BASIN

SEDIMENT FILTER DETAIL
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Tree List
Required
TagNe.  DBM  CommonMams  GotenicslName  Condifon Femaks  Repacement

2 T usmnbre P Poo Oipria. Fame 3
5 B Awmenene e e Poci Dipda Remow z
; % Baklemt  Reomipewoicica | Ged | Remow :

7385 Commonubemy Mo o Cood  Ramom .
S IR0 Conmontibeny  Mos dbe oot Remow .
o T e Kot sacenarm Goot
b W Baklocust  Rovnsprewoncios  UiyOw  Remoe 2
B © o Picea pungens Good Romow i
i 2t Uiy Gt Remons 2
W oo Remow/Exermpt
BT ewkics Robiapeeutoacaca  Good  Remae .
BT Sugervent Acersaccram oot Romow 3
7 7 Sugage Acer saccharum Ced remow :
B a S e saceraron oot Remow 5
B em ehilm  Rememedoon G Rom 3
x  Sugae Acersaccrarum Uilly Gt RomowEsomt
2 Suga ste e saccrarum Gooa e
2 11 Blckwama  Jgons o o RemowErempt
= Sackwand  dugons s Gond RemowEremit
u 1 Uoigwdnos  Jdipens sop Good cerEsermpt
% 2 Shnem Vi punia Uity Ct RemoEsemit
= T AmmcnEm Ui anercana Goni Remowram
7 o Commontiubeny s abe oo RemowErenit
2 §  BackWand | lujans nga oot RemomlEran
= 5 Eeckwant s pow erExem
* S Bakvana  lemnon oot RemowEsemt
S bew RemaeiExernt
= 5 i Acars: oot RemowEremit
35 10131316 Eostem Cotiowood  Fopus selides oot RamomEremnt
« B GreenSonce cea purgens G RemowErent
5 % cemcewe e ot RemowEsem
s ot Aripes e 55 ot RemowEremit
3 rt Commontiumem Mo b o RemowEremt
@ ekt Rebmapesescsm  Good
PE S it negundo HoowFai
G m et e oo Fooural Remoe 5
3 % memenpre  Pisnge o Femoe 2
“ % Damlecwt  Romipedomica  Cud Remoe Z
hs T ekt Reomapedoescs  Ga  Remas :
% 002 Bckloos  Robmpedoscaon  Good  Remoe 3
9 1221 Baklost  Ribmapedoscaca  Good  Remow :
@ 82 Ghcklewst  Rbmapeedocws  Good  Remos s
‘@ % CommonMubeny  Mows a Good  Remos 2
S 021 Bkloust | Robmapseoscaca  Good  Remoe :
51 p n S Pices purgens oot Ramow 2
& W CommonNubery  Mons abo HollowFat  Remow H
& W Suga et Acessaczhan Gons
s 5 Shennem Vs g Good  Remow '
S 2 Conmonnubery  Mous abe Gt Remow 3
56 M Red Maple Acer rbm Good Remaove 3
s % Sugepte corsacchanum G Remow 2
50 v sbenem Vmus g Good  Remow 2
s % Shamnem Uinus punia Qoo Remow :
@ §  sewntim Uimus pumia Gond RemwEsamy
@z Ewencolonweod Popuks e Goud  RemowErempt
& b Lot wdisa vocanns  Good  RemowEsenit
@ W Awmbee P age ot FamowEen
o W bk e apseutoacaca  Gond  Remow 0
& W aSpuce  Peaa pungans Gt Ramoe 2
5 §  ColmrenCetw dmpenswonons  Gosd  FemmerExemst
0 1 Uptdriper | donpans s5p oot RemowEsemt
” 2 mgtunms  domgensop Good  RemowEsemt
» 5 oo e o ot RemowEremit
= s Sweaném D punia Goud RemoEremit
s 1 CovemmeaCein  lmpewsdgnens G RemoeiSiem
7 1 EamsemRedCsd lmpenawonaa  Good  Remoelxempt
” o el - ot RamowEsem
% @ BoE oot RemowEsemnt
7 o Comem Dt pania oot
% 8 Scemnen Vms punie oot RemowEsemst
o 8 Essiem Cotonwood  Popuks detodes poss
5 8 Eastern Cotomwond  Pogalus delades Good
©  ow « ot Remo s
@ % Burow AU S 2
w % Eastom otonwood  Popuius deles God  Remow 2
& T EovemGatomasd Peopuke dotades oo Famow :
M % Commontiubem  Mous sbe oot Remow H
@ ©  Bck Grary na Good  Remow i
3 o Sugariple Acer sscctanun Gont Famow i
5 S borEuer Aco gurco ot Ramow '
o T Bk Crery Prunus seotna Gad  Remow 2
W e10  Soscuer et neund et Rumne 3
& 88 Conmnrew  Pynwam Good  Remoe 2
4 s cncn oo :
5 T Suqervaple corsocchanm Goor  Remoweremt
w1 Seenem Uinus pua Gad  Remow
W e Remow/Ssarnt
w78 Commonpew s 5 Goor  roma '
T 0 Commonubery bous abo oo Remow i
208 0 Box Elder ot negundo Good  Remow 1
M % Commonpe s 535 Gt Remowe p
31 Commonthubemy  Mous ate ot Remoe i
B8 eoree e e ot amom '
R ot Acornegundo Good  Remoe h
N5 e Bortuw e e Goud Rumow 3
25 Bereld Acer negundo Gt Remow i
s serduw e g oo Remoe '
O et Acernegundo Good  Remow i
B s meccur e e Goud Remow 2
@w r serse Acerneqund ot Remow 2
ws S Acernegunds God  Remow i
2 8 Seemntm Uit pumia Gons  FamowExempi
50 & Shenem G pmia oot RemowEremit
% s Steanem Ui pania oo RemowEramt
% Sewmem Vms punia Gond RemowEsemt
W s soea Acernegundo Good .
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Required Required
CommonName  BoumicaiName  Condifion Remarks Replacomant TagNo.  DBH Comman Name i Condition Remarks. Replacomont
& of Heawen Alanthus alissima Good  Remoe 384 9 Eastem Cotionwood  Popuus deltoides Good  Remow 1
Tiee of Hoaien Alanehus lissima Goos  Remow 1 a5 11 Easten Cottonwoad  Populs dellordes Good  Remow 1
Elder Acer nequado Good  Remoe 1 3 75 Eastem Cationwood  Populus dellcides Good  Remow 1
Box Eider Acer negundo Goos  Remoe 1 a6 8 Easten Coltomwood  Populus deltoides Good  Remow 1
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 3w 17 Amercan Er Jmus amencana Good  Remow 2
RemowiExempt ass 13 Sibenan€m imus punila Good  Remoe 2
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remoe 1 08 18 Sugarmapie e sacananm Good  Remaw 2
Eox Elder Acer negunda Gosd  Remow 1 307 5 Black Creny Prunus serctina Good  Remow 1
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 388 15 AmercanEim Uimus americana Good  Remowe 2
Romow/Exempt 399 2 Amencon Em Uimus amencana, Good  Remow 3
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 a0 o Bur Quereus macrocama Good  Remow 2
Common Mubery Motz aiba Good  Hamaw 9 a1 11 Box Eter Acer negundo Gaod  Remoe 1
Remow/Exempt g © Bumok Quercus macrocama Good  Remoe 2
Box Cider Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 a0 15 BumOak Quereus macrocama Good  Sae
Ho Hider Ace negunco Good  Remow 1 a0a 5 BoxEler Acer negundo Good  Sme
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 05 1 Box X Acer negun Good  Sae
RomawwiE; 406 71225 American Elm imus americana Good  Romow 5
Remoue Exempl a7 1 Box Etder Acer negund Good  Remow 1
a8 5 Boeuer Acer negundo God _Remow 1
Binck Locust Robmapseioscoc  Good  Remoe 2 10 15 Box Etder ‘Acer negundo Good  Remow 2
Remowe/Exempt an 10 BoxEtder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1
RemorelExemat a2 1 Box Eter Acer negundo Good  Ramow 1
RemaueiExempt an 9 BoxEwer Acer negundo Good
Remawe/E> 14 & BocErer Acer negundo Good
RemareiExamat ann 810 Gox Elder Acer negundo Good  Remowe 3
RemawerExempt 418 8 BoxEuer e negundo Good
Box Elder Acer negundo Goos  Remow 1 19 2 Eastem Cotionwood  Populus deliodes Good
Box Elder Goss  Remow 1 a0 10 Eastem Cottonwood  Populus deltoces Good  Sme
Box Elder Good  Remow 2 a2t 32 Box Eter .. Good
Box Elder Good  Remoe 1 a2 6 BoxEler Acer negundo Good  Sme
Amencan Eim Good  Remoe 2 a5 1N BoxErser ‘Acer negundo On Graund/Poor Remove 1
o Elder Good  Remoe 1 s 8 Goxer Acer negundo Good  Remowe 1
Biack Locust Good  Remow 1 a2 5 BoxEter Acer negundo Good  Remow 1
Black Locust Good  Remow 3 20 6 Eox Etder Acer negundo Goos  Remaw 1
Amencan Eim s Goss  Remow 2 a3 1013 Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remos 3
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 2 a3 2 Black Locust Robriapseudoacaca  Good  Remowe 2
Black Cherry ws secctn Good  Remoe 1 an 512 elack Locust Rebmapsedoacaca  Goss  Remow 2
Eastern Cottonwood  Populus deltodes Goss  Remow 1 P 5 Sweet Cheny Prunus awm Good  Remoe 1
Easfom Cottorwood  Populus dellides. Good  Remow 2 a3s & BorEder er negundo Goos  Remow 1
Black Locust jova psaudoacoca Fai  Remow 1 % 85 Black Locust Robriapseioscsca  Good  Remo 3
o 1o Acer negundo Goos _ Remow 1 a3 & BotEuer Acerne Good  Remoe 1
Black Loust Robiova psevdoacacm  Good  Remow z £ 10 Eastem Cottonwoo  Populus deltoces Gosd  Remene 1
Bl Acer nagundo Good  Remow 1 a3 5 ShenanEl Vimus pumila Good  Remowe 1
Remawe/Exempt a41 743 Amecan Em imus americana Good  Remow 2
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 a2 58 Black Chery Prunus serctina Good  Remowe 2
Black Locust Robiva pseudoscacra  Good  Remove 1 a3 & Boc Acer negundo Good  Remoe 1
Black Locust Robiom psevdoncocs  Good  Remoe 2 aaa 2 Ameican Em imus amercana Good  Remow 3
Black Locust Robiovapseudocaca  Good  Remoe 2 a5 1 Amercan Eim Vimus americana. Good
RemaweiExempt 58 Box cer negundo Good  Remoe 3
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 aar 15 Amencan €k Imus amencana Goos  Remene 2
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 2 a8 22 Eastem Cotiowood  Populus delloides. Good  Remo 3
Box Elder Acer negunda Goos  Remow 1 450 Dead Remow/Exampt
Box Elder cer negundo Good  Remawe 1 451 5 Amencan€im imus amencana Good 1
Biack Locust Robimapsesdorcoc  Good  Remose 3 a5 9 AmencanEim Uimus amencana Goos
Box Elder cer negundo Good  Remow 1 asa B Bhack Wilow Sai rigra Good
Eiack Locust Robmapsestoscaca  Goos  Remoe 3 45 2 Black Witow salanigia Good
RemowefExempt as7 9 Black witow Sain ngra Good
Box Eider Acer negundo Goos  Remow 1 58 & Black Wiow Solx rigra Good
Eiger er neguns Goos  Remow 1 50 B Black Wiow Salu rigra Good
Eastein Cottonwood  Populus gellides. Good  Remow 1 61 8 lack Wilow Saiw rigra Good
Box Eider cer negundo Good  Remoe 1 462 11 Black Witow Salx nigia Good
Eox Elder Acer negunca Good  Remow 1 63 1 Black Witow Saiu ngra Goos
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remoe 3 464 8 Black Wilow ol rigra Good
American Eim Uinus americana Good  Remae 1 465 5 fack Wlcw Salnc igra Good
Amencan Eim Uimus americana. Good  Remow 1 67 B Black wilow Saiu nigra Good
Box Elder Acer negundo Gocd  Remow 3 68 & Black Witow Salx nigia Good
Sippery Elm Ui rubra Goss  Remow 1 60 1 Black witow Saiu ngra Goos
Biack Locust Fobimapsestorcoon  Good  Remow/Exemt P 10 Black Wlow Solu rigra Good
Black Locust Robioapsevdoscaca  Good  Remow/Exempt a2 1507 Black Loeust apseutoacaoa  Good  Remoe 4
Good ars 9 Black Locust Robmapseudoncaca  Good  Remow 1
Black Locust Robiapseudoscaca  Good  Remow/Exempt 76 8 BocEuer Acer negundo Good  Remow 1
Black Locust Robioapseuoacaca  Good  Remow 1 e 0 Elack Locust Robiia pseudcacacia Remow 1
o Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 a5 5 Bk Locust psewtoscacn  Good  Remoe 1
dor Acer neguado Good  Remoe 1 a8 914 EastemCotiomwcod  Populus delcides. Good  Remoe 3
Black Cherry runus corotin Good  Remow 3 am §  Black Locust napseutoscasa  Good  Remawe 1
Sugar Maple Acer sacchanm Good  Remoe 1 a8 0 BoxEler Acer negundo Good  Remow 1
Sugar Mapie cer saccharur Goos  Remoe 2 83 5 BoxEwer Acer negundo Good  Remow 1
Box Elder Acer neguado Good  Remow 1 434 & BocEder Ac Good  Remoe 1
Box Elder Acer negundo Good  Remow 1 aw6 11 Eastem Cotionwood  Popus cetades Goss
Elder Acer negundo Goos  Remow 1 a7 Easter Cottonwood s deltoides Good
Commn Mubery  Morus alba Good  Remow 2 i 911 Basiem Cotionwood  Populus deliides. Good
Black Cherry Prunus sercting Good  Remow 2 89 8 GastemCotlonwood  Populus dellodes Good
Eurr Ok Quercus maciocarpa. Goos  Remoe ' 40 11 Eastem otionwood  Populus deliides. Gosd
Common Mubery  Morus al Good  Swe a01 8 x Eloer 2 negundo Good
ak Quercus maciccarpa Good  Remow a2 8 EastemCollonwood  Populus dellodes. Good  Remow 1
Eastom Cottonwaod  Populus dellodes. Good  Remoa 1 e 8 Eastem Cotionwood s deltodes Good  Remow 1
Black Cher Prunus serctina Gocd asa 16 Block wal Sain ngra Good
Eur D3k Quercus maciocarpa Gooa 55 5 Black Wiow ol igra Good
Biack Cherry Prunus sertina Good  Sme 06 9 Black Wilow Salu rigia Good
Black Cherry Prunus secctina Good  Sawe a7 10 Black Witow Sain nigra Good
Eox Eiter Acer neguno Good  Sawe a0 10,10 Black Wil Salx rigia Good
Remow/Exempt a0 14 Eavten Cottonwood  Populus daltoces Goos
Sibenar Em Uimus punila Goos  Remow 1 00 10 Eastem Coltonwood  Populus deloi Good
£ur D3k Quercus macrocarpa Goos  Remow 3 501 11 Black Locust obinapseudoacaca  Good  Saw
Amencan Eim ks americana. Good  Remoe 2 02 1 Sweran€m Vimus pumis Good  Sawe
American Eim Uimus americana, Goad  Remow H 509 5 Black W juglans ngra God  sae
izck Locust Robrapsesdoscoca  Good  Remow 1 500 21 Eastein Cottonwood  Populus deloides. Good  Sae
Black Locust cbina pseutoscaa  Good  Remow 1 % 10 Black Locust apseudoacaca  Good  Save
Eastom Cotforwood  Populus dellodes. Good  Remowe 1 506 8 Black Locust Robra preutoscacs  Gosd  Saw
Eastom Cottonwood  Populus deticiges. Good  Remow 1 509 14 Black Locust Robiia psevdoacaca  Good  Sae
Eagtom Cottonwasd  Populus dellodes Goss  Remow 1 510 18 Black Locust Robinapseudcacaca  Good  Saw
Easfem Cottonwood  Populus deliides. Good  Remow 1 511 9 Black Locust Robiia psetoscacia sae
Black Locust obinapseudoacaca  Good  Remowe 1 512 & Black tocust Robiria ps: . Gwd  Sme
Biack Locust Robmaprestoscos  Good  Remow 1 s13 18 Black Locust Robmapseucacaca  Good  Saw
Remowe/Exempt sia 10 Black Locust Robiis pseuioscaca  Good  Sae
Black Locust Robivapseusoacaca  Good  Remow 1 515 0 Black Locust apseutcacoa  Good  Saw
Eastom Cottonwood  Populus dellodes. Goos  Remow 1 516 1314 Black Walnul Juglans. rigra Good  Smw
Amencan Eim Uimus americana, Good  Remoe 1 517 1 Black Locust apseutcscaca Good  Sae

Remarks Key:

Blank
Credit

Remove

Remove/Exempt

Tree will be saved
Tree s located outside of a woodland
area and will be saved.

Tree s located in a regulated
woodland and will be removed.

Tree is dead or located outside

of a woodland area.

Requirea
Tagho.  DBH  CommonName Condition Rematke  Replacamant

st 5 e Gaod | Remow T
sio 8 el Lonust Goaa
s 1 Bk Locust
s21 2 Black Wiow Leanoor  Remowe 2
s 16 Sk Wtow LeatPoor  Romae 2
523 T Bk Witow moe 2
s2a 0 Black Witow LoanPoor  Romowe i
st 10 Bk Watow LeatPoor  Remawe .
s2r 5 bk Locst i Remow I
s 810 Backlowt Gt Romow i
s o pisck Locust oot remow '
S 1N Bk teeust s Sae
s B Bk Locuat G Sww
s 5 oo tonst o Sme
S2 0 Bk teot Good  Sme
s 2 K o Gaxd  Sww
s % Bk Locust Good  See
s% 21 Dacktooust Cad  Sae
s s Sennkim God Swe
s 6 Shennein Gaod  Sme
w3 % encan Em Good  Ramom 2
s 6810 Sbenanem God Remow i
s 1 Gk Woinit Gaos
sap 0 Bk tocust oo Remow '
s 8 Backioost Gad  Ramow i
550 8 ek Lot Got Rumoe '
561 2 Bk witow God  Remow 2
ss2 B Black Witow Gad  Remow 2
55 2 Gk witow Goi Remoe 2
se 5 Back o God  Remoe 1
5 49 ShemnEm Good
s s10  Swsmnem Gace
s 1 Sick Witow Gass
sso T Bk itow oot
ss 5 Bk wiow Gaos
w1 T Sk witow Gooe
s2 810 Commonpear oo
5o 1 Common Apple Gass
a0 10 Commonrew oo
se5 0 Bk Creny e
s 1 Black Crery Fair
se5 5 Commn Aspie
sep 5 BlackCremy Paor
570 5 Stematim Gaad
s 5 oak Good  RemowiExempt
st 5 Gaod
576 8 Seersntim Gons
s o Essiem oot Good
st 6 Eotton Cottonmood Gad
G5 sm Seennem Goost
560 5 Spenem Good
o1 6 Eotien Cottonsood Gad
562 m a0 Eim Gaoc
88 2 Sewanem Goos
554 % Easem Cotlonwood Good
sés 6 Easten Cotomood Gaos
580 1 Eastem Cotor Good.
557 2 EasiemCotiomwoos Good
sep 12 Eastem Cottonwaod Gaod
590 8 Eastem Coltonwood Good
sor 5 Good
sz o Popubes Gacd
P Remone/Exemot
ses 3 Boxeuer Acer negundo God RemowSmpt
50 0 Gor e ncer e ot RemowEsemt
555 1 soer Acer egundo Good  RemowiSxempt
seo 1 Sor e acor egundo Gad  RemowEampt
o0 0 Gorcwer cer regunco Gt RemowEsemt
o1 % Boceuer Acer negund God  RemowiExempt
o 1 Bor acor egund oo oelEsampt
o5 5 eoxeuer cer regunc LoanngPoo: RemaerExempt
705 5 schom Gratacgus 5o oo Erempt
o o Hawttom Catoegus 350, Gaod  RemowiExempt
o 8 Guenen Framns penneyiencs Good  RemoweiExemot
T & Ameanem Good  RemowExempt
70 5 ooxeuer o God  RemowiExempt
e 6 soruer cer egundo Gasd  RemowiExempt
Tia 5 oo
716 B Good
77 et Seemnm Umus pumia Ga  RemowiExemst
7 5 oxeuer Acernegundo G RemowiExemot
7 w16 Boxeuer cer recunds Gad  RemowExempt
T 89 eoxEue acor ogunds G RemoeiExempl
72 5 Stenneim Uimus pomia Gont it
726 1 EasiemCotlonwood  Populus celtodes Gad Cudt

Iy o
727 17 Easiem Cotionwcod_ Populus cetoides oot Creat
b o Boxcus Acor ogundo Good  RemowExenpt
725 7Gx e oot RemowExem
70 " B Good RemowiExempt
721 6 Gox e oo RemoaiExampt
e o Boucuer Good it
73 0 BoxEder Gad  RemowiExempt
724 2 Gox e Gaxs RemnasEximpt
735 5 poxeer i Great
7% o BorEner Gad  Cuat
T 2 ot ot Gt
8 B Black Witow Gaod  Cradt
720 1 Bleck witow oo RemoerExe
741 o BocEner s Remow/Eempt
T ¢ SeemnEm Gosd  RamnaiExerpl
74 5 e oot RemowiExempt
74  socEner Gad  RemowSxempt
7e5 s cortun G RemowiExemst
75 5 oxcwer Good  RemowiExempt
74 5 Boxeuer Gad  RemowSxempt
2 10 gox e o RemowiExemst
7 5 eoxeuer God RemowiSxempt

