CITY of NOVI CITY COUNCIL

Agenda Item 1
March 9, 2009

cityofnovi.org |

SUBJECT: Consideration of Zoning Map Amendments 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 and 18.686 in conjunction
with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) and Residential Unit Development (RUD), SP08-30 and
SP08-31 from the applicant, Singh Development LLC, to rezone property located on the south side of
Ten Mile Road between Napier Road and Wixom Road from R-1, One-Family Residential and RA,
Residential Acreage to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Family Residential and B-2, Community
Commercial and consideration of the PRO Concept Plan and RUD with amended Development
Agreement. The subject property is 329.5 acres and the applicant is proposing the rezoning and
amended RUD to facilitate the construction of an active adult community and senior housing facility.
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SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Community Development Department - Planning

CITY MANAGER APPROVA%K

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
The petitioner is requesting consideration of a Residential Unit Development (RUD) with an amended
Development Agreement and a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO), in conjunction with rezening
requests 18.683, 18.684, 18.685, and 18.686. The PRO acts as a zoning map amendment, creating
a “floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of the parcel. As part of the PRO,
the underlying zoning is changed, in this case to RM-1 and B-2 as requested by the applicant, and the
applicant enters into a PRO Agreement with the City, whereby the City and the applicant agree to any
deviations to the applicable ordinances and tentative approval of a conceptual plan for development
for the site.  The RUD does not change the underlying zoning of the property, but puts a concept
plan in place for the development of the property that can include deviations to applicable ordinances.

An RUD was previously approved for the subject property and the applicant is seeking modification of
that RUD and the corresponding Development Agreement. Minutes from discussions and approvals
of the previous RUD are attached for reference. After final approval of the PRO plan and agreement
and the RUD plan and modified Development Agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and
Final Site Plan under the typical review procedures. The PRO and RUD run with the land, so future
owners, successors, or assignees are bound by the ierms of the agreement, absent modification by
the City of Novi. If the development has not begun within two years, the PRO concept plan expires,
the zoning reverts back and the agreement becomes void.

The parcels in question are located on the south side of Ten Mile Road, between Wixom Road and
Napier Road in Section 30 of the City of Novi. The property totals 329.5 acres. The current zoning of
the majority of the property is R-1, One-Family Residential with a small portion zoned RA, Residential
Acreage. The applicant is proposing the rezoning of portions of eight parcels to RM-1 and B-2 with a
majority of the subject property to remain zoned R-1 as part of the amended RUD.

The applicant has indicated that the rezoning is being proposed to facilitate the construction of an
“Active Adult Community” described by the applicant in the included informational binder. As part of
this concept, the applicant is proposing a 320-unit detached single-family residential development (the
RUD portion of the development) along with a 220-unit attached residential development, a 154-unit
senior housing complex to include congregate care and assisted living facilities, an 8,600 square foot
daycare center, and a 105,820 square foot retail development to include a bank, a restaurant, and
retail shops. Please see the binder included by the applicant showing the various rezonings, PROs
and the adjacent proposed RUD. Currently, the subject property is zoned R-1. While this district
does permit the proposed single-family residential development with an RUD and the proposed



daycare, it does not permit the proposed attached residential, the senior center or the retail
development.

As part of the application materials, the applicant has indicated than an approximately 2.5 acre portion
of City-owned land is proposed to be included as part of the retail development. The applicant has
acknowledged and agreed that, at the date of the application, the City has not agreed to transfer this
property to Singh Development.

As part of the PRO, the applicant is required to provide a public benefit that would demonstrate more
than just the usual benefits associated with standard rezoning and development of the property. The
developer has agreed to donate a portion of parkland on the eastern side of the development and
construct a trait through the aforementioned parkland. Please see the binder included by the
applicant for additional details. For additional items listed as public benefits and for the PRO
conditions and RUD conditions, please see the attached information provided by the appiicant and the
Plan Review Center reports. ’

This matter was brought before the Planning Commission for a public hearing and recommendation
on January 14", 2009. At that time, the Planning Commission made negative recommendations for
the rezonings with PRO and the RUD with amended Development Agreement.

If the City Council determines that it might go forward with approval of the proposed rezonings with
PRO agreements and amended RUD and Development Agreement, the matter would come back
before City Council at a subsequent meeting for final approval of the draft agreements and zoning.
Section 3402.E.5 provides that, after deliberating on the request, “If the City Council determines that it
may approve the Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay, the City Council shall specify tentative
conditions under MCL 125.584¢, and direct the City Attorney to work with the applicant in the
development of a proposed PRO Agreement.” Section 3402.E.6 then states that “Upon completion of
the PRO Agreement, the City Council shall make a final determination to approve, approve with
conditions, or deny the Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay.” Staff's suggestion is that, if the
Council decides that it could move forward on the PRO approval, it should direct the City Attorney {o
work on both the PRO Agreement and the RUD/Development Agreements (amendments) and that
the final findings and approvals as to those come at the same time as the final PRO determination.

if, however, the City Council determines after its review that it is not likely to move forward on the
PRO rezonings and the RUD/Development Agreement amendments, then it can make findings
regarding the denial of the various requests. The recommendation and possible findings below are
therefore set forth for Council’s consideration only in the event of such a determination.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Action on the request for Zoning Map Amendments through Planned Rezoning
Overlay and amendment to RUD and Development Agreements.

If the City Council determines that it may approve the rezonings through the PRO process, direct the
City Attorney to work with the applicant on a PRO Agreement and amendments to the RUD and
Development Agreements, with the conditions offered and those suggested by City staff and
consultants. If the City Council determines that it will not approve the proposed rezonings and
amendments, consideration of the following proposed findings and determinations as to each:

Denial of Zoning Map Amendment 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 and 18.686 with Planned Rezoning
Overlay (PRO) SP08-30 and SP08-31 and amended Residential Unit Development (RUD) with
amended Development Agreement from the applicant, Singh Development LLC, to rezone property
located on the south side of Ten Mile Road, between Wixom Road and Napier Road from R-1, One-
Family Residential and RA, Residential Acreage to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Family
Residential and B-2, Community Business and consideration of the PRO Concept Pian and o amend
the existing RUD and existing Development Agreement for the following reasons:



. The proposed rezonings and plan are contrary to the land use recommendations and goals
and objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use as indicated on Page 3 of the Planning
Review Letter dated September 2, 2008, specifically “bullet-points” 1 through 7;

. With regard to the proposed PRO rezonings, because of the inconsistency of the project as
a whole with the Master Plan and with the existing and planned uses in the surrounding
area, the applicant has not established the integration of the proposed land development
project with the characteristics of the project area, and for the same reasons has not
shown that the project will result in an enhancement of the project area as compared to the
existing zoning, or that any enhancement could not be achieved under the existing zoning.
The Master Plan for Land Use provides for areas in the City of mixed use commercial and
residential development, similar to the range of uses proposed by the applicant and
including mixed use developments with residential densities exceeding those permitted in
single-family districts.

. Also with regard to the proposed PRO plan, the applicant has requested a number of
deviations from ordinance standards, but has not shown that, for each of the deviations
requested, not granting the deviation would prohibit an enhancement of the development
that would be in the public interest and that approving the deviation would be consistent .
with the City Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding area. To the contrary, the
deviations with regard to greater building height and length, reduced setbacks, and
adjacency of the day care to residential land facilitate land uses and improvements that are
more inconsistent with the Master Plan and more incompatible with the surrounding area.
in addition, the enumerated public benefits do not outweigh the detriments caused by the
lack of adherence to the Master Plan and incompatibility with surrounding uses. In
particular, when considering the project as a whole, the primary proposed public benefit of
the parkland donation and trail improvement is not proportional to the impacts of the
development.

Overall, the PRO fails to meet many of the standards set forth in 2516.¢.2. Specifically:

(1)} The proposed application materials, particularly the traffic study, have been found
to be lacking in information or have inconsistencies that hinder the complete review
of this application. In particular, the applicant has requested a substantial number
of waivers of the Design and Construction Standards as noted in the August 28,
2008 Traffic Review Letter that have not been justified for the reasons stated
therein.

(2) The City Engineer has raised concerns regarding utilities that have not been fully
addressed or resolved. The proposed development would have a noticeable impact
on the public utilties when compared to the previously approved RUD plan,
particularly given the City's current sanitary sewer capacity in the area affected.

(3) The proposed uses are not consistent with the surrounding uses, as indicated in
the staff and consultant reports.

(4) The proposed uses are not consistent with the goals, objectives, and
recommendations of the Master Plan, as indicated in the staff and consultant
reports.

. And finally with regard to the PRO, the City does not believe that, considering the
proposed uses and the PRO Plan that the conversion of the approximately two and a half
(2.5) acres of City-owned land adjacent to the applicant’s land, at the corner of Wixom and
Ten Mile Roads is compatible with the surrounding uses and with the Master Plan, at this
fime;

7. With regard to the proposed RUD and Development Agreement amendments, given the

findings above, the applicant fails to meet the considerations for approval as set forth in
Section 2404.8.B with regard to traffic, utilities, compatibility with neighboring uses, and
compliance with the Master Plan. The intensity of uses and the introduction of retail and
multiple-family uses is not compatible with adjacent and neighboring land uses, either
existing or as master-planned, as indicated in the staff and consultant reports, together
with the increase in the total number of dwelling units beyond that planned for, outweigh
benefits of the proposed open space and natural features preservation through the
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parkland donation. The applicant has also not established, for the reasons set forth above,
that the proposed deviations from ordinance requirements are in the public interest, are
consistent with surrounding uses, or provide an enhancement to the project that would
otherwise be prohibited, as required under Section 2404.6. In addition, the applicant has
not provided information establishing that the proposed reduction in lot sizes and setbacks
are the minimum necessary to preserve and create the open spaces proposed;

Mayor Landry Council Member Margolis
‘Mayor Pro-Tem Gatt LCouncil Member Mutch
Council Member Burke Council Member Staudt

Council Miember Crawford
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MEMORANDUM

TO: CLAY PEARSON, CITY MANAGER
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The Cily has received an application for a maodification of the existing Residential Unit
Deveiopment (RUD} and associated Development Agreement and a rezoning of portions of the
property located on the south side of Ten Mile Road between Wixom Road and Napier Road.
This matier was brought before the Planning Commission on January 14", 2009 and is slated to
appear before the City Council al an upcoming meeting. As such, staff felt it appropriate to
provide a short summary of the proposed project in anticipation of its upcoming appearance on
a City Council agenda.

The petitioner is proposing a rezoning with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO} and a revised
RUD with a modification of an existing Development Agreement. The parcels in question are
located on the south side of Ten Mile Road, between Wixom Road and Napier Road in Section
30 of the City of Novi. The property totals 329.5 acres. The current zoning of the majority of the
property is R-1, One-Family Residential with a small portion zoned RA, Residential Acreage and
the applicant is proposing the rezoning of portions of eight parcels {0 RMi-1 and B-2 with a
majority of the subject property to remain zoned R-1. The applicant has indicated that the
rezoning is being proposed to facilitate the construction of an “Active Adult Community”
described by the applicant as follows:

"The design goal of an Active Adult Community is to master plan a modern urban
neighborhood that is located in a suburban or rural area; A community that is walkable,
secure, and complete with quick access to daily conveniences and necessities,
connected by pedestrian waikways and trails. The community should provide not only a
full range of recreational programs and amenilies, but a small shopping center, dining,
entertainment, services and all the elements that would allow the development to
support the normal, daily lifestyle of an individual and be completely freestanding.”

As part of this concept, the applicant is proposing a 320 unit detached single-family residential ' ./
development (the RUD portion of the development) along with @ 220 unit attached residential .-
development, a 154 unit senior housing complex to include congregate care and assisted living |
facilities, an 8,600 sq fi. daycare center and a 105,820 sq. ft. retail development to inciude a
bank, a restaurant and retail shops. Currently, the subject property is zoned R-1. While this xi
district does permit the proposed single-family residential development with an RUD and the |
proposed day care, it does not permit the proposed attached residential, the senior center or the

retail development.



As a part of the application malerials, the applicant has indicated that an approximaiely 2.5 acre
portion of City-owned land is proposed to be included as part of the retail development on the
south side of Ten Mile Road near the Wixom Road ftraffic lightt The applicant has
acknowiedged and agreed that, at the date of the application, the City has not agreed 1o fransfer
this property to Singh Development. The applicant has further acknowledged, that by |
processing the application, the cily is not asking or authorizing Singh to act on the City’s behalf
in any manner, and that the City shall not be considered an applicant or proponent of the 7
rezoning application or amendments to the previous approvals.

As previously indicated, this matter appearad before the Planning Commission on January 14",
2009. At that meeting, the Planning Commission recommended demai of the proposed
amended RUD and proposed rezonings.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Ciay Pears{on, City Manager
ipn 7
FROM: Barbara McBeth, AICF, Community Development

-7 3 /08
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DATE: July 30, 2008 (o) Mgy
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This memo provides an update on the Legacy Parc development project that has been anticipated

for some time. The properly is generaily located south of Ten Mile Road, between Napier and
Wixom Roads and consists of the Links of Novi Golf Course and several additional parcels.

SUBJECT:  Project Status for Legacy Parc

Singh Development submilled an application o revise the Legacy Parc plan, which was originalty
approved on April 14, 2004, and relerred to as the Quail Hollow RUD Plan and Agreement,
consisting of 439 single family homes. One subsequent amendment on January 10, 2005 ailowed
for the addition of a clubhouse to the development. Al its own choosing, Singh Development has
decided to modify the development concept to include a mixture of residential and non-residential
uses, presenting lthis concepl to the City Council al the meeling of March 5, 2007.

Singh Development now proposes an “Active Adult Community” and seeks a rezoning with a
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) on parl of the site, and seeks approval of the Residential Unit
Developrnent (RUD) oplion on the remainder of the sile. The attached Exhibit D was submitted with
the application and provides a good overview of the current reguest. The total area is 328.51 acres.

The PRO portion of the site will consist of four areas proposed 0 be rezoned:

“Village Commons” (retail), 18.96 acres, 105,820 square feet, underlying zoning B-2 - PRO
Attached Residential, 55.47 acres, 220 duplex units, underlying zoning RM-1 - PRO
Future-planned Senior Housing, 14,30 acres, 154 units, underlying zoning RM-1 — PRO
Child Care Center, 2.82 acres, 8600 square feel, underlying zoning RM-1 - PRO

The remainder of the site is proposed lo be developed utilizing an RUD, consisting of 237.95 acres
and containing 320 detached residential lols. As part of the RUD, the applicant is asking the City
Council o consider a reduction in the minimum Jot width required in this district. As previously
approved, open space is proposed as a part of the plan, including the proposed dedication of 76
acres of parkiand to the City of Novi (an increase of 3 acres from the previous proposal). Additional
open space is proposed within the Active Adult Community. The city's professional staff and
consultants will evaluate these and other aspects of the plan in ihe subsequent review process.

The application furlther explains lhat, as a part of the proposed development plans, Singh is
proposing to acquire from the Cily of Novi, a 2.52 acre parcel of land near the northeast corner of
the applicant’s site, which is currenlly designated as city parkland on the Future Land Use Map.
Tha! concepi was disclosed in a presentation by Singh Development at the City Council ieeting of
March 5, 2007, but the City Council has made no formal decision on the use of cily properly as a
part of this development pian. The applicant has indicated the willingness to ofier an additional and
equivalent danation in dedicated parkiand to the City as a replacement for the loss of existing city
parkiand inventory. Additionally, the applicant has included two land parcels along Ten Mile Road
{in privale ownership) which were not included in the previous request, which will create a
continuous assemblage of land along the Ten Mile road frontage.

Aftachmenis  Exhibit D
c Pam Antil, Assistant Gily Manager-
Tom Schultz, Gily Allorpey
Steve Rumple, Community Development Director
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
EXCERPT — JANUARY 14, 2009




PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT COPY

CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting
Legacy Parc Excerpt
Wednesday, January 14, 2009 | 7 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 or about 7:.00 PM.

ROLL CALL

Present: Members Victor Cassis, David Greco (7:02 PM), Andrew Gutman (7:32 PM}, Brian Larscn, Michael Lynch,
Michael Meyer, Mark Pehrson

Absent: Member Wayne Wrobel {(excused)

Also Present: Steve Rumple, Community Development Director; Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community
Development; Kristen Kapelanski, Planner; Ben Croy, Civil Engineer; Brian Coburn, Civil Engineer; John Freeland,
Wetland Consuliant; Martha Holzheuer, Woodland Consultant; Dave Campbell, Traffic Consultant; Kristin Kolb, City
Attorney (7:26 PM)

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. LEGACY PARC, SP08-30 & SP08-31 AND REZONINGS 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 AND 18.686
The Public Hearing was opened on the Planning Commission’s recommendation to City Council for consideration
of rezonings 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 and 18.686 in conjunction with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) and
Residential Unit Development (RUD) from R-1, One-Family Residential and RA, Residential Acreage to RM-1,
Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Farmily Residential and B-2, Community Business. The subject properties are
located in Section 30 on the south side of Ten Mile between Napier Road and Wixom Road and the Applicant has
indicated the rezoning is being proposed to facilitate the construction of an active adult community and senior
housing facility.

Planner Kristen Kapelanski provided an overview of the Legacy Parc Proposal. The Applicant is proposing the
rezoning of an approximate 329-acre property located on the south side of Ten Mile between Napier Road and Wixom
Road from R-1, One-Family Residential and RA, Residential Acreage to RM-1, Low Density Multiple Family
Residential and B-2, Community Business with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. A portion of the property would remain
R-1 with a modified RUD Agreement. According to the map Ms. Kapelanski was displaying, the yellow portion of the
map would remain zoned R-1, the pink portion would be rezoned fo B-2 and the green, brown and blue portions would
be rezoned to RM-1.

To the north of the subject property are vacant land, single-family residential homes and Oak Pointe Church. To the
west are single-family residential homes and vacant land. To the south are vacant land, parkland and single-family
residential homes. To the east are Fire Station 4 and vacant land.

The subject property is currently zoned R-1 with an RUD and a Development Agreement. The previously approved
RUD and Development Agreement for this property rezoned the property from RA to R-1 to accommodate the
development of 320 [439] detached single-family homes. The site is bordered by RA zoning in all directions and R-1
zoning in Lyon Township across Napier Road. The Future Land Use Map currently designates the majority of the
project area for singe-family residential use with a portion on the eastern side planned for a public park. The majority
of the property surrounding the site is also master planned for single-family uses.

There are some wetlands on the site, mostly concentrated on the edges of the property. There are also woodlands
throughout the site, mostly in the rear portion of the property but also bordering the eastern and western edges.