Knows whiat's Delow.
Call before youdig.
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Tree List

Required
CommonName  BotanicalName  Candition  Remarks Replacoment
Sibenan €m vimus punita Good  Remoww/Exampt
Box Etser e negundo Peor et
Amesican Em Vimus americana Good  Remow/Exemst
Amercan Em Uimus amercana Good  Remoww/Exempt
Biack Crery Prunus serotina Poxr  RemoneExempt
» G
Box Erder Acer negundo Good  Remoww/Exempt
P Good
Amesican Elm Vimus amercana Good  Remow/Exempt
Amesican Elm Dimus americana Good  RemowwlExempt
Amencan Eim Uimus amencana Good ovelExempt
Amesican Eim ‘imus americana Good  Remow/Exempt
Amesican Elm Dimus americana Good  RemowwlExempt
Amencan Eim inus amencana Good  RemowelExempt
Amencan Em Uimus amencana Good  RemovefExemp
American Efm Jmus americana Good
Black Wi Salu i Gaod
Amencan Elm Uimus amencana Good
Conmon Apple  Malus s Gaod
imon Pear Pyn Good
Amercan Eim imus amencana Good
Black Wilow Salu nigia Gaad
Scotch Pre. Pinus syhestrs Good  Remow 2
her M Acer sasccharinun Good
Eastern Cottonwood  Populus deltates Good
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus deltides, Good  Remow 2
Eastem Cot Populus deltides Good  Remowe 1
Eastern Cotionwood  Populus deltaes Good  Remoe 1
Eastem Cotlonwood  Populus deloides. Good  Remow 3
Eastem ot Populus deltoides Good  Remow 2
Eastern Cottonwood  Populus delloces. Good  Remow 1
K Locust Robiria pssudoscaca  Good  Remoe 2
Black Chery s serct Remawe 1
Eastern Cottonwood  Populus dellodes. Good  Remow 3
siem Cotionwood  Populus delioides Good  Remow 1
Esstern Cottonwood  Populus. deloides. Good  Remow 1
Eastem Cotionwood  Populus deliades Good  Remow 1
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus deltades. Good  Remoe 1
Easler Cotionwood  Populus delcides. Good  Remaw 1
Eastem Cotionwood  Populus deliides Good  Remow 2
Amencan Eim Vimus amencana Good  Remow 1
Black Locust obiia peevloacaca  Good  Remow 1
Eastem Cotiomood  Populus delioides Good  Romow 1
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus dellodes. Good  Rem 2
Black Locust Robiria pseudoscaca  Good  Remow/Exempt
Black Locust Robinia pseutoscaca  Good  RemowiExanpt
Black Locust Robiria pseudoscaca  Good emanelE xemot
Black Locust Robiniapseudoacaca  Good  Remowe/Exempt
Black Locust Rebriapseutoscaca  Good  RemoweiExempl
Esster Cottonwood  Populus deltides. Good emon 2
em jmus pumila Good  Remow 1
Eastern Cottonwood  Populus deltoes Good  Remow 1
Black Locust obina pseudoacaca  Good  Remow 1
American Elm Vimus americans Good  Romow 2
x Etder Acer Good  Remow 1
Amercan Eim Uimus amencana Good  Remow 1
American Elm imus amercana Good  Remow 1
American Elm Uimus americana Good  Remoe 1
Amencan Eim Uimus amancana Good  Remow 2
Amercan Eim Uimus americana Good  Remow 1
Acer brum Good
Black Waint Jugians. rigra Good
‘Sibensn Elm Vimus pumita Good  Remow 1
onan Em Amus purnil Good  Remow 1
Eastern Cotlonwood  Populus dellaces. Good emave 1
fem. ‘Populus deltides Good  Remow 1
Black Locust Robinia pseudoscaca  Good e
Rtack Locust oba pseudoacacia  Good  Sae
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus delicides. Good  Sme
Easten Cottomwood  Populus deltoes Good  Sme
Esstem Cottonwood  Populus. delaides. Good  Sme
Eastem Cotionwood  Populus deliides Gaod  Sme
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus deltaes. Good  Sae
Easter Cottonwood  Populus delcides. Good  Sae
Eastem Cotionwood  Populus dellades Gaod  Sme
Steran€im m Good  Sme
Esstern Gotionwood  Populus delcides Good  Sae
Eastem Cotiomwood  Populus delloides Good  Smw
Eastem Cottonwood  Populus dellodes Good  Smwe
‘Shenan €l Uimus puri Good  Sae
Esstem Gottonwood  Populus deloides. Good  Sae
Black Locust Robiniapseudoacaca  Good  Sae
Easte Cottonwood  Populus geltates Good  Sae
Acer negundo Good  Sae
Box Erder Acer negundo Good  Saw
Biack Locust Robmiapsewdoscaca  Goad  Saw
Black Locust Robiria pseudoscaca  Good  Sae
Black Walnt Juglans rigr Gaod
Biack Locust Robmiapseudoscacia  Goad  Remow 1
Requred Replacement 420

Remarks Key:

Blank
Credit

Remove

Remove/Exempt

Tree will be saved

Tree is located outside of a woodland
area and will be saved.

Tree is located in a regulated
woodland and will be removed.

Tree is dead or located outside

of a woodland area

Woodland Summary

Total Trees 520 Trees Woodland Credits for Non-Woodland Preservatior
Less Non - Regulated Trees: [Tree Size | 3"-7" |7"-12" |12"-17" [17"-23" |23"-29" | 29"-36"
Removed / Exempt Trees 116 Trees [Quantity | 0
Non - Woodland Trees 106 Trees [Credits 1tree [2trees |3trees |4trees |5Strees |6 trees
Net Regulated Trees 298 Regulated Trees  [Total Ttrees|10 trees [0 trees |4 trees [0 trees | 0 trees = [23 Tres Credis |
Regulated Trees Removed 248 Trees
Replacement Required Tree Survey Work was Conducted From
Trees 8"- 11" 140 trees x 1= 140 Trees
Trees 117-20"  64treesx2= 128 Trees Dec. - Jan. 2014, 2015
Trees 20" - 30" 13 trees x 3= 39 Trees
Trees 30"+ 1trees x 4= 4 Trees
Multi-Stemmed Trees 109 Trees
Sub-total Replacement Required 420 Trees
Less Credi: 23 Trees
Replacement Required 397 Trees
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CONCEPT PLAN
(Full plan set available for viewing at the Community Development Department.)
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Excerpt — September 30, 2015




LY OF

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
September 30, 2015 7:00 PM
Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center |45175 W. Ten Mile
(248) 347-0475

cityofnovi.org

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.

ROLL CALL

Present: Member Baratta, Member Lynch, Chair Pehrson, Member Greco, Member Giacopetti

Member Zuchlewski

Absent: Member Anthony (excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Community Development Deputy Director; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Rick
Meader, Landscape Architect; Jeremy Miller, Engineer; Chris Gruba, Planner Gary Dovre, City Attorney;
Matt Carmer, ETC Consultant; Paula Johnson, AECOM Consultant

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chairperson Pehrson led the meeting attendees in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Anthony:

Motion to approve the September 30, 2015 Planning Commission Agenda. Motion carried 6-0

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
No one in the audience wished to participate and the audience participation was closed.

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence

COMMITTEE REPORTS
There were no committee reports

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPUTY DIRECTOR REPORT

Deputy Director McBeth explained the post card advertising for the open house for the Master Plan for
Land Use is provided at the table for each Planning Commissioner. The open house is scheduled for
October 21st from 4-7 p.m. in the Atrium. Planning staff and our consultant will be present to provide
information and discuss the Master Plan for Land Use review and update. The Planning Commission is
encouraged to attend.

PUBLIC HEARING

1. CITYGATE MARKET PLACE JSP 15-21
Public hearing at the request of Grand Beck Partners LLC for approval of the Preliminary Site Plan,
Woodlands Permit, Wetlands Permit and Storm water Management Plan. The subject property is
located in Section 16, on the southeast corner of Citygate Drive and Beck Road. The applicant is
proposing to construct a 6,241 sq. ft. building with a retail space and two fast food restaurant spaces
(with associated parking, landscaping and storm water facilities) utilizing the Retail Service Overlay




Option. A drive-through is proposed for one of the restaurant spaces.

Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that the subject property is located in Section 16, on the southeast corner of
Citygate Drive and Beck Road. It is located between Chase Bank and USA to Go on east of Beck Road.
The subject property is zoned Office Service and Technology, OST with the same district and the same on
all other sides and Freeway Service which was developed using a PRO option on the north. The Future
Land Use map indicates Office research Development and Technology with retail Service Overlay option.
The applicant is currently proposing the development using the retail overlay option. There are no
regulated woodlands on the site, but the property contains considerable wetlands on the west. The
proposed development site contains five areas of existing wetland totaling up to 0.15 acres.

The Retalil Service Overlay Option is intended to provide a limited amount of retail and personal service
establishments to serve the employees of and visitors to the nearby office use areas. The option allows
additional uses not typically permitted in the OST District provided certain conditions are met and subject
to the Special Land Use requirements outlined in Section 6.2.C. Retail spaces and fast food restaurants are
uses permitted under this option.

The applicant is proposing to construct a 6,241 square foot building with a retail space and two fast food
restaurant spaces with associated site improvements utilizing the Retail Service Overlay Option. A drive-
through is proposed for one of the restaurant spaces. The intensity of the building program and the
parking layout has resulted in couple of deviations from the Planning and landscape sections of the
zoning ordinance. The current site plan would require zoning board of Appeals variances for reduction in
building setback, parking setback and absence of by-pass lane for the drive through.

Planning staff recommends approval contingent on ZBA approval and additional comments to be
addressed during Final Site Plan. Engineering recommends approval with additional information to be
provided with final site plan. Landscape also identified three Planning Commission waivers that would be
required for this site plan for providing a decorative wall instead of a berm, not meeting the minimum
required street trees and not meeting the minimum required greenbelt requirements along City gate. The
applicant has been working with our landscape architect to find suitable alternate screening options to
compensate for the said deviations. Our landscape architect Rick Meader is available to expand on this if
needed. Landscape recommends approval noting the above concerns and additional comments to be
addressed with Final Site Plan.

The current site plan would require a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit. A City of Novi Authorization to
encroach into the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-
site wetlands and the 25-foot wetland buffers. ECT notes that the plan continues to exhibit several
deficiencies in the information provided with respect to wetlands and proposed wetland impacts.
Wetlands recommend approval provided all the comments are addressed prior to Final Site Plan
approval.

Traffic is recommending approval of the site plan based on their review of the site plan and the Traffic
Impact study. City has recently approved a restriction on left turn lanes for a certain time from Citygate
onto Beck Road. Based on this recent change, Traffic was able to recommend approval. Traffic identified
a City Council Variance that is required for the reduction in the minimum required radii for the entryway.
Our Traffic consultant Paula Johnson and our Engineer Jeremy Miller are here tonight and will be glad to
answer any questions in this regard.

The site plan is in full compliance with the Facade Ordinance and Facade recommends approval. Fire
recommends approval with some recommendations. The applicant Doraid Markus with Grand Beck
Realty is here with his Engineer to answer any questions you may have. Staff will be glad to answer any
questions you have for us.

The Applicant, Doraid Markus came to the podium and stated that he is the Managing Member of Grand
Beck Partners. He said, we have proposed the submitted plan for this location and are here to answer
any questions.

Chair Pehrson opened the public hearing.



Tom Smith is a resident at 26625 Glenwood Drive stated he is one of the owners of Novi Coffee and Tea
which is right across the street from this site. He also owns a business on Town Center Drive in Novi. He
stated that he is interested in the traffic congestion at this intersection. He, along with the five other
owners of Novi Coffee and Tea, understood at the time of their purchase that a drive through is not
allowed at that location because of the minimum 1000 feet distance between drive through locations. In
addition, as it has been noted, there has been a request in regarding a variance for a lack of a by-pass
lane for that particular drive through. Often it is impossible to make a left turn out of our location to go
eastbound on Grand River. The left turn lane to go north on Beck Road backs up often to the main
entrance to Kroger and Staples. The gas station that has been approved for Kroger will also add to the
traffic congestion. He stated that this doesn’t seem to fit in this particular location. He and his five
partners object.

Seeing no one else, Chair Pehrson asked if there was any correspondence.
Member Lynch read the written correspondence:

Bob Kalen 28265 Beck Road, Wixom, MI. He wrote that the current congestion at the corner of Citygate
and Beck Road would only be more complicated and create even more congestion without an
alternative roadway. Any new development should accompany an alternative roadway to eliminate
congestion. He objects to the request.

Cay Li, 47770 Grand River wrote that he objects because there are too many restaurants.
Chair Pehrson closed the public hearing.

Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that she would like to make a correction to the earlier presentation. She said
that she mentioned that there were no regulated woodlands on the property. This is incorrect. The site
plan does require a woodland permit. The site plan proposes to remove 89 percent of the total regulated
woodlands. Because of this, 40 replacement trees are required. No additional information was provided
with regards to replacement planting. The Planning Commission is asked tonight to approve Preliminary
Site Plan, storm water management plan, woodland permit and wetland permit.

Member Lynch asked the traffic consultant, Paula Johnson, URS /AECOM about the study that was done.

Ms. Johnson replied that the applicant had their own traffic study that they prepared. The city asked
AECOM to do a study of the left turn restrictions onto Beck Road which was found to be needed at
certain hours for safety concerns. There are not significant gaps for cars to turn left out of Citygate Drive.
The turn restriction is from 7:00 a.m. until 7 p.m. Basically anyone coming out of Citygate Drive during
those hours has to go northbound on Beck Road. There are cross access easements with Chase Bank so
that traffic can only turn right onto Grand River. It is not ideal but there are restrictions to make it safer.
There is another traffic review that needs to be submitted.

Member Lynch also questioned the drive-through. He stated that he needs to understand why one
company would be denied a drive thru and another would be granted.

Deputy Director McBeth responded that she didn’t believe that the other business owners requested a
drive through at the location on the other side of Beck Road.

Member Lynch had concerns regarding the traffic and what it will do in an already congested area.

Member Baratta asked Deputy Director McBeth about the drive through and questioned the ordinance
that would not allow two drive throughs within 1000 feet.

Deputy Director McBeth responded that the 1000 foot distance is a provision in the Town Center District
that limits the number of drive through restaurants and the distance between them. The provisions for the
drive through restaurants for this district are located in a different section of the ordinance and does not



have the same separation requirement.

Member Baratta asked the traffic consultant if it was her recommendation that the left turns be
eliminated at that intersection and only have a right turn until Citygate is constructed. He also asked her
opinion if a restaurant would bring in more traffic than a retail store.

Ms. Johnson confirmed that the left turn restrictions were recommended for certain hours. She responded
that a restaurant is likely to bring more traffic than a retail store.

Member Giacopetti asked the traffic consultant if you are going southbound on Beck Road how you
would access these businesses?

Ms. Johnson replied that you could still turn left from southbound Beck Road; you just can’t turn left out of
Citygate onto southbound Beck.

Member Zuchlewski asked the developer if there had there been any attempt to negotiate a lease for a
road at the east end of this property that would take you from Citygate to Grand River.

Doraid Markus with Grand Beck Realty said that they had not negotiated a lease with the property to the
east. The property owner of the eastern property has plans for their site.

Member Greco commented that the traffic congestion will be a problem regardless of how the property
gets developed. He does not have any problem with the plan.

Chair Pehrson commented on the bypass lane. He questioned Deputy Director McBeth about the bypass
lane for such a property.

Deputy Director McBeth stated that a bypass lane is the requirement for a drive through restaurant and
they are not providing that. |If the site plan is approved, the applicant would need to seek approval from
the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance of that requirement.

Chair Pehrson stated that the proposed building could be moved to the east, and rotated, given the
same kind of traffic pattern so that you can have the bypass lane included. There needs to be some
rethought to the design. For me this is a show stopper at this time.

Mr. Markus stated that if he shrinks the building anymore they would not be able to
launch.

Member Baratta stated that he is concerned about the drive through not having an escape plan and
patrons being stuck in the drive through. He would like to see more thought to the design of the plan.

Member Baratta makes a motion to deny the Preliminary Site Plan Citygate Market Place, JSP 15-21,
seconded by Member Giacopetti

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN TO DENIAL MADE BY MEMBER BARATTA AND SECONDED BY
MEMBER GIACOPETTI

In the matter of Citygate Market Place, JSP 15-21, motion to deny the Preliminary Site Plan because
the plan is not in compliance with Article 3, Article 4 and Article 5 of the Zoning Ordinance and all
other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 5-1

Member Baratta makes a motion to deny the Wetland Permit, sesconded by Member Giacopetti

ROLL CALL VOTE TO DENY THE WETLAND PERMIT MADE BY MEMBER BARATTA AND SECONDED BY MEMBER
GIACOPETTI

In the matter of Citygate Market Place, JSP 15-21, motion to deny the Wetland Permit because the
plan is not in compliance with Chapter 12, Article V of the Code of Ordinances and all other



applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0
Member Baratta makes a motion to deny the Woodland Permit, seconded by Member Giacopetti

ROLL CALL VOTE TO DENY THE WOODLAND PERMIT MADE BY MEMBER BARATTA AND SECONDED BY MEMBER
GIACOPETTI

In the matter of Citygate Market Place, JSP 15-21, motion to deny the Woodland Permit because the
plan is not in compliance with Chapter 37 of the Code of Ordinances and all other applicable
provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

Member Baratta makes a motion to deny the Stormwater Management plan, seconded by Member
Giacopetti

ROLL CALL VOTE TO DENY THE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN MADE BY MEMBER BARATTA AND
SECONDED BY MEMBER GIACOPETTI

In the matter of Citygate Market Place, JSP 15-21, motion to deny the Stormwater Management Plan
because the plan is not in compliance with Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances and all other
applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

2. NOVITEN TOWNHOMES JSP 14-18
Public hearing at the request of Toll Brothers for approval of the Preliminary Site Plan, Woodlands
Permit, Wetlands Permit and Storm water Management Plan. The subject property is located in
Section 26, east of Novi Road and south of Ten Mile Road. The applicant is proposing to construct a
93 unit multiple-family residential development on a 20.09 acre property.

Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that the subject property is located in Section 16, Section 26, east of Novi
Road and south of Ten Mile Road behind the Novi lce Arena and the City of Novi Dog Park. This property
was recently rezoned with a PRO from I-1, Light Industrial and OS-1, Office Service to RM-1 (Low Density,
Low-Rise Multiple-Family Residential) with a PRO. The subject property is abutted by RM-1 on the
Southwest and I-1 on South east and north east and OS-1 on North West. The Future Land Use map
indicates Community Office Research and Technology to the east, multiple-family to the southwest and
community office to the northwest.

The development site is adjacent to small emergent scrub shrub wetlands as well as higher quality
forested and open-water wetland. The site contains floodplain areas associated with a tributary of the
Rouge River (Chapman Creek). The property also contains a considerable amount of woodlands.

The applicant is proposing a 93-unit owner-occupied attached condominium project. The current plan
shows two on-site detention ponds on the site, preservation of wetland areas along the site’s northern and
eastern property lines, a pathway connection through the site to future development to the north, and an
offsite pathway at the site's southeast corner to the Novi Dog Park to the south. Two access points (one
boulevard) are proposed off of Nick Lidstrom Drive. All the deviations from the code were included as
part of the PRO agreement. The applicant is asked to work with City Parks and Recreation on the
connection of the pathway to the entrance of the dog park. The applicant has proposed pedestrian
lighting along Lidstrom drive as required part of PRO conditions. Engineering have identified that the
proposed locations fall with Oakland County right of way and will need to be revised. If moved outside
the ROW, Engineering identified a possible conflict with the existing utilities. The applicant is asked to work
with Engineering to find a suitable location for the pedestrian lighting. The motion sheets have been
revised based on the new findings we found and have been included in your packet. The staff reserves
the right to approve the modifications based on the conflicts that have been identified.

Engineering also recommends approval as the Site plan meets the general requirements of the code.
The plan is in general conformance with landscape ordinance. Sixty percent greenspace is required in
front of the buildings. While the design does not match the requirement of the ordinance, it is consistent



with the original concept plan. Landscape recommends approval with additional comments to be
addressed with Final Site plan.

Although no direct wetland impacts are proposed, the Plan does propose temporary impact to 0.29 acre
of the total 1.77 acres of on-site wetland buffer for the purpose of constructing proposed storm water
detention basin “B”, several storm water bio-retention areas, and a sanitary sewer connection that
extends off-site to the east. The project as proposed will require a City of Novi Minor Use Wetland Permit
and an Authorization to encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback.

The subject property has four potential specimen trees and all four are proposed for preservation. The site
plan proposes to remove 67 percent of the total regulated woodlands. A total 903 Woodland
replacement trees are required. Of which, 325 Woodland replacement credits will be provided for on-site.
The remaining credits (578) will be paid into the City of Novi Tree Fund (i.e., 64% of the required Woodland
Replacement credits). ECT recommends approval to woodlands and wetlands with additional comments
to be addressed with Final Site plan.