The Applicant is requesting to rezone a portion of this property to RM-1 and B-2 and modify the existing Development
Agreement on the remainder of the property. They are proposing the development of an active adult community
which would consist of 320 detached single-family homes, 220 attached duplex units, a senior housing facility, a
daycare center and a retail development. The detached homes constitute the revised Development Agreement and
R-1 zoning request, with the remainder of the property being rezoned with a PRQ. The Applicant has requested that
this proposal be reviewed as one large application rather than having each aspect reviewed separately. It is also
important to note that the proposal does involve a piece of City-owned property at the northeast corner of the site near
the fire station. The Applicant is proposing to rezone this property to construct a portion of the retail center. No
decision on whether to permit the inclusion of said property has been made by the City at this time.
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Ms. Kapelanski said that the Planning Review does not support this request for a number of reasons. First and
foremost, the proposed zoning districts are contrary to the recommendations of the Master Plan. Also, the proposed
RUD Ptan and proposed PRO contain a number of Ordinance deviations and the Applicant has not demonstrated how
these deviations will meet the requirements of Section 2404.6 or will be an enhancement fo the development. The R-
1 zoning is also consistent with the zoning throughout the southwest quadrant of the City.

The City’s Traffic Consultant recommended the Traffic Impact Study be revised to address the methodology concerns
as outlined in the Traffic Review. The Applicant is also requesting multipte waivers of the Design and Construction
standards and there are lingering concerns regarding the proposed layout of the road system.

The Engineering Review indicated the plan would have a noticeable impact on the public utilities when compared to
the previously approved RUD Plan and noted a number of variances that would be required.

The Landscape Review indicated that the Applicant should adhere {0 applicable Ordinances and additional
information will be necessary at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review.

The Wetland Review did not recommend approval and noted concerns with the proposed impacts and with the quality
of water that would leave the site and enter Island Lake. The Woodland Review did not recommend approval, citing
concerns about the amount of woodlands impacted and the high quality of the impacted woodlands.

The Fire Marshall recommended approval.
The Fagade Consultant provided general comments based on the Applicant's renderings.

There are a number of major conditions in the proposed PRO Agreement and modified Development Agreement.
These are outlined by the Applicant in the provided binder. As a public benefit associated with both the PRO and the
modified RUD, the Applicant proposes the donation of parkland on the eastern side of the property along with the
construction of a walking path through the donated parkland.

Joe Galvin represented Singh Development. He introduced Michael Kahm of Singh Development. He asked the
Planning Commission to recommend approval of this proposal to City Council. He said there are concrete and
perhaps controversial reasons why the Planning Commission should recommend this integrated approach to active
adult living. Mr. Galvin said Novi needs this active adult community on this parcel now.

Mr. Galvin said this particular parcel is in the southwest quadrant of the City. It was siudied last year during the
Master Plan update. ltis of a size and location which is unique in this City. Itis the only parcel in the City which is
truly suitable for this use. Itis the only parcel which is sufficiently farge to accommodate the use that Singh proposes
— an active senior neighborhood. This is a use not otherwise found in the City of Novi, perhaps not even in southeast
Michigan.

Why does Novi need this development? Mr. Galvin sald the Planning Commission should take a look around. Look
at the people. Lock at the Master Plan study. in 2005 Novi's demographic included 8% seniors. In twenty years, this
number will be doubled. If Novi were isolated from the rest of the country, then so what? But it is not; this is the
direction in which the population of the country is going. In planning for all of the City of Novi, there Is a need to place
this use somewhere. This City has not historically planned for this use. There is probably no other suitable parcel for
this in the City. Searching through the Master Plan, while considering the comments of the Master Plan Consultants,
the Planning Commission will find that no land has been proposed for an active adult community.

Given that this parcel is suitable, and given that the studies that were conducted in conjunction with the Master Plan
have shown the need for this use, the City must consider why it needs this now. The City will be unable to meet the
need of this demographic unless it starts preparing for it toeday. There are two correlative facts at which the Planning
Commission should look. There is no other viable use for this parcel foday. Given the economic situation in this
region, there is little or any likelihood in the foreseeable future that a parcel of this size will find a use. This proposal is
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& very good idea; it embodies a number of principles of planning for the “green society.” It preserves 42% of the land.
The developed land will be in a concentrated area. The commercial services will reduce traffic and lengths of trips for
the area’s residents. Placing the amenities within a short distance of the project follows the hasic and fundamental
principles for green planning.

Mr. Galvin asked why approval shouldn't be given. He has heard comments made over time, and the single
strongest, most urgent of negativity is that the proposal doesn't follow the Master Plan, The City just spent a whole
bunch of money on studies and committees studied this area specifically and it was determined not to change the
Master Plan designation, even though the studies identified the demographic changes that lead to the need for this
community.

Mr. Galvin said this Legacy Parc proposal was presented fo City Council almost two years ago and it was well
received. The commercial component was questioned, but the layout, design and uses for the active adult community
were met with generally favorable comments. Mr. Galvin said the studies told the City that there Is an existing need
for 89,000 square feet of commercial. When the Master Plan was prepared, that finding was rejected. The Master
Plan minutes show that many residents of the southwest quadrant said they were willing to drive from their homes to
other locations for goods and services. Mr. Galvin said the Master Plan should represent the beliefs of the residents,
but # should also represent the current and future needs of the City, The Master Plan did not account for active adult
living or commercial.

Mr. Galvin said his comments were perhaps not popular. But they are true. The factual basis for the recormmendation
on which the Planning Commission is being called, is found in the documents that were prepared for the City's Master
Plan. The Applicant is not asking the City to do anything which its own Master Plan studies didn't say was needed or
necessary to be done. What does that mean? He continued that while some people who live in the area may not
want this project to be done, the things that form the basis — the underlying, fundamental premise for a Master Plan ~
indicate that it ought o be done.

Mr. Galvin said the Planning Commission’s decision is on the project — not the individual pieces, the rezoning, the
RUD Amendment or the implementation of the PRO. Those are all necessary pieces because the City's Ordinance
doesn’t have a PUD Ordinance. He asked the Planning Commission to consider the project as a whole. Does this
active adult community on this parcel at this time in this City, make sense? He thought that it did.

Chair Pehrson opened the floor for public comment;

« Scott Daly, Reed's Pointe: Rejected the proposal. He thought that more people would be looking for parental
housing in the warmer climate, and that Fox Run was a well-run alternative to this proposal and is already in Novi.

¢ Fred Schwamb, Bellingham: Noted that the senior complex on Milford Road has stopped construction because
there is no demand for the product. He said that Mr. Singh owns the retirement facility near Twelve Qaks Mall.
He said that Mr. Singh built commercial just down the road affer he built the residential, All retail is avaitable
within two miles, and nothing is needed here. He thought the area was over-saturated with banks, pharmacies
and daycares.

s Glenn King, Saybrook Ct.: Thought it was odd that Mr. Galvin would live elsewhere and come to Novi to tell it
what it needs. He said that this Applicant should consider the possibility of large bankruptcies and what they
would do fo this Metro-Detroit community. His assessed value is already 20% lower than when he bought the
place three years ago.

« Palani, Bellingham Drive: He said there is quite a bit of traffic on Ten Mile already. There is enough commercial
in the area.

[Below are comments made earlier in the meeting, prior to the opening of the Public Hearing:

+ Brian Burke, Halston: Thanked the Planning Commission, Staff and the City Attorney for the opportunity to serve
with them. Mr. Burke was appointed to City Council on January 5, 2009.

» Roger Monforton, Greenwood Oaks: Stated that his subdivision residents are not averse {o senior housing at
Legacy Parc but they do not want a commercial component on that plan. He did not see a need for additional
commercial during the State’s economic downturn. He did not think the parkiand-exchange-for-commercial
proposal had merit. .
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Larry Michaels, Shoreline Drive: Represented Island Lake in requesting that the southwest quadrant of the City
remain residential as affirmed by the Master Plan update of 2008. The commercial component is out of character
with the quadrant. He voiced concern about the project draining into the Lyon Drain which flows into Island Lake.
He stated that the Island Lake Homeowners have invested quite a bit of resources into maintaining the lake
amenity. He said that an age resfriction on the Legacy Parc residents is not enforceable. Approving this
commercial component could create a commercial domine link along Ten Mile.

Nurendra Nagar, Blooming Day Childcare: Wanted to ensure that the same level of scrutiny and pressure is
placed on this Applicant for his daycare proposal as what he went through thirteen years ago. He had to provide
a feasibility study, address traffic, demonsirate Master Plan adherence and viable public good. He was asked
how he would address a vacant building issue if he were to go out of business; he asked if he goes out of
business in light of this proposed daycare being approved, would the City still consider him as the reason for his
own demise? ‘

Robert Lunsford, Leyland Circle: Opposed rezoning.  He said that the proposal does not conform to the Master
Plan and the residents do not recommend its approvali.

Dr. Janet Schwamb, Beillingham: Said the proposal would destroy the franquility and residential character of the
southwest quadrant. She encouraged the Planning Commission to deny the request.

Troy Simmon, Acorn Traik: Did not see any need for the commercial element of this proposal. He did not want the
additional fraffic.

Doug Berg, Billenca Drive: Thought that there should the consistency in the application of the Master Plan. He
was opposed to the l.egacy Parc proposal.

John Tominsky, Cedarwood: Read a letter from the Echo Valley residents stating that the citizens should be able
to trust the City in maintaining the integrity of the Master Plan.

Susan Gorz, Glenwood: Located to this area of the City because of the residentiai flair of the quadrant. She
opposed the Legacy Parc proposal.

Greg Sorentine, Reeds Pointe: Opposed fo the L.egacy Parc proposal. He identified the floundering commercial
property along Grand River. He did not think the Master Plan should be adjusted to reflect a change in the market
condition,

Mike Bozimowski, Glenwood: He considered a change to the Master Plan a disguised taking of the land in the
area. Adding density and commercial would reduce the value of existing homes.]

Member Gutman acknowledged the written correspondence;

*
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Michael Adams, Langiey Drive: Objects for traffic safety, property values and existing commercial reasons.
Benjamin and Voichita Boboc, Napier. Approves for the value of bringing construction jobs to Michigan. The
proposal will be bring utilities to Napier Road.

John Kuenzei, Heartwood: Objects because the citizens should be able to trust that City officials will uphold the
Master Plan.

Timothy O'Leary, Heartwood: Objects and wants the area kept residential.

Oliver Friese, Cedarwood: Objects because the land is zoned residential.

George Ricci, Woodham: Objects to commercial.

Theresa Ricci, Woodham: Objects to commercial.

Beatrice Lindoerfer, Woodham: Objects fo revisions of the Master Plan.

Timothy Mandanski, Woodham: Objects to revisions of the Master Plan.

Clarice Ronk, Rushwood: Cbjects to zoning contrary to the Master Plan.

William Mclnnes, Forest Park: Objects {o compromising the Master Plan.

Edward Papciak, Woodham: Objected to the idea of commercial along Ten Mile.

Mary Uhrig, Heartwood: Objected to a change in residential zoning.

Michael Uhrig, Heartwood: Objected to a threat to the natural environment.

Robert Weaver, Heartwood: Objected to more commercial.

Suzanne Weaver, Heariwood: Objected to more commercial.

Stacey Rose, Forest Park: Objected to commercial west of Beck Road.

Maria Muzzin, Heartwood: Objected to commercial and threat to peace and quiet.

Catherine Martin-Sheeran, Rushwood: Objected to a Master Plan violation and more commercial.
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Thomas VanHorn, Heartwood: Objected for traffic, noise, and unwanted commercial reasons.
Regina VanHorn, Heartwood: Objected to change in Master Plan.

Jerome Ostalecki, Forest Park: Objected to change in Master Plan.

Patricia O'Leary, Heartwood: Cbjected to commercial.

Rabert Faber, Woodham: Objected to commergial and change to Master Plan.

L.eocna Faber, Woodham: Objected to commercial.

Allen Hall, Forest Park: Objected to commercial.

Chikako Donahue, Cedarwood: Wanted to maintain peace and comfort of area.

Gala Schroeder, Heartwood: Objected to commercial.

Lindsay Schwartz, Forest Park: Objected to commercial.

Keith Weinbaum, Forest Park: Objected to commercial.

Joel Donabue, Cedarwood: Wished to maintain rural atmosphere.

Audry Uhrig, Heartwood: Does not approve of a mail.

Melissa Agosta, Rushwood: Objected to commercial on Ten Mile.

Paul Klain, Woodham: Wished to maintain residential zoning.

Heather Klain, Woodham: Objected to commercial.

Nancy Shaw, Lynwood: Objected to deviation from Master Plan.

Lester Fisher, Woodham: Objected to deviation from Master Plan.

Brenda Fisher, Woodham: Objected to commercial and additional traffic.

Biann Tymensky, Cedarwood: Satisfied with current zoning.

Margo Smith, Forest Park: Objected to cormmercial.

Carol Kuenzel, Heartwood: Opposed to commercial.

Jerry Smith, Forest Park: Objected to more commercial.

taura Praehop, Crestwood; Objected to violations of the wetland regulations.

Jerome Praehop, Crestwood: Objected because of stormwater reasons.

Sneha Patel, Drakes Bay: Objected to higher density, traffic and commercial.

Raj Patel, Drakes Bay: Objected to commercial, traffic, property value reduction.

Carmela Langley, Fieldstone: Cbjected the violation of Master Plan and detriment to Island Lake,
Melanie Dunn, Samoset; Objected to the proposal destroying the Ten Mile viewshed.

Daniel Martin, Samoset: Objected for reasons of congestion, viewshed, reduced property values.
Elizabeth Cole, Reeds Pointe: Totally opposed to the rezoning request.

Rosina M. Degiutio, Woodham: Opposed to commergial in southwest quadrant.

Randall and Sherri Pender, Lynwood: Opposed to change in zoning for reasons of traffic, road construction and
reduction in property value.

Steven Buchman, Drakes Bay: Vigorously objects to proposal.

Erin and Jeff Patrick, Leyland: Adamantly opposes the proposal.

Nancy Duke, Reeds Pointe: Considered the proposal a detriment to the environment,

Thomas Kent, Reeds Pointe: Objected for failure to follow Master Plan, wetland concerns, not recommended by
the Planning Division and no need for commercial.

Fred Wood, Heartweod: Objected to more commercial.

Mark Rushton, Saybrook: Objected because of Master Plan violation, wetland destruction, damage to Island
Lake and increased traffic concerns.

Nisha Rushton, Saybrook: Objected because of Master Plan violation, welland destruction, unnecessary traffic
and project out of character.

Mr. and Mrs. Stanley Rykwalder, Lynwood: Objected to commercial.

Courtric Arlock Charles and Billy Richards, Woodham: Objected to proposal.

Angeline Napierkowski, Woodham: Objected to change in zoning.

Mark Yergin, Drakes Bay: Objected to violation of Master Plan.

Alison Dolin, Glenwood: Objected strongly o commercial.

Robert and Rosemary Fleszar, Drakes Bay: Opposes change in Master Plan,

Wallace Wade, Drakes Bay: Objected to commercial in southwest quadrant, out of character for area, fraffic
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burden and violation of Master Plan.

Roger Monforton, Greenwich: Formal objection from Greenwood Qaks 1 and 2 homeowners’ Association.

Fred and Janet Schwamb, Bellingham: Objected to change in the Master Plan.

Diane Byrne, Reeds Pointe: Objected to water quality degradation.

Diane and Jim Quinlan, Reeds Peinte: Objected to impacts to Island Lake.

Jeff and Lisa Morgan, Glenwood: Objected to violation of Master Plan.

Neha and Shankar Kiru, Leyland: Objected to change in southwest quadrant.

Larry Spillane: Objected because of abundance of commercial already, traffic and existence of other non-

commercial entities in the southwest quadrant,

Jim Cal, Acorn Trall: Objected to zoning change,

Chris Hoffman, Peninsula; Objected for reasons of Jake pollution and abundance of commercial.

Carleen and Robert Lunsford: Opposed to rezoning. '

Erin and Jeff Patrick: Opposed to rezoning and threat to Island Lake.

5. Bhahwagar: Objected because of effect on property values, water draining to Island Lake, effect on

environment,

Ki-seok Chang, Saybrook: Objected because a better plan is to keep commercial along Grand River and 1-26.

Carmel Mizzi, Lynwood: Opposed to change in zohing.

John and Linda Heslop, Terra Del Mar: Objected to proposal because of commercial element, difference in

character, traffic burden, stormwater discharge and violation of Master Plan.

e Chuck and Carol Ryniz: Objected to commercial, violation of Master Plan and water quality issues.

* Andrew Morrison, Shore Line: Objected for violation of Master Plan, water impact on Island Lake and
deterioration of property values.

Michae! Mulvaney, Billenca: Objected because it was not rural in character and for impact fo wetlands.

» Jeffrey Wagenberg, Drakes Bay: Objected because of Multiple Family Residential element, traffic congestion,
increase in crime, Impact to Island Lake, property devaluation, change to Master Plan and because the Links of
Novi is an asset fo the community.

Angela and Nick Shirer, Billenca: Objected to higher density, commercial element and decrease in property value.
Mouica Karapudi: Opposed to commercial.
James and Sara Coffeit, Thornbury: Opposed to additional traffic and adverse affect on property values.

* ® & & & & @

. ®

Chair Pehrson closed the Public Hearing.

Member Cassis asked whether Singh Deveiopment filed any type of suggestion or objection during the last Master
Plan update. Deputy Director of Community Development Barbara McBeth said she would have to review all of the
notes from that process. A number of stakeholders were asked to provide comments. She didn’'t remember
specifically if active adult housing was discussed at that point. She said she could review the nofes and figure that
cut.

Mr. Galvin said that Mr. Kahm was interviewed before the consultant study was published. Mr. Galvin asked that the
minutes acknowledge the correspondence he sent to the City on February 25, 2008. The correspondence was written
to City Council and was read aloud at the meeting. In summary it stated that Singh asked City Councit not to
distribute the Master Plan to the neighboring communities and utilities. 1t asked the City Councii to remove the update
from the Consent Agenda, and instead resend it to the Planning Commission to address two serious inconsistencies;
Convenience commercial uses and active adult communities in the southwest quadrant. Specifically, the market
analysis and needs assessment conducted by the Chesapeake Group shows that the southwest quadrant could
support at least an additional 96,000 square feet of commerclal services, yet the plan does not propose that any
convenience commercial be built in the quadrant. Second, the assessment shows that Novi's population of 65 and
older will doubie from 8% to 16% in the next fifteen years, yet no provision for active adult communities is made in the
Master Plan. This will be necessary to meet the need of this demographic.