A section 9 waiver was granted as part of the PRO process for the underage of brick and overage of
asphalt shingles. Facade confirms that the applicant did not make any further changes to the previously
approved elevations. The applicant is asked to submit full scale elevations with the Final Site plan.

Traffic and Fire recommends approval with some recommendations. The Planning Commission is asked
tonight to approve Preliminary Site Plan, Stormwater Management Plan, Woodland Permit and Wetland
Permit.

Applicant Mike Noles, with Toll Brothers greeted the Planning Commission and said that he and his design
team are available to answer any questions.

Chair Pehrson opened the Public Hearing. No one in the audience came forward.

Member Lynch read correspondence from Mark Pinchoff from the The Sports Club of Novi, 42500 Nick
Lindstrom Drive, who is in support of the request.

Chair Pehrson closed the Public Hearing and turned the discussion over to the Planning Commission for
consideration.

Member Baratta asked if the retention pond will have a fountain similar to the one on Wixom Road.

Mike Noles responded that there would be a fountain and that it does require about four feet of water
level to be able float the “spritzers”. One of the ponds is located in the middle of about 30 units and they
really want that to be an amenity for the site. There will be fountains and walking paths that connect to
the north and the walking path that connects to the south to the ice rink and to the dog park. The Sports
Club supports this and has agreed to give us an easement to connect the path to their property.

Moved by Member Greco and seconded by Member Baratta

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN APPROVAL MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY
MEMBER BARATTA:

In the matter of Novi Ten Townhomes, JSP 14-18, motion to approve the Preliminary Site Plan based on and
subject to the following:

a. Applicants shall provide pedestrian style lighting along the frontage of City streets, including but
not limited to Nick Lidstrom Drive according to the approved Planned Rezoning Overlay
Agreement:

i. Pedestrian lighting shall be shown on the preliminary site plan, and reviewed by the
Planning Commission to determine that the style, number, and location of fixtures are
acceptable to the City, and further subject to additional modifications as approved
administratively to the location and style of the light at the time of Final Site Plan Review.



b. Construction of an off-site pathway for public use to the Novi Dog Park commencing from the site's
southeast comer along the rear property line of Novi Sport's Club and a connection to the existing
according to approved Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement as per the following conditions:

i. Pathway easements in a form acceptable to the City shall be provided to the City for
dedication for public use of the pathways prior to the start of construction.

c. All public pathway improvements to be completed prior to occupancy.

d. Pedestrian Lighting will be located outside of Public Rights-of-Way, at locations to be reviewed and
approved by the City Engineer.

e. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters, and
the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.

This motion is made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Article 3, Article 4 and Article 5 of
the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

Moved by Member Greco and seconded by Member Baratta

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE WETLAND PERMIT APPROVAL MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY
MEMBER LYNCH:

In the matter of Novi Ten Townhomes, JSP 14-18, motion to approve the Wetland Permit based on and
subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters,
and the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan. This motion is
made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Chapter 12, Article V of the Code of Ordinances
and all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

Moved by Member Greco and seconded by Member Baratta

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE WOODLAND PERMIT APPROVAL MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY
MEMBER LYNCH:

In the matter of Novi Ten Townhomes, JSP 14-18, motion to approve the Woodland Permit based on and
subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters,
and the conditions and items listed in those letters to be addressed on the Final Site Plan. This motion is
made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Chapter 37 of the Code of Ordinances and all
other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

Moved by Member Greco and seconded by Member Baratta

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN APPROVAL MADE BY MEMBER GRECO AND
SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH:

In the matter of Novi Ten Townhomes, JSP 14-18, motion to approve the Stormwater Management Plan,
based on and subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant
review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.
This motion is made because it otherwise in compliance with Chapter 11 of the Code of Ordinances and
all other applicable provisions of the Ordinance. Motion carried 6-0

3. DUNHILL PARK JSP 15-13

Public hearing at the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park LLC for Planning Commission’s
recommendation to the City Council for rezoning of property in Section 32, located at the
northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road from RA (Residential Acreage) TO R-3 (One-
Family Residential) ) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The subject property is
approximately 23.76-acres and the applicant is proposing to construct a 32 unit single family
residential development in a cluster arrangement with frontage on and access to Eight Mile
Road.

Planner Komaragiri stated that the subject property is located Section 32, located at the northwest corner



of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road. The subject property is currently zoned Residential Acreage with the
same on the north and to the west. It is abutted by residential in City of Northville on the east and single
family residential in Northville township to the south.

The Future Land Use map indicates Single Family on all sides. The applicant is currently requesting
Rezoning from RA Residential Acreage to R-3 One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay
(PRO). The subject property has about 2.7 acres of regulated wetlands spread around 9 areas within the
site. ECT was unable to confirm that the existing wetland boundaries are all accurately depicted on the
Plan. There are regulated woodlands on site which includes 10 specimen trees. The City’s planning
consultant Rod Arroyo from Clearzoning reviewed the site plan for conformance with the Planning
Ordinance. He is here tonight to present his findings. Planner Komaragiri said she will continue with the rest
of the reviews after his presentation.

Mr. Arroyo summarized Clearzoning’s review letter from August 19, 2015. This proposal is to develop 32 lots
in a cluster arrangement by allowing development on smaller parcels than would otherwise be allowed
within the zoning district. There is also a change in the zoning proposed. The current zoning is RA. The
applicant is asking to change the zoning to R-3 along with approval of the overlay. The overlay concept
works by first reviewing the concept plan review and the rezoning. The Planning Commission makes a
recommendation to City Council for the final action.

This property is currently vacant. It is our understanding that there has been some environmental
contamination on the site due to the trucking operation that was there. There were underground tanks as
well as the ongoing maintenance of trucks in the area. There is some clean up that is necessary and the
applicant has indicated that is one of the benefits of this project. Certainly this is an item that should be
discussed in terms of what is involved: could you develop this site under the existing zoning and still do the
clean up or is the change necessary in order to justify the development due to the cost of the cleanup.
That is a question that might be worth getting some additional information on.

Under RA zoning you could potentially have the 18 single family homes with the density of .8 dwelling units
per acre. This request is to allow 32 units. In terms of what could be permitted under R-3 you could go as
high as 2.7 dwelling units per acre. We suggested that because the plan is within the allowed R-1 density,
one possibility is the Planning Commissioners and Council would approve with an R-1 zoning rather than
an R-3 zoning with modification of lot size, lot width and lot area. This would be as part of the overlay
plan. In terms of Master Plan density what is being proposed is consistent with 1.65 dwelling units per acre
which is equivalent to the R-1 density. The actual density of this project is just under 1.4 dwelling units per
acre. Everything west of Beck Road and south of Nine Mile is at the 0.8 dwelling units per acre in terms of
the planned density of the Master Plan for Land Use.

Since this is an Overlay it is specified that the use would be single family development at the maximum
denisity of this plan. There are some issues with the proposed Infrastructure, particularly the need for a stub
street to the west. There are single family homes located to the west. There is the potential that there
could be some aggregating of lots and potential redevelopment to the west in the future. A stub street
to the west could provide that option. This is something that should be discussed with the applicant to
provide for a second point of access to those possible future properties. In terms of natural features, the
Woodlands and Wetland Consultants have raised some issues particularly with the amount of the removal
of trees and the impact on wetlands.

In terms of the major conditions of the planned rezoning overlay the applicant has specified that they will
limit the maximum number of units to 32, replace street trees, and do wetland mitigation, as well as
landscaping along Eight Mile and Beck Roads. Additional conditions are, the minimum width is limited to
90 feet, with a minimum square footage 13,860 (which does fall within R-3 lot size), do significant
brownfield clean up with funds potentially coming back to the city, installation of Welcome to Novi
landmark, and contribute to the ITC Community Sports Park.

There are some specific ordinance deviations regarding stub streets that would have to be granted in the
plan as proposed. There is also specific applicant burden under the PRO Ordinance to demonstrate
certain requirements and standards are met. We have identified some of the requirements. The
Ordinance requirement states that the results should be an enhancement of the project area as



compared to existing zoning and such enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be
assured in the absence in the use of the planned rezoning overlay. That is clearly a significant item that
needs to be reviewed in terms of evaluating the merits of this proposal. The public benefits include tax
benefit, brownfield redevelopment the Welcome to Novi sign, working with the ITC Sports Park, high-end
quality home construction, and high-end landscaping.

In terms of options the Planning Commission has a number of options: recommending approval,
recommending denial and what we are suggesting is postponing action, after having a discussion to
allow the applicant to hear points of the discussion.

Planner Komaragiri continued her presentation to the Commission. Engineering is not currently
recommending approval of the concept plan for various items noted in the review letter. The proposed
water main dead-end exceeds 800 feet. Engineering is asking to provide additional modeling data for
sufficient fire flows or provide a looped system. In his response letter, the applicant agreed to provide that
information or provide a loop as needed. The site plan also did not provide adequate detail for storm
water detention calculations. The site plan would require a City Council variance for absence of stub
street. The applicant is asked to work with Engineering to provide the necessary detail.

Landscape is recommending approval of the concept plan noting a few deviations and requesting
additional information to conform to the ordinance. Waivers are required for not meeting the minimum
required street trees. Landscape staff is wiling to support the waiver depending on the Oakland County
Road Commission’s approval to allow the street trees in their Right-of-way. Other waivers are required for
not meeting the minimum requirements for Cu-de-sac planting and greenspace along the roads.
Landscape believes that there is enough opportunity to meet the requirement. The exhibits display the
landscaping that was provided along the Eight Mile Road right of way where they are proposing some
berms, but the landscaping is not adequate.

The Plan includes some level of proposed impact to all of the on-site wetlands and the associated 25- foot
wetland setbacks located on this property. Most of these impacts are for the purpose of lot development.
The current Plan includes a total of 0.617-acre of proposed wetland impact and 2.01 acres of proposed
wetland buffer impacts. The project as proposed will require a City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit
as well as an Authorization to encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback. The Wetlands consultant
does not currently recommend approval and asks the applicant to reconsider the design to minimize
impacts.

Of the 10 specimen trees, two will be saved and eight are proposed for removal. The site plan is also
proposing removal of 90 percent of the regulated woodlands. A total of 476 woodland trees are
required. The Plan does not provide adequate information regarding the woodland tree calculations or
the replacement trees. The Woodlands consultant does not currently recommend approval and asks for
additional information.

Facade is not recommending approval as the proposed homes do not meet the PRO’s requirement of
achieving a “higher standard that would not otherwise be achieved under the current Ordinance
Requirements” and that significant issues may exist with respect to compliance with the Similar / Dissimilar
Ordinance Section 303. The applicant agreed to revise the elevations to meet the ordinance
requirements.

Traffic and Fire are recommending approval with additional comments to be addressed with the revised
submittal.

In his response letter, the applicant has mentioned the intent to provide information with the Preliminary
Site Plan. Staff would like to see some of it to be provided with the revised submittal so that we can
identify any deviations to be included in the Planned Rezoning Overlay agreement. The applicant Randy
Wertheimer is here with his Engineer and would like to make a presentation and answer questions.

Randy Wertheimer with Hunter Pasteur Homes states that their goal is to take Eight Mile and Beck Roads, a
gateway to Novi that is currently a vacant, contaminated piece of land, and turn it into a beautiful
community. We are looking to build homes that are consistent with the homes in the area. We are going



to build homes that are going to be $700,000 to $1,000,000. The houses will be 3,500 to 6,000 square feet.
We are looking to build a beautiful residential area.

Andy Milia introduced himself along with Pat Keast, Project Engineer, and Scott Black with Grissim Metz.
Mr. Miila stated that one of the significant features of the site and of the PRO requirement is the brownfield
clean up. The site is currently contaminated it was the site of a former trucking company. They dumped
fil on the property. A portion of the property was an apple orchard which contained arsenic. What we
would be doing is to totally clean up the property, removing all the contaminated materials from the
property. We would be doing this through the Brownfield Development Authority. Our legal counsel has
been talking to your City Manager and the County Brownfield representative. They are looking at a
proposal where the city would get back some of the brownfield credits. In addition when the brownfield
is paid back this will go on the tax rolls at approximately $10,000 per house. Also it is understood that a
proposed sidewalk along Eight Mile Road will be installed, although we realize that the Council might
want to put that sidewalk in before anything being developed. We are favorable to working with the City
to making the land available and contributing toward some of the cost.

One of the items mentioned was a potential stub street to the west of the property. To the west there is a
shorter parcel and with our development there is a break in the number of lots because there is a
wetland area. The wetland goes on to the neighboring property. There is not a need for a stub street
there. We have allowed for a stub street north of the property.

We are requesting that this be rezoned with a PRO to the R-3 district. That is consistent with other changes
in the community. The reason is because the setbacks and the lot sizes would be consistent with the R-3
zoning. It would not be consistent with the R-1 zoning. We are committed to a density of 32 units.

Chair Pehrson opened the Public Hearing.

Jeffery Lindsey and Christina Zayti, 48000 Eight Mile. The concern is the wetland impact and how it could
affect their home. There are four natural wetlands on their property. The water basin has changed with
the Maybury Park development. The southwest corner of our driveway used to be a natural wetland. It is
now just a dried up parcel. There are a lot of wild animals on the property. Mr. Lindsey questioned if
there is some way to change the configuration in the back area where there is such a natural nature
preserve and has been for decades.

No one else in the audience wished to speak. Member Lynch read the correspondence:

John Dodge 47209 Dunsany Ct, Northville, Ml states that this is the best proposal to date. The added
traffic would be the only concern. He does not want to see Beck Road or Eight Mile expanded any more.

Robert Frush, 47325 Dunsany Ct, Northville, Ml states that R-3 zoning doesn’t fit the community; R-3 zoning
will negatively affect RA home values. The amendment proposal benefits the developer and not existing
home owners.

Chair Pehrson closed the Public Hearing and turned the matter over to the Planning Commission.

Member Lynch stated that he does like the development. He is concerned about all of the staff and
consultants negative recommendations and he cannot recommend approval this at this time. He
recommends tweeking the items regarding not approved with the city.

Member Baratta questioned the density of the proposal. He also questioned the traffic on Beck and Eight
Mile. This would have a significant impact on the project.

Andy Milia responded that they have worked very closely with the Archdiocese of Detroit, the current
land owner to make this work and with 18 lots the numbers just don’t work. They didn’t go for a product
type that doesn’t fit in the area. As the consultant mentioned we could get up to 60 lots but that is not
what they are looking for here. With 32 lots the numbers work. They will have to make a significant
investment on the land, and there is the environmental cleanup expense.



Member Baratta questioned what the minimum lot size could be.
Andy Milia responded that minimum is 105 feet except in the cul-de-sac.
Member Baratta asked if you can get an access off of Beck Road.

Pat Keast, Project Engineer responded that it would be very difficult because the majority of the frontage
on Beck Road is wetlands.

Member Baratta stated that if they can straighten out the issues with the staff then he would be
supportive of the project at that density.

Member Giacopetti asked Mr. Arroyo about the density being consistent with R-1. Under the PRO could
we zone it R-1 and approve this design.

Mr. Arroyo responded that the Master Plan refers to a density that is similar to the R-1 zoning. What it is
asking for is a density that is equal to 1.65 which is the second highest from RA. | think that if someone ten
years from now takes a look at your zoning map and even though it is a PRO and looks at that map and
sees R-3 next to RA there will be long story that will have to be told as to why this happened. Since the
density is consistent with R-1 zoning if you find that this density is acceptable | like the concept of having
an R-1 zoning with a PRO and then grant the waivers and deviations necessary for smaller lots.

Member Greco stated that with this being the southwestern part of the city he is uncomfortable with the
density. When this has occurred in other sections of the city the deviations have not been as great.

Chair Pehrson stated that he is in agreement with the other members that have spoken. He is not
comfortable with this large of jump in the zoning. He asked what is the quality of the existing trees on this
site.

Matt Carmer, with ETC stated that they have not done a thorough review because they are at a concept
level. However, a site inspection was done to look at the general quality of wetlands and woodlands.
The data on the plans looks old. Overall this is not a pristine area. As you get closer to the wetland edges
there are higher quality areas. If more of the wetland with buffers were protected, then more of the
higher quality trees would be protected. A good portion of this site that has been disturbed, and is well
suited for development.

Member Zuchlewski asked Andy Milia if he has enough information that he needs to move forward to
make this work.

Andy Milia stated that he understands the issues. He said they will address the issues and will look forward
to coming back.

Motion to postpone a recommendation on JSP15-13 Concept Plan made by Member Greco, and
seconded by Member Baratta.

ROLL CALL VOTE ON TO POSTPONE MAKING A RECOMMENDATION ON JSP15-13 CONCEPT PLAN MADE BY
MEMBER GRECO AND SECONDED BY MEMBER BARATTA:

In the matter of the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park LLC for Dunhill Park JSP15-13 with Zoning
Map Amendment 18.711 motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO and
Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to consider further modifications to the Concept Plan that would
preserve natural features, or provide additional usable open space on site, and to further substantiate the
public benefits that are being offered. This recommendation is made for the following reasons:

e Unlike other recent development plans submitted for review, the Concept Plan provides no
parkland on the site, with the open space provided primarily devoted to an on-site detention
ponds and wetland mitigation areas.

e Additional information is needed regarding the proposed environmental cleanup of the site,



including a discussion of implications on future development, in order to supplement the
information provided as a part of the response letter from the applicant and to support the
assertion that the cleanup would be considered a significant public benefit.

e Contrary to the applicant’s assertion, the proposed landscaping provided at the intersection and
along Eight Mile Road and Beck Road frontages is not considered an enhancement over the
ordinance standards.

e Further information is needed regarding the proposed contributions to the ITC Sports Park, which
have been identified by the applicant as a PRO Condition supporting approval of the request.

e Further clarity is needed regarding whether the applicant will install the Eight foot wide concrete
sidewalks along Eight Mile and Beck Roads, or whether the sidewalks will be installed by the City
as a part of a public project.

e There are a number of outstanding issues noted in the woodland and wetland review letters,
including reflagging and verification of the wetlands, review of alternate layouts to minimize
impacts to the natural features, and clarification of calculations provided.

e There are a number of outstanding issues noted in the Engineering Review letter that need to be
addressed on subsequent submittals.

e For the applicant to consider changing the requested rezoning from R-3 to R-1 as discussed at this

public hearing.
Motion passes 6-0

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
1. APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 26, 2015 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Motion to approve by Member Baratta seconded by Member Greco

ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 26, 2015 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES MADE BY MEMBER
BARATTA AND SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH

Motion to approve the August 26, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes. Motion passes 6-0

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION
There were no matters for discussion.

SUPPLEMENTAL ISSUES
There were no Supplemental Issues.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
No one in the audience wished to speak.

ADJOURNMENT
Motion to adjourn by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Baratta:

Motion to adjourn the September 30, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. Motion carried 6-0.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:34 PM.

Transcribed by Richelle Leskun

Date Approved:

Richelle Leskun, Planning Assistant
Signature on File
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Regular Meeting
DECEMBER 9, 2015 7:00 PM
Council Chambers | Novi Civic Center | 45175 W. Ten
Mile (248) 347-0475

cityofnovi.org
CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.

ROLL CALL

Present: Member Anthony, Member Baratta, Member Giacopetti, Member Lynch,
Member Zuchlewski

Absent: Member Greco (excused), Chair Pehrson (excused)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Community Development Deputy Director; Sri Komaragiri, Planner;
Chris Gruba, Planner; Rick Meader, Landscape Architect; Brian Coburn, Engineer; Gary
Dovre, City Attorney; Maureen Peters, Traffic Consultant; Pete Hill, Environmental
Consultant; Matt Carmer, Environmental Consultant; Rod Arroyo, Planning Consultant.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Motion to approve the December 9, 2015 Planning Commission Agenda. Motion carried. 5-0
PUBLIC HEARINGS

3. DUNHILL PARK, JSP 15-13
Public hearing at the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park LLC for Planning Commission’s
recommendation to the City Council for rezoning of property in Section 32, located at the northwest
corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1 (One-Family
Residential) ) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The subject property is approximately 23.76-
acres and the applicant is proposing to construct a 31 unit single family residential development in a
cluster arrangement with frontage on and access to Eight Mile Road.

Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that, the subject property is located Section 32, located at the northwest
corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road. The subject property is currently zoned Residential Acreage
with the same zoning on the north and west. It is abutted by residential in City of Northville on east and
single family residential in Northville Township on the south. The Future Land Use Map indicates Single
Family on all sides. The applicant is currently requesting Rezoning from RA Residential Acreage to R-1
One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO).

The subject property has about 2.7 acres of regulated wetlands spread around 9 areas within the site.
ECT was unable to confirm that the existing wetland boundaries are all accurately depicted on the
plan. There are regulated woodlands on site which includes 10 specimen trees. Our planning
consultant Rod Arroyo from Clearzoning has reviewed the site plan for conformance with the Planning
Code. He is here tonight to present his findings. | will continue with the rest of the reviews after his
presentation.

Mr. Arroyo stated that he will be going over the November 10, 2015 review letter. The applicant has
revised the previous plan that was submitted. One lot has been removed from the previous plan. What
is presented now is PRO with an R-1 Zoning. The density that is being requested actually falls within the
R-1 zoning classification. In addition to that is the landscaping at the entrance to the development
along Eight Mile Road has been substantially increased from what was previously submitted. The
applicant has also confirmed that they will be contributing both land and funding to the construction of
a pathway along Eight Mile Road.



Mr. Arroyo said that there is a list of public benefits that the applicant is proposing as part of this
application. The actual project development is the site of a former trucking operation. There is some
contamination on this property that is going to require some remediation. That happens to be one of
the public benefits that is being offered by the applicant. As with any PRO this is an optional approval
that requires a public hearing and then a final action as a rezoning and a PRO plan approval by the
City Council. The Planning Commission is charged with holding the public hearing and then making a
recommendation to the City Council on this application.

Under the existing RA zoning the project could be developed with up to 18 single family homes. Under
the proposed zoning, if there was no specific plan tied to it, there could be up to 38 single family homes.
The applicant is requesting somewhere in the neighborhood of 80% of what could be allowed under R-1
zoning. The Master Plan designates pretty much all the property west of Beck Road and south of Nine
Mile as 0.8 dwelling units per acre, single family. This single family designation extends up north of Ten
Mile. There other densities that surrounds the property. The density is higher within the City of Northville,
located to the east, directly across Beck Road and Maybury Park to the south across Eight Mile Road. To
the north and west is similar RA zoning.

This project would support the goals and objectives of the Master Plan, including providing for open
space. Thirty three percent of this site is being preserved as open space. This is one of the advantages
of this type of plan with the flexibility in lot size you get an increase of amount of open space of what
would be accomplished through a traditional development plan. You also get a pathway system,
connections to the external systems and further development in the pathway system along Eight Mile
road and connection into the Beck road system as well. This is a development that is going to enhance
the non-motorized transportation network within the city. The specific benefits that are part of the
rezoning overlay plan, the applicant has identified the tax benefits for the city, the maximum number of
units being limited to 31. High end landscaping, high end home construction, minimum unit lot width of
90 ft. and square footage of 13,860 and significant brownfield clean up with potential funds coming
back to the city, the installation of a Welcome to Novi landmark feature and a 25,000 contribution to
the ITC Sports Park trail that is going to be coordinated with the city.  There are also some ordinance
deviation’s that come with this plan. One deviation is that there will not be a berm along Beck Road
due to the existing natural features. The landscaping does not meet the minimum requirement for
canopy and sub canopy trees along the public right of way. The applicant is purposing some larger
trees than what would normally be required due to the type of design intent of the landscaping within
the development does not meet the street tree requirements along Eight Mile and Beck. Again, there a
larger caliber trees that are being purposed as part of this development to have a larger presence.
Minimum requirements for storm basin and landscaping are not met. The required sub-street to the west
is not provided. They are providing a stub street to the north. There is also an emergency access
connection over to Beck Road. The distance between the emergency access and Eight Mile exceeds
the maximum. That could be a variance that could be granted through an application to the City
Council.

The Planning Commission has several options. They can recommend that the Council conditionally
approve, recommending denial, recommending rezoning to a district other than R-1, postponing
consideration. Clear Zoning recommends is that the Planning Commission should consider
recommending this application as proposed with the appropriate conditions, including resolution and
any remaining wetland and woodland items that need to be resolved.

Planner Komaragiri continued with her report. Engineering is currently recommending approval of the
concept plan for various items noted in the review letter and also noting that the site plan would require
City Council variances for exceeding the maximum length for street A and lack of stub-street along the
subdivision perimeter.

Landscape is recommending approval of the concept plan noting multiple deviations and requesting
additional information that is required to conform to the code. The deviations are for absence of
required berm, and required green belt landscaping along the entire frontage on Beck Road right-a-
way. For absence of required street trees within the right-a-way along Beck Road for not meeting the
minimum requirements for canopy and sub-canopy trees in the greenbelt along both public the rights-of
way; Also for not meeting the street tree requirements along Eight Mile, if the Oakland County Road
Commission does not allow some or all of the required street trees along Eight Mile; For not meeting the



minimum requirements for storm-basin landscape and for not meeting the required diversity of tree
species for a single residential subdivision. Landscape acknowledges that while the applicant is trying to
provide larger trees for a better landscape design that they would not be counted as extra credit for
woodlands.

The plan includes some level of proposed impact to all of the onsite wetlands and the associated 25

ft. wetland buffers that backs up to this property. Most of this impact is due to the lot development. The
current plan includes a total .617 acre of wetland impact and 2.14 acres of purposed wetland buffer
impact. This is slightly higher than the one that was purposed before. The project as proposed wiill
require a City of Novi wetland non-minor use permit as well as authorization to encroach the 25 ft.
Natural Features Setback.

Wetlands review is not currently recommending approval and is currently asking the applicant to
consider redesigning the design to minimize the impact to wetland C for reasons noted in the letter.

Of the 10 specimen trees, two will be saved and eight are proposed for removal. The site plan is also
proposing a removal of 83% of the regulated woodlands (a 7 percent decrease from the previous
submittal). The notes on the site plan and the applicant’s response letter are providing conflicting
number for replacement trees provided and remaining required. According to the applicant’s response
letter, a remaining on 240 trees are not provided on site. The applicant is requesting the Planning
Commission to waive the requirement to pay into City tree fund due to significant costs they incurred for
the site cleanup. There is no precedent with the City for such a request to date. Staff does not prefer to
allow this request. Due to conflict in the number for the remaining woodland trees required, staff would
like to amend the remove the number 230 from the motion language.

Woodlands review is not currently recommending approval and asks for additional information.

The applicant has chosen not to provide elevations prior to concept plan submittal. Facade did not
review the project with the revised submittal. However, the applicant has been in discussion with the
facade consultant and provided their letter of intent to meet the requirements of the Facade
Ordinance during preliminary site plan submittal. They have provided sample elevations and sample
boards to indicate the quality of construction.

Traffic and Fire are recommending approval with additional comments to be addressed with the revised
submittal.

The Planning Commission is asked tonight to recommend to City Council an approval or denial of
rezoning request from RA Residential Acreage to R-1 One Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning
Overlay.

Applicant Randy Wertheimer addressed the Planning Commission. He stated that they did reduce a lot
in order to create a park for the neighborhood. We also changed the zoning to be more in line with
what the City was comfortable with to the R-1. We are making a contribution to the ITC Sports Park.
Also they will be making a significant contribution toward the path that the city is installing on Eight Mile.
The reason that we are not removing the trees along Eight Mile is because the existing trees present a
beautiful natural feature. The landscape comment that we are short on trees is because we are
planting much larger trees than are the minimum requirement. We are looking to have mature
landscaping on day one. He stated that they are not trying to cut corners on landscaping.

Chairperson Lynch opened the public hearing for this agenda item and seeing that no one in the
audience had any comments he closed the public hearing and turned the discussion over to the
Planning Commission for comments.

Member Anthony questioned the applicant as to what type of contamination is there on this property?
He also questioned some of the markings on the site plan.

Applicant Randy Wertheimer responded that the area is a former trucking site so there is some
contaminated soil with arsenic on the site. Part of the site years ago there was an apple orchard on the
site. We are committed to remediate the site and turn it in to a beautiful area.



Andy Bellia the Engineer for the Dunhill project addressed the markings on the site plan. There are two
issues with the site. One is arsenic and there is also buried debris on the site. Non contaminated debiris is
the crushed concrete and various fill material contaminated debris which is fuel oil tanks. The large
circle areas on the site plan are the potential areas of debris and the smaller circles are the areas that
are known to have debris. As they are excavating the area they will remove any contaminated and
take it to a land fill.

Member Anthony stated that they do not know if the wetlands are affected by any contamination. He
wanted to know if any of this information had been shared with in house staff or the wetland
consultants.

Matt Carmer and Pete Hill with ETC responded to Member Anthony’s questions regarding the ECT report.

Member Anthony questioned the wetland areas A and area C. So wetland areas H and K which was
identified as being regulated by the city you are not concerned with. H & K has minimal impact. With
area C you were concerned about lots 12, 13 and 20. The actual remediation would remove the area
of wetland on lot 20. Approximately 50% of the wetland will be removed with the remediation. Lot 13
appeared to have the same issues as lot 20. These wetlands are not regulated by the state and only
regulated by the city the most cost effective solution will be removal.

Pete Hill responded to Member Anthony that they did not have any additional reports that had soil
borings. During the review we wondered if soil borings had been done in the area with the road. The
studies that the applicant submitted lead them to believe that remediation would be needed in that
area.

Member Anthony stated that there is not enough information at this time for a solid conclusion. He
stated that he feels that if there was additional information that ECT might have a different
recommendation on the wetlands and woodlands.

Mr. Carmer agreed that with the additional information their recommendation might be changed.

In the letter ETC recommended that wetland C is one to preserve. The reason is we suggested that is
because it is a small vernal pool not regulated by the state due to the fact that it is not connected to a
lake, stream or pond. It is not greater than 5 acres in size.

Member Anthony stated that when you look at their open area it looks like a majority of wetland C is in
there. Then they are also adding a retention pond and to the south of that it ties in with wetland H.
Considering what they are leaving now and the work that they are doing would that have any
equivalency to mitigation that they are adding to replace what they are removing?

Mr. Carmer stated that initially there was a mitigation area shown along the edge of wetland H. In the
latest mitigation plan of wetlands H there was not a lot of detail and not even labeled as wetland
mitigation area. The assumption was that this was still the area that they would attempt to mitigate the
wetlands. It wasn’t clearly indicated on the plans. It is also very steep slope there. It seems a little bit
difficult. | would like to see a little bit of engineering review of that by the applicant suggesting that it
can be built there. There seems like a lot of earth would have to come out to create wetland H in that
area.

Based on the grades that were observed on site it appears to be a very large undertaking.

Member Anthony asked Mr. Carmer about the area directly to the north where you end up having your
storm water retention. That would seem logical to have that associated with mitigation.

Mr. Carmer stated that a lot of times what people do on these sites is to have their storm-water basin
going and then have an outflow from your storm-water basin into an wetland mitigation area to kind of
continue the hydrology.

Member Anthony states that he does not think that they have seen that level of detail here.

Mr. Carmer states that concern with wetland C just north of the basin it has some potential for wildlife
with animals that rely on vernal pools. It is close enough where wetland H, detention basin and wetland



C are allin a line. There was quite a bit of buffer. For example wetland C being a small vernal pool that
fills up with water every spring and dries up in late summer. If you develop houses and have lots backing
up to it the hydrology that currently goes there probably doesn’t continue to get in to the wetlands. So
you are removing the buffer.

Member Anthony questioned that wouldn’t it be that by constructing that retention pond right next to C
that is where the water will collect as opposed to C thus rendering that little area of C not functioning as
a wetland anymore. It has been shifted over so that you continue and end up with you connecting
wetland A through H.  With that concept at least in the area where we are concerned about lots 12,
13 and 20 it minimizes the impact that the development of those lots would have.

Member Anthony questioned Mr. Carmer about the wetlands on lots 10 and 11.

Mr. Carmer responded that wetland A is at the far north end and the additional 2 lots are pretty much
allwetland. In the review letter it does suggest that maybe that is not a spot to build if it is almost entirely
wetland. These lots could be avoided or repositioned. We would like to see that some alternatives have
been considered. As you go through the language in the ordinance you are supposed to look at
feasible alternatives for impacting the wetland and we would like to see that the design has considered
wetlands and woodlands can be avoided and if not why?

Member Anthony questioned if Wetland A, lots 10 and 11 is connected to a wetland area off site of the
development.

Mr. Carmer responded that to the west there is a pond located not too far to the west of that wetland.

Member Anthony again questioned that if lots 10 and 11 were developed would it impact the wetland
off site hydraulically? Did the flow come on to the property or flow away from the property?

Mr. Carmer stated that wetland does continue off site to the east. To the north it did not appear so but
did not investigate very far to the north.

Member Anthony asked that if lots 10 and 11 were developed would it damage the wetland that you
saw Off site to the east?

Mr. Carmer responded they did not do a whole lot of walking on the adjacent property as they did not
have permission. It probably connects up through wetland H.

Applicant Randy Wertheimer wanted the Planning Commission to know that they have hired one of the
most reputable wetland consultants in southeast Michigan, King & MacGregor Environmental, LLC. They
have also hired McDowell and Associates. Mr. Wertheimer said we are happy to share any information
with you so that you will feel comfortable with this plan.

Member Anthony stated that the report showed that 83% of the trees that would be removed that you
would normally want protected.

Mr. Hill responded that it is 83% because there is a significant amount of trees that are coming down.

Mr. Carmer also stated that the site has been previously disturbed so the trees are smaller. There are a
couple areas with significant size trees but for the most part the trees are smaller. So essentially we are
asking the developer to provide an offset of trees that are removed. It is that number that is still in
negotiations.

Applicant Randy Wertheimer stated that this site is a little different. They would be taking down ten
large trees. The rest is scrub, brush already half down. We are replacing the site with not only a seven
figure mediation but a beautiful landscaped entrance with trees that far exceed the minimum
requirements.

Member Anthony stated that it appears that more data needs to be assessed and essentially the
developer needs to work with staff and the staff consultants further.



Member Baratta question staff engineer Brian Coburn if the city had looked at the impact on the
drainage on the adjacent properties?

Brian Coburn responded that with the purpose plan indicated that discharging wetland H from the
dentition pond. So they are accepting the drainage from the site and then discharging it over to the
east. So it should not have impact on the adjacent properties. The ordinance requires that it should be
self-contained so they have to collect all the storm water through the basin.

Member Baratta stated that after investigating the site he feels that access to Beck Road is not
necessary. Eight Mile is far less traveled than Beck Road. When you look at the two subdivisions west of
Beck the sites have half of an acre lots or more. The purposed plan is a lot less than that. It will have a
higher utilized site. The tradeoff for the city is this project has higher density verses cleaning up the
contaminated site. That is really where | see the value here. The City of Novi is already constructing the
pathway. Do you need that much density verses paying for the cleanup?

Member Lynch said that he does like this project. He agreed with Member Baratta about the tradeoff.
He feels that this fits well into the ordinance. He believes that this will be a good addition to Novi.

Member Anthony makes a motion to recommend approval to city Council and seconded by Member
Baratta.

ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO CITY COUNCIL MADE BY MEMBER ANTHONY AND
SECONDED BY MEMBE BARATTA

In the matter of the request of Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunbhill Park LLC for Dunhill Park JSP15-13 with Zoning
Map Amendment 18.711 motion to recommend approval to the City Council to rezone the subject
property from RA (Residential Acreage) to R-1 (One Family residential) with a Planned Rezoning
Overlay. The recommendation shall include the following ordinance deviations for consideration by the
City Council:

a. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow reduction in the required minimum
lot size and minimum lot width for one-family detached dwellings reviewed against R-1
Zoning standards to allow for smaller lots (21,780 square feet and 120 feet required, 13,860
square feet and 90 feet provided);

b. Deviation in the minimum Ordinance standards to allow reduction in minimum side yard
setback and aggregate side yard setback for one-family detached dwellings reviewed
against R-1 Zoning standards (15 feet with 40 feet aggregate required, 10 feet with 30 feet
minimum aggregate provided);

c. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for absence of required berm and required
greenbelt landscaping along the entire frontage of Beck Road Right of Way due to existing
natural features. (coverage along entire frontage required; approximately 40 percent
proposed);

d. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B. iii for absence of required street trees within the
right-of-way along Beck Road;

e. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.B.ii and iii for not meeting the minimum requirements
of canopy and sub canopy trees in greenbelt along both Public Rights-of-way;

f. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.E.i.c for not meeting the street tree requirements
along Eight Mile if the Oakland County Road Commission does not allow some or all of the
required street trees along 8 Mile Road;

g. Landscape deviation from Section 5.5.3.E.iv for not meeting the minimum requirements for
Storm Basin Landscape (Shrubs required; Canopy trees proposed);

h. Landscape deviation from Landscape Design Manual Section 1.d.(1)(d) for not meeting the
required diversity of tree species for a single family residential subdivision;

i. Applicant shall provide modelling data showing sufficient fire flows at the water main dead
end or applicant shall provide a loop connection approved by the City Engineer during
Preliminary Site Plan. An offsite easement may be required for the loop connection;

j- City Council variance from Appendix C Section 4.04(A) (1) of Novi City Code for not
providing a stub street to the subdivision boundary along subdivision perimeter;



k. City Council variance from Section 11-194(a)(7) of the Novi City Code for exceeding the
maximum distance between Eight Mile Road and the proposed emergency access;

If the City Council approves the rezoning, the Planning Commission recommends the following
conditions be requirements of the Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement:

a. Acceptance of applicant’s offer of Public benefits as proposed:

i Tax benefits for the City including significant property taxes and potential Brownfield
benefits from Oakland County.

ii. Significant brownfield environmental cleanup.

iii. Installation of a “Welcome to Novi” landmark feature.

iv. $25,000 donation to the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department to be
applied toward the construction of the ITC Community Sports Park Trail.

V. High-end landscaping.

vi. Developers financial contribution to complete the construction of Eight Mile sidewalk,
as determined by the City Council

b. Applicant complying with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant review letters,
including satisfying the concerns in Wetlands and Woodlands review letters.

c. The applicant shall conform with the code requirements to provide additional information
with regards to the required woodland replacement trees, with an appropriate number to be
determined by staff, at the time of Preliminary Site Plan, or to pay into the City’s tree fund, per
staff’s recommendation.

This motion is made because:

a. The applicant has presented a reasonable alternative to the proposed Master Plan
designation of a maximum of 0.8 units/acre to an actual 1.32 units/acre, and which supports
several objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use as noted in this review letter.

b. The proposed density of 1.32 units/acre provides a reasonable transitional use between the
lower density developments to the north and west, and the existing higher density
developments to the east, in the City of Northville, and Maybury State Park on the south side
of Eight Mile Road.

c. The site will be adequately served by pubilic utilities.

d. The proposed zoning and proposed use represents only a nominal increase in expected site
generated traffic relative to development permitted under existing zoning.

e. Submittal of a concept plan, and any resulting PRO Agreement, provides assurances to the
Planning Commission and to the City Council of the manner in which the property will be
developed.

f. The proposed concept plan shows the intent of the applicant to remediate environmental
contamination of the site as a part of the development plan, which will improve the land
through the removal of potential environmental hazards.

Motion carried 5-0.
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November 20, 2015

Barbara McBeth, AICP

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Rd.

Novi, Ml 48375

SUBJECT: 2"¢ Review of Dunhill Park
JSP15-13 Rezoning with a PRO

Dear Ms. McBeth:

At your request, we have reviewed the resubmission of the request for rezoning with a Planned
Rezoning Overlay referenced above and offer the following analysis:

Applicant
Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC

Review Type
Rezoning from RA Residential Acreage to R-1 One-Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay

(PRO).

Property Characteristics

e Site Location: Northwest corner of Eight Mile Road and Beck Road (Section 32)

e Site Zoning: RA Residential Acreage

e Adjoining Zoning: North and west: RA Residential Acreage; East (City of Northville): R-1A
First Density Residential; South (Northville Township): R-1 Single Family
Residential

e Current Site Use: Vacant

e Adjoining Uses: North, east and west: single family homes; South: Maybury State Park

e School District: Northville Community

e Sijte Size: 23.76 gross acres/23.51 net acres

Summary of Amendments to the Plan since the First Submission
This is the second submission of this plan. In response to the Planning Commission’s feedback on the
last version of the plan, the applicant has made the following amendments to the plan:

e 32 lots have been reduced to 31, with the subtracted lot repurposed as open/park space.
Leaving this lot open preserved some existing trees as well as a small area of wetland (the
portion of the site preserved as open space is now 33%, up from 31%. The net density has
changed from 1.36 to 1.32 units per acre.

e The landscaping at the entrance to the development, along 8 Mile Road, has been substantially
increased.

e The applicant has confirmed that it will contribute land and funding to the construction of the
pathway along 8 Mile.

Clearzoning, Inc. - 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, Michigan 48076 - 248.423.1776
Planning - Zoning - Transportation
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e The applicant originally sought rezoning to R-3. The request has been revised to R-1. While R-3’s
setback and lot size requirements were more similar to the applicant’s plan, R-1 provides for a
lower maximum net density on the site.

e The list of public benefits has been modified slightly, and the more information on remediation
efforts (misspelled on the plan) has been provided.

Project Summary

The petitioner is proposing a Zoning Map amendment for two parcels that total 23.76 acres located at
the northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road (Section 32) from RA (One-Family Residential,
0.8 DU’s per net acre) to R-1 (One-Family Residential, 2 DU’s per net acre) utilizing the City’s Planned
Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option. This request amends the original request for rezoning to R-3 (there is
still a reference to R-3 on the second sheet of the plan that must be amended).

The subject parcel is 23.76 gross acres on the northwest corner of Beck Road and Eight Mile Road. The
site includes 0.25 acres of land in the Eight Mile Road right-of-way, and the net acreage is 23.51 acres. It
is currently zoned RA. The applicant is proposing to rezone the property to R-1. The concept PRO plan
proposes 31 total lots! in a cluster arrangement, with 7.76 acres, or 33% of the total site, preserved as
open space. This is one fewer lot than originally proposed. The open space is primarily devoted to an
on-site detention pond and wetland mitigation areas, though the letter accompanying the revised site
plan indicates that removed lot will be available for park space. One boulevarded access point is
proposed onto Eight Mile Road and one stub street is proposed.