Mr. Galvin said that the Singh group did present the plan substantially in the same form as it is at this meeting, in
March of 2007. Mr. Galvin said the point was that the Singh group did object — because there is an exclusion of this
use in the Master Plan and in the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. McBeth said that she did recall this information upon its
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heing presented by Mr. Galvin. Ms. McBeth said Singh’s request was late in the process — in February and the plan
was adopted in April. She said the stakeholders were invited to come speak to the City much earlier in the process.
She said there was a discussion of senior housing during the Master Plan update. Recommendations were made by
the Staff and the Consuitants that senior housing could be considered and encouraged. Two particular pieces of
property were cited for consideration of same. She said the Master Plan provides general guidelines for land uses in
terms of residential, commercial or industrial. It doesn’'t necessarily involve itself with specific multiple or single family
residential uses. She didn't think that either of the sites was favorably considered by the Planning Commission.

Member Cassis thought that global warming was not the main issues, rather, it was commercial. Mr. Galvin said he
believed that was the primary focus of the opposition, though he couldn'’t say for sure that was the case. He found it
difficutt to deal with the notion that people would oppose an active adult community in their neighborhood. If that is
what people wish to do, then so be it. The notion of the commercial is integral to the community and he thought that,
fairly put, is where the rub is. ltis the idea that if recreation and all other amenities are going to be provided, among
them for this type of development are commercial and service components. These uses would be additional to
doctors’ services as well, The basic idea is just that — basic. Everything that folks need will be in walking or golf-cart
distance. Therefore, these folks will be able to live within a neighborhood and a community.

Member Cassis confirmed with Ms. Kapelanski that there is an approval for a different plan aiready in place. She said
the plan was for 320 [439] detached homes and maybe a clubhouse. Ms. Kapelanski did not think there was any
commercial on that plan.

Member Cassis asked Ms. McBeth about the City-owned property. She sald she has not heard what City Council's
position on the property is.

Member Cassis has heard what the complaints are regarding this project — property values, woodlands, wetlands,
drainage, etc. Many were addressed before with the previous project. Member Cassis said he would address the
other tems. First, the request goes against the Master Plan. Member Cassis did not know until this meeting that

Singh objected to the Master Plan update of last year.

Member Cassis wanted to give the Applicant the benefit of the doubt. He understood that Master Plans are made but
can be changed. He thought that Singh should have been more forthcoming with their project during the last Master
Plan update. At this time, Member Cassis wouid like clarification on Singh’s objection of last year. He wanted to see
whether the City parcel is really necessary for this project. Mr, Galvin responded that the parcel was in fact
necessary. Member Cassis wanted to know if the City was willing to sell this property according to Singh’s wishes.
Finally, Member Cassis wanted to know i there was any leeway on the Applicant’s part to change the character of the
commercial component. Member Cassis said he too was approaching the age where his home was becoming too
large for his wife and him, He understood that these homes could be beneficial to many senior citizens. He locked at
the area residents who object to too many items on this plan. He suggested that the plan review be postponed until
more things could be explored by the Planning Commission.

Member Lynch said there were a number of components of the plan that he would like to better understand. He
reviewed the history of the site. In October 2003 the Applicant petitioned Planning Commission for zoning similar to
Island Lake. He believed that the Planning Commission approved that request. He thought the difference was that
Isiand Lake's density was about .8 or .9 dwelling units per acre. Yet, this Applicant is now seeking density in the
range of 1.3 to 1.6 dwelling units per acre. He was concerned about making a hazardous situation out of the
infrastructure, which in his opinion, was likely occurring. When the infrastructure was lald, it was based on the zoning
at that time, He did not think the infrastructure could support this increase in density. He said that the plan calls for
booster stations and pressure reducers; he was concerned about these design elements. Looking at the engineering
review provided by City Engineer Rob Hayes, Member Lynch said that it appears that the fundamental infrastructure
is not adequate to handle the increased development on this site.

Member Lynch said the Planning Commission has been consistent in their approvals; if this plan were to be approved,
then every similar request for this area would have to be approved. He was concerned about whether the City had
the infrastructure and who would pay fo increase its function. He thought the taxpayer ends up paying for
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infrastructure improvements. He wondered if there was more information that could be provided - something that
included a failure mode and an effects analysis of the possibilities. The weaknesses of the system could be identified
and replacement options would surface. He looked at all of the additions proposed for the system, and he said
sooner or later the pipe is going fo burst if the pressure is increased under certain temperatures and vibes.

Civil Engineer Ben Croy responded that these issues have been under review for quite a while. For this development,
the Applicant would have o propose some improvements to the system ~ for both the water and the sewer. This
might include pumps, pump stations, metro-main replacement, etc. It could be done so that this development could
be built and the network could handle it. However, the concern is that in the future, if other properties are developed
the same way, then the City will exceed capacity at that point. It is a real concern of the Engineering Department.

Member Lynch was concerned too. The local homeowners, along with every taxpayer in Novi, are going to have to
pay for this upgrade.

Member Lynch said that the City doesn’t have the sewage capacity at this time. The system Is at the upper end of the
design tolerance. He thought the documents suggested another sixty percent increase that will have to be bought
from somewhere. Who pays for that?

Civil Engineer Brian Coburn said the City is currently in negotiations to buy additional downstream capacity for the
sewer system. Even without this development the City needs this additional capacity, to meet the City's buildout
needs. The Engineering Department reviews the Master Plan for Land Use and uses those density assumptions to
create the Sanitary Sewer Master Plan. If there is a change in the Master Plan to accommodate increased density,
the Engineering Department looks at that information, not the potential for increased density on adjacent parcels. He
said his department has been working on this proposal with the Applicant for over a year,

Member Lynch said he would expect the City to offer the same things fo the various developers. The logic is that
there are RA zoned properties that could potentially be rezoned to R-1. This would create a significant burden on the
taxpayer. Mr. Coburn said his department has not studied the "what if” scenarios of the Master Plan for Land Use.

Member Lynch said that based on the information he has reviewed, it would be criminal of him to vote for this project.
He said that the engineering analysis states this proposal is going to be a problem.

Mr. Galvin reiterated that the Engineering Staff has been working with them for over a year. The spegcifics of the
infrastructure have been identified, and he said that they have safisfied the Staff that the existing infrastructure with
the proposed changes --and the cost borne by the Applicant — will satisfy the development on this site. As a matter of
fact, Mr. Galvin said there is a differential impact based upon peak hours of usage between this active adult project
and a normal Single Family Residential subdivision. This will diminish the capacity requirements. The Applicant is
meeting the required capacity on the “as if" scenario. He did not think the Planning Commission’s conduct would be
criminal or otherwise culpable based upon the infrastructure to approve this project.

Member Lynch said they would have to agree to disagree on this point. He had the information that was provided to
him, and now he has Mr. Galvin's words. He said he would base his opinion on the facts presented by the Staff.

Member Lynch asked Dr. Freeland about the discharge into the Novi Drain. Dr. John Freeland responded that his
negative recommendation is based on the information they received, which was not a highly-developed plan. The
Weiland Ordinance for Novi pertains to wetiands and watercourses (lakes, streams and drains, etc.). Island Lake is a
short distance away. |t is fed by the Lyon-Novi Drain, which runs along the east side of the subject property. This
drain flows to Island Lake, and while he couldn’t speak for the dissolved lfoad, the discharge looks preity good in terms
of turbidity — the water looks clear.

Dr. Freeland looked at page 16 of the plan, which depicted an array of stormwater detention basins along the
perimeter of the property - the west, south, east and even one on the north side. These basins either flow to the
forested wetlands that are located to the west, south and east. The detention basins are designed te drain at a
certain maximum rate of .15 cfs per acre of drainage basin. He said that if those numbers wers wrong, Mr. Croy could
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correct him. The basins are adding water to the high quality forested wetlands. They are considered a priority one
natural features habitat. This area is part of larger natural forested land that extends down to Nine Mile. Forested
wetlands will drown if too much water is directed into them. Without knowing the quantity of the water that will go in
these wetlands, Dr. Freeland said he couldn't comment on whether this plan would have an adverse impact.

Dr. Freeland said that it is easy {o see the rainbow colors of an oil slick form on water after a storm. This propesal is a
very short distance from these commercial parking lots to Island Lake. Chemicals used on lawns such as fertilizer
and herbicides, and fiuids leaking from cars, and things like this pose a threat to Island Lake unless there is a high
degree of quality treatment. He has not seen the detail that describes a very sophisticated stormwater plan that might
include recycling roof water or stormwater to provide onsite irrigation, advanced stormwater management and green-
building techniques. Dr. Freeland said all of these options are feasible in this case. Without seeing this level of detalil,
Dr. Freeland could not give his recommendation on the plan.

Member Lynch said this is also where he is at; there is not enough detail on a number of items. He had to make a
decision on the data he has reviewed, and he wanted to be fair to everybody. He sald that his vote this evening wouid
ohviously have to be “no” based on the information that has been provided.

Member Lynch was concerned about the traffic. David Campbell from Birchler Arroyo represented the City's Traffic
Consultant. Member Lynch said that when the plan was originally proposed as 428 homes the recommendation was
for Ten Mile to be widened to five lanes between Napier and Wixom roads, signalization at Ten Mile and Links of Novi
entrance and at the Ten Mile intersections. Member Lynch asked whether the plan was still o widen Ten Mile to five
lanes. He asked whether these calculations were correct, In light of the fact that he thought Oak Pointe was only 40%
built and that the Wixom interchange was previously under construction. Member Lynch said that there was a big
argument regarding the traffic study — the data contained therein are irrelevant so the output becomes irrelevant. Mr.
Campbell said with this proposal, the Applicant is proposing a three-lane road along Ten Mile, which is a continuous
center left turn fane from Wixom Road to a point west of their most westerly driveway. The Applicant proposes two
new traffic ights at two of their driveways - one opposite Del Mar (on the north side of Ten Mile), and one at their
main boulevard driveway. The Applicant proposes to add a left turn phase at the existing Wixom signal.

Mr. Campbell said that the traffic review does question some of the methodology used in the study. His company is
not comfortable with the methodology used to collect data or their trip generation forecast. This number has been
significantly underestimated. Mr. Campbell questions the study’s trip-distribution methodology (how the study predicts
which driveways will be used for exiting and entering the community). These things are all significant because they
will ultimately impact the site improvements proposed as part of this development. Their intent is to work with this
Applicant to ensure that the mitigation proposed is sufficient. Will it address the additional traffic? Are the traffic lights
in the proper focation? Will they be phased correctly? Because they take issue with the study’s methodology, they
don't feel they can make a recommendation based on this study.

Member Lynch wondered whether additional lanes would have to be added to Wixom, but feit that the guestion
couldn't be answered because the data are not present. Mr. Campbell said there are three things that have to be
addressed first: They don't agree with the data collection method, trip estimation or trip distribution.

Member Lynch said that the Applicant’s comment that there is no active aduit community does not take into
consideration Fox Run, parts of island Lake or the Enclave near Twelve Oaks. If the category of “Senior Housing”
includes residents over the age of 55, what would be the City’s census or study of this component in Novi? He
wondered if this was an appropriate issue to study first before considering this proposal. Ms. Kapelanski responded
that there are several developments within the City that are targeted toward seniors. These range from assisted living
type facliities to communities targeted for people 65 and over. She was not aware of any Single Family Residential
targeted as active adult communities. She said that the City would have to dig through the records to come up with
data on communities housing residents primarily over 55. it could probably be tahulated through the census and
development data.

Member Lynch was intrigued by the comment regarding the agihg population. He said there really is a need for older
adults to live. He disagreed with the statement that the City doesn’t have anything or doesn’t have enough. This City
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can't be everything to everybody in every part of the City. He said he would like all of this additional information
before making a decision. |s Novi above or below the national average? Is there adequate senior housing?

Member Lynch said he thought that everyone was struggiing with the current economic situation. One of the base
assumptions has been that things aren’t going to change; he fundamentally disagreed. The economy is bad but it's
not going to be like this forever., Me said this current condition could be compared to 1974 — the economy did come
back then and there was quite a rise in housing prices. He did not buy into the thought that the economy is bad and
it's never going o get better. Things will get better.

Member Lynch thought that the original proposal of Quail Hollow [L.egacy Parc] was a beautiful proposal. The City
and City Council were quite generous in giving a density of 439 units and a clubhouse. He did believe that there will
he a demand for that project. [t is unfortunate that no one is buying right now and people who want to move can't
because they can't sell their homes. He thought this would change.

Member Lynch sald he also challenged the Applicant’s comment that there are no other communities in Novi for
senior housing. There are a lot of questions without a lot of fact. It would be nice to have this information before
having to make a decision. [f there is a vote at this meeting, Member Lynch would have to vote “no” based on the
information that has been provided.

Member Greco appreciated the discussion and questions from the other Planning Commission members. He felt
however, that he had enough facts on which to base his decision. The presentations on paper and given oraily by Mr.
Galvin were outstanding in describing a proposal for something to do with this land. Bui, the attorney did say it right
when he suggested the question might be, “Does the City need this now on this property?” Member Greco said that is
the question, and the follow-up questions is, “Should the City do this on this property?” There are really two aspects
to consider. He knew that the commercial element keeps coming up because that is the easiest component on which
the public can readily say that the area is supposed 1o be residential and therefore they are against the commercial.
Really, the two questions are about commercial and density. When the Master Plan was reviewed as recently as it
was, Member Greco had a difficult time re-visiting the decision made to maintain the more rural nature of the
southwest quadrant.

Member Greco said the senior housing issue came up during that Master Plan update process. Whether the Planning
Commission was right or wrong at the time, they chose to put that consideration off for a little bit. That issue does
become important in the consideration of where senior housing should be placed. There may be a need for senior
housing. The Planning Commission took a look at the issue and still decided to leave the southwest quadrant the way
it currently is. That is something that he thought the City should stick to since the recent Master Plan decision is so
close in time to this meeling. He thought that the residents and the developer should understand this. Now, this may
be subject to review in the future but just because there was a recommendation that the City might need more senior
housing, and somebody then comes up with a proposal a year later, this doesn’t mean that the City has to jump on
the project because it may be wrong for the particular area or for the vision that has been laid out in the City's Master
Plan.

Member Greco said that studies are exactly that. There will be assumptions made. There are some aspects that will
be hypothetical. There Is no doubt in Member Greco’s mind that, “If you build it, they will come.” This doesn’t mean
that it should be built or that people in the area want it built. While he was sure that people would in fact come to this
establishment, the residents in the area clearly don't want it. |t is also clear that it isn’t necessary, although it could be
theoretically supported by scientific data, population studies, etc. Based upon the information provided to Member
Greco, he sald he would not be supporting this request.

Member Meyer thanked the residents who came fo the meeting of responded by mail. He said that one of the
greatest hurdles there is that one must accept is change. He also thanked Singh Development for its excellent
presentation. Some of the units were stunning. Nonetheless, he felt the two remaining issues were density and the
commerctal component. He said that the original proposal started at 330 units and now it is at about 700 units. There
are number of already bullt units in the City that are unoccupied. The residents of the southwest quadrant do not want
commercial, and he felt that it was appropriate to listen to the people.
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Member Meyer thanked the Planning Staff for its recommendations and suggestions. He felt there was sufficient
information on which to make a decision.

Member Gutman said that Singh has put together a first-class project, which they always do. |t Is very attractive but it
is not, in Member Gutman's opinion, the right project based on a few reasons. it is not consistent with the Master
Plan. The commercial is an issue, and although some of the proposed uses are important for an active aduilt
community, there is a daycare center on the site. Since it was opened up in a March 2007 meeting by Singh, Mr.
Kahm himself said that there would be very few children in the development. Member Gutman was trying to reconcile
the fact that there is a desire to put a daycare on this site, and how that impacts an active adult community. He
struggled with that concept. In general, Member Gutman said the commercial is not consistent with the Master Plan.

Member Gutman continued that the density Is also a concern of his. The potential environmental impacts are also a
serious concern. The traffic impact is also a serious concern.

Member Larson added that his concerns have already been stated by the other Planning Commission members and
he teo, would not be supporting the request.

Chair Pehrson said that there wasn’t a lot of information provided in the review, but what was provided did concern
him and he thought perhaps they did not have enough infermation. He had a problem in the past with the density of
Quall Hollow [Legacy Parc]. His concerns today are about the density and the commercial element which is contrary
to the Master Plan. He was not a big fan, but he thought that the City bent over backward fo help Singh find a way fo
take the density from one level to an additional level, which made it fiscally better for them.

Chair Pehrson did not think this proposal is in response to the residents’ needs, as it relates to the questions about
whether this is the right time, the right place or answering a need. This is not consistent with what the residents want
and the ink isn't even dry on the most recent Master Plan update. The Planning Commission did review a study that
looked at the commercial aspect. This is not the place for any of that.

Chair Pehrson was concerned about the utilities. He was not at all happy with the benefits of the PRO at this time, as
they stand right now. Five of the eight items listed are actually requirements for the development of the site. The 76
acres for the parkland is really a key. He said that relative to the Ordinance, he did not see enough of 2 community
benefit with those PRO additions that would persuade him to make a different determination. Chair Pehrson
paraphrased from the Ordinance that relative to the PRO Agreement, it is up to the Applicant to say that there is a
greater need in the public interest and it outweighs any non-conforming zoning issues. Chair Pehrson did not think
that this mission has been accomplished. He was concerned about the issues that have already been addressed as
well, and at this time he was not in position to approve this request.

Moved by Member Meyer, seconded by Member Lynch:

In the matter of Zoning Map Amendment 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 and 18.686 and Planned Rezoning Overlay
SP08-30 for Legacy Parc, a motion to recommend denial to the City Council to rezone the subject
property from R-1 (One-Family Residential} to RM-1 (Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Family Residential)
and B-2 (Community Business) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay, for the following reasons: 1) The
proposed plan would be contrary to the land use recommendations and the goals and objectives of the
Master Plan for Land Use as indicated on page three of the Planning Review Letter dated September 2,
2008; 2} The Applicant has not clearly demonstrated how each deviation will be an enhancement to the
development per Section 3402 of the Zoning Ordinance; 3) The proposed application materiatls,
particularly the traffic study, have been found to be lacking in information or have inconsistencies which
hinder the complete review of this application; 4) The Applicant has requested a substantial number of
waivers of the Design and Construction Standards as noted in the August 28, 2008 Traffic Review Letter;
5) The proposed development would have a noticeable impact on the public utilities when compared to
the previously approved RUD plan; 6) When considering the project as a whoie, including both the RUD
and the PRO, the proposed public benefit of the parkland donation is not proportional to the impacts of
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the development; and 7) The existing R-1 and RA zoning are consistent with the existing zoning in this
area and the single family zoning throughout the southwest quadrant of the City.