This site was the former home to J.J. Zayti Trucking,
Inc. The 1999 aerial photo at right shows the trucking
operation, which public records show resulting in
some environmental contamination on this site. The
Applicant has indicated that remediation efforts are
planned for the entire site.
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Summary of PRO Agreements

The PRO option creates a “floating district” with a
conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a parcel.
As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed
to be changed (in this case from RA to R-1) and the
applicant enters into a PRO agreement with the City,
whereby the City and the applicant agree to tentative P ' N q
approval of a conceptual plan for development of the ‘ )
site. Following final approval of the PRO concept plan and PRO agreement, the applicant will submit for
Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval under standard site plan review procedures. The PRO runs with
the land, so future owners, successors, or assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent
modification by the City of Novi. If the development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning
and PRO concept plan expires and the agreement becomes void.

11.32 units per net acre.

www.clearzoning.com
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Potential Development with Existing Zoning

The existing zoning, RA, permits 0.8 dwelling units per acre. Under current zoning, the 23.51 net acres
of the site could be developed with 18 single family homes. Homes are proposed to be clustered; the
open space preservation option, however, does not offer a density bonus for clustered homes. The site
is currently vacant. R-1 zoning would permit a maximum density of 1.65 units per net acre, or a total of
38 single family homes. The applicant is requesting roughly 80 percent of the maximum allowable units

. { re u LECL
under the proposed zoning. \%\hm 738 - I
5 % &
Master Plan for Land Use = E E‘ 33 @
The Future Land Use Map of the 2010 City of g !
Novi Master Plan for Land Use identifies this & 1en Mile Rd
. L. . =
property and all adjacent land within the City as 4
single family residential, with a density of 0.8 0.8 2.7 ~
dwelling units per acre. This matches the ol 1.65 ;

_— . . . . & o Nine Mile Rc
existing zoning of the site. The City of Northville g e sa =
identifies land to the east as low density = :
residential (3.63 units per acre), while Northville 5 "E :
Township designates land to the south as single Q City of Northville

. ) e . Subiect
family residential; it is occupied by Maybury | Eight Mile Rd 1_5;(3196

State Park and unlikely to be developed. Novthille Townahip
The Master Plan establishes numerous goals and supporting objectives for the City. This concept plan
supports several objectives and conflicts with others.

Objective: Attract new residents to the City by providing a full range of quality housing opportunities
that meet the housing needs of all demographic groups, including but not limited to singles, couples,
first time home buyers, families, and the elderly. The development would provide medium-lot single
family dwelling units, an intermediate size between the City’s existing large-lot and small-lot
developments.

Objective: Encourage residential developments that promote healthy lifestyles. The concept plan’s
inclusion of pathways and connection to the City’s larger pathway system enables walking and bicycling.

Objective: Protect and maintain open space throughout the community. 33% of the site is preserved as
open space, primarily for the purpose of stormwater detention and wetland mitigation.

Objective: Continue to strive toward making the City of Novi a more bikeable and more walkable
community. The development is proposed to be linked to the City’s developing pathway system.

The proposal calls for a departure from the vision of the Master Plan, which is to provide for 0.8

dus/acre in this location (see below for addition density discussion). Neighborhood compatibility with
existing large lot RA properties in the area should be considered.
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Proposed Residential Density

The applicant is proposing 31 units on 23.51 net acres for a net density of 1.32 units per acre. As
mentioned above, the Master Plan calls for a density of 0.8 dwelling units per acre on this land and
surrounding sites. The proposed density is 1.65 times the Master Plan recommendation for the site.
Proposed density is most consistent with the R-1 One-Family Residential District (maximum density of
1.65 units per acre). This is the proposed new zoning classification for the site.

Lot Requirements

The minimum lot size in R-1 is 21,780 square feet. The minimum lot size shown on the plan is 13,860
square feet. The minimum lot width in R-1 is 120 feet. The minimum lot width on the plan, shown for
five of the cul de sac lots, is 90 feet; all lots less than 104 feet wide are on cul de sacs. Setbacks are
similarly not met—the aggregate side setback for the district is 40 feet, while the average aggregate
side setback shown on the plan is 30 feet.

Under the PRO option, the Planning Commission may approve deviations from the dimensional
standards of the district in order to facilitate a more innovative design that preserves open space.

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

Summary of Land Use and Zoning of Subject and Adjacent Properties
Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Master Plan Designation
Subject Property RA Residential Acreage Vacant Single Family, 0.8/acre
To the North RA Residential Acreage Single Family Homes Single Family, 0.8/acre
To the East R1-A (Northville) Single Family Homes Single Family, 3.63/acre
To the South R-2 (Northville Twp) Maybury State Park Single Family, 1.0/acre
To the West RA Residential Acreage Single Family Home Single Family, 0.8/acre

The surrounding land uses are detailed in the table above. In making its recommendation to City
Council, the Planning Commission should consider the compatibility of the PRO concept plan with
existing adjacent land uses and zoning.

In general, standard construction noise during development and increased traffic after development
are the most likely negative effects of this development on surrounding properties.

Directly to the north of the subject property are several properties zoned RA, One-Family Residential,
containing single-family homes. Casa Loma, a 10-unit residential development, is located one half mile
north of Eight Mile Road on the west side of Beck Road.

Directly to the west of the subject property is an existing single-family home. Maybury Park Estates is a
bit further to the west. Maybury Park Estates contains 106 units on roughly 133 acres for a gross
density of roughly 0.8 units per acre. These properties would experience greater traffic volumes on
Beck Road and Eight Mile Road under the proposed development than under the maximum currently
permissible density.

Directly to the south of the subject property in Northville Township is property zoned R-1, Single-Family

Residential. The R-1 Zoning District allows one unit per acre. However, the site is part of Maybury State
Park and unlikely ever to be developed. Impacts from the proposed development would be negligible.
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The properties to the east of the subject property are in the City of Northville in the R-1A, First Density
Residential district and contain single-family homes. The existing residential development would
experience greater traffic volumes along Beck and Eight Mile Roads than it would if the site was
developed within the limits of current zoning.

Comparison of Zoning Districts

RA Zoning (Existing) R-1 Zoning (Proposed)

1. One-family dwellings 1. One-family detached dwellings
2. Farms and greenhouses 2. Farms and greenhouses
3. Publicly owned and operated parks 3. Publicly owned and operated parks, parkways and
Principal Permitted | 4. Cemeteries outdoor recreational facilities
Uses 5. Schools 4. Home occupations
6. Home occupations 5. Keeping of horses and ponies
7. Accessory buildings and uses 6. Family day care homes
8. Family day care homes 7. Accessory buildings and uses
1. Raising of nursery plant materials 1. Places of worship
2. Dairies 2. Schools
3. Keeping and raising of livestock 3. Utility and public service buildings (no storage
4. Places of worship yards)
5. Utility and public service buildings (no storage 4. Group day care, day care centers, adult day care
yards) 5. Private noncommercial recreation areas
6. Group day care, day care centers, adult day care | 6. Golf courses
. 7. Private noncommercial recreation areas 7. Colleges and universities
Special Land Uses .
8. Golf courses 8. Private pools
9. Colleges and universities 9. Cemeteries

10. Mortuary establishments
11. Bed and breakfasts
12. Accessory buildings and uses

10. Private pools
11. Cemeteries
12. Mortuary establishments

13. Limited nonresidential uses of historic structures
14. Bed and breakfasts
15. Accessory buildings and uses

Minimum Lot Size

43,560 sq ft (1 acre)

21,780 sq ft (0.5 acres)

Minimum Lot
Width

150 ft

120 ft

Building Height

2.5 stories or 35 ft

2.5 stories or 35 ft

Building Setbacks

Front: 45 ft
Side: 20 ft (aggregate 50 ft)
Rear: 50 ft

Front: 30 ft
Side: 15 ft (aggregate 40 ft)
Rear: 35 ft

Infrastructure

Water and sanitary sewer are available at the site. We defer to the engineer regarding the adequacy of
proposed stormwater management.

The applicant proposes one primary access street (Dunhill Drive on the concept plan) with a boulevard
at the entrance. This street runs straight north and south through the western portion of the site and
stubs to a temporary T turnaround at the northern property line. Two additional courts (Dunhill Court
and Wales Court on the concept plan) are proposed, each ending in a cul de sac with a center island.
Secondary access is proposed from Beck Road via a gravel access path secured with a breakaway gate.

www.clearzoni ng.com




Dunhill Park PRO Review — Rezoning and PRO Concept Plan
Page 6

The plan illustrates an eight-foot-wide concrete sidewalk along Eight Mile and Beck Roads. The
narrative provided by the applicant indicates that the applicant is collaborating with the City to either
install the path at its own expense or contribute funds for the installation by the City at a later date.

The applicant has submitted a traffic study for the site showing likely volumes at the proposed density.
The traffic study appears to overestimate the number of homes that could be located on the site under
RA zoning, however, assuming 32 homes when the maximum would be 18. The applicant had
previously submitted a traffic study that included an accurate projection for the RA district. Combining
the two studies, we see a projection that the proposed development will likely generate about 130
more trips per day than the maximum allowable development under current zoning.

Natural Features

There is a significant area of City-regulated woodlands on the site, including trees that could be
considered specimen trees. The applicant has proposed woodland impacts and will need to plant
woodland replacement trees and contribute money to the tree fund to account for said impacts. The
applicant has submitted the required tree survey. Based on the woodlands consultant’s review,
consideration should be given to modifying lots and/or lot boundaries to provide as little impact on
woodlands as possible. The applicant contends that this is primarily low quality scrub forest and notes
that it is not pristine woodland. 9 additional trees are saved on the revised plan due to the relocation of
a storm sewer.

The applicant proposes to replace 231 of the 471 total trees removed from the site at an increased
caliper; in general, the applicant argues that the full number of replacement trees will not fit on the site
and that environmental remediation efforts adequately compensate for the loss of the unreplaced
trees.

There are ten on-site City-regulated wetlands totaling 2.767 acres and the concept plan proposes 0.557
acres of impact to the wetlands. An impact of 2.01 acres on the 25 foot natural features setback is
anticipated as well. The applicant has proposed 0.98 acres of wetland mitigation. See wetlands
consultant review regarding recommendations to consider alternative lot arrangements to reduce
impacts on higher quality wetlands.

Major Conditions of Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement

The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specific PRO conditions in
conjunction with a rezoning request. The submittal requirements and the process are codified under
the PRO ordinance (Section 7.13.2). Within the process, which is completely voluntary by the applicant,
the applicant and City Council can agree on a series of conditions to be included as part of the approval.

The applicant is required to submit a conceptual plan and a list of terms that they are willing to include
with the PRO agreement. The applicant has submitted a conceptual plan showing the general layout of
the internal roads and lots, the location of the proposed detention ponds, location of the proposed
open space, and proposed landscaping throughout the development. The applicant has also provided
conceptual home elevations and 3-D renderings of extensive landscaping at the development entrance.
The applicant has described conditions for the rezoning, summarized as such:

www.clearzoni ng.com
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1. Tax benefits for the City.
2. Maximum number of units shall be 31 single family detached dwelling units (80% of the density
permitted by the proposed zoning)
3. High-end landscaping
4. High-end home construction
5. Minimum unit width shall be 90 feet and minimum square footage of 13,860 square feet.
6. Significant brownfield environmental cleanup with funds potentially coming back to the City.
7. Installation of a “Welcome to Novi” landmark feature
8. $25,000 contribution to the ITC Community Sports Park Trail (to be coordinated with Parks,

Recreation and Cultural Services).

Ordinance Deviations

Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance within a
PRO agreement. These deviations must be accompanied by a finding by City Council that “each Zoning
Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, prohibit an
enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that approving the deviation
would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas.” Such deviations
must be considered by City Council, who will make a finding of whether to include those deviations in a
proposed PRO agreement. The proposed PRO agreement would be considered by City Council after
tentative approval of the proposed concept plan and rezoning.

The Applicant and City staff have identified 6 variances that will be needed:
1. No berm along Beck Road due to existing natural features.
2. Landscaping does not meet the minimum requirement for canopy and sub-canopy trees along
the public right-of-way.
3. Landscaping does not meet street tree requirements along 8 Mile and Beck—the Applicant is
seeking Road Commission for Oakland County approval for additional large-caliper trees.
4. The minimum requirements for storm basin landscape are not met.
The required stub street to the west is not provided.
6. The distance between the emergency access and 8 Mile Road exceeds the maximum (this
variance is granted by the City Council).

b

Additional Deviations noted due to change in requested zoning designation (R-1 proposed currently,
R-3 proposed previously) and other changes to the plan:

The concept plan submitted with an application for a rezoning with a PRO is not required to contain
the same level of detail as a preliminary site plan. Staff has reviewed the concept plan inasmuch
detail as possible to determine what deviations from the Zoning Ordinance are currently shown. The
applicant may choose to revise the concept plan to better comply with the standards of the Zoning
Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submitted with the understanding that those
deviations would have to be approved by City Council in a proposed PRO agreement. The
following are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance (Section 3.1.2) and other applicable ordinances
shown on the concept plan (sheet 2 needs to be updated to reflect R-1 zoning requirements):

1. Lot Size and Width: Per Section 3.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the R-1 One-Family
Residential Zoning district requires a minimum lot size of 21,780 square feet and a
minimum lot width of 120 feet. The applicant has proposed a minimum lot size of 13,860
square feet and a minimum width of 90 feet. These deviations should be included in the
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PRO Agreement. For reference, the proposed lot sizes more closely reflect the R-3 Zoning
District, but the overall density at 1.32 units/acre more closely reflects the R-1 (requested)
Zoning District.

2. Setbacks: The minimum side yard setback for a single-family dwelling in this district is 15
feet with an aggregate of 40 feet. The applicant has proposed a minimum 10 foot side
yard setback (with an aggregate of 30 feet). These deviations should be included in the
PRO Agreement and should be updated on Sheet 2.

3. Woodland Replacement Trees: The applicant is requesting a deviation from ordinance
requirements that require the applicant to plant, or pay into the City’s tree fund for the
equivalent of 230 required woodland replacement trees. The applicant has stated that
the cost to remedy the existing soil remediation issues is significant enough to negate the
City’s requirements to provide a Woodland Replacement Guarantee for the remaining
trees that will not be planted.

4. Landscape waivers: A number of deviations from the landscaping standards are being
proposed. See the landscape review letter for additional details.

Applicant Burden under PRO Ordinance
The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance requires the applicant to demonstrate that certain
requirements and standards are met. The applicant should be prepared to discuss these items. Section
7.13.2.D.ii states the following:
1. (Sec. 7.13.2.D.ii.a) Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, and
as determined in the discretion of the City Council, the integration of the proposed land
development project with the characteristics of the project area, and result in an
enhancement of the project area as compared to the existing zoning, and such
enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be assured in the absence of
the use of a Planned Rezoning Overlay.

2. (Sec. 7.13.2.D.ii.b) Sufficient conditions shall be included on and in the PRO Plan and PRO
Agreement on the basis of which the City Council concludes, in its discretion, that, as
compared to the existing zoning and considering the site specific land use proposed by
the applicant, it would be in the public interest to grant the Rezoning with Planned
Rezoning Overlay; provided, in determining whether approval of a proposed application
would be in the public interest, the benefits which would reasonably be expected to
accrue from the proposal shall be balanced against, and be found to clearly outweigh
the reasonably foreseeable detriments thereof, taking into consideration reasonably
accepted planning, engineering, environmental and other principles, as presented to the
City Council, following recommendation by the Planning Commission, and also taking
into consideration the special knowledge and understanding of the City by the City
Council and Planning Commission.
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Public Benefit under PRO Ordinance
Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning would
be in the public interest and the public benefits of the proposed PRO rezoning would clearly outweigh
the detriments. The applicant has identified the public benefits listed below at this time. These
proposed benefits will be weighed against the proposal to determine if they clearly outweigh any
detriments of the proposed rezoning.

1. Tax benefits for the City including significant property taxes and potential Brownfield benefits from
Oakland County.

2. Significant brownfield environmental cleanup.

3. Installation of a “Welcome to Novi” landmark feature.

4. $25,000 donation to the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department to be applied toward
the construction of the ITC Community Sports Park Trail.

5. High-end landscaping.

Submittal Requirements

e Rezoning signs must be erected along the property’s frontage in accordance with submittal
requirements and in accordance with the public hearing requirements for the rezoning request.
The signs should be erected no later than 15 days prior to the scheduled public hearing. The
concept plan does not show the proposed locations of the two required rezoning signs.

Planning Commission Options
The Planning Commission has the following options for its recommendation to City Council:
1. Recommend City Council conditionally approve the request to rezone the parcel to R-1, One--
Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (APPLICANT REQUEST); OR
2. Recommend City Council deny the request to rezone the parcel to R-1 with a PRO, with the
zoning of the property to remain RA; OR
3. Recommend City Council rezone the parcel to a zoning district other than R-1 (an additional
public hearing may be required); OR
4. Postpone consideration of the request for further study or consideration of another alternative.
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Recommendation

Clearzoning recommends approval of the proposed PRO and concept plan (JSP14-18 and Rezoning
18.707 for the 31-unit detached residential development to rezone property at the northwest corner of
Eight Mile Road and Beck Road, from RA, Residential Acreage to R-1 One Family Residential with a
Planned Rezoning Overlay for the following reasons:

e The applicant has presented a reasonable alternative to the proposed Master Plan designation
of a maximum of 0.8 units/acre to an actual 1.32 units/acre, and which supports several
objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use as noted in this review letter.

e The proposed density of 1.32 units/acre provides a reasonable transitional use between the
lower density developments to the north and west, and the existing higher density
developments to the east, in the City of Northville, and Maybury State Park on the south side of
Eight Mile Road.

e The site will be adequately served by public utilities.

e The proposed zoning and proposed use represents only a nominal increase in expected site-
generated traffic relative to development permitted under existing zoning.

e Submittal of a concept plan, and any resulting PRO Agreement, provides assurances to the
Planning Commission and to the City Council of the manner in which the property will be
developed.

e The proposed concept plan shows the intent of the applicant to remediate environmental
contamination of the site as a part of the development plan, which will improve the land
through the removal of potential environmental hazards.

Sincerely,
CLEARZONING, INC.

Pl

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP
President

www.clearzoning.com
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
11/13/2015

Engineering Review
DUNHILL PARK
JSP15-0013

Applicant
HUNTER PASTEUR HOMES DUNHILL PARK

Review Type
PRO Revised Concept Plan

Property Characteristics

» Site Location: N. of 8 Mile Rd. and W, of Beck Rd.
= Site Size: 23.76 acres

» Plan Date: 10/20/15

Project Summary
= Construction of a 31 lot subdivision. Site access would be provided by a single curb
cut on 8 Mile Rd. to internal roadways.

= Water service would be provided by 12-inch and 8-inch extension from the existing
12-inch water main along the north side of 8 Mile Rd. approximately 1,100 feet to the
west, along with 8 additional hydrants.

= Sanitary sewer service would be provided by an extension of the existing 10-inch
sanitary sewer running along the north property line.

v Storm water would be collected by a single storm sewer collection system and
detained in an on-site basin.

Recommendation
Approval of the Revised Concept Plan and Preliminary Storm Water Management Plan is

recommended.
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Comments:

The revised Concept Plan meets the general requirements of Chapter 11, the Storm
Water Management Ordinance and the Engineering Design Manual with the following
items to be addressed at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal (further engineering
detail will be required at the time of the final site plan submittal):

Additional Comments (1o be addressed prior 1o the Final Site Plan submittal):

General
1. A right-of-way permit will be required from the City of Novi and Oakland
County,
2. Provide a fraffic control sign table listing the quantities of each sign type

proposed for the development. Provide a note along with the table stating
all traffic signage will comply with the current MMUTCD standards.

3. Traffic signs in the RCOC right-of-way will be installed by RCOC.

4, Provide a note stating if dewatering is anticipated or encountered during
construction a dewatering plan must be submitted to the Engineering
Department for review.

5. Soil borings shall be provided for a preliminary review of the constructability of
the proposed development (roads, basin, etc.). Borings identifying soil types,
and groundwater elevation should be provided at the time of Preliminary Site
plan.

6. The City standard detail sheets are not required for the Final Site Plan
submittal. They will be required with the Stamping Set submittal. They can be
found on the City website (www.cityofnovi.org/DesignManual).

Water Main
7. The proposed water main dead end exceeds 800-feet, provided modeling
data showing sufficient fire flows at the dead end or provide a loop
connection approved by the City Engineer. An offsite easement may be
required for the loop connection.

Provide a plan and profile for the off-site water main construction.

The water main stubs shall terminate with a hydrant followed by a valve in
well. If the hydrant is not a requirement of the development for another
reason the hydrant can be labeled as temporary allowing it to be relocated
in the future.

10.  Three (3) sealed sets of revised utility plans along with the MDEQ permit
application (1/07 rev.) for water main construction and the Streamlined
Water Main Permit Checklist should be submitted to the Engineering
Department for review, assuming no further design changes are anticipated.
Utility plan sets shall include only the cover sheet, any applicable utility sheets
and the standard detail sheefs.

0 @
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Sanitary Sewer

1.
12.
13.

Provide a basis of design.
Provide size and material for proposed sanitary sewer.

Seven (7) sealed sets of revised utility plans along with the MDEQ permit
application (04/14 rev.) for sanitary sewer construction and the Streamlined
Sanitary Sewer Permit Certification Checklist should be submitted to the
Engineering Department for review, assuming no further design changes are
anficipated.  Utility plan sets shall include only the cover sheet, any
applicable utility sheets and the standard detail sheets., Also, the MDEQ can
be contacted for an expedited review by their office.

Storm Sewer

14.

20.

A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewers.
Currently, a few pipe sections do not meet this standard. Grades shall be
elevated and minimum pipe slopes shall be used to maximize the cover
depth. In situations where the minimum cover cannot be achieved, Class V
pipe must be used with an absolute minimum cover depth of 2 feet. An
explanation shall be provided where the cover depth cannot be provided.

Provide a 0.1-foot drop in the downstream invert of all storm structures where
a change in direction of 30 degrees or greater occurs.

Match the 0.80 diameter depth above invert for pipe size increases.

Storm manholes with differences in invert elevations exceeding two feet shall
contain a 2-foot deep plunge pool.

Provide a four-foot deep sump and an oil/gas separator in the last storm
structure prior to discharge to the storm water basin.

Label all inlet storm structures on the profiles. Inlets are only permitted in
paved areas and when followed by a catch basin within 50 feet.

Label the 10-year HGL on the storm sewer profiles, and ensure the HGL
remains at least 1-foot below the rim of each structure.

Storm Water Management Plan

21.

22.

23.

The Storm Water Management Plan for this development shall be designed in
accordance with the Storm Water Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the new
Engineering Design Manual.

Provide detention time calculations for the bankfull volume. The bankfull
volume must be detained for 24 to 40 hours.

Provide a soil boring in the vicinity of the storm water basin to determine soil
conditions and to establish the high water elevation of the groundwater
table.

Paving & Grading

24,

The length of Street A exceeds the maximum of 1,000 feet and would require
a variance unless an emergency access is provided. The access could be
temporary until adjacent development occurs to provide secondary access.
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25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

Or provided a DCS Variance request to wave this requirement, staff would
support this request.

A stub street shall be provided to the west for future connection or a variance
would be required. Or provided a DCS Variance request to wave this
requirement, staff would support this request.

Provide detailed grading for the hammer head turn around at the north
property line.

The emergency access must be paved or grass pavers.

Clarify if the streets are to be public or private.

Provide a pathway connection to the west. If a stub street is provided to the
west, the sidewalk adjacent to the street would provide that connection.

Add a note to the plan stating that the emergency access gate is to be
installed and closed prior to the issuance of the first TCO in the subdivision.

Please contact Jeremy Miller at (248) 735-5694 with any questions.

W/W

CccC
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Adam Wayne, Engineering

Brian Coburn, Engineering

Sri Komaragiri, Community Development
Becky Arold, Water & Sewer
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Revised PRO Conceptual Site Plan
L ' Dunhill Park
A \
NOVI
cityofnovi.org

Review Type Job #
Conceptual Landscape Review JSP15-0013
Property Characteristics

Site Location: Northwest corner of Beck and Eight Mile Roads

Site Zoning: RA

Adjacent Zoning: RA to north and west, Northville to east, Maybury State Park to

south
Plan Date: 10/20/2015

Ordinance Considerations

This project was reviewed for conformance with Chapter 37: Woodland Protection, Zoning
Article 5.5 Landscape Standards, the Landscape Design Manual and any other applicable
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Iltems in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as
part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and
Landscape Design Guidelines. This review is a summary and not intended to substitute for any
Ordinance.

Recommendation:

This concept is recommended for approval. The basic concept and layout indicate that there is
sufficient room provided to meet city requirements, but it still proposes significant variations from
the current landscape ordinance provisions.

General comments:
The concept for right-of-way landscaping does not meet the goals of the landscape
ordinance for landscaping along Beck and Eight Mile roads and will need to be revised to
more closely meet those goals.
The landscape design manual (page 10) specifically lists areas where credits can be gained
for using larger trees. Street trees, right-of-way landscaping and woodland replacement
trees are listed as tree requirements that cannot be reduced through the use of larger trees.
Larger trees can be used, but no reduction in tree quantities provided can be achieved
through this use.
The diversity of trees along the frontages.

Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17)
Soil information is provided.

Existing and proposed overhead and underground utilities, including hydrants.(LDM 2.e.(4))

1. The overhead power line along Beck Road has been added, and street trees have been
located along the rear lot lines instead of along the right-of-way line because of an
existing, low-hanging property line. It is preferable to have the street trees along the
right-of-way line. If that power line can be raised, it should be, and subcanopy trees
should be placed within the right-of-way line as are proposed along 8 Mile Road. If it
can’t be, the street trees should be located as close to the right-of-way line as possible
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without causing a conflict with the wires. A waiver can be sought for street trees that
cannot be planted in the right-of-way due to existing natural conditions that are to be
preserved.

2. Trees should be located at least 10’ away from all utility structures. It appears that some
internal street trees are closer than that and should be shifted over in preliminary and
final site plans.

Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2))
Existing trees, proposed removals and removal/replacement calculations are shown on
Sheets W-1 through W-3.

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))
1. Tree fencing has been added to the plans. It should also appear on the removal/
demolition plan when that sheet is added to the set.
2. Please modify the tree fence detail to show it is to be placed at 1’ outside the dripline.
3. Please include the tree labels of trees to be saved on sheets L-101 and L-102.

Woodland Replacement Trees

1. While the applicant is no longer specifically requesting credit for larger replacement
trees, they are requesting as part of the PRO that the 230 remaining trees they are not
planting not be required in recognition of the significant cost of remediation of the site.
This has not been granted on other projects currently under consideration that have
required site remediation and is not recommended in this case. If the applicant wishes to
plant smaller trees (i.e. 2.5” caliper deciduous canopy trees and 6’ height evergreen
trees) to help save costs, they may do so as those are the minimum size trees required for
woodland replacements. The applicant may also contribute to the city tree fund for trees
they cannot place on the site.

2. Ulmus x Frontier elms are not on the Woodland Replacement Chart so they can’t be
planted as replacement trees for credit. Valley Forge Elm or other Ulmus americana
selections may be used.

3. Woodland replacement trees have been uniquely marked on the plans per request.

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way — Berm (Wall) & Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii)

1. Calculations have been provided for the landscaping in the greenbelts along Beck and
8 Mile Roads. Waivers for the extent of frontage occupied by natural areas that would
be negatively impacted by the construction and planting of the required berms and
landscaping can be sought. Staff would support the waiver for the section of Beck Road
that is wetland and the waiver for the wetland mitigation area since screening of homes
adjacent to it has been provided with woodland replacement trees. Calculations
showing the number of canopy/large evergreen and sub-canopy trees not being
planted due to the waiver should be added to the plans.

2. Three additional canopy tree species have been added to the curving landscape along
the rear lot property lines which increases the diversity of the plantings, as requested.
However, contrary to the statement in the response letter, staff doesn’t support using
canopy trees to meet the subcanopy tree requirement of the greenbelt plantings. Two
tight clusters of crabapples have been provided near the entrance, but the count is still
far below what the calculations show are required. The applicant has used just canopy
trees along the rear property lines and has maintained the wide expanse of bermed lawn
between the right-of-way and the line of canopy trees. Please note the spacing
guidelines for various tree and shrub types on second page of the Landscape Design
Manual.

3. While the berms are fairly geometric in nature, they do have variations in height and
width, and do have a 2’ crest so they are acceptable.
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4. Plants have been labeled uniquely per the requirement they’re fulfilling as requested.
5. Please add proposed contours to the landscape plan for the entire site when they are
available.

Street Tree Requirements (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and LDM 1.d.)

1. Calculations for street trees have been provided and a line of street trees along Eight Mile
Road has been proposed. If the Oakland County Road Commission prohibits any or all of
those trees, a waiver for the prohibited trees will be supported but all allowed trees need
to be planted.

2. Please consider changing those street trees from flowering pears to some other
subcanopy species. Unfortunately, we are seeing a number of flowering pears self-
seeding and growing wild in open spaces. It is not currently on our list of invasive
species, but it is acting invasively, and cooperation toward reducing the numbers of it on
the plan would be appreciated.

3. Street trees have been proposed for Beck Road, but not within the Right-of-Way. A low-
hanging utility wire is a reasonable cause for locating the trees elsewhere, but they
should be located as close to the right-of-way line as possible, not along the rear lot
lines. A waiver can be sought to avoid planting street trees altogether in the area to
remain natural if there is insufficient room for those trees along the right-of-way. This
waiver would be supported by staff. The number of trees not planted would need to be
provided on the plan.

4. Staff would accept the reduction in street trees in favor of larger trees as part of the PRO,
since the roads will be private roads in a gated community.

5. Additional landscaping has been added to the cul-de-sac islands, per the ordinance.

Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iv and LDM 1.d.(3)
Large, native shrubs planted in clusters around 70-75% of the rim are required by the
ordinance. Instead, the applicant is proposing canopy trees as part of the PRO. This is
acceptable in that the trees may provide shading of the pond, which is desirable. No
fertilizers should be used on the grassy areas in the basin in order to promote better water
quality within the pond.

Transformer/Utility Box Screening (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.)
When proposed transformers/utilities/fire hydrants are available, add to landscape plan and
adjust plant spacing accordingly.

Plant List (LDM 1.d.(1).(d) and LDM 2.h. and t.)

1. Plant lists have been provided that meet the city requirements.

2. Note the requirements for species diversity in the Landscape Design Manual (Section
1.d.(1).(d). The overall diversity of the development needs to conform to these
guidelines. The large number of just a few types of trees (especially maples) does not
appear to be in conformance with this requirement.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM)
1. Details provided meet City of Novi requirements.
2. City of Novi landscape notes have been provided.
3. For final site plans, costs per the City of Novi Community Development Fee Schedule
need to be provided for all plants, including seed and sod, and mulch proposed to be
used on the site.

Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s)
An Irrigation plan for landscaped areas is required for Final Site Plan.

Proposed topography. 2’ contour minimum (LDM 2.e.(1))
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Please show contours for entire site — not just berms and detention basin, on preliminary and
final site plans.

Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q9.)
Please indicate areas to be used for show plowing that won’t harm existing or proposed
landscaping.

Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9)
Indicate Corner Clearance triangles for interior roads as well as intersection at Eight Mile
Road.

If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do
not hesitate to contact me at 248.735.5621 or rmeader rmeader@cityofnovi.org.

Rick Meader — Landscape Architect
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November 12, 2015

Ms. Barbara McBeth

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, Michigan 48375

Re:  Dunhill Park (JSP15-0013)
Wetland Review of the Revised Concept/PRO Plan (PSP15-0159)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Concept/PRO Plan for the
proposed Dunhill Park single-family residential condominium project located at the northwest corner
of Eight Mile Road and Beck Road in Section 32. This included the review of the Planned Rezoning
Overlay Plan (PRO) prepared by Seiber, Keast Engineering, L.L.C. dated October 20, 2015 (Plan). The
Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection
Ordinance and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance. ECT conducted a
preliminary wetland evaluation for the property on August 12, 2015 and reviewed re-flagged wetland
boundaries on Tuesday, October 27, 2015.

ECT does not currently recommend approval of the Revised Concept/PRO Plan for Wetlands. ECT
recommends that the applicant consider and implement the Wetland Comments noted in this letter
prior to receiving Wetland approval of the Plan.

The Plan proposes the construction of a 31-unit single-family development on approximately 23 acres.
The property is currently zoned RA (Residential Acreage) and is proposed to be rezoned to a Planned
Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The applicant states that the property has not been developed in the past
due to known environmental issues that significantly impact the site.

The proposed project site contains several areas of City-Regulated Wetlands (see Figure 1).

City of Novi Ordinance Requirements

The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part
Il, Chapter 12, and Article V.) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards for
wetland permit applications.

As stated in the Ordinance, it is the policy of the city to prevent a further net loss of those wetlands
that are: (1) contiguous to a lake, pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2)
two (2) acres in size or greater; or (3) less than two (2) acres in size, but deemed essential to the
preservation of the natural resources of the city under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b).

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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The wetland essentiality criteria as described in the Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance
are included below. Wetlands deemed essential by the City of Novi require the approval of a use
permit for any proposed impacts to the wetland.

All noncontiguous wetland areas of less than two (2) acres which appear on the wetlands
inventory map, or which are otherwise identified during a field inspection by the city, shall be
analyzed for the purpose of determining whether such areas are essential to the preservation
of the natural resources of the city....In making the determination, the city shall find that one
(1) or more of the following exist at the particular site:

(1) The site supports state or federal endangered or threatened plants, fish or wildlife
appearing on a list specified in Section 36505 of the Natural Resources
Environmental Protection Act (Act 451 of 1994) [previously section 6 of the
endangered species act of 1974, Act No. 203 of the Public Acts of 1974, being
section 229.226 of the Michigan Compiled Laws].

(2) The site represents what is identified as a locally rare or unique ecosystem.

(3) The site supports plants or animals of an identified local importance.

(4) The site provides groundwater recharge documented by a public agency.

(5) The site provides flood and storm control by the hydrologic absorption and storage
capacity of the wetland.

(6) The site provides wildlife habitat by providing breeding, nesting or feeding grounds
or cover for forms of wildlife, waterfowl, including migratory waterfowl, and rare,
threatened or endangered wildlife species.

(7) The site provides protection of subsurface water resources and provision of
valuable watersheds and recharging groundwater supplies.

(8) The site provides pollution treatment by serving as a biological and chemical
oxidation basin.

(9) The site provides erosion control by serving as a sedimentation area and filtering
basin, absorbing silt and organic matter.

(10) The site provides sources of nutrients in water food cycles and nursery grounds
and sanctuaries for fish.

After determining that a wetland less than two (2) acres in size is essential to the
preservation of the natural resources of the city, the wetland use permit application shall be
reviewed according to the standards in subsection 12-174(a).

The site was reviewed for the presence of regulated wetlands as defined in the City of Novi Wetland
and Watercourse Protection Ordinance. ECT staff met on-site with the Applicant’s wetland consultant
(King and MacGregor Environmental, Inc. - KME), most-recently on Tuesday, October 27, 2015.

Y/ M Environmental
: l Consulting &
Technology, Inc.
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ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi Regulated Wetland and
Watercourse map, USGS topographic quadrangle map, NRCS soils map, USFWS National Wetland
Inventory map, and historical aerial photographs dating back to the 1940's.

Onsite Wetland Evaluation

ECT visited the site on August 12, 2015 for the purpose of a preliminary wetland boundary verification.
In addition, ECT visited the site again on Tuesday, October 27, 2015 in order to review the recently-
reflagged wetland boundaries completed by the applicant’s wetland consultant, KME. The focus of
the site inspection was to review site conditions in order to determine whether the on-site wetlands
meet the City of Novi’'s Wetland Essentiality Criteria. Wetland boundary flagging was in place at the
time of this site inspection. ECT reviewed the flagging and agrees that the wetland boundaries were
accurately flagged in the field. It should be noted that the wetland boundaries as shown on the current
Plan do not appear to represent the most recent wetland boundary information flagged most-recently
by KME. The applicant’s wetland consultant appeared to have updated wetland boundary information
at the time of our site visit, including having had flagged an additional small wetland area (Wetland L)
that does not appear to be shown on the current Plan.

The Plan indicates nine (9) total areas of on-site wetland (Wetlands A through K). The wetlands
include:

e Wetland “A” —1.22 acre;

e Wetland “C” —0.29-acre;

e Wetland “D” — 0.01-acre;

e Wetland “E” — 0.01-acre;
Wetland “F” — 0.04-acre;
Wetland “G” — 0.06-acre;
Wetland “H” —1.09 acre;
Wetland “I” — 0.007-acre;

e Wetland “K” — 0.04-acre;

Total Wetland - 2.767 acres

Wetland C is a forested wetland area and the other wetland areas are emergent and/or scrub shrub
wetlands. The forested wetland areas (Wetland C) contain mainly black willow (Salix nigra), and box
elder (Acer negundo). Wetland C appears to be the higher quality wetland on-site.

Many of the on-site wetlands (Wetlands D, E, F, G, | and K) are dominated by invasive species. The
vegetation consists of mainly reed-canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) or common reed (Phragmites
australis). These wetlands are emergent/wet meadow wetland types and all except Wetland K appear
to be located within areas of the site that have been previously-disturbed. These areas are not
depicted as wetlands on the available mapping materials or the official City of Novi Regulated Wetland
and Watercourse map. Wetlands D, E, F, G and | appear to be the result of previous man-made site
disturbances.

Y/ M Environmental
: l Consulting &
Technology, Inc.
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What follows is a summary of the wetland impacts associated with the proposed site design.

Wetland Impact Review

The Plan includes some level of proposed impact to all of the on-site wetlands and the associated 25-
foot wetland setbacks located on this property. Most of these impacts are for the purpose of lot
development. The current Plan indicates a total of 0.617-acre of proposed impact to the 2.767 acres
of existing on-site wetlands, as well as 2.14 acres of proposed wetland buffer impacts. It should be
noted that the amount of proposed impacts to wetlands remains unchanged from the previous plan
submittal. The proposed impact to 25-foot wetland setbacks has increased, only slightly, from 2.01
acres.

The following table summarizes the existing wetlands and the proposed wetland impacts as
listed on the Planned Rezoning Overlay Plan (Sheet 2):

Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts

Wetland Estimated
Wetland City MDEQ Area Impact Impact
Area Regulated? | Regulated? Area (acre) Volume
(acres) ,
(cubic yards)
A Yes Not Likely 1.22 0.36 Not Provided
C Yes Not Likely 0.29 0.04 Not Provided
D No Not Likely 0.01 0.01 Not Provided
E No Not Likely 0.01 0.01 Not Provided
F No Not Likely 0.04 0.04 Not Provided
G No Not Likely 0.06 0.06 Not Provided
H Yes Not Likely 1.09 0.05 Not Provided
I No Not Likely 0.007 0.007 Not Provided
K Yes Not Likely 0.04 0.04 Not Provided
TOTAL - - 2.767 0.617 Not Provided

It should be noted that during our most-recent site assessment, ECT has confirmed that Wetlands D,
E, F, G, and | do not appear to be considered essential wetlands based on the requirements in the City’s
Wetland Ordinance.

The currently-proposed impacts to essential/City-regulated wetlands (i.e., Wetlands A, C, H, and K)
appear to total 0.49-acre. These impacts are above the City of Novi 0.25-acre impact area threshold
for compensatory wetland mitigation. Previously-submitted plans proposed two (2) areas of on-site
wetland mitigation, totaling 0.98-acre. The proposed wetland mitigation areas shown on the previous
plan appear to have been (perhaps unintentionally) omitted from the current Plan.

In a response letter dated October 23, 2015, the applicant states that no changes have been made to
the proposed wetland impacts or mitigation from the previous plan submittal. However, this response

Y/ M Environmental
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letter also states that the plans no longer propose to fill the small wetland (Wetland G, 0.06-acre)
where Lot 23 was located. The letter also states that wetland mitigation is provided for all city
regulated wetlands on the site at a ratio of 1.5 (mitigation) to 1 (fill). This information does not appear
to be consistent with what has been indicated on the current Plan (including the Wetland Impact table
on Sheet 2). Based on the current Plan, 0.735-acre of wetland mitigation would be required.

Subsequent plans should clearly indicate all areas of wetland (and wetland buffer) impacts and
graphically indicate all areas of proposed wetland mitigation. In addition, all impacts to City-regulated
wetlands shall be mitigated at a 1.5-to-1 ratio.

In addition to wetland impacts, the Plan also specifies impacts to the 25-foot natural features setbacks.
The following table summarizes the existing wetland setbacks and the proposed wetland setback

impacts as listed on the Planned Rezoning Overlay Plan, Sheet 2):

Table 2. Proposed Wetland Buffer Impacts

Wetland Wetland
Wetland Buffer
Buffer Area
Area Impact Area
(acres)

(acre)
A 1.08 0.66
C 0.56 0.42
D 0.09 0.09
E 0.11 0.11
F 0.13 0.13
G 0.14 0.14
H 0.43 0.33
| 0.09 0.09
K 0.17 0.17
TOTAL 2.80 2.14

Permits & Regulatory Status

The on-site wetlands do not appear to be regulated by the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ) as they do not appear to be within 500 feet of a watercourse/regulated drain. In
addition, none of the wetlands appear to be greater than 5 acres in size. The Applicant should provide
any associated information with respect to the regulatory status of the on-site wetlands by MDEQ to
the City for review. It is the applicant’s responsibility to contact the MDEQ in order to determine if a
wetland permit will be required for the proposed wetland impacts. The City of Novi requires this
clarification prior to issuing a City of Novi Wetland Permit.

The project as proposed will require a City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit as well as an
Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback. This permit and authorization are

Y/ M Environmental
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required for the proposed impacts to wetlands and regulated wetland setbacks. Several of the on-site
wetlands (Wetlands A, C, H, and K) appear to be considered essential by the City as they appear to
meet one or more of the essentiality criteria set forth in the City’s Wetland and Watercourse Protection
Ordinance (i.e., storm water storage/flood control, wildlife habitat, etc.). As discussed above, during
our most-recent site assessment, ECT has confirmed that Wetlands D, E, F, G, and | do not appear to
be considered essential wetlands based on the requirements in the City’s Wetland Ordinance, and
therefore are not regulated by the City. Based on the size, location, and history of previous site
disturbance, Wetlands D, E, F, G, |, and K do not significantly provide any of the functions included in
the essentiality criteria. These wetlands should therefore not be considered regulated by the City’s
Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance as they are not contiguous, are less than two acres in
size, and are not found to be essential wetlands are defined in the City's wetland ordinance. Impacts
to these wetlands will not require compensatory mitigation. Impacts to Wetlands A, C, H, and K will
require mitigation.