DISCUSSION

Ms. Kapelanski asked whether Member Cassis’ question regarding the City's ownership of the one parcel could
become part of the motion, i.e., “The City has not yet indicated a willingness to include City property in this
development proposal.” The maker and seconder of the motion agreed to the addition.

ROLL CALL VOTE ON LEGACY PARC REZONINGS AND PRO NEGATIVE RECOMMENDATION MOTION MADE
BY MEMBER MEYER AND SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH:

In the matter of Zoning Map Amendment 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 and 18.686 and Planned Rezonring Overlay
SP08-30 for Legacy Parc, a motion to recommend denial to the City Council to rezone the subject
property from R-1 (One-Family Residential) to RM-1 {Low Density, L.ow-Rise Multiple-Family Residentiaf)
and B-2 (Community Business) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay, for the following reasons: 1) The
proposed plan would be contrary to the land use recommendations and the goals and objectives of the
Master Plan for Land Use as indicated on page three of the Planning Review Letter dated September 2,
2008; 2) The Applicant has not clearly demonstrated how each deviation will be an enhancement to the
development per Section 3402 of the Zoning Ordinance; 3) The proposed application materials,
particularly the traffic study, have been found te be lacking in information or have inconsistencies which
hinder the complete review of this application; 4} The Applicant has requested a substantial number of
waivers of the Design and Construction Standards as noted in the August 28, 2008 Traffic Review Letter;
5) The proposed development would have a noticeable impact on the public utilities when compared to
the previously approved RUD plan; 6) When considering the project as a whole, including both the RUD
and the PRO, the proposed public benefit of the parkland donation is not proportional to the impacts of
the development; 7) The existing R-1 and RA zoning are consistent with the existing zoning in this area
and the single family zoning throughout the southwest quadrant of the City; and 8) The City has not yet
indicated a willingness to include City property in this development proposal, Motion carried 7-0.

Moved by Member Meyer, seconded by Member Lynch:

ROLL CALL VOTE ON LEGACY PARC RUD WITH AMENDED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NEGATIVE
RECOMMENDATION MOTION MADE BY MEMBER MEYER AND SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH:

In the matter of SP08-31, proposed RUD with amended Development Agreement for Legacy Parc, motion
to recommend denial to the City Council for the following reasons: 1) The proposed plan would be
contrary to the land use recommendations and the goals and objectives of the Master Plan for Land Use
as indicated on page three of the Planning Review Letter dated September 2, 2008; 2) The proposed
application materials, particularly the traffic study, have been found to be lacking in information or have
inconsistencies which hinder the complete review of this application; 3) The Applicant has requested a
substantial number of waivers of the Design and Construction Standards as noted in the August 28, 2008
Traffic Review Letter; 4) The proposed development would have a noticeabie impact on the public utilities
when compared to the previcusly approved RUD Plan; 5) When considering the project as a whole,
including both the RUD and the PRO, the proposed public benefit of the parkland donation is not
proportional to the impacts of the development; 6} The Applicant has not clearly demonstrated how the
requested Ordinance deviations wili meet the Ordinance standards of Section 2404.6; and 7) The existing
R-1 and RA zoning are consistent with the existing zoning in this area and the single family zoning
throughout the southwest quadrant of the City.

Chair Pehrson called for a two-minute break, then called the meeting back io order.

Transcribed by Jane L. Schimpf
Customer Service Representative Angela Pawlowski, Planning Assistant Date
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MASTER PLAN AND ZONING COMMITTEE
MINUTES -~ NOVEMBER 18, 2008
(DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED REZONING)




APPROVED

MASTER PLAN & ZONING COMMITTEE

City of Novi Planning Commission
November 18, 2008 at 7:00 PM
Novi Civic Center — Conference Room A
45175 W. Ten Mile, Novi, Ml 48375
cityofaovi.org (248) 347-0475

ROLL CALL

Present: Members Brian Burke, Andy Gutman, Michael Meyer, Michael Lynch, Wayne Wrobel (at or
about 8.45 PM)

Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Deputy Director of Community Development, Mark Spencer, Planner,
Kristen Kapelanski, Planner; Tom Schultz, City Attorney

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Moved by Member Burke, seconded by Member Lynch:
Motion to approve the Agenda. Mofion carried 4-0.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
No one from the audience wished to speak.

ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR
The mambers decided to wait until the end of the meeting, at which time Member Wrobel may be present
fo take part in the election.

MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION

1. Rezonings 18.683, 18.684, 18.685 & 18.686 Legacy Parc
Request for discussion to provide comments, suggestions and guestions on Singh Development‘
request to rezone a 328-acre parcel located at the east of Napier Road and south of Ten Mile in
Section 30 from R-1 and RA to RM-1 with a PRO and B-Z with a PRO and revising the Legacy Parc
RUD Agreement.

Planner Kristen Kapelanski touched on the plan’s highlights. The target market is the active adult
community. The site is surrounded by RA zoning in Novi and R-1 in Lyon Township (across Napier
Road). The property is master planned for Single Family Residential with a .8 density. There is a portion
of the land master planned for a public park.

An RUD Agreement was previously approved for this property. The Agreement provided R-1 zoning with
a Development Agreement to accommadate a total of 439 homes.

This propoesal includes three additional properties that are zoned RA. One is a 2.5-acre City-owned
property which the City has not agreed {o transfer at this time. The Applicant wished to modify the
existing agreement and rezone portions of the property to accommodate these newly proposed uses.

Using the Singh document: Pink is proposed for B-2 for a 105,800 square-foot retail center, Blue is
proposed for RM-1 for a 220-unit attached residential development; Brown is proposed for RM-1 to
develop an 8,600 square-foot daycare. Green is proposed for RM-1 to develop a 154-unit senior housing
complex. The public benefit proposed by Singh is the Singh Trail. The Yellow is proposed to remain R-1.
There are many components fo this plan.

The Master Plan designation and proposed rezoning is the focus of this discussion. Staff has not
recommended approval of this proposal, mostly because it is not consistent with the recommendation of
the Master Plan. The property is master planned for Single Family Residential with a .8 density. The
proposed development has a gross density of 2.26 units per acre, excluding the proposed daycare. The
Master Plan was reviewed and updated this year. Included in that review is a land-use study, a needs-
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analysis for retail uses and several alternatives were examined for the southwest quadrant. Senior
housing was one of the alternatives considered for the southwest guadrant and other nearby areas. 1t
was not ultimately recommended. The minutes from the Master Plan and Zoning Commitiee’s
alternatives discussion were provided to the Committes for thelr review. Ms. Kapelanski said that
specifically, the December 11" minutes should be reviewed.

Several Master Plan goais apply to this project: Maintain existing low-density residential development
and natural features preservation patterns; this proposal far exceeds the recommendation of the Master
Pian. A Master Plan goal suggests rezoning properties In the southwest quadrant to zoning districts that
limit uses to low density residential uses that match the density depicted in the Master Plan; this proposal
is contradictory.

Previously, 439 units were approved for this site. The Applicant now proposes 694 units within Single
Family and Multiple Family Residential units and a senior housing complex. This is a 63% increase in
density over the previous plan. There is also a commercial elernent and daycare proposal.

A further Master Plan goal is to encourage future development in the southwest quadrant that preserves

the natural features and viewsheds along the roadway. The commercial, senior housing and daycare do
not meet this objective. The B-2 and RM-1 is contrary to the Single Family Residential recommendations
in the Master Plan.

The RUD Plan and PRO contain a number of Ordinance deviations and are listed in the Planning Review.

The Applicant has presented a sizable plan with a fair amount of detail as is appropriate for the concept
review stage of PRO and RUD Agreements. Should this ultimately be approved, a number of details
would have to be worked out. The Master Plan and Zoning Committee should consider the proposed
rezoning and the contract plan in general.

Mike Kahm of Singh Development addressed the Committee. He explained why another proposal for this
site has come forward. The original concept for 438 homes was approved before a lot of things
happened to Michigan's economy. Also, things have changed demographically both here and across the
country. Singh realized that there is a housing need for active adulis in states other than Florida and the
Carolinas. There are two Dell Webb [an active senior community developer] projects in Michigan — one in
Brownstown Township and one in Grand Blanc. The idea is to sell a lifestyle. Mr. Kahm said that during
this proposal review, more emphasis should be placed on lifestyle than lot size and density. Singh
develops Waltonwood complexes in Metro Delfroit and in the southeast. They are sensitive to this
component of the population. They see a need to service the population two age-echelons down — the 65
and up empty nesters. They researched Dell Webb and Tol! Brothers and came to see that the housing
component of this proposal is something that Metro Detroit doesn’t have.

Mr. Kahm said that the original RUD Agreement doesn't make sense anymore. There is a need for this
new proposal, Mr. Kahm presented this idea to City Council in Spring 2007. He said that Singh felt they
received a fairly favorable response. This use is probably more like a PUD which does not exist in Novi's
Ordinance nor is it addressed. The RUD/PRO was the determination on how to present this proposal.
He has been working on this design for over a year in great detaill. The commercial component has been
hotly contested and discussed. Singh did not propose this in a frivolous manner; however, selling a
"lifestyle” means providing convenience, Mr. Kahm said that the pieces of commercial that have been
proposed are really core services. It would stiil need support from outside the Legacy Parc community,
which is why it is proposed along Ten Mile. It includes a boutique grocery, drugstore, bank, in-line
services like hair salons, cards, dry cieaners, etc. These are daily-life commercial needs.

Mr. Kahm said that in North Carolina, Atianta and Virginia, Singh has seen how other communities plan to
grow. Many of these active adult communities reguire commercial amenities because it cuts down on
traffic.
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Mr. Kahm said that the City-owned parcel just sits at Wixom and Ten Mile and serves no purpose. It was
part of the fire station property purchase. Mr. Kahm said it has marginal value. Singh suggested that
they pick it up and propose a development on one large continuous piece of property.

Mr. Kahm said that there is strong market support for this proposal. Planning principles were included in
how they developed this proposal. The lot sizes are smaller than what the Ordinance allows, which is
typical of an active adult community. This population is not looking to take care of a large lot. The
proposed homes would be upscale from what Dell Webh would do. Dominick Tringali is the architect
Singh chose because he is the architect of all of their single family homes. Mr. Tringali's intent is to bring
the same guality to these homes.

One key component is the active adult business center/clubhouse, which is about 20,000 square feet.
There is an indoor social room, indoorfoutdoor swimming pool, tennis courts, bocce ball courts, etc. This
is a lifestyle that is similar to what Dell Webb offers but bigger and nicer.

Mr. Kahm said that Singh has been in Novi for thirty years and if there is any developer who knows what
Novi was and is, it is Singh.

Joe Galvan, attorney for Singh, addressed the Master Plan and Zoning Committee. He said that this is
the worst economy he has ever seen in Novi, and he thought that Singh’s proposal at this time ought to
have some wind. Singh comes and offers to do something in Novi which an objective person in Novi
would say is unique. Like every other place in the country, the population in Novi is getting older. Singh
is coming forward at a time when it is clear that the economy of the state is not even remotely like it was
before. In that perspective, it would seem that Singh is offering to the City the ability to do something now
that creates a level of economic activity in the City and provides the City with something i needs.

Why would someone say this shouldn’t be done on this land at this time? The short answer is in the Staff
report. because of the Master Plan. If the Master Plan provides no place in the City of Novi for an active
adult land use, when it is the single most necessary land use in the City, perhaps there is a small flaw in
the Master Plan. Perhaps this is something that should be looked at. He listened to the Staff report and
noted that it was presented in pieces; this is an integrated community that comes as a whole. The only
reason that it had to be looked at piece-meatl is because it's the only way Singh can get here. Thisisa
project, and the only way to bring it forward under the Ordinance was to bring it as an RUD and PRO.

For reasons that are historical, the City does not have a PUD Ordinance, which would have permitted
Singh to come in with a "whole package PUD.” Mr. Galvan asked the Master Plan and Zoning Committee
to consider this as one application not as a piece-meal project.

Member Meyer thought that Waltonwood was an extraordinary efforf. He was sensitive to the comments
made about the economy, and the fact that the Applicant has been consulting with Staff and the Cily
Attorney. He understood that the Master Plan would have to again be addressed in order to make this
proposal happen. He would need some explanation of the increase in density, although he understood
that the commercial component could cut down on the traffic. Nonetheless, this proposal would add a
major piece of fraffic to Ten Mile.

Member Meyer excused himself from the meeting and said he wouid return later.

Mr. Galvan responded that this proposal has nothing to do with the 438-home Agreement. He said this
proposal stands on its own and if it were him considering an active-adult community, he would want it to
include the commercial and clubhouse components. He said that one-acre single family homesites are
dead and gone. Michigan will have to figure out what to do to house active adults who want to stay in this
state because right now there is nothing available for them.

Member Burke said that it was made loud and clear to the Planning Commission that commercial in the
southwest quadrant was not desired. Therefore, the new Master Plan reflects this position. This proposal
is centered around the needs of an aging population. Would this project be deed restricted, in terms of
age? Mr. Kahm said that there are federal guidelines (Federal Housing for Older Persons Act of 1985)
that one must foliow to “discriminate” by age. Singh’s intent would be to follow those guidelines. Mr.
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Kahm said the proposed density is 694, though 154 are units in the senior housing complex and these
citizens won't drive. There are 320 single family fots and 220 duplex lots. This is a fotal of 540, as
compared to the previous plan of 439. The 439 was geared toward family lifestyles.

Member Burke surmised that the lion's share of the residents will be healthy and be able to come and go
as they please. He asked if the project was equally viable without the commercial component. Mr. Kahm
said Singh considerad it without the commercial, but their southern communities without commercial have .
gone down the hill. Singh wants to sell a life style — even planning for golf cart spaces at the commercial
and clubhouse locations. They might, like Dell Webb, provide a golf cart with the purchase of a
residential unit.

Mr. Kahm said that the commercial will generate traffic, but the commercial proposad is convenience
shopping, not destination shopping. The additional traffic coming to this commercial center is traffic that
is otherwise already on Ten Mile. This plan proposes a traffic signal and a center turn-lane that extends
almost the entire distance between Napier and Wixom.

Member Burke was not concerned about the traffic — he didn't think this traffic would interfere with rush
hour traffic. He was more worried about the viability of the commercial. it will have to stand on its own

. and pay its rent. The 55-66 year-old adults will like drive two miles north and shop at Meijer where all
things are offered, and for a lot less, which is important to people on fixed incomes. Mr. Kahm said this
will be an upscalé community that where people with disposable income will reside. The condominium
dues will not be cheap - there is a lot of infrastructure to support. Singh imagings that these people will
shop at a store where the selections are other than what is available at Meijer or Kroger.

Member Burke said the City has already agreed to the 439-unit Development Agreement. He thought the
biggest problem with this proposal is selling the commercial aspect. Mr. Kahm said that's why the
proposal has to be looked at with an open mind. Member Burke said he could so, but there are 52,000
other people in Novi. Mr. Kahm said this is a cultural thing, which is evident fo him because he fravels the
country. There are different theories on how to live life. Considering Novi's history, this proposal is a bit
like putting a round peg in a square hole, because Novi has the philosophy that it provides country living,

. even though it's not like that anymore. But that little seed in peoples’ heads just won't go away. Singh
feels confident that this proposal can be accepted in Novi. Whenever the word “commercial” is
mentioned, people want {o throw rocks. This proposal is not only not a negative, it will be an immense
positive for the area. This will provide a convenience in the area. His experience is that people hate the
idea of change until it's here, but then they love it

Mr. Kahm said that Dell Webb caters more to income than age, and Novi Is going to notch that up.
Member Burke asked whether this project was modeled after southern states’ successful projects. Mr.
Kahm said some were, and some were in Chicago. Member Burke said that the Midwest citizen drives
everywhere, even to the mailbox. He wondered if this will work as well as Singh thinks, because the
mindset will be to drive two miles up the road. Member Burke could see the need for some of the

" commercial mentioned, but he thought 100,000 square feet seemed a bit much to him. Mr. Kahm
responded that they researched this component for several years. He said when there isn't critical mass
to a project, then the project is being done half-way. When something is designed by a Committee, the
end result is a mess. The project, if done, must be done right. If this is scaled back foo much, the
commercial can't feed off commercial, which is what happens. The different uses don't compete, they
feed each other. He supposed that some of the commercial could be stripped out of the design, but
Singh thought it was important to make the design large enough to provide medical space too. The
critical mass leads to the development’s success.

Member Lynch knew that Singh had put a lot of work into this plan. He struggled with lcoking at this
project though because of all of the uncertainties. What will this do to the sewer systems? Traffic? The
taxpayer? The existing residents? He thought the concept is great, but it's hard for Member Lynch to
understand what happens to the rest of the southwest quadrant if this project is approved by City Council.
He said the City knows that the infrastructure will accommodate what is designed in the Master Plan; he
does not know if this project can be accommodated. What does the City say to the taxpayers? Thisis a
great project, and by the way, the taxpayers will have to pay to put roads in, additional sewer capacity,
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and put up with lower water pressure. He does not have a clear understanding of what effect on the
existing southwest quadrant will be with this proposal. it might not do anything, but he would find that
hard to believe. There is nothing quantified in this review.

Member Lynch said there are many senior locations in the City — Fox Run, Enclave, even Island Lake has
a senior area, and there many other senior areas. Mr. Galvan said that those locations cited do not deal
with people in the same place in their lives. The emphasis here is on active; there are other elements
here that are cther than what is available at the multiple beast on the north side of the City. This proposal
provides a level of quality that is not available anywhere else. Member Lynch said he needed more .
convincing. He said there really seems to be a lot of senior housing in Novi,

Mr. Galvan said there is Fox Run but that serves a particular purpose for people who are at a certain
stage in their lives. There are also places that move closer to death. The down curve is there isn’t
anything avatlable to people who are described as active aduits.

Mr. Kahm explained that Fox Run Is a continuum of care with a large sum buy-in, which makes it different
from Waltonwood. Mr. Kahm said that there are senior housing opportunities in the City but nothing as
servicing as this proposal. He said that Singh spent six months reviewing the infrastructure in this area.
Singh proposes to add pump stations, off-site transmission lines, and has offered to pay for increased
treatment capacity if it became necessary. Singh is also proposing paying for guite a bit of road
improvements. These itemns are listed in Singh’s Community Benefits. Deputy Director of Community
Development Barbara McBeth said information regarding these infrastructure components could also be
found in the Engineering Review.