Wetland Comments
The following are repeat comments from our Wetland Review of the Concept/PRO Plan dated August
19, 2015. The current status of each follows in bold italics:

1. Wetland boundary flagging was not apparent in all areas of the site at the time of our preliminary
site walk. ECT recommends that the applicant’s wetland consultant re-flag/re-fresh the wetland
delineation flags and submit to the City of Novi’'s Community Development Department for a
Wetland Boundary Evaluation.

This comment has been addressed. The applicant’s wetland consultant has re-flagged the on-
site wetlands and our office confirmed the wetland boundaries on October 27, 2015. It should
be noted that the current Plan does not appear to contain the most recent wetland boundary
information. The applicant should review and revise the Plan as necessary.

2. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to
the greatest extent practicable. The Applicant should consider modification of the proposed lot
boundaries and/or site design in order to preserve wetland and wetland buffer areas. The City
regulates wetland buffers/setbacks. Article 24, Schedule of Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance
states that:

“There shall be maintained in all districts a wetland and watercourse setback, as provided
herein, unless and to the extent, it is determined to be in the public interest not to maintain
such a setback. The intent of this provision is to require a minimum setback from wetlands and
watercourses”.

This is especially true in the case of Wetland C, which appear to be the highest-quality on-site
wetland. As noted above, most of these impacts are for the purpose of lot development. The
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current Plan includes a total of 0.617-acre of proposed wetland impact and 2.01 acres of proposed
wetland buffer impacts.

This comment has not been addressed. Proposed impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers
essentially remain unchanged from the previous Plan submittal.

ECT suggests that efforts should be made in order to avoid impacts to Wetlands C. In addition,
while the necessity to impact Wetland A in order to construct an access drive to the buildable
upland area located in the northwest portion of the site is understood, it is ECT’s opinion that the
impacts to Wetland A for the purpose of constructing Lots 10 and 11 is not warranted.

With regard to the preservation of 25-foot wetland buffers, the applicant should work in order
to preserve the buffer of Wetland C. The Plan currently includes an impact to 0.42-acre of the
0.56-acre setback (75%). The majority of this proposed impact appears to be for the purpose of
development of individual lots (Lots 12, 13, and 20). It is ECT’s opinion that the preservation of
this 25-foot buffer area is important to the overall health of Wetland C, especially after site
development. The existing buffer serves to filter pollutants and nutrients from storm water
before entering the wetland, as well as provide additional wildlife habitat. These buffer areas
may also currently have a positive slope towards Wetland C, therefore providing storm water
runoff and hydrology to this wetland. As a detailed utility plan has not been provided, it is
unclear if backyards will slope to Wetland C or if backyard drains will be installed to collect and
route storm water to the wetland. This information should be clarified on subsequent site plan
submittals.

2. The Applicant should demonstrate that alternative site layouts that would reduce the overall
impacts to wetlands and wetland setbacks have been reviewed and considered.

This comment has not been addressed. See Comment #1, above.

3. Subsequent plans should indicate what wetland mitigation ratios have been used for each area
of wetland impact (i.e., 1.5-to-1 or 2-to-1 for forested wetland areas, etc.).

This comment has been partially addressed. The proposed mitigation information appears to
have been omitted from the Plan. The applicant should review and revise the Plan as necessary.

In addition, it should be noted that the previously-proposed wetland mitigation scenario was not
ideal. The majority of the wetland mitigation was to be constructed south of Wetland H, near
the east side of the site/Beck Road. In addition to being located within close proximity to a major
road, a very large amount of earthwork/grading would be required in order to achieve the
necessary grades/elevations to support the creation of a constructed wetland. The applicant
should consider proposing wetland mitigation areas adjacent to some of the other existing
wetland areas to remain (such as Wetland A, etc.).

Y/ M Environmental
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4. The Applicant is encouraged to provide wetland conservation easements for any areas of
remaining wetland or 25-foot wetland buffer. The Applicant should consider modification of the
proposed lot boundaries and/or site design in order to preserve all wetland and wetland buffer
areas.

This comment still applies.

5. The overall areas of the existing wetland and wetland buffer should be indicated on the Plan. The
Plan indicates the acreage of proposed permanent disturbance to the wetland and wetland buffer
but does not list the acreage of the wetland buffer areas themselves. The Plan should be reviewed
and revised as necessary.

This comment has been partially addressed. While the areas of existing wetland and wetland
buffer, as well as proposed impact areas, have been indicated on the Plan, it is our understanding
that the wetland boundary information shown on the Plan does not represent the most current
wetland delineation. The applicant should review and revise the Plan as necessary.

6. A plan to replace or mitigate for any permanent impacts to existing wetland buffers should be
provided by the Applicant. In addition, the Plan should address how any temporary impacts to
wetland buffers shall be restored, if applicable.

This comment has not been adequately addressed. The PRO Plan (Sheet 2) does not appear to
clearly indicate the quantity or the location of any proposed wetland mitigation areas. In a
response letter dated October 23, 2015, the applicant states that no changes have been made to
the proposed wetland impacts or mitigation from the previous plan submittal. However, this
response letter also states that the plans no longer propose to fill the small wetland (Wetland G,
0.06-acre) where Lot 23 was located. The letter also states that wetland mitigation is provided
for all city regulated wetlands on the site at a ratio of 1.5 (mitigation) to 1 (fill). This information
does not appear to be consistent with what has been indicated on the current Plan (including the
Wetland Impact table on Sheet 2). Based on the current Plan, 0.735-acre of wetland mitigation
would be required. The applicant is encouraged to review and revise the Plan as necessary.

Recommendation

ECT does not currently recommend approval of the Revised Concept/PRO Plan for Wetlands. ECT
recommends that the applicant consider and implement the Wetland Comments noted in this letter
prior to receiving Wetland approval of the Plan.

Y/ M Environmental
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If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.
Respectfully submitted,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Ll E 5 e L/YU(L;C{:A&M) CO_MILL/L

Peter Hill, P.E. Matthew Carmer
Senior Associate Engineer Senior Scientist
Professional Wetland Scientist #1746

cc: Christopher Gruba, City of Novi Planner
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner
Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect

Attachments: Figure 1
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November 12, 2015

Ms. Barbara McBeth

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, Ml 48375

Re:  Dunhill Park (JSP15-0013)
Woodland Review of the Revised Concept/PRO Plan (PSP15-0159)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Concept/PRO Plan for
the proposed Dunbhill Park single-family residential condominium project located at the northwest
corner of Eight Mile Road and Beck Road in Section 32. This included a review of the Planned
Rezoning Overlay Plan (PRO) prepared by Seiber, Keast Engineering, L.L.C. dated October 20, 2015
(Plan). The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection
Ordinance Chapter 37. ECT conducted a woodland evaluation for the property on Wednesday,
August 12, 2015 and on Tuesday, October 27, 2015.

ECT does not currently recommend approval of the Revised Concept/PRO Plan for Woodlands. ECT
recommends that the applicant consider and implement the Woodland Comments noted in this
letter prior to receiving Woodland approval of the Plan.

The Plan proposes the construction of a 31-unit single-family development on approximately 23
acres. The property is currently zoned RA (Residential Acreage) and is proposed to be rezoned to a
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The applicant states that the property has not been developed in
the past due to known environmental issues that significantly impact the site.

The proposed project site contains several areas of City-Regulated Woodland (see Figure 1 and Site
Photos).

The purpose of the Woodlands Protection Ordinance is to:

1) Provide for the protection, preservation, replacement, proper maintenance and use of trees
and woodlands located in the city in order to minimize disturbance to them and to prevent
damage from erosion and siltation, a loss of wildlife and vegetation, and/or from the
destruction of the natural habitat. In this regard, it is the intent of this chapter to protect the
integrity of woodland areas as a whole, in recognition that woodlands serve as part of an
ecosystem, and to place priority on the preservation of woodlands, trees, similar woody
vegetation, and related natural resources over development when there are no location
alternatives;

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
www.ectinc.com
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2) Protect the woodlands, including trees and other forms of vegetation, of the city for their
economic support of local property values when allowed to remain uncleared and/or
unharvested and for their natural beauty, wilderness character of geological, ecological, or
historical significance; and

3) Provide for the paramount public concern for these natural resources in the interest of health,
safety and general welfare of the residents of the city.

Onsite Woodland Evaluation
ECT has reviewed the City of Novi Official Woodlands Map and completed an onsite Woodland
Evaluation on Wednesday, August 12, 2015 and on Tuesday, October 27, 2015.

An existing tree survey has been completed for this property by Allen Design. The Woodland Plan
(Sheet W-1) contains existing tree survey information (tree locations and tag numbers). The
Woodland List is included on Sheets W-2 and W-3, and includes tree tag numbers, diameter-at-
breast-height (DBH), common/botanical name, and condition of all surveyed trees as well as the
required woodland replacement credit requirements.

The surveyed trees have been marked with aluminum tree tags allowing ECT to compare the tree
diameters reported on the Woodland List to the existing tree diameters in the field. ECT found that
the Woodland Plan and the Woodland List appear to accurately depict the location, species
composition and the size of the existing trees. ECT took a sample of diameter-at-breast-height (DBH)
measurements and found that the data provided on the Plan was consistent with the field
measurements.

The entire site is approximately 23 acres with regulated woodland mapped across a portion of the
property. The mapped City-regulated woodlands area generally located within the central and
eastern sections of the site (see Figure 1). It appears as if the proposed site development will involve
a significant amount of impact to regulated woodlands and will include a significant number of tree
removals.

On-site woodland within the project area consists of American elm (Ulmus americana), black locust
(Robinia pseudoacacia), black walnut (Juglans nigra), black willow (Salix nigra), box elder (Acer
negundo), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), mulberry (Morus alba), common pear (Pyrus sp.), eastern
cottonwood (Populus deltoides), eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), green spruce (Picea
pungens), red maple (Acer rubrum), Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), sugar maple (Acer saccharum), and
several other species. Black willow, box elder and cottonwood compromise approximately 46% of all
on-site trees.

Based on the information provided on the Plan, the maximum size tree diameter on the site is a black
cherry (36-inch DBH). This tree is listed in poor condition and is proposed to be removed. The
average diameter of on-site trees is 11-inches. In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree
species, the on-site areas of mapped City-regulated woodlands are of fair to good quality. The
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majority of the woodland areas consist of relatively immature growth trees of fair to good health.
Although many areas of the site have been previously disturbed, the wooded areas provide a fair
level of environmental benefit. The subject property is bordered on the east and on the west by
existing residential use; however there are remaining natural areas located to the north and south
(i.e., Maybury State Park) of the site. In terms of a scenic asset, wind block, noise buffer or other
environmental asset, the woodland areas proposed for impact are considered to be of fair quality.

After our woodland evaluation and review of the Tree List submitted by the applicant’s woodland
consultant, there are ten (10) trees on-site that meet the minimum caliper size for designation as a
specimen tree. These trees include:

Tree #336, 27" black cherry (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
Tree #98, 36” black cherry (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
Tree #40, 26” black locust (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
Tree #48, 18”/24” black locust (measures >24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen
trees);

e Tree #86, 24” bur oak (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);

e Tree #18, 24” sugar maple (measures 224”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
e Tree #42, 26” sugar maple (measures >24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
e Tree #21, 26” sugar maple (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
e Tree #16, 27” sugar maple (measures 224”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees);
e Tree #10, 33” sugar maple (measures 224", the minimum caliper size for specimen trees).

Of these ten (10) potential specimen trees, two (2) of these trees will be saved and eight (8) are
proposed for removal. The Applicant should be aware of the City’s Specimen Tree Designation as
outlined in Section 37-6.5 of the Woodland Ordinance. This section states that:

“A person may nominate a tree within the city for designation as a historic or specimen tree
based upon documented historical or cultural associations. Such a nomination shall be made
upon that form provided by the community development department. A person may
nominate a tree within the city as a specimen tree based upon its size and good health. Any
species may be nominated as a specimen tree for consideration by the planning commission.

Any tree designated by the planning commission as an historical or specimen tree shall be so
depicted on an historic and specimen tree map to be maintained by the community
development department. The removal of any designated specimen or historic tree will
require prior approval by the planning commission. Replacement of the removed tree on an
inch for inch basis may be required as part of the approval”.

Proposed Woodland Impacts and Replacements

As shown, there appear to be substantial impacts to regulated woodlands associated with the
proposed site development. It appears as if the proposed work (proposed lots and roads) will cover
the majority of the site and will involve a considerable number of tree removals. It should be noted
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that the City of Novi replacement requirements pertain to regulated trees with d.b.h. greater than or
equal to 8 inches.

A Woodland Summary Table has been included on the Tree List (Sheet W-3). The Applicant has noted
the following:

o Total Trees: 520

e Total Regulated Trees: 298

e Regulated Trees Removed: 248 (83% removal)

o Regulated Trees Preserved: 50 (17% preservation)

e Stems to be Removed 8" to 11”: 140 x 1 replacement (Requiring 140 Replacements)
e Stems to be Removed 11” to 20”: 64 x 2 replacements (Requiring 128 Replacements)
e Stems to be Removed 20” to 30”: 13 x 3 replacements (Requiring 39 Replacements)
e Stems to be Removed 30”+: 1 x 4 replacements (Requiring 4 Replacements)
e Multi-Stemmed Trees: (Requires 109 Replacements)

e Sub-total Replacement Trees Required: 420

e Less credit for “non-woodland tree preservation”: 23
(The applicant proposes the preservation of 9 trees that lie outside of the City’s Regulated
Woodland Boundary and is requesting credits towards required Woodland Replacements)

o Total Woodland Replacement Required: 397

It should be noted that the current Plan appears to show a slight improvement in the number of
regulated trees proposed for removal. The current Plan indicates that 248 of the 298 regulated trees
(83%) are proposed for removal. The previous plan proposed the removal of 269 of the 298
regulated trees (90%). The applicant notes in their response letter (dated October 23, 2015) that the
rear yard storm sewer has been relocated on Lots 18-19 allowing for the preservation of 9 additional
trees. The applicant also states that revised tree counts and replacements can be found on Sheet W-
3 of the woodland plans and Sheet L102 of the landscape plans. It should be noted that the
landscape plans do not appear to have been updated since the previous submittal as the table on
Sheet L102 still appears to refer to a total of 476 Woodland Replacements required. The current Plan
requires 397 Woodland Replacements, as noted above. The applicant should review and revise the
Plan for consistency.

The Plan should clearly indicate the locations, sizes, species and quantities of all on-site woodland
replacement trees. The applicant should review and revise the Plan in order to better indicate how
the Woodland Replacement requirements will be met on-site. It is recommended that the applicant
provide a table that specifically describes the species and quantities of proposed Woodland
Replacement trees. It should also be noted that all deciduous replacement trees shall be two and
one-half (2 %) inches caliper or greater and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio. All coniferous
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replacement trees shall be 6-feet in height (minimum) and provide 1.5 trees-to-1 replacement credit
replacement ratio (i.e., each coniferous/evergreen tree planted provides for 0.67 credits). Sheet
L102 appears to note that 231 on-site Woodland Replacements will be provided:

e (59) 12’ height multi-stem canopy trees;
e (132) 4”caliper canopy trees;
e (40) 2.5” caliper canopy trees.

Per the City of Novi Landscape Design Manual Section 3.c.(2) no additional woodland tree
replacement credits can be gained by using larger plant material than those specified in the table
3.c.(1). As a rule, the standard woodland replacement tree credits listed on the Woodland
Replacement Chart in Section 37 must be used, including the 1.5:1 evergreen ratio. As noted above,
all deciduous replacement trees shall be two and one-half (2 %) inches caliper or greater and count at
a 1-to-1 replacement ratio. It should be noted that the applicant does not appear to be proposing
the installation of up-sized Woodland Replacement material for additional credit.

With regard to the location of woodland replacement trees, the Woodland Ordinance states:

e The location of replacement trees shall be subject to the approval of the planning commission
and shall be such as to provide the optimum enhancement, preservation and protection of
woodland areas. Where woodland densities permit, tree relocation or replacement shall be
within the same woodland areas as the removed trees. Such woodland replanting shall not
be used for the landscaping requirements of the subdivision ordinance or the zoning
landscaping;

e  Where the tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, the
relocation or replacement plantings may be placed elsewhere on the project property;

o Where tree relocation or replacement is not feasible within the woodland area, or on the
project property, the permit grantee shall pay into the city tree fund monies for tree
replacement in a per tree amount representing the market value for the tree replacement as
approved by the planning commission. The city tree fund shall be utilized for the purpose of
woodland creation and enhancement, installation of aesthetic landscape vegetation,
provision of care and maintenance for public trees and provision and maintenance of
specialized tree care equipment. Tree fund plantings shall take place on public property or
within right-of-ways with approval of the agency of jurisdiction. Relocation or replacement
plantings may be considered on private property provided that the owner grants a permanent
conservation easement and the location is approved by the planning commission;

o Where replacements are installed in a currently non-requlated woodland area on the project
property, appropriate provision shall be made to guarantee that the replacement trees shall
be preserved as planted, such as through a conservation or landscape easement to be
granted to the city. Such easement or other provision shall be in a form acceptable to the city
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attorney and provide for the perpetual preservation of the replacement trees and related
vegetation.

The applicant shall demonstrate that the all proposed Woodland Replacement Trees (and existing
regulated woodland trees to remain) will be guaranteed to be preserved as planted with a
conservation easement or landscape easement to be granted to the city. In the response letter
dated October 23, 2015, the applicant states that many of the replacement trees will be located on
individual units to provide road screening. Such trees will not be in a Conservation Easement
however there is language in the Master Deed which requires proper maintenance, forbids removal
of these trees and requires the homeowner to replace the trees should they die. As such, the
applicant does not intend to provide a Conservation Easement and will therefore request this
variance as a PRO Condition.

It should also be noted that the applicant has stated that the total amount of trees that are to be
replaced per the ordinance will not physically fit on the site. In addition, the applicant feels that the
cost that they will incur to remedy the existing environmental issues (soil remediation) is significant
enough to negate the City’s requirements to provide a Woodland Replacement Guarantee for the
remaining trees that will not be planted. As such, the applicant does not intend to provide a
payment for Woodland Replacement trees that do not fit on-site and will request this variance as a
PRO Condition as well.

City of Novi Woodland Review Standards and Woodland Permit Requirements

Based on Section 37-29 (Application Review Standards) of the City of Novi Woodland Ordinance, the
following standards shall govern the granting or denial of an application for a use permit required by
this article:

No application shall be denied solely on the basis that some trees are growing on the property
under consideration. However, the protection and conservation of irreplaceable natural
resources from pollution, impairment, or destruction is of paramount concern. Therefore, the
preservation of woodlands, trees, similar woody vegetation, and related natural resources
shall have priority over development when there are location alternatives.

In addition, “The removal or relocation of trees shall be limited to those instances when necessary for
the location of a structure or site improvements and when no feasible and prudent alternative
location for the structure or improvements can be had without causing undue hardship”.

There are a significant number of replacement trees required for the construction of the proposed
development. This development consists of 31 proposed single-family residential units. The subject
property is surrounded by existing residential use on the east and west sides. Some relatively natural
areas remain to the north and to the south (i.e., Maybury State Park) of the site. Some degree of
impact to on-site trees is likely in the development of this property for residential use; however, ECT
suggests that the applicant consider preserving existing trees to the greatest extent possible even on
individual proposed lots, outside of the proposed building envelope. The current Plan appears to
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clear the vast majority of all trees within the lots and proposes an 83% removal of the existing on-site
City-regulated trees.

Woodland Comments
The following are repeat comments from our Wetland Review of the Concept/PRO Plan dated August
20, 2015. The current status of each follows in bold italics:

1. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site Woodlands to the greatest
extent practicable; especially those trees that may meet the minimum size qualifications to
be considered a Specimen Tree (as described above). Ten percent (10%) of the regulated on-
site trees are proposed to be preserved and ninety percent (90%) are proposed for removal.
The applicant should demonstrate why additional trees cannot be preserved.

This comment has been partially addressed. It should be noted that the current Plan
appears to show a slight improvement in the number of regulated trees proposed for
removal. The current Plan indicates that 248 of the 298 regulated trees (83%) are proposed
for removal. The previous plan proposed the removal of 269 of the 298 regulated trees
(90%). The applicant notes in their response letter (dated October 23, 2015) that the rear
yard storm sewer has been relocated on Lots 18-19 allowing for the preservation of 9
additional trees. The applicant also states that revised tree counts and replacements can
be found on Sheet W-3 of the woodland plans and Sheet L102 of the landscape plans.
However, the letter also notes that some of these trees to be preserved fall within the
remediation area, so these trees could end up being removed during remediation
operations. It is ECT’s opinion that the Plan can be improved in order to incorporate a tree
preservation percentage greater than that currently proposed, 17%.

2. The Applicant should demonstrate that alternative site layouts that would reduce the overall
impacts to woodlands have been reviewed and considered. The Applicant should consider
modification of the proposed lot boundaries in order to preserve existing Regulated
woodland areas as well as potential Specimen Trees.

This comment has been partially addressed. See Item #1, above.

3. The Applicant is encouraged to provide preservation/conservation easements for any areas
of remaining woodland.

This comment still applies. The applicant shall demonstrate that the all proposed
Woodland Replacement Trees (and existing regulated woodland trees to remain) will be
guaranteed to be preserved as planted with a conservation easement or landscape
easement to be granted to the city. In the response letter dated October 23, 2015, the
applicant states that many of the replacement trees will be located on individual units to
provide road screening. Such trees will not be in a Conservation Easement however there is
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language in the Master Deed which requires proper maintenance, forbids removal of these
trees and requires the homeowner to replace the trees should they die. As such, the
applicant does not intend to provide a Conservation Easement and will therefore request
this variance as a PRO Condition. An agreement shall be in place in order to preserve all
proposed woodland replacement trees as well as existing regulated woodland trees to
remain.