Member Lynch asked about the project that Singh has pending near Twelve Oaks Mall. Mr. Kahm
responded that the site is environmentally sensitive. Member Lynch did not think the sinking housing
market would |last forever. Mr. Galvan responded that their greater concern is, what will Michigan
residents be doing for work if the manufacturing industry continues to slide?

Member Lynch said there was also a question of supply and demand. Mr. Kahm responded that the site
would be built in phases, and the development would likely occur over a ten-year timeframe. Member
Lynch and City Attorney Tom Schultz discussed how each plan must be reviewed on its own merits,
regardiess of whether other similar plans have already been reviewed and determinations made. This is
not inconsistent, rather it provides an equal process for all incoming projects.

Member Lynch said it was clear to him what the citizens thought about adding commercial to the
southwest quadrant. They want commercial located along the Grand River corridor. Overall the proposal
is good, but Member Lynch did not know if it was a fit and thought he needed more information.

Mr. Kahm said that the property is the largest contiguous parcel in Novi, at 329 acres. Singh designed
this proposal to improve upon the natural feature preservation relative to the currently signed RUD
Agreement for the 438 homes.

Member Gutman thought the proposal was beautiful, but it did not meet the intent of the Master Plan,
which was just updated this year. Mr. Galvan said that basing any decision 1o review this proposal
against the Master Plan was not reasonable to him. Part of the problem is that Novi has never developed
anything like this before. Also, there is no place in the Master Plan or Zoning Ordinance where this
particular use is accounted for. Given the realities, Singh believes this type of use should be addressed.

Member Gutman respected the comments and understood that times have changed. He thought was
important fo provide the feedback to this Applicant.

Member Burke said that the recent Master Plan update made the statement loud and clear that the
southwest quadrant did not want any large development. He suggested i would be interesting to go back
into the archives to see whether there was opposition to island Lake. Member Burke did note that there
is a significant buffer around this site. This should negate some of the local citizens’ concerns. Ms.
McBeth clarified that some of the land Member Burke was referring to is not actually part of the Singh
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property. The map showed the complete natural feature area and where the City hopes a connection
between the natural areas is made. Mr. Spencer added that there is also an expansive wetland complex.
Mr. Kahm explained Singh's plan to connect the parks via the "Singh Trall,” which again is proposed as a
community benefit. Mr. Kahm said that a phasing plan has not yet been designed because it would be
rather presumptucus to do so at this time. Mr. Kahm said the service area would have to be built first,
and then the residential would be built as the market supports it.

The Committee discussed that the Applicant does not have to sell the fact that there is a need to address
the aging baby boomer generation. The greater effort should be placed on proposing something that
blends into the community and is therefore more consistent with the characteristics found in the
southwest quadrant.

Member Guiman opened the floor up for public comment:

« Jerry Smith, Echo Valley: Did not think that the existing southwest quadrant citizens will embrace this
ievel of density; it's what they moved away from to begin with. There isn't a market for this use in this
area at this time.

» Larry Michaels, island Lake: Represented 784 Island Lake homes. The local citizens are opposed to
changing the character of the southwest quadrant. These residents want to maintain the semi-rural
feel of this area. He was not aware of any favorable response that the Singh may have received
regarding this development when it was presented fast year. If Singh believes this use is really
necessary, why wasn't it presented during the Master Plan review? The update process would have
been the time when the City could have accepted the input and perhaps respond favorably to the
need for senior housing in the City. He was concerned about the increase of Wixom Road traffic.
Ten Mile also has traffic problems. There is underutilized retail space already in Novi. He said that
Mr. Kahm conceded that this development wouldn't support the proposed retail by itself, and that
customers from elsewhere in the City would need to frequent this commercial. He did not agree with
the statement that things have changed and will never return to what once was. These changes have
been happening for a couple of years, but no ong can say what tomorrow may bring. He said Mr.
Kahm has conceded that the 439-home development is no longer viable, and now the developer is
looking for new ways to make money. He didn't blame them, but Singh should not propose this
altruistic development that they forgot to mention during the recent Master Plan update. Singh should
not suggest that they know the southwest quadrant better than the residents of Novi. He was
concerned about the dominoc effect, i.e., once retall is introduced on west Ten Mile, how many of the
other vacant Ten Mile properties will seek retail zoning too? There is the Dinser property. There are
the northwest and southwest quadrants of Ten Mile and Beck. Nobody wants to destroy the
character of Ten Mile and the southwest quadrant by lining it with retail. The ECT wetland review
states that the consultant is concerned about the Legacy Parc drainage's impact on Island Lake, the
location to which it will flow. Island Lake spends a great deal of its dues on lake mainfenance and
none of its residents would be receptive to Legacy Parc impacting Istand Lake, their greatest amenity,
If the Legacy Parc residents will be expected to pay dues to support the clubhouse, Mr. Michaels
advised Mr. Kahm that there are many Island Lake residents unhappy with having to pay for the
amenities in their subdivisions. Their clubhouse is far less grand than what Singh is proposing;
Legacy Parc wil have a lot of unhappy people spending hundreds of dollars each month in dues. He
said that Singh should plan to have a fight on its hands with the residents of Island Lake because
they will feel the impact of this development.

Member Wrobel arrived at the meeting. Member Meyer returned o the meeting and Member Lynch, the
alternative member, ended his participation.

ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR, CONTINUED
Member Guiman asked whether the Committee would enter a motion o postpone this matter.

Moved by Member Burke, seconded by Member Meyer.
Motion to postpone the election of Chair and Vice-Chair. Motion carried 4-0.

SCHEDULE/FUTURE AGENDA
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The next meeting will be scheduled for December 2, 2008 at 7:00 PM.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES '
Moved by Member Wrobel, seconded by Member Meyer:

Motion to approve the Master Plan and Zoning Committee minutes of November 27, 2007,
December 11, 2007, January 24, 2008, February 5, 2008 and June 17, 2008. Motion carried 4-0.

ADJOURN

Moved by Member Burke, seconded by Member Wrobel:
Motion to adjourn.

Transcribed by Jane L. Schimpf,

Customer Service Representative

November 20, 2008
Date Approved.
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Petitioner
Singh Development LLC

Review Type
Proposed Rezoning from R-1, One-Family Residential to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Family

Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay and B-2, Community Business with a Planned Rezoning
Overlay; Proposed Residential Unit Development with a Modified Development Agreement

Property Characteristics

» Site Location: South side of Ten Mile Road between Napier Road and Wixom Road -
Site Zoning: R-1, One-Family Residential and RA, Residential Acreage
Adjoining Zoning: North, East and South: RA, Residential Acreage; West: RA (City of
Novi), {Lyon Township — across Napier Road): R-1
s Site Use(s): Links of Novi Golf Course, Vacant (approved for residential uses through
existing RUD)
* Adjoining Uses: North: Vacant, Single-Family Residential, Oak Pointe Church; West:

Single-Family Residential, Vacant (City of Novi), Vacant (Lyon
Township); South: Vacant, Parkland, Single-Family Residential; East:
Fire Station 4, Vacant _ )

e Proposed Use: “Active Adult
Community”
including Single-
Family  Residential,
Attached Residential,
Senior Housing,
Daycare and
Commercial

« Site Size: 329.5 acres

»

Plan Date: 05-29-08

Project Summary

The petitioner is requesting comment on a
proposed rezoning with a Planned Rezoning
Overlay and a proposed revised Residential Unit
Development with a modification of an existing
Development Agreement. The PRO acts as a

zoning map amendment, creating a “floating
district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of the parcel. As a part of the PRO, the
underlying zoning is changed, in this case to RM-1 and B-2 as requested by the applicant, and the
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applicant enters into a PRO Agreement with the City, whereby the City and applicant agree to any

deviations to the applicable ordinances and tentative approval of a conceptual plan for development
for the site. The RUD does not change the underlying zoning of the property, but puts a concept plan
in place for the development of the property that can include deviations to applicable ordinances. An
RUD was previously approved for the subject property and the applicant is seeking modification of
that RUD and the corresponding Development Agreement. PRO and RUD requests require a 15-day
public hearing notice for the Planning Commission, which offers a recommendation to the City
Council, who can grant the final approval of the PRO,  After final approval of the PRO plan and
agreement and the RUD plan and modified Development Agreement, the applicant will submit for
Preliminary and Final Site Plan under the typical review procedures. The PRO and RUD run 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 years, the rezoning
and PRO concept plan expires and the agreement becomes void.

The parcels in question are located on the south side of Ten Mile Road, between Wixom Road and
Napier Road in Section 30 of the City of Novi. The property totals 329.5 acres. The current zoning of
the majority of the property is R-1, One-Family Residential with a small portion zoned RA, Residential
Acreage and the applicant is proposing the rezoning of portions of eight parcels to RM-1 and B-2 with
a majority of the subject property to remain zoned R-1. The applicant has indicated that the rezoning
is being proposed to facilitate the construction of an “Active Adult Community” described by the
applicant as follows:
“The design goal of an Active Adult Community is to master plan a modemn urban
neighborhood that is located in a suburban or rural area; A community that is walkable,
secure, and complete with quick access to daily conveniences and necessities, connected by
pedestrian walkways and trails. The community should provide not only a full range of
recreational programs and amenities, but a small shopping center, dining, entertainment,
services and all the elements that would allow the development to support the normal, daily
lifestyle of an individual and be compietely freestanding.”
As part of this concept, the applicant is proposing a 320 unit detached single-family residential
development (the RUD portion of the development) along with a 220 unit attached residential
development, a 154 unit senior housing complex to include congregate care and assisted living
facilities, an 8,600 sq ft. daycare center and a 105,820 sq. ft. retail development to include a bank, a
restaurant and retail shops. Please see the attached diagram, provided by the applicant showing the
various rezonings, PROs and the adjacent proposed RUD, Currently, the subject property is zoned R-
1. While this district does permit the proposed single-family residential development with an RUD
and the proposed day care, it does not permit the proposed attached residential, the senior center or

the retail development.

As a part of the application materials, the applicant has indicated that an approximately 2.5 acre
portion of city-owned land is proposed to be included as part of the retail development on the sotth
side of Ten Mile Road near the Wixom Road traffic light. The applicant has acknowledged and agreed
that, at the date of the application, the city has not agreed to transfer this property to Singh
Development. The applicant has further acknowledged, that by processing the application, the city is
not asking or authorizing Singh to act on the city’s behalf in any manner, and that the city shall not
be considered an applicant or proponent of the rezoning application or amendments to the previous

approvals.



Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay September 2, 2008

Legacy Parc

Page 3 of 31

Recommendation

Staff does not recommend approval of the proposed Residential Unit Development with modified
Development Agreement and the proposed Zoning Map Amendment and Planned Rezoning Overlay,
which would rezone the property from R-1, One-Family Residential to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise,
Multiple-Family Residential and B-2, Community Business. Approval is pot recommended for the

following reasons.

The proposed rezoning to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple Family Residential would be
contrary to the recommendation of the Master Plan for Land Use, which recommends Single-
Family uses for the praperty.

The proposed rezoning to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rise Muitiple Family Residential would be
contrary to an Objective of the Master Plan, to: Maintain the existing low density residential

" develppment and natural feaiures preservation patterns, as well as the Implementation

Strategy, to: Continue to rezone properties in the Southwest Quadrant to zoning districts that
fimit uses to low densily residential uses that match the densities depicted in the Master Plans
Residential Density Patterns Map, parks, open space, educalional facilities and public uses,
since an increase in overall density is proposed.
The proposed rezoning to RM-1, Low Density, Low-Rrse Multiple Family Residential would
allow an increase in the density over the previous approval which allowed 439 units to a
proposed total of 694 units, amounting fo a 63% increase in density, which is inconsistent
with the recommended density of the Master Plan for Land Use (_ units/acre proposed, 0.8
units/ acre recommended).
The proposed rezoning to B-2, Community Business would be contrary to the Master for Land
Use, which recommends Single-Family uses of the property.
The proposed rezoning would be contrary to a goal of the Master Plan, which states:
Continue to protect the character of the southwest quadrant of the City as this area is home
to the majority of vacant land in Novi, since the proposed conceptual plan would change the
character from primarily fow-density single family developments to higher density single and
multiple family developments and non-residential uses.
The proposed rezoning would be contrary to an objective of the Master Plan, which states:
Maintain the existing low densily residential development and natural features preservation -
patterns, since the proposed conceptual plan proposes higher density residential development
than recommended by the Master Plan.
The proposed rezoning would be contrary to an Implementation Strategy of the Master Plan,
which states: Encourage future development within the southwest quadrant that preserves
the view of natural features and open space from major roadways, since the non-residential
and multiple family developments proposed along Ten Mile Road do not allow views of the
natural features and open spaces.
The proposed RUD Plan is found to contain a number of ordinance deviations, as noted in this
letter, including deviations from ordinance standards for building setbacks, recreational facility
setbacks, lot area and width, clubhouse parking, parking space dimensions, and design and
construction standards. The applicant has not clearly demonstrated how each deviation will
meet the ordinance standards of Section 2404.6. .
The proposed PRO_Concept Plan is found to contain @ number of ordinance deviations, as
noted in this letter, including deviations from ordinance standards for:

o Proposed Attached Housing - distance between buildings.

o Proposed Daycare building - building height and adjacency issues.

o Proposed Senior Housing Fadility - length of building.

o Proposed Retall Center - building height, building setbacks and parking setbacks.
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The applicant has not clearly demonstrated how each deviation will enhancement to the

development that Is in the public interested, and whether the deviations are consistent with
the Master Plan and consistent with the surrounding areas, as provided in Ordinance Section
3402.D.1.c.

s The proposed application materials have been found to be lacking in information or have
inconsistencies that hinder the complete review of the application, as noted in this, and the
accompanying review letters.

s The existing R-1 zoning Is consistent with the existing zoning in the area and the single family
zoning throughout the southwest quadrant of the City.

Master Plan for Land Use

The Master Plan for Land Use currently designates the majority of the subject property for single-
family residential use, with the eastern border designated for public parkland. A rezoning of the
property to an RM-1 and/or B-2 zoning would be inconsistent with the recommended actions of the
Master Plan. The Master Plan recommends single-family and public park uses not only for this parcel,
but also for the immediate surrounding parcels. In addition, the recommended density for the
subject properties per the Master Plan residential density map recommends a density of 0.8 dwelling
units per acre, which is consistent with the RA, Residential Acreage District. Presently, the subject
property is zoned R-1, Single-Family Residential. This was done as part of the previously approved
RUD and Development Agreement formerly known as Quail Hollow.

The recently completed Master Plan for Land Use Amendments (2008) also has a specific goal and
related objective (Chapter 5) that is relevant to the discussion at hand.

Goal: Continue o protect the character of the southwest quadrant of the City as this area is
home to the majority of vacant land in Novi.

Objective: Maintain the existing low density residential development and natural features
preservalion patterns.

The recent Master Plan for Land Use update included a study of the southwest quadrant of the City.
The conclusions of the study based on analysis of the land use patterns and retail needs of the City as
well as substantial public input indicated that the southwest quadrant should be preserved for low-
density residential developments. The proposed Legacy Parc would not be consistent with the
recommendations of the Master Plan for Land Use.

Existing Zoning and Land Use

The following table summarizes the zoning and land use status for the subject property and

surrounding properties.
Land Use and Zoning

For Subject Property and Adjacent Properties

Master Plan
Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Land Use
7 ] Designation
Subject = R-1, One-Family Residential, Links of Novi Golf Course, Rei;ggli;g?rg%!ic
Site RA, Residential Acreage Vacant Parkr
North I Single-Family Residential, Single-Family
Parcels RA, Residential Acreage QOak Pointe Church, Vacant Residential |
Fastern | RA, Residential Acreage | Fire Station 4, Vacant Public, Single-
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Parcels Family Residential,
- Public Park
. ; . . Single-Family
Southern . . Single-Family Residential, | i .
Parcels RA, Residential Acreage Parkland, Vacant Resnder;tal?g(, Public

Western | RA, Residential Acreage (City of | City of Novi — Existing Single- | Rural Residential
Parcels Novi), R-1 (Lyon Township) Family Residential, Vacant (1 acre lots)
Lyon Township - Vacant

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use

The surrounding land uses are shown on the above chart. The Compatlblllty of the proposed
development with the zoning and uses on the adjacent properties should be considered when
examining the proposed rezoning with PRO and proposed RUD with modified Development

Agreement.

Directly to the north of the subject property is existing single-family residential, vacant land and Oak
Pointe Church. The properties to the north are zoned RA (Residential Acreage). Additional traffic
and noise would be the most noticeable impact to the existing single-family development. The
proposed development would add a considerable amount of new residents to the area, as well as
increased traffic from the proposed senior center, day care and retail uses. For additional information
regarding traffic concerns, please see the Traffic Study submitted by the applicant and the attached
review letters from the City’s Traffic Consultant. Some residents may benefit from the installation of
the retail center and day care center as these facilities would be open for their use as well as the use
~ of the Legacy Parc residents. Oak Pointe Church will also have to contend with increased traffic

although this will most likely affect the church to a lesser extent as parishioners use the facility on

mostly designated days.

The properties to the east of the subject property are Fire Station 4 and vacant land. The proposed
rezoning with PRO and RUD would minimally affect the majority of the property as most is vacant
land and master planned for parkland. Fire Station 4 would have to contend with increased traffic in
the area. For additional information regarding traffic concerns, please see the Traffic Study submitted
by the applicant and the attached review letters from the City’s Traffic Consultant.

The properties to the south of the subject property are single-family residential and parkland with
some vacant land. The parkiand and vacant land will be minimally impacted. The proposed
development could bring additional noise to the area that could carry over to the parkland, afthough
this is unlikely. The existing single-family residential will be impacted but less so than the
development to the north of the subject property. Residents to the south may experience increased
traffic in the area as well as noise but residents of the proposed development and users of the

proposed retail facilities, etc. will be entering off of 10 Mile Road.

The properties to the west of the subject property comprise a small number of existing single-family
homes and vacant land in the City of Novi and in Lyon Township (across Napier Road). The
properties to the north are zoned RA (Residential Acreage) in the City of Novi and R-1 in Lyon
Township. Additional traffic and noise would be the most noticeable impact to the existing single-
famlly homes. The proposed development would add a considerable amount of new residents to the
area, as well as increased traffic from the proposed senior center, day care and retail uses. For
additional information regarding traffic concerns, please see the Traffic Study submitted by the
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applicant and the attached review letters from the City’s Traffic Consultant. Some residents may
benefit from the installation of the retail center and day care center as these facilities would be open
for their use as well as the use of the Legacy Parc residents.

The development of Legacy Parc would add traffic and noise to the area. A Traffic Impact Study has
been submitted by the applicant. However, this study does not adequately quantify the proposed
impacts or address all the traffic concerns on the surrounding road network. For additional
information, please see the Traffic Impact Study review letter prepared by the City’s traffic consultant,
The proposed development would add a large amount of new residents and users of the proposed
retail uses to the area which would significantly alter the character of the existing neighborhood and
the surrounding areas, which are all zoned or master planned for low-density residential

developments.

City-owned Property

Presently, the City of Novi owns an approximately 2.5 acre piece of property on the northeast corner .
of the property to be rezoned to B-2 as part of the proposed commercial center. This property is
currently vacant and zoned RA, Residential Acreage and master planned for single-family uses with a
density of 0.8 units per acre. If the proposed development were approved, the applicant would need
to obtain this piece of property from the City. The Planning Commission and City Council should
consider as part of their review of the proposed plan whether the City is willing to relinquish this piece
of property to be incorporated Into the proposed development. It is important to note that presently
Wixom Road, just north of the City-owned property, does not continue south of Ten Mile Road, which
contributes to the generally residential character of the area. The City-owned property is in a
strategic location as a commercial center at the terminus of Wixom Road could bring additional traffic
down Wixom Road and alter the exdsting residential character.

Comparison_of Zoning Districts

The following table provides a comparison of the current and proposed zoning classifications for each
proposed rezoning and corresponding use, Four separate uses are proposed in conjunction with the
proposed PRO and each one has been addressed separately in this section.

Attached Housing Units
One alternative has been provided at this time to accommodate the proposed attached housing units,

the RT, Two-Family Residential district. The RT district would be the only other logical district that
wouid be permit the density shown on the concept plan and permit the duplexes. The RM-1 district
requested by the applicant would permit the uses and density indicated on the concept plan.
However, the density permitted in the RM-1 district is far above what the applicant is suggesting.
Although the RT district would accommodate the proposed use and density, it would still not be in
compliance with the density recommendations of the Master Plan for Land Use. For purposes of
comparison, the existing zoning of the site is listed as R-1. In actuality, some portions of the site are
zoned RA, however, none of the proposed attached housing is on a parcel presently zoned RA.

R~1 Zoning RM-1 Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) __ {Alternative)
1. One-family 1. Al uses | 1. All uses permitted
Principal dwellings. permitted aqd and as regulated in
Permitted 2. Farms and as regulated in the_ On.e-F_amHy
Uses greenhouses the RT Two- Residential districts,
subject fto the Family 2. Two-family
standards in Residential .__dwellings (site
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R-1 Zoning RM-1 Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) (Alternative)
Section 301. district. built).

Publicy  owned | 2. Muitiple-family . Shared elderly
and operated dwellings. housing as defined
parks, parkways | 3. Independent and by Section 201 and
and outdoor congregate elderly subject to the
recreational living facilities as requirements in this
facilities. defined by Section section.

. Cemeteries which 201 and subject | 4. Accessory buildings
lawfully occupied to the and uses customarily
Jand . at the time requirements  of incident to any of the
of the adoption of this section. above permitted
this ordinance. 4, Accessory uses.,

. Home buildings and uses
occupations, as customarily
set forth in incident to any of
Section 201 of the above
this ordinance. permitted uses.

. Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily
incidental to any
of the above uses.

. The keeping of
horses and ponies
(subject to
specific
conditions).

. Family day care
homes, as
requlated
pursuant to MCL
125.583b,
provided the
licensee shall
occupy the
dwelling as a
residence, B

. Churches and | 1. Convalescent There are no Special
other facilities homes, assisted | Land Uses in the RT
normally living facilities, | district.
incidental thereto hospice care

» (subject to certain facilities and child
ai::g‘ai Land conditions). care centers

. Public, parochial (subject to
and private specific
elementary, conditions).
intermediate  or | 2. Accessory building
secondary schools and uses J




Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay

Legacy Parc

September 2, 2008

] Page 8 of 31
R-1 Zoning RM-1 Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) (Alternative)
offering courses in customarily
general education, incident to any of
not operated for the above

profit, and not
including
dormitories
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Utllity and public

service buildings
and uses without
storage yards
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Group daycare

homes, daycare
centers and adult
daycare  centers
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Private

noncommercial
recreational areas,
Institutional or
community
recreation
centers, nonprofit
swimming  pool
clubs, not
including  indoor
ice skating rinks
and indoor tennis
courts (subject to
certain
conditions).

. Golf courses,

consisting of at
least nine holes
and not including
driving  ranges,
“pitch and putt,”
miniature or “par
3" courses, which
may or may not
be operating for
profit (subject to
certain
conditions).

permitted uses.
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R-1 Zoning
(Existing)

RM-1 Zoning
(Proposed)

RT Zoning
(Alternative)

10.

11,

12.

13.

Colleges,
universities  and
other such
institutions of
higher  learning,
public and private,
offering courses in
general, technical,
or religious
education and not
operated for profit
(subject to certain
conditions).
Private pools
permitted as an
accessory use
within the rear
yard or a
nonrequired
interior side yard,
Cemeteries
(subject to certain
conditions).
Railroad right-of-
way, but not
including terminal
freight facilities,
transfer and
storage tracks.
Mortuary
establishments
(subject to certain
conditions).

Bed and
breakfasts subject
to the standards
of Section 2522.
Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily
incident to any of
the above
permitted uses.

Maximum |
Density
(Dwelling
Units/Net Site
Area)

1.65 (Dwelling

Units/Net Site Area)

1 bedroom = 10.9
dwelling units/gross
acre

2 bedroom = 7.3

4.8 (Dwelling Units/Net
Site Area)
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R-1 Zoning RM-1 Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) (Afternative)
dwelling units/gross
acre
3 bedroom = 5.4
dwelling units/gross
acre
Egig;]?g 2.5 stories or 35 feet | 2 stories or 35 feet 2.5 storles or 35 feet
Buildin Front: 30 feet Front: 50 feet Front: 30 feet
Seth acg 5 Sides: 15 feet Sides: 75 feet Sides: 1D feet
Rear: 35 feet | Rear: 75 feet Rear: 35 feet

Davcare Center

Two alternatives have been provided at this time to accommodate the proposed daycare center. The
R-2 through R-4, One-Family Residential district would permit the daycare center, however it would
still ot be in compliance with the density recommendations of the Master Plan for Land Use. The
existing zoning, R-1 would also permit this use. For purposes of comparison, the existing zoning of
the site is listed as R-1. In actuality, some portions of the site are zonaed RA. This current zoning is
listed as existing and as an alternative because the applicant could propose this use as part of the

amended RUD and keep the existing zoning.

R-1 Zoning . " R-2 through R-4
(Existing and R(';'rg‘ ios{;:;‘)g Zoning
Alternative 2) P (Alternative 1) |
. Qne-family . All uses | 1. One-family dwellings.
dwellings. _ permitted and | 2. Farms and
. Farms and as regulated in greenhouses subject
greenhouses the RT Two- to the standards in
subject to the Family Section 301.
standards in Residential 3. Publicly owned and
Section 301. district. operated parks,
. Publicly  owned | 2. Multiple-family parkways and
and operated dwellings. outdoor recreational
parks, parkways | 3. Independent and facilities.
Principal and outdoor | . congregate elderly | 4. Cemeteries which
Permitted recreational living facilities as lawfully occupied
Uses facilities. defined by Section land at the time of
. Cemeterles which 201 and subject the adoption of this
lawfully occupied to the ordinance.
land at the time of requirements of | 5. Home  occupations,
the adoption of this section. as set forth in
this ordinancs. . Accessory Section 201 of this
. Home buildings and uses ordinance.
occupations,  as customarily 6. Accessory buildings
set  forth in incident to any of and uses customarily
Section 201 of the above incidental to any of
this ordinance. permitted uses. the above uses.
. _Accessory - 7. The  keeping of
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R~1 Zoning _ . R-2 through R-4
(Existing and '}‘;’r;' pzo?;;gx)g Zoning
Alternative 2) (Alternative 1)
buildings and uses horses and ponies
customarily (subject to specific
incidental to any " conditions).

of the above uses. 5. Family day care

7. The keeping of homes, as regulated
horses and ponies pursuant to  MCL
(subject to 125.583b, provided
specific the licensee shall
conditions). occupy the dwelling

8. Family day care as a residence.
homes, as
regulated
pursuant to MCL
125.583b,
provided the
licensee shall
occupy the
dwelling as a
residence. )

1. Churches and | 1. Convalescent 1. Churches and other
other facilities homes, assisted facilites  normally
normally , living  facilities, incidental thereto
incidental thereto hospice care (subject to certain
(subject to certain facilities and child conditions}.
conditions). care centers | 2. Public, parochial and

2. Public, parochial (subject to private  elementary,
and private specific intermediate or
elementary, conditions). secondary  schools
intermediate  or | 2. Accessory building offering courses in
secondary schools and uses general  education,
offering courses in customarily not operated for
general education, incident to any of profit, and not

Special Land not operated for the above including dormitories

Uses profit, and not permitted uses. (subject to certain
including conditions).
dormitories 3. uility and public
(subject to certain service buildings and
conditions). uses without storage

3. Utility and public vards (subject to
service buildings certain conditions).
and uses without 4. Group daycare
storage vards homes, daycare
(subject to certain centers and adult
conditions). daycare centers

4. Group daycare (subject to certain |
homes, daycare conditions). J
centers and\ 5. Private
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centers, nonprofit
swimming  pool
clubs, hot
including  indoor
ice skating rinks
and indoor tennis
courts (subject to
certain
conditions).

. Golf courses,

consisting of at
least nine holes
and not including
driving  ranges,
“pitch and putt,”
miniature or “par
3" courses, which
may or may not
be operating for
profit (subject to
certain

conditions).
. Colleges,
universities  and
other such
institutions of
higher  learning,

public and private,
offering courses in
general, technical,
or religious
education and not
operated for profit
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Private pools

permitted as_an

Page 12 of 31
R-1 Zoning RM-1 Zoning R-2 through R-4
(Existing and (Proposed) Zoning
Alternative 2) (Alternative 1)
adult daycare noncommercial
centers (subject recreational  areas,
to certain institutional or
conditions). community recreation
. Private centers, nonprofit
noncommercial swimming pool clubs,
recreational areas, not including indoor
institutional or ice skating rinks and
community indoor tennis courts
recreation (subject to certain

conditions).

Golf courses,
consisting of at least
nine holes and not
including driving
ranges, “pitch and
putt,” miniature or
“par 3"  courses,
which may or may
not be operating for
profit (subject to
certain conditions).
Colleges, universities
and other such
institutions of higher
learning, public and
private, offering
courses in general,
technical, or religious
education and not
operated for profit
(subject to certain
conditions).

Private pools
permitted as an
accessory use within
the rear yard or a

nonrequired  interior
side yard.

9, Cemeteries (subject
to certain
conditions).

10. Railroad right-of-way,
but not including
terminal freight
facilities, transfer and
storage tracks.




Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlsy

September 2, 2008

Legacy Parc ‘ Page 13 of 31
R-1 Zoning . R-2 through R-4
(Existing and R(l:j;i‘ Zoc;:idn)g Zoning |
Alternative 2) ‘1 (Alternative 1)
B accessory use 11. Mortuary

within the rear establishments
yard or a (subject to certain
nonrequired conditions).
interior side yard. 12.Bed and breakfasts

9. Cemeteries subject to  the
(subject to certain standards of Section
conditions). 2522,

10. Railroad right-of- 13. Accessory  buildings
way, but not and uses customatily
including terminal incident to any of the
freight facilities, above permitted
transfer and uses.
storage tracks.

11, Mortuary
establishments
(subject to certain
conditions).

12. Bed and
breakfasts subject
to the standards
of Section 2522.

13. Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily
incident to any of
the above

i permitted uses. B

1 bedroom = 10.9

dwelling units/gross

acre
Maximum
ooty | ssoueing | 350073 | 20-2 ol
Units/Net Site Units/Net Site Area) acre Units/Net Site Area)
Area)

3 bedroom = 5.4

dwelling units/gross

3 acre ]
Building 2.5 stori f ies or 35 fi 2.5 stories or 35 feet
Height .5 stories or 35 feet | 2 stories or eel .5 stories or 3. fee
Building Front: 30 feet Front: 30 feet Front: 30 feet
Setbacks Sides: 15 feet . Sides: 10 feet Sides: 15-10 feet
Rear: 35 feet Rear: 35 feet Rear: 35 feet

Senior Housing Complex
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No alternatives have been provided to accommodate the proposed senior housing complex. Ali
alternative districts that permit both congregate care and assisted living faciliies are either more
dense than the proposed RM-1 district or commercial districts, both of which would move the
proposed zoning even further away from the recommendations of the Master Plan. For purposes of
comparison, the existing zoning of the site is listed as R-1. In actuality, some portions of the site are

zoned RA.

R-1 Zoning " RM-1 Zoning
(Existin {Proposed)

1. One-family 1. Alf uses permitted
dwellings. and as regulated

2. Farms and in the RT Two-
greenhouses Family Residential
subject to the district.
standards in | 2. Multiple-family
Section 301. dwellings.

3. Publicly owned | 3. Independent

and operated and congregate
parks, parkways elderly living
and outdoor facilities as
recreational defined by
facilities. Section 201 and

. Cemeteries which

fawfully occupied

subject to the
requirements of

land at the time of this section.

the adoption of | 4. Accessory
this ordinance. buildings and uses
: 5. Home customarily

Principal - occupations,  as incident to any of
Permitted set forth in the above
Uses Section 201 of permitted uses.

this ordinance.

6. Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily

incidental to any
of the above uses.
7. The keeping of
horses and ponies

(subject to
specific
conditions).

8. Family day care
homes, as
regulated
pursuant to MCI
125.583b,
provided the
licensee shall

occupy the
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Special
Uses

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

dwelling as a

residence. _

. Churches and | 3. Convalescent
other facilities homes, assisted
normally living facilities,
incidental thereto hospice care
(subject to certain facilities and
conditions). child care

. Public, parochial centers (subject
and private to specific
elementary, conditions).
intermediate  or | 4. Accessory building
secondary schools and uses
offering courses in customarily
general education, incident to any of
not operated for the above

Land

. Group

profit, and not
including
dormitories
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Utility and public

service buildings
and uses without
storage yards
(subject to certain
conditions).

daycare
homes, daycare
centers and adult
daycare
{(subject to certain
conditions).

. Private

noncommercial
recreational areas,
institutional or
community
recreation
centers, nonptofit
swimming  pool
clubs, not
including  indoor
ice skating rinks
and indoor tennis
courts (subject to
certain
conditions).

centers

permitted uses.
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R-1 Zoning
(Existing)

RM-1 Zoning
(Proposed)

10.

11,

12.

Golf courses,
consisting of at
least nine holes
and not inciuding
driving ranges,
“pitch and putt,”
miniature or “par
3" courses, which
may or may nhot
be operating for
orofit (subject to
certain
conditions).
Colleges,
universities  and
other such
institutions of
higher  learning,
public and private,
offering courses in
general, technical,
or religious
education and not
operated for profit
(subject to certain
conditions).
Private pools
permitted as an
accessory use
within the rear
yard or a
nonrequired
interior side yard.
Cemeteries
(subject to certain
conditions). -
Railrcad  right-of-
way, but not
including terminal
freight facilities,
transfer and
storage tracks.
Mortuary
establishments
(subject to certain
conditions).

Bed and
breakfasts subject
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Retail Center

One alternative has been provided at this time to accommodate the proposed retail center, NCC, Non-
Center Commercial district. The NCC district would be the only other logical district that would be
permit the uses indicated by the applicant. However, although the NCC district would accommodate
the proposed uses, it would still not be in compliance with the land use recommendations of the
Master Plan for Land Use. For purposes of comparison, the existing zoning of the site is listed as R-1.

=

September 2 2008
Page 17 of 31

R-1 Zoning
(Existing)

RM-1 Zoning
(Proposed)

to the standards
of Section 2522.

13. Accessoty

buildings and uses
customarily

incident to any of
the above

permitted uses.

Maximum
Density
(Dwelling
Units/Net Site
Area)

1.65 (Dwelling

Units/Net Site Area)

1 bedroom = 10.9 |

dwelling units/gross
acre

2 bedroom = 7.3
dwelling units/gross
acre

3 bedroom = 5.4
dwelling units/gross
acre

Building
Height
Buiiding
Setbacks

2.5 stories or 35 feet

Front: 30 feet
Sides: 15 feet
Rear: 35 feet

2 stoties or 35 feet

" T Front: 50 feet

Sides: 75 feet
Rear: 75 feet

In actuality, some portions of the site are zoned RA.

facilities.

sections of this

R-1 Zoning B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) (Alternative)
. One-family 1. Any retail | 1. Retail business
dwellings. business or uses: Generally
. Farms and service recognized retail
greenhouses establishment business which
subject to the permitted in the supply
Principai standards in B-1, l.ocal commodities on
Permitted Section 301. Business the premises, such
Uses . Publicly  owned District, subject as, but net limited
and operated to the to:
parks, parkways regulations a. Bakeries,
and outdoor applicable in products of
recreational the following which are sold

only at retail on
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R-1 Zoning B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) {Alternative)

N . Cemeteries which Article. premises.
lawfully occupled | 2. All retail b. Book stores, hews
land at the time of business or stands.
the adoption of service ¢. Drug stores,.
this ordinance. establishments including

. Home usas as follows: pharmacy,
occupations, as a. Any retail tobacco, reading
set  forth in business matter and vanity
Section 201 of whose goods.
this ordinance. principal d. Dry

. Accessory activity is the cleaning/laundry
bulldings and uses sale of outlets  dealing
customarily merchandise directly with
incidental to any in an enclosed consumers.
of the above uses. building. e. Food stores,

. The keeping of b. Any  service including
horses and ponies establishment delicatessens and
(subject to of an office, speciaity food
specific showroom or stores.
conditions). workshop f. Ice - cream,

. Family day care natwre of a confectionary
homes, as decorator, establishments.
regulated dressmaker, g. Jewelry stores.
pursuant to MCL tallor, bridal h. Liquor, wine,
125.583b, shop, art beverage stores.
provided the gallery, i. Studios:
licensee shall interior Photography,
occupy the designer  or art, MusIc,
dwelling as a similar dancing.
residence. establishment j. Sporting  goods

that requires stores.
a retail | 2. Retail Business
adjunct. Service Uses:
¢. Restaurants Personal service
(sit  down), establishments
banquet which perform
facilities  or services on the
other places premises, such as,

serving food
or beverage,
except those
having the
character of a
drive-in or

having a
drive-through
window.

d. Theaters,

but not limited to:

a. Barber shops

b. Beauty shops

c. Copy center

d. Florist shops

e. Locksmiths

f. Home furnishings

9. Photo

finishing
services

h. Stationers
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R-1 Zoning B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(Existing) (Proposex)  (ARlternative)
assembly I. Shoe repair shops
halls, concert j. Watch and clock
halls, repair
museums or establishments
similar places k. Tailors
of assembly I. Video rental
when stores
conducted m.Upholstery
completely establishments
within 3. Office Uses:
enclosed a. Office buildings
buildings. for any of the
e. Business following
schools  and occupations:
colleges or executive,
private administrative,
schools professional,
operated for accounting,
profit. writing, clerical,
. Daycare centers drafting and
and aduit daycare sales,
centers provided b. Medical offices,
that all of the including
conditions laboratories and
contained  within clinics.
subsection 1102.4 c. Financial
are met. institutions,
. Private clubs, stock
fraternat brokerages.
organizations and | 4. Restaurants:
lodge halls. a. Sit-down
. Hotels and restaurants
motels, provided having a
the site does not minimum

abut a residential
district.