4. The Applicant is encouraged to provide woodland conservation easements for any areas
containing woodland replacement trees, if applicable. It is not clear how all of the proposed
replacement trees will be guaranteed in perpetuity. As stated in the woodland ordinance:

Where replacements are installed in a currently non-requlated woodland area on the project
property, appropriate provision shall be made to guarantee that the replacement trees shall
be preserved as planted, such as through a conservation or landscape easement to be
granted to the city. Such easement or other provision shall be in a form acceptable to the city
attorney and provide for the perpetual preservation of the replacement trees and related
vegetation.

This comment still applies. See Item #4, above.

5. The Overall Landscape Plan (Sheet L101) appears to note that a total of 476 Woodland
Replacement Credits are required for the proposed tree removals and that 129, 4-inch
caliper deciduous replacement trees will be provided. In general, per the Landscape Design
Manual Section 3.c.(2) no additional woodland tree replacement credits can be gained by
using larger plant material than those specified in the table 3.c.(1). The applicant should
review and revise the woodland replacement plan as necessary.

This comment still applies. Please note that the Plan should clearly indicate the locations,
sizes, species and quantities of all on-site woodland replacement trees. The applicant
should review and revise the Plan in order to better indicate how the Woodland
Replacement requirements will be met on-site. It is recommended that the applicant
provide a table that specifically describes the species and quantities of proposed Woodland
Replacement trees. It should also be noted that all deciduous replacement trees shall be
two and one-half (2 %) inches caliper or greater and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio.
All coniferous replacement trees shall be 6-feet in height (minimum) and provide 1.5 trees-
to-1 replacement credit replacement ratio (i.e., each coniferous/evergreen tree planted
provides for 0.67 credits). Sheet L102 appears to note that 231 on-site Woodland
Replacements will be provided:

0 (59) 12’ height multi-stem canopy trees;

0 (132) 4”caliper canopy trees;
O (40) 2.5” caliper canopy trees.
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Per the City of Novi Landscape Design Manual Section 3.c.(2) no additional woodland tree
replacement credits can be gained by using larger plant material than those specified in the
table 3.c. (1). As a rule, the standard woodland replacement tree credits listed on the
Woodland Replacement Chart in Section 37 must be used, including the 1.5:1 evergreen
ratio. As noted above, all deciduous replacement trees shall be two and one-half (2 %)
inches caliper or greater and count at a 1-to-1 replacement ratio. It should be noted that
the applicant does not appear to be proposing the installation of up-sized Woodland
Replacement material for additional credit, but should clarify the number of on-site
Woodland Replacement trees being provided.

6. The Plan states that a total of 476 Woodland Replacement Credits are required for the
proposed tree removals. The Plan shall clearly state the locations, sizes, species and
guantities of all Woodland Replacement trees. It is recommended that the applicant provide
a table that specifically describes the species and quantities of proposed Woodland
Replacement trees.

This comment still applies. The current Plan appears to show that 397 Woodland
Replacement Credits are required. The Plan should clearly indicate the locations, sizes,
species and quantities of all on-site woodland replacement trees. This information does not
appear to be consistent throughout all of the Plan sheets. Please review and revise as
necessary.

7. A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required for proposed impacts to any
trees 8-inch d.b.h. or greater. Such trees shall be relocated or replaced by the permit
grantee. All replacement trees shall be two and one-half (2 %) inches caliper or greater.

This comment still applies.

8. A Woodland Replacement financial guarantee for the planting of replacement trees will be
required, if applicable. This financial guarantee will be based on the number of on-site
woodland replacement trees (credits) being provided at a per tree value of $400.

Based on a successful inspection of the installed on-site Woodland Replacement trees,
seventy-five percent (75%) of the original Woodland Financial Guarantee shall be returned to
the Applicant. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the original Woodland Replacement financial
guarantee will be kept for a period of 2-years after the successful inspection of the tree
replacement installation as a Woodland Maintenance and Guarantee Bond.

This comment still applies.

9. The Applicant will be required to pay the City of Novi Tree Fund at a value of $400/credit for
any Woodland Replacement tree credits that cannot be placed on-site.
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This comment still applies.

10. Replacement material should not be located 1) within 10’ of built structures or the edges of
utility easements and 2) over underground structures/utilities or within their associated
easements. In addition, replacement tree spacing should follow the Plant Material Spacing
Relationship Chart for Landscape Purposes found in the City of Novi Landscape Design
Manual.

This comment still applies.

Recommendation

ECT does not currently recommend approval of the Concept/PRO Plan for Woodlands. ECT
recommends that the applicant consider and implement the Woodland Comments noted above prior
to receiving Woodland approval of the Plan.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.
Respectfully submitted,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

/"ﬁ:’_%l’éé/ L/YU( Soo 1979, CCLM(M

Peter Hill, P.E. Matthew Carmer
Senior Associate Engineer Senior Scientist
Certified Arborist

cc: Christopher Gruba, City of Novi Planner
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner
Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect

Attachments: Figure 1 & Site Photos
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate property boundary shown
in red). Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and regulated Wetland areas are shown in
blue).
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Site Photos

Photo 1. Looking north near central portion of site. City-regulated
woodlands shown (ECT, 8/12/15).

Photo 2. Tree #498, 10”/10” City-regulated cottonwood.
Tree to be preserved within proposed open-space area; this area
Includes existing Wetland A (ECT, 8/12/15).
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Photo 3. Tree #498, 10”/10” City-regulated cottonwood.
Tree to be preserved within proposed open-space area; this area
Includes existing Wetland A (ECT, 8/12/15).
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November 16, 2015

Barbara McBeth, AICP
Deputy Director of Community Development

City of Novi

45175 W. 10 Mile Road

Novi, MI 48375

SUBJECT:

Dunhill Park, Traffic Review of Revised Concept Planned Rezoning Overlay
(PRO) Site Plan
JSP15-0013

Dear Ms. McBeth,

The concept/PRO site plan was reviewed to the level of detail provided and AECOM recommends
approval for the applicant to move forward with the condition that the comments provided below are
adequately addressed to the satisfaction of the City.

1. General Comments

a.

The applicant, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC, is proposing the development
of a 23-acre, 31-unit single-family residential development in the northwest quadrant
of Eight Mile Road and Beck Road. The development provides site access through one
(1) roadway intersecting Eight Mile Road.

The site is currently zoned as RA Residential Acreage and the developer is proposing
a PRO with R-1 overlay zoning.

Beck Road is within the City of Novi’s jurisdiction and Eight Mile Road is within the
Road Commission for Oakland County’s jurisdiction. All site roadways are proposed to
be public.

2. Potential Traffic Impacts

a.

The applicant provided a revised rezoning traffic impact study which reviews the effects
the proposed development may have on the existing roadway for R-1 zoning. The
impacts on traffic due to a rezoning can be considered minimal. The PM peak hour can
be expected to see the highest increase in traffic volumes throughout the day. A
summary of the rezoning traffic impact study can be found in section 6 of this letter.
The trips generated by the development are not expected produce traffic volumes in
excess of the City’s thresholds; therefore, further traffic impact studies are not
recommended at this time.

3. General Plan Comments — Review of the plan generally shows compliance with City
standards; however, the following items at minimum may require further detail in the
Preliminary Plan submittal.

a.

Access to the proposed development is provided by one driveway that intersects with
Eight Mile Road. The applicant is also proposing an emergency access road onto
Beck Road.
Proposed Roadways - Provide additional details for the intersection of the proposed
Street “A” with Eight Mile Road, including but not limited to:

i. Nose offset of center island
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C.

ii. Other details as necessary to convey design intent and the meeting of
applicable City standards
The MDOT Standard Plan R-28-F on sheet 3 should be updated with the latest
version R-28-1.

4. Signing and Pavement Marking — Review of the plan generally shows compliance with the
Signing and Pavement Marking Master Plan.

a.

The applicant should consider adding a sign table showing the proposed signs and
their quantities.

5. Bicycle and Pedestrian — The proposed pathway and sidewalk widths are in compliance with
the City of Novi Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
6. Traffic Impact Studies

a.

The applicant provided a revised rezoning traffic impact study, dated November 16,
2015, which reviews the effects the proposed development may have on the existing
roadway for R-1 zoning (proposed) in comparison to RA zoning (existing).

Under RA Residential ordinances, the 23.8-acre site can accommodate 19 single-
family homes, based on the maximum density of 0.8 units per site. Under R-1
Residential ordinances, the 23.8-acre site can accommodate up to 39 single-family
homes, based on a maximum density of 1.65 units per site. The proposed development
includes 31 single-family homes, which falls within the R-1 zoning requirements. The
traffic impacts associated with the different zoning scenarios is summarized in the table
below.

Traffic Generated from Site
(veh/hr)
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Number

Zoning Comparison of Units

R-A Residential Acreage 19 23 24

R-1 Residential 39 37 45

Proposed Development 31 31 37

Proposed Development vs. RA +12 +8 +13

Proposed Development vs. R-1 -8 -6 -8

C.

The proposed development is estimated to produce 31 trips in the AM peak hour and
37 trips in the PM peak hour, which is 8 more trips during the AM peak hour (13 more
in the PM peak hour) than if the zoning were to remain at an RA designation.

The overall impacts of the site-generated traffic can be considered nominal in
comparison to the existing Eight Mile Road volumes.

Similarly, the overall proposed site-generated traffic volumes do not meet the City’'s
threshold of 100 trips per hour.

Should the City or applicant have questions regarding this review, they should contact AECOM for
further clarification.

Sincerely,

AECOM



Sterling J. Frazier, E.I.T.
Reviewer, Traffic/ITS Engineer

/,
/
-t

Matthew G. Klawon, PE
Manager, Traffic Engineering and ITS Engineering Services
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November 2, 2015
TO: Barbara McBeth- Deputy Director of Community Development
Sri Komaragiri- Plan Review Center

RE: Dunhill Park
PSP#15-0159

Project Description: A 31 single family home development on the
Northwest corner of Eight Mile and Beck.

Comments:

1) Proposed water main exceeds maximum length without
looping. Provide water flow data for 12” main to meet flow
requirements

2) The single point entry exceeds maximum length. Site plan
shall provide more than one point of external access to the
site. A boulevard entranceway shall not be considered as
providing multiple points of access. Multiple access points
shall be as remote from one another as is feasible. The
requirement for secondary access may be satisfied by
access through adjacent property where an easement for
such access is provided. Secondary access shall not be
required. Provide a 20’ wide and all weather secondary
access for emergency vehicles. 11/2/15 Iltem Corrected

3) Fire hydrants exceed maximum distance. In single family
residential areas, hydrants shall be spaced a maximum of
500 feet apart. Itisrecommended that a hydrant be
located at every intersection on the same corner with the
street sign. This will help with locating the fire hydrants in
winter when they are covered with snow. Item corrected
8/13/15

Recommendation: Recommended for approval

Sincerely,

(ke

Joseph Shelton- Fire Marshal
City of Novi - Fire Dept.
cc: file



LETTER OF INTENT TO CONFORM TO THE FACADE ORDINANCE
DURING PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN




FRANKLIN

CONSTRUCTION
COMPANY, L.L.C.

November 24, 2015

Ms. Sri Komaragiri, Planner

City of Novi

Community Planning Department
45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, MI 48375

Re:  Dunbhill Park PRO - JSP15-13
Rezoning R-1 with a PRO

Dear Ms. Komaragiri:

Pursuant to your request and our previous e-mail correspondence on the facade review of Dunhill
Park, the Applicant agrees to meet the following requirement as it relates to the elevations of the
homes that will be offered at Dunhill Park. The additional elevations will be submitted at the
time of preliminary site plan review.

There will be as many as six (6) or seven (7) different floor plans and elevations offered at the
time of construction which will ensure diversity within the development. It is our intent to
satisfy the requirements of the Similiar/Dissimilar Ordinance which includes:

e Side and rear elevations with brick or stone to the second floor belt line as a minimum.

¢ An approximately equal number of each model will be used as required to comply with
the Similar Dissimilar Ordinance. including a difference in the roof lines and basic
building envelope geometry; typically at least two gables difference.

Please contact me should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

FRANKLIN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, L.L.C.
On Behalf of Hunt7’Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC

iy f e
Whitney Findlay D
Project Manager

Ce:  Randy Wertheimer, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunbhill Park, LLC
Seth Herkowitz, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC
Jeff Sakwa, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LL.C
Andy Milia, Franklin Construction Company, L.L.C.
Karen Brown, Franklin Construction Company, L.L.C.
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APPLICANTS RESPONSE LETTER




FRANKLIN

CONSTRUCTION
COMPANY, L.L.C.

November 24, 2015

Ms. Sri Komaragiri, Planner

City of Novi

Community Planning Department
45175 W. Ten Mile Road

Novi, M1 48375

Re:  Dunhill Park PRO - JSP15-13
Rezoning to R-1 with a PRO

Dear Ms. Komaragiri:

The City of Novi and its consultants completed a review of the revised Dunhill Park PRO plans
dated October 23, 2015 and we offer the following in response.

PLANNING

Clearzoning, Inc., issued a review letter dated November 20, 2015 which recommends approval
but also identified the following items which we have addressed below.

Rezoning Signs

The required rezoning sign locations were approved by the City Planner via e-mail on September
8, 2015 and the signs were installed to reflect the R-1 zoning request on October 16, 2015.

Eight Mile Road Pathway Installation

The City of Novi is currently constructing the 10-foot wide concrete pathway along Eight Mile
Road. The Applicant has provided a Temporary Grading Permit and Wood Disposal License to
the City of Novi Engineering Department for the portion of the pathway that is on the Dunhill
Park property. The Applicant is also working with the Community Development Department to
make a financial contribution to the cost of the installation for the portion of the pathway that is
on the Dunhill Park site.

PRO Conditions

1. Tax benefits for the City.

2. Maximum number of units shall be 31 single family detached dwelling units (80% of the
density permitted by the proposed zoning).

3. High-end landscaping.

4. Minimum unit width shall be 90 feet and minimum square footage of 13,860 square feet.

5. Significant Brownfield environmental cleanup with funds potentially coming back to the
City.
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6.
7.

8.

9.

Installation of a “Welcome to Novi” landmark feature.

$25,000 contribution to the ITC Community Sports Park Trail (to be coordinated with
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services).

A Woodland Replacement Guarantee will not be provided by the Applicant (see
woodlands section below).

A Conservation Easement will not be provided by the Applicant (see woodlands section
below).

The PRO Conditions should be written into the proposed PRO Agreement with consideration of
the following Public Benefits.

Public Benefits

We believe that the density bonus is warranted due to the following public benefits which are
unique to this property and will greatly enhance the entire Novi community due to its "gateway"
location.

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Tax benefits for the City including significant property taxes and potential Brownfield
benefits from Oakland County.

Significant Brownfield environmental cleanup.

Installation of a "Welcome to Novi" landmark feature.

$25,000 donation to the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department to be
applied towards the construction of the ITC Community Sports Park Trail.

High-end landscaping.

Ordinance Deviations

1.

No berm along Beck Road due to existing natural features.

2. Landscaping does not meet the minimum requirement for canopy and sub-canopy trees

Sk

along the public right-of-way.

Landscaping does not meet street tree requirements along 8 Mile and Beck—the
Applicant is seeking Road Commission for Oakland County approval for additional
large-caliper trees.

The minimum requirements for storm basin landscape are not met.

The required stub street to the west is not provided.

The distance between the emergency access and 8 Mile Road exceeds the maximum (this
variance is granted by the City Council).

Additional Deviations as a result of the change to R-1 zoning instead of the originally requested
R-3. per Mr. Arrovo's recommendation:

7.

Lot Size and Width: Per Section 3.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the R-1 One-Family
Residential Zoning district requires a minimum lot size of 21,780 square feet and a
minimum lot width of 120 feet. The applicant has proposed a minimum lot size of 13,860
square feet and a minimum width of 90 feet. These deviations should be included in the
PRO. Agreement.

Setbacks: The minimum side yard setback for a single-family dwelling in this district is
15 feet with an aggregate of 40 feet. The applicant has proposed a minimum 10 foot side
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yard setback (with an aggregate of 30 feet). These deviations should be included in the
PRO Agreement and should be updated on Sheet 2.

9. Woodland Replacement Trees: The Applicant is requesting a deviation from ordinance
requirements that require the applicant to plant, or pay into the City’s tree fund for the
equivalent of 230 required woodland replacement trees. The Applicant has stated that the
cost to remedy the existing soil remediation issues is significant enough to negate the
City’s requirements to provide a Woodland Replacement Guarantee for the remaining
trees that will not be planted.

ENGINEERING

The City of Novi Engineering Department provided a review letter dated November 13, 2015
that recommends approval. The letter also outlines the need for a DCS Variance for the absence
of the stub street to the west and Dunhill Drive exceeding the maximum length, as identified in
the Ordinance Deviations above. The remainder of the comments will be addressed prior to
Final Site Plan submittal as requested.

LANDSCAPE

The City of Novi Landscape Architect, Rick Meader, issued a review letter dated November 12,
2015 recommending approval. All comments will be addressed at the time of preliminary and
final site plan review, as required, however the Applicant has addressed the comments that
require further discussion at the this time:

e Woodland Replacement Trees, Comment 1: The total amount of trees that are to
be replaced per ordinance will not physically fit on this site. The Applicant feels that
the cost that they will incur to remedy the existing environmental issues is significant
enough to negate the city's requirement to provide a Woodland Replacement
Guarantee for the remaining 240 trees that will not be planted. A Woodland
Replacement Guarantee will not be provided and is therefore requested as a PRO
Condition and Ordinance Deviation.

¢ Plant List, Comment 2: The Applicant and its landscape consultant will work
closely with the city on the overall diversity of species used throughout the
development however we do not intend to meet the requirement for species diversity
in the Landscape Design Manual (Section 1.d.(1).(d} as it would take away from the
intended design and feel of the overall development, An Ordinance Deviation has
been requested above.

NATURAL FEATURES

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc., (ECT) issued review letters dated November 12,
2015 which did not recommend approval. Our wetland consultant, Woody Held of King &
MacGregor, and our woodlands consultant, Jim Allen of Allen Design, walked the site with Matt
Carmer of ECT on October 27, 2015.

Regarding the onsite wetlands, there are details to be worked out with ECT and the City staff in
effort to protect and if possible enhance the existing wetlands to remain onsite. This may
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include, for example, invasive species treatment or native plant installation. It should be
emphasized that our mitigation plan meets the 1.5 to 1 standard, we will continue to maintain the
current hydrology in the remaining and newly created wetlands areas and we will monitor and
manage the invasive species vegetation in the remaining and newly created wetland areas.

As it relates to the woodlands onsite, woodland replacement is proposed as a condition for the
PRO Agreement. A comprehensive woodland replacement plan has been submitted and the
following should be noted:

e Many of the replacement trees will be located on individual units to provide road
screening. Such trees will not be in a Conservation Easement however there is
language in the Master Deed which requires proper maintenance, forbids removal of
these trees and also requires the homeowner to replace the tree's should they die. 4
Conservation Easement will not be provided and therefore is requested as a PRO
Condition.

e This site requires a total of 471 replacement trees of which we are providing 231 at an
increased caliper and quality, as shown on sheet 1.101. The total amount of trees that
are to be replaced per ordinance will not physically fit on this site. The Applicant
feels that the cost that they will incur to remedy the existing environmental issues is
significant enough to negate the city's requirement to provide a Woodland
Replacement Guarantee for the remaining 240 trees that will not be planted. 4
Woodland Replacement Guarantee will not be provided and is therefore requested as
a PRO Condition.

TRAFFIC

The Rezoning Traffic Study was revised on October 16, 2015 to reflect R-1 zoning instead of the
previously requested R-3 zoning. AECOM issued a review letter dated November 16, 2015
which recommends approval. If additional details are required as noted under item three (3) the
information will be provided at the time of preliminary site plan review.

FACADE

A Facade review was not completed at this time. Please reference the letter addressed to the City
of Novi stating the Applicant's intent to meet the facade requirements at the preliminary site plan
review phase, per the city's request.

FIRE

The Fire Marshall, Joseph Shelton, issued a review letter dated November 2, 2015 which
recommends approval. In response to his comment regarding fire flow testing, fire flow testing
will be completed and the modeling data will be provided upon completion during the
preliminary site plan approval process. If the modeling demonstrates insufficient fire flows at
the dead end of the water main, the Applicant will provide a secondary connection (loop).
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We look forward to receiving approval at the December 9, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting.
Please contact us should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

FRANKLIN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, L.L.C.
On Behalf of Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC

W utlw,uﬂfje (Q

Whitney Findlay |
Project Manager

Cce: Randy Wertheimer, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunbhill Park, LLC
Seth Herkowitz, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC
Jeff Sakwa, Hunter Pasteur Homes Dunhill Park, LLC
Andy Milia, Franklin Construction Company, L.L.C.
Karen Brown, Franklin Construction Company, L.L.C.
Pat Keast, P.E., Seiber Keast Engineering, L.L.C.
Scott Black, LLA, ASLA, Grissim Metz Andriese Associates
Woody Held, King & MacGregor
Jim Allen, Allen Design
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