. Office buildings or

any of the
following
occupations:
executive,
administrative,
professional,
accounting,
writing,  clerical,
drafting, sales and
medical  offices,
including

capacity of fifty
(50) persons;
and a maximum
size of 10,000
sq. fi., provided,
however, there
shall not be
permitted any of
the following
types of
restaurants:

drive-in, fast
food carry out,
fast food sit
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R-1 Zoning - B~2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) {Alternative)
laboratories  and down or fast
clinics. food drive-
. Other uses similar through.
to the above uses. | 5. Private clubs,
. Accessory fraternal
structures and organizations and
uses customarily lodge halls.
incident to the| 6. Publicly owned and
above permitted operated - parks,
uses, parkways and outside
recreational facilities.

7. Instructional centers,
such as schools for
dance, music,
language, arts, or
general education
(subject to certain
conditions).

8. Other uses similar to
the above uses.

9. Accessory structures
and uses customarily
incident to the above
permitted uses.

. Churches and | 1. Gasoline service | 1. Alf  Principal  Uses
other facilities station (subject to permitted In the RM-
normally certain 1 District (subject to
incidental thereto conditions). spedial conditions).
(subject to certain 2. Daycare centers and
conditions). adult daycare centers

. Public, parochial (subject to special
and private conditions).
elementary, 3. Places of worship,
intermediate  or subject to the
secondary schools standards at Section

Special Land offering courses in 402.1.

Uses general education, 4, Museums.
not operated for 5, Public utility buildings
profit, and not and uses without
including storage yards.
dormitories
(subject to certain
conditions).

. Utility and public
service bulldings
and uses without
storage yards
(subject to certain
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=

R~1 Zoning
(Existing)

B-2 Zoniﬁg
(Proposed)

NCC Zoning
(Alternative)

conditions).
Group daycare
homes, daycare
centers and adult
daycare  centers
(subject to certain
conditions).
Private
noncommercial
recreational areas,
institutional or
community
recreation
centers, nonprofit
swimming  pool
clubs, not
including  indoor
ice skating rinks
and indoor tennis
courts (subject to
certain
conditions).

Gaif courses,
consisting of at
least nine holes

and not including |

driving  ranges,
“pitch and putt,”
miniature or “par
3” courses, which
may or may not
be operating for
profit (subject to
certain
conditions).
Colleges,
universities  and
other such
institutions of
higher  learning,
public and private,
offering courses in
general, technical,
or religious
education and not
operated for profit
(subject to certain
conditions).
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R-1 Zoning
(Existing)

B-2 Zoning
(Proposed)

NCC Zoning
(Aiternative)

8. Private pools
permitted as an
accessory use
within the rear
yard or a
nonrequired
interior side yard.

9. Cemeteries
(subject to certain
conditions).

10. Railroad  right-of-
way, but not
including terminal
freight  facilities,
transfer and
storage tracks.

11, Mortuary
establishments
(subject to certain
conditions).

12. Bed and
breakfasts subject
to the standards
of Section 2522.

13. Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily
incident to any of
the above
permitted uses.

% Maximum
Density
{(Dwelling
Units/Net Site
Area)

1.65 (Dwelling
Units/Net Site Area)

N/A

N/A

Minimum Lot
Size

N/A

2 acres

2 acres

Building
Height

2.5 stories or 35 feet

2 stories or 30 feet

2 stpries or 25 feet

Building
Setbacks

Front: 30 feet
Sides: 15 feet
Rear; 35 feet

Front: 40 feet
Sides: 30 feet
Rear: 30 feet

Front: 40 feet
Sides: 20 feet
Rear: 20 feet

Infrastructure Concerns

An initial engineering review was dene to analyze the information that has been provided thus far.
The City’s engineering staff noted that the concept plan proposed would have a noticeable impact on
the public utilities when compared to the originally approved RUD plan. In addition, a general listing
and implementation schedule of the necessary improvements for the water and sanitary sewer
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system should be included in the PRO agreement. Additional information can be found in the
attached review letters. A full scale engineering review will take place during the course of the Site

Plan Review process.

A Traffic Impact Study was required for this rezoning with PRO request. Ultimately, the Traffic
Impact Study provided by the applicant identified various mitigation strategies to accommodate the
additional traffic that would be created as a result of the proposed development. The City's traffic
consultant also reviewed the Traffic Impact Study, concept plan and rezoning request. The traffic
consultant noted that the Traffic Impact Study appears to be lacking and noted a number of concerns
with the data evaluation, projected impacts and mitigation strategies. Additional information can be
found in the attached traffic review letters.

The City's Fire Marshall also did an initial review of the proposed plan. He noted that the applicant
should provide residential sprinkler systems in all 541 attached and detached residential units. For

additional information, please see the Fire Department’s review letter.

Natural Features .

There are substantial regufated woodlands and wetiands on the site, generally of a very high quality.
A large portion of the site Is part of a Priority One Area, as identified by the Michigan Natural Features
Inventory. Priority One Areas are identified as having the most need for conservation based upon a
variety of factors. These are described in the woodland review letter. The proposed plan significantly
impacts the existing woodland and forested wetlands. Impacts could be minimized with a redesign of
the site that is more sensitive to the high-quality natural areas found throughout the site. In addition,
there is some question as to what the total amount of impact would be to both woodlands and
wetlands. The applicant has only provided basic information and generally quantified the impacts.
Impacts could increase when more detailed surveys are completed. Please see the attached
woodland and wetland review letters for additional information.

Development Potential
As previously mentioned there Is presently a Development Agreement and approved RUD plan

existing for the subject property. The existing RUD proposes a 439 unit single-family residential
development on approximately the same amount acreage as the proposed Legacy Parc plan
encompasses. The proposed plan proposes 320 detached dwelling units and 220 attached units for a
total of 540 dwelling units in addition to the 154 units proposed in the senior center. Including the
senior center, this totals 694 dwelling units, 255 more dwelling units than previously proposed. The
previous plan did not include a daycare, senior housing facility or any retail components or attached
housing. It did include a clubhouse and athletic facilities.

Prior to the approval of this RUD Plan, the subject property was zoned RA, Residential Acreage.
However, the RUD plan and Development Agreement effectively “rezoned” the property to R-1. If the
Development Agreement and approved RUD Plan were withdrawn and the property reverted back to
the RA zoning, it is fair to assume {based on the size of the parcel and density calculations) that an

approximately 270 unit housing development could occupy the site.

The development of a muitiple family housing project under the proposed RM-1 zoning could result in
a multi-story housing facility. However, the Planned Rezoning Overlay and RUD, if approved, would
hold the applicant to the proposed plan, meaning a multi-family development would not be permitted
per the conditions of the Planned Rezoning Overlay and RUD and approved concept plan.

Maijor Conditions of Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement
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The Planned Rezoning Overlay process inveolves a PRO plan and specific PRO conditions in conjunction
with a rezoning request. The submittal requirements and the process are codified under the PRO
ordinance (Article 34). 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's conceptual plan has been reviewed and the
following are items shown on the plan by the applicant and interpreted by the Plan Review Center as
conditions they are willing to attach to the PRO.
-~ Donation of 76 acres of land to the City of Novi as dedicated park area.
- Construction of a traithead and asphalt pathway approximately 1.5 miles in length through the
dedicated park area and existing city park land to the south.

Ordinance Deviations — RUD
Under Section 2404.6, deviations from the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance may be
permitted by the City Council as part of the approval of an RUD plan. These deviations must be
accompanied by a finding by the City Council that:
"(A) That each zoning ordinance provision from which a deviation is sought would, if the
deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be in the
greater public interest;
(B) That approving the proposed deviation would be compatible with the existing and planned
uses in the surrounding area;
(C) That the proposed deviation would not be detrimental to the natural features and
resaurces of the affected property and surrounding area, or would enhance or preserve such
natural features and resources;
(D) That the proposed deviation would not be injurious to the safety or convenience of
vehicular or pedestrian traffic. In determining whether to grant any such deviation, the
Council shall be authorized to attach reasonable conditions to the RUD plan, in accordance
with Section 2404.10; and
(E) That the proposed deviation would not cause an adverse fiscal or financdial impact on the
City’s abflity to provide setvices and facilities to the property or to the public as a whole.”
For each such deviation, City Council should make the above finding if they choose to permit the
ordinance deviations as part of the RUD plan. The following are areas where the current RUD plan
does not appear to meet ordinance requirements. The modified Development Agreement will be
considered by City Council after the tentative approval of the RUD plan.

Building_Setbacks _
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the required building setbacks for each district. Under

the standards of the ordinance, the minimum building setback in the R-1 district is 30 feet for the
front yard, 15 feet for the interior side yard (with the aggregate of both side yard setbacks equal
to at least 40 feet) and 50 feet for the rear yard. The proposed single-family residential
development includes houses setback at a minimum of 25 feet for the front yard, 5 feet for the
interior side yard (aggregate 10 feet) and 30 feet for the rear yard. The applicant has indicated
as part of thelr submission this is a deviation they would like included as part of the RUD plan.
The Community Development Depariment finds that the City Council should act on
this ordinance deviation in their consideration of the RUD plan and modified
Development Agreement.

Recreational Facility Setbacks
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Section 402 of the Zoning Ordinance states thet private noncommercial recreational areas must
have a setback of 80 feet in all yards and that there cannot be any recreational facilities permitted
in these minimum vards. Presently, the tennis courts have a setback of 20 feet in the rear yard
and 20 feet in the western side yard. The bocce ball courts are setback 52 feet in the western
side yard and 75 feet in the rear yard, The Community Development Department finds
that the City Council should act on this ordinance deviation in their consideration of
the RUD plan and modified Development Agreement or the applicant should adjust
the site layout to accommodate the required setbacks,

Lot Area and Width
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance states, the minimum lot area and width may be reduced

from the R-1 requirements, but not below the R-3 district requirements of 12,000 square feet of
area and & width of 90 feet. Most Jots jn the proposed single-family resfdential development are
less than 12,000 square feet and less than 90 feet in widlh. See the Planning Review Chart
(RUD) for additional information. The applicant has indicated as part of their submission this is a
deviation they would like inciuded as part of the RUD plan. The Community Development
Department finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance deviation in their
consideration of the RUD plan and modified Development Agreement. Council should
consider whether the variety of lots sizes meets the intent of the RUD ordinance.

Clubhouse Parking
Section 402 of the Zoning Ordinance requires that parking be provided to accommodate 2 the

member families of any proposed recreational facility in a residential neighborhood. All units are
counted towards the member family count for a total of 540 member families. Therefore, 270
parking spacas are required. The City Council may modify this requirement based on ordinance
standards, the applicant’'s justification for a reduced parking requirement and where it is
specifically determined that the users will originate from the immediately adjacent areas, and will,
therefore, be pedestrian. The applicant is asked to provide additional information justifying the
reduced parking count. The Community Development Department finds that the City
Council should act on this ordinance deviation in their consideration of the RUD plan
and modified Development Agreement or the applicant should adjust the site layout to
accommodate the additional parking spaces.

Parking Space Pimensions

Section 2506 of the Zoning Ordinance requires ail parking spaces to be at least 9 feet wide and a
minimum of 17 feet deep (with a 2 foot overhang) with a 24 foot wide access aisle. The
clubhouse parking includes 25 spaces labeled as golf cart parking that do not meet the depth or
access aisle width requirements of the ordinance. The Community Development
Department finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance deviation in their
consideration of the RUD plan and modified Development Agreement or the applicant
should adjust the site layout to accommodate the required parking space depth and

access aisle width,

Design and Construction Standards Waivers
There are three separate issues regarding the road design that would necessitate design and

construction standards waivers, including:
1. Horizontal curves with a centerline radius of less than 230 feet on roads which appear to

be continuous in multiple locations (Sec. 11.194.b.2);
2. Easements less than 16 feet around “eyebrow” curves (Sec. 11.154.a.8 and Figure VIII-G);

and '
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3. Median within the senior housing boulevard driveway in excess of 24 feet (Figure IX.3
The Community Development Departiment finds that the City Council should act on
these ordinance deviations in their consideration of the RUD plan and modified
Development Agreement or the applicant should adjust the site layout to
accommodate design requirements. Please see the traffic review letter for additional

information.

Ordinance Deviations ~ Planned Rezoning Overlay

Under Section 3402.D.1.¢, deviations from the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance may be
permitted by the City Council in the PRO agreement. These deviations must be accompanied by a
finding by the 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.” For each such deviation, City Council should make the above finding if
they choose to include the items in the PRO agreement. The following are areas where the current
concept plan does not appear to meet ordinance requirements. The applicant should include a list of
ordinance deviations as part of the proposed PRO agreement. The proposed PRO agreement will be
considered by City Counci! after tentative preliminary approval of the proposed concept plan and

rezonings.

Attached Housing

Minimum Distance between Buildings

Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists a formula for computing the regquired minimum
distence between buildings In the RM-1 district. Using this formula, the minimum required
distance between bulldings in the proposed attached housing development is 32 feet. The
applicant has proposed a minimum distance of 12 feet, which is deficient. The Community
Development Department finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance
deviation in the PRO Agreement or the applicant should adjust the site layout to
accommodate the required distance between buildings.

Daycare Center

Building Height
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the maximum height for each district. Under the

standards of the ordinance, the maximum building height permitted in the RM-1 district is 35 feet.
The proposed daycare at its highest point will be approximately 42 feet in height. The
Community Development Department finds that the City Council should act on this
ordinance deviation in the PRO Agreement or the applicant should modify the plans to
conform to the ordinance,

Adjacent Zoning
Section 402.4.c of the Zoning Ordinance notes that daycare centers exceeding 50 children must

only abut fand zoned NCC, EXPO, 05-1, 05-2, 0OSC, TC, TC-1, RC, FS, I-1, P-1, C and OST. The
proposed daycare is and would be surrounded by residential zoning on all sides. The
Community Development Department finds that the City Courncil should act on this
ordinance deviation in the PRO Agreement.

Senior Housing Facility
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Length of Building ‘
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance indicates buildings in the RM-1 district cannot exceed a
horlzontal length of 180 feet. This standard length can be increased by the Planning Commission
if certain conditions are met, but in no case can the length exceed 360 feet. The proposed length
of the Senior Housing Facility is 630 feet. The applicant has indicated as part of their submission
this is a deviation they would fike included in the PRO Agreement. The Community
Development Department finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance

deviation in the PRO Agreement.

Retail Center

Building_Height

Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the maximum height for each district. Under the
standards of the ordinance, the maximum building height permitted in the B-2 district is 30 feet.
The proposed retall center will be approximately 35 feet in height. The Community
Development Department finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance
deviation in the PRO Agreement or the applicant should modify the plans to conform

to the ordinance.

Building Setbacks
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the required building setbacks for each district. Under

the standards of the ordinance, the minimum building setback for all front yards and exterior side
yards in the B-2 district is 40 feet. The retail development is setback approximately 30 feet in the
southern exterior side yard, which is deficient. The Community Development Department
finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance deviation in the PRO
Agreement or the applicant should modify the plans to conform to the ordinance.

Parking Setbacks
Section 2400 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the required parking setbacks for each district. Under

the standards of the ordinance, the minimum building setback for all front yards and exterior side
yards in the B-2 district is 20 feet. The retail development is setback approximately 15 feet in the
western exterior side yard, which is deficient. The Community Development Department
finds that the City Council should act on this ordinance deviation in the PRO
Agreement or the applicant should modify the plans to conform to the ordinance.

Irems for Further Reviey and Discussion

There are a variety of other items inherent in the review of any proposed development. At the time
of Preliminary Site Plan, further detail will be provided, allowing for @ more detailed review of the
proposed development. After this detailed review, added concerns with the site layout may be
identified and additional variances may be uncovered, based on the actual product being proposed.
This would require amendments to be made to the PRO Agreement and/or Development Agreement
and RUD plan, should the PRO and RUD be approved. The applicant should address these

itemns at this time, in order to avoid delays later in the project.

Density Calculations _

Per the Zoning Ordinance, density shall be based upon gross site acreage, excluding identified
wetlands or watercourses which are regulated by Parts 301 and 303 of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act or Chapter 12 , Article V of the Novi Code of Ordinances, but not
excluding quality wetlands less than two acres regulated by such laws, The plan quantifies
regulated wetlands in the proposed RUD that are not part of the dedicated City park but does not
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quantify those wetlands that are part of the City park. The applicant should provide
calculations of all regulated wetland area, greater than two acres within the proposed
RUD and inciuding those areas in the proposed City park. Density will be recalculated
once this information is provided. The allowed density could be substantially altered as a

result

Lighting
A photometyic plan for all parts of the development is required at the time of Preliminary Site Plan
submittal due to the site being adjacent to a residentiaily zoned property.

Noise Impact Statement .
Noise Impact Statements are required for the daycare center and senior center at the time of
Preliminary Site Plan submiftal. The applicant should refer to Section 2519.10 of the Zoning
Ordinance to be sure all pertinent information is included in the Noise Impact Statement.

Daycare Center — Hours of Operation
Section 402.4.c of the Zoning Ordinance notes that daycare centers exceeding 50 children shall be

limited to hours of operation between 6AM and 7PM. The applicant should include a note on
the proposed plan with the next submittal indicating the proposed hours of operation

of the daycare center.

Parking Space Dimensions .

There are a number of instances throughout the development where 17 foot parking spaces are
praposed. This is permitted with & 2 foot overhang into the landscape buffer; however curbs
must be 4 inches high in order to allow this overhang. Throughout the plan set a note
should be included indicating 4 inch curbs will be provided wherever 17 foot parking

spaces are proposed.

Dumpster Screening
A single dumpster/trash compactor screening detail has been included in the plan set. It appears

this is for all proposed dumpsters; however this is not indicated on the plan sheets. In addition,
the height of all dumpsters and the trash compactor should be shown. The applicant should
adjust the dumpster screening detail to include what dumpsters this screening will be
used for and ensure that all appropriate information is included. Please refer to the
Planning Review Charts for what information should be noted.

Barrier Free Signs — Retall Center

One barrier free sign is required for each barrier free space. Signs appear to be missing at two
barrier free spots at the proposed restaurant and at the barrier free spots at the proposed drug
store. The applicant should review the retail center plan and add barrier free signs so

that there is one sign for each barrier free space.

Loading Space — Bank
Loading zones are required for all proposed developments in the B-2 District. Section 2507 states

that an exception can be made for banks and other financial institutions given the sensitive nature
of their deliveries. The applicant should provide documentation at the time of Preliminary Site
Plan submittal to indicate the sensitive nature of the bank deliveries.

Drive-thru Lane Delineated
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Per Section 2506 of the Zoning Ordinarice drive-thru ianes shall be striped, marked or otherwise
delineated. Drive-thru lanes are proposed for the bank and drug store as part of the retail center.
The applicant should clearly show the drive~-thru circulation route of the proposed
trug store with pavement markings such as arrows or signage at the time of the next
plan submittal. The applicant should clearly delineate the drive-thru lane and clearly
show the drive-thru circulation route of the proposed bank with pavement markings
such as arrows or signage at the time of the next plan submittal.

Laure! Drive Access
It appears that the required access to Laurel Drive is proposed to be gated. In the interest of

creating cross-access between communities and traffic considerations, the applicant should
consider removing this gate to allow through access between the existing and

proposed development.

Phasfng Plan
Given the size of the proposed development, the applicant has indicated that this will be a phased

development. The applicant should provide the detailed phasing plan_at the time of Preliminary
Site Plan submittal. The applicant should provide an “order of construction” prior to the
Planning Commission meeting. This should serve as a preliminary phasing plan. Each major
component (i.e., retail, senior housing, attached housing, etc.) should be included.

Parallel Plan \ |
The applicant should provide a parallel plan for the attached housing showing

theoretical lot lines so that setbacks can be verified prior to Planning Commission
consideration.

Elevations
The applicant has submitted limited elevations for each development component. Additional

glevations for each proposed facade will be required at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal.
The lack of a complete elevation package may lead to additional concerns during the site plan

review process.

Development Agreement
It has been noted that the applicant has provided a revised Development Agreement

incorporating the proposed changes to the RUD plan. The applicant should provide a strike-
through version of the original Development Agreement incorporating the changes
prior to consideration by the Planning Commission.

Master Deed(s)
The applicant should be advised that all proposed condo documents will need to be submitted to

the City for review priot to recordation.

Lot splits/combinations
The applicant should be advised that required lot combinations and splits must be in place prior to

Stamping Set submittal.

Consideration of the proposed RUD and modified Developiment Agreement

Section 2404.18 of the Zoning Ordinance states that major changes to an existing RUD plan must be
taken through the review process and reviewed by staff and the appropriate bodies as if it were an
entirely new proposal. As such, the proposed amendments to the existing RUD plan and
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Development Agreement are being re-considered as, effectively, a new development. Section
2404.8.A of the Zoning Ordinance that in making its recommendation to City Council the Planning
Commission shall determine the following: :
The appropriateness of the site for the proposed use;
The effects of the proposed use upon adjacent properties and the communily;
The demonstrable need for the proposed use;
The care taken to maintain the naturalness of the site and to blend the use
within the site and its surroundings; and

€. The existence of clear, explicl, substantial and ascertainable benefits to the

City from the RUD. ‘

The Planning Commission’s determination should indude an evaluation of ali of the factors
listed in Section 2404.8.B of the Zoning Ordinance.

AN DN

The City Council shall consider the factors noted above and contained in Section 2404.8 of the
Zoning Ordinance and the Planning Commission’s recommendation. As part of its approval of
the RUD plan, the Council is authorized to impose conditions that are reasonably related to the
purposes of Section 2404 of the Zoning Ordinance and that will:

a. Insure that public services and fadilities affected by the proposed land use or
activity will be capable of accommodating increased services and facility loads
caused by the land use or activity;

b. Protect the natural environment and conserve natural resources and energy;

¢. Insure compatibility with adjacent use of land; and

d. Promote the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner.

Applicant Burden under PRO Ordinance

The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance requires the applicant to make certain showings under the
PRO ordinance that requirements and standards are met. The applicant should be prepared to
discuss these items, especially in part a, where the ordinance suggests that the enhancement under
the PRO request would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be assured without utilizing the
Planned Rezoning Overlay. Section 3402.D.2 states the following: |

1, Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, and as
determined in the discretion of the City Councl, the integration of the proposed
land development project with the characiteristics 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 Overiay.

2. Sufficient conditions shall be included on and in the PRO Plan and PRO Agreement
on the basis of which the Gty Councl concludes, in jts discretion, that, as
compared to the existing zonfng 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 Overfay; provided, in defermining whether approval of a
proposed application would be in the public interest, the beneffts which would
reasonably be expecied to accrue from the proposal shall be balanced against, and
be found to clearly outweigh the reasonably foreseeable detriments thereof, taking
info consideration reasonably accepted planning, engineering, environmental and
other principles, as presented to the City Coundil, folfowing recommendation by the
Planning Commission, and also taking intoe consideration the special knowledge and
understanding of the City by the City Council and Planning Commission,
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Pubiic Benefit Under PRO Ordinance

At this time, the applicant has identified several items of public benefit. These are called out in
Chapter 5 of the Descriptive Narrative submitted by the applicant. These items should be weighed
against the proposal to determine if the proposed PRO benefits clearly outweigh the detriments of

the proposal. The benefits proposed include:

Donation of 76 acres of land to the City of Novi as dedicated park area.

Construction of a trailhead and asphalt pathway approximately 1.5 miles in fength through the
dedicated park area and existing city park land to the south, .
Funding by Singh of the proposed traffic mitigation items outlined in Chapter 4 of the
Descriptive Narrative. (Developers are required, to an extent to mitigate their impacts on the
proposed roads. In addition, it has recently come to the attention of staff that the Road
Commission for Oakland County will be installing some the mitigation items proposed as part
of regular system expansion and maintenance.)

Funding by Singh of sewage pump station upgrades to be made at the Wixom Road and 9 Mile
Road locations. (Developers are required to accommodate for the extra stress put on the
sewage system as part of their development.)

Improvements to the water pump booster station on Wixom Road, north of Ten Miie Road.
(Developers are required to accommodate for the extra stress put on the water system as part
of their development.)

In kind restitution for the acquisition of approximately 2.52 acres of unused city-owned
property next to the fire station at 10 Mile Road and Wixom Road and Immediately adjacent to
the Singh-owned property. (This is a benefit that would typically be associated with any
development in which an applicant was proposing to acquire city-owned property.)

Internal roads of the proposed Active Adult Community will be private, thereby decreasing the
burden on City services.

Acquisition of two out-parcels along Ten Mile Road, comprising a total of 1.8 acres. (Parcel
combination is a benefit that is likely to typically be a part of any large development.)

For additional information on the proposed public benefits, please see Chapter 5 of the Descriptive
Narrative provided by the applicant.

¢ Submittal Requirements

- The applicant has provided a survey, legal description and aerial photograph of the
property in accordance with submittal requiraments.

- The rezoning sign should be erected on the property, in accordance with submittal
requirements and in accordance with the public hearing requirements for the rezoning
request. This sign should be erected no later than 15 days prior to the scheduled pubiic
hearing.

- Atraffic impact study has been submitted.

- A community impact statement has been submitted.

- A written statement explaining the full intent of the applicant and providing supporting
documentation has been submitted.

léjﬁ‘(é(/ Kﬂ‘-ﬂ( A A AN

Report by Planfier Kristen Kapelanski (248) 347-0586



Planning Review

Summary Chart

Legacy Parc — RUD Review

SP 08-31
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008
Item Required Proposed Meets Comments
Regquirements?
Single Family Single Family
Master Plan Residentlal Residential Yes ‘
Zoning R-1 | R-1 (w/ RUD) Yes
Single Family Private parks and
. . Homes, Clubhouse recreation areas are
Permitted Uses See sec.tion Art[cle 4 of and associated Yes a principal permitted
the Zoning Ordinance . . A S
private recreation use.in conjunction
) areas with an RUD.
Building Height .
(88aT5400) 2.5 stories and .3‘5 feeF | 29 feet Yes
Building Setbacks —Clubhouse (Seci 40
Front (north) | 80 feet 252 feet Yes
Interior Side | '
(east) 80 feet 83 feet Yes
Interior Side
(west) 80 feet 100 feet Yes
Rear (south) | 80 feet 210 feet Yes
Setbacks — Recreational Facilities (Tennis Court) (!
Front (north) 80 feet | 336 feet Yes
Interior Side
(cast) 80 feet | 336 feet Yes
Interior Side Applicant should
(west) 80 feet B 11 feet No adjust the site to
meet applicable
setback standards
of this ordinance
Rear (south) 80 feet 20 feet No --—|-geviation will need™] ~—
to be included in
the development
. agreement.
Setbacks — Recreational Facilities (Bocce Ball) (S86:402)
Front (north) | 80 feet 565 feet Yes
Interior Side 80 feet | 85 feet Yes
{east)
Interior Side Applicant should
{west) 80 feet 52 feet No adjust the site to
meet applicabie
setback standards
of this ordinance
Rear (south) 80 feet 75 feet No deviation will need
to be Included in
the development
agreement.

Front

30 feet

Building Setbacks - Single Family Housing (S&¢. 2400)

u\dinimm 25 feet Lﬂg

Some lots do not

of?
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. Meets
Item Required Proposed Requirements? Comments
15 feet (Aggregate of - meet setback
) Minimum 5 feet
N both side yard setbacks standards for any
Interior Side should be at ieast 40 g?gtg;regate of 10 single-ramily
feet.) ) residential district.
Applicant should
adjust the site to
meet applicable
. setback standards
Rear 50 feet Minimum 30 feet of this ordinance
deviation will nead
to be included in
the development
agreement.
Lot width:
0 lots mest Lots range in size
R-A fot width from 6,513 square
reguirement (150 feet to 13,330 square
t) feet
Minimum lot area and .
width may be reduced 0 lOt!s metzt h Applicant should
from R-1 requirements, R-1 lot widt adjust the site to -
but not below the R-3 ]E;aqwrement (120 incorporate 10%
district requirements of ) of lots that meet
bt of o0 | 210ts (0:6%) meet o ndards for
f R-2 lot width req't i .
eeat, (110 ) minimum lot size
and minimum lot
Section 2404.1.A(2) width or this
. 9 lots {2.8%) meet I .
S e
e inc
e e |7
Lot Area and . 10 lots (3.1%) agreement.
57 | fypes to determine meet R-4 lot width | No ™7 o

whether the proportions
of dwelling unit types
meet the purpose and
intent of the section. A
significant portion of the
dwelling units (usually
10%) are to be
conventional one-family
dwelling units,
construcied on platted
Iots or site condo building
sites with area and width
conforming to the
undertying zoring district
(R-1).

req't (80 ft)

Remaining lots do
not meet any
single-family lot
width

Lot area:

0 jots meet

R-1 min area of -
21,780 sq ft

0 lots meet
R-2 min area of
18,000 s5q

11 lots {3.4%)

Applicant should
adjust the site
layout so that al}
lots meet the
minimom R-3
standards or this
deviation will need
to be included in
the development
agreament.

Council should
consider whether
there is a genuine
variety of lot sizes
to meet the intent

meet of the RUD
B-3 min area ordinance.
12,000 sqg ft
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-

modify the parking

specifically determined
that the users will
originate from the
immediately adjacent
areas, and will,
therefore, be
pedestrian.

requirements where it is

cart parking)

. Meets
Item Reguired B Prf)posed Requirements? Commenis
35 lots (10.9%)
meet R-4 min area
10,000 s ft
Remaining lots do
not meet any
single-family lot
- L arca req't
Minirmum floor 1,000 square
area per unit 1,000 square feet fee’t Yes
(Seci2400) )
- . Please see RUD
?:lje:;cér!mrgn Density Denstt commgegts in
. , 1.65 1.3 Yes? the attached review
units/net site oty d Iater in thi
area) t* q elter and later in this
See Engingering
st All pubfic utilities must be letter for additional
Public Utilities ava?lable Yes? details_regarding
L public utilities,
Parking Setbacks ~Clubhouse [Sed 7400) )
Front (north) | 25 feet 25 feet Yes
%2;2?)0!‘ Side F;;S feet l 25 feet Yes
[ I&‘;‘ :;,]E()Jr Side 25 feet / 30 feet Yes B
Rear (south) 25 feet 290 feet Yes
gg?lgfazrscj faces - 1 2 parking spaces for 2 parking spaces
Housing {S&ci each dwelling for each dwelling | Yes
5505) ot
Clubhouse: - Applicant should
Accommodate Y2 of clarify why the
individuai families or preposed pool
members deck and poot
occupancies have
540 residences X 0.5 = not been included
270 spaces required in the totzl
occupancy count
Number of The Planning 175 spaces and to provide
Parking Spaces — | Commission, in this provided (25 No additional
¢ [ case City Council may identified as golf information to

iustifv the reduced
parking count.

The City Council
may considay

“modifying the

parking
requirements,
based on the
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. Meets
Item Required Proposed Requirements? LComments
ordinance
standards, and the
applicant’s
representations
regarding the
building’s use.
Applicant should
adjust the goif cart
spaces to be the
required parking
space depth or this
deviation will nesd
2?3%%2’; igg ’v:(nﬂ ft to be included in
S0-degree spaces throughout site the Development
should be 9 feet wide ) Agreement.
by 19 feet deep with a 25
e golf cart spaces
Parking Space 24-foot v-wde aisle; are proposed and Spaces near _the
. . when adj. to ends of parking
pimensions landscaping, spaces can counted towards | No aisles appear to be
506) Ping; Spaces ¢ the parking space PP
T be 17 feet desp, with a requirement too narrow.
2 foot overhang into the Thqese spac:e.s are Applicant should
landscaped area (4" all 9 fect dee dimension and
curbs indicated) . P verify these
with a 20-foot widths
wide access aisle. ’
Applicant should
indicate 4" curbs
wherever 17’
spaces are
proposed.
Barrier Free 5 barrier free spaces 8 barrier free
required (1 van spaces shown (4 Yes
accessible) van accessible) —n
Barrier Free 8 feet ‘wEde with a .5
Space ;g?tsgfjafgct?? aile Spaces sized
Ezmensnons 3 8 feet wide with an 8 appropriately, ves
foot wide access aisle
for van accessible
One barrier free signis | Barrier free signs v
es
shown.

reguired per space

4 of 7
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Item

Required

Proposed

Mesats
Requirements?

Commeants

Lighting (Section
2511)

Photometric plan
required at the time of
Preliminary Site Plan
due to site being
adjacent to residentially
zoned property

An 8 wide sidewalk
shall be constructed
along Napier Road and
a 5" wide sidewalk shall
be constructed along 10
Mile Road as required
by the City of Novi’s
Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan.

N/A

-

Photometric plan
should be submitted
with Preliminary Site
Plan submittal.

N

Sidewalks
proposed along
Napler Road and
10 Mile Road

Yes

Resicien’ciaLwW
Sidewalks (5¢
2400}

5 sidewalk required
along all residential
streets

5’ sidewalk
proposed along
residential streets

Yes

All uses and
developments shall
include a public road
network or private drive
hetwork.

There shall be a private
“major” dtive.

Private road
network proposed.

Yes

Drive shown on
Ten Miie Road.

Yes

Where on-street parking
is proposed it shall be
limited to one side of a
minor drive and the
drive shall be a
minimum of 28 feet
wide.

RUD Reguirements

28 feet

Yes

At least 80 contiguous
acres.

80 acres +

Yes

Applicant should be
aware that parcel
combinations are
needed for this
project.

QOpen space created as a
patt of the development
plan may also include
“the creation of active
and passive recreational
areas, such as parks, golf
courses, soccer fields,
ball fields, bike paths,
walkways and nature

trails.”

Plans show several
passive parks and
a proposed trail.

Yes

Sof7
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Meets

Item Requirad Proposad Requirements? Commenis
Where the RUD abuts a
one-family district, Petached one-
Perimeter development of the land | o~ 0"
Buffering (Sec. up to 330 feet shall be clustg;e d dwellin Yes
24043 restricted to detached, " 4 9
one-family, non- UNMS Proposed.
| clustered dwelling units.
All clustered housing
dwelling units shalt be
at least 75 feet from Eg gli:sterfd osed Yes
any peripheral property Using prop ’
line.
. Survey showing T
Survey (Sec: Survey showing all ot . -
2404) iines shall be included. P::g;grlii r‘r’:tel; ves
Aerial photograph | Aerfal photograph .
ety | reqdired with submittal, | Provided Yes
RUD pian should
indicate functional use
areas, dwelling unit
RUD Plan detcu! types, proposed RUD plan Yes
« ‘ population densities, provided.
traffic circulation plan,
and open spaces to be
used by the public.
Written statement
required explaining the
full intent of the
Written applicant and providing .
Statement {Se¢i | supporting Wrnt@indstatement Yes
2404) documentation, provided.
including intended
scheduling of the [
development. I |
If phasing is proposed, ‘;f ‘;":;;2':‘ ;ggg;gg
Phasing a plar? shall be . None provided. No plan at the time of
submitted for review Preliminary Site
wdfcating each phase. L Plan submittal,
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Item

Required

Proposed

| Meets -

Requirements?

Comments

RUD Density
Requirements

Density shall be based
upon gross site acreage,
excluding identified
wetlands or
watercourses which are
regulated by Parts 301
and 303 of the Natural
Resources and
Environmental
Protection Act or
Chapter 12, Article V of
the Novi Code of
Ordinances, but not
excluding quality
wetlands less than two
acres regulated by such
laws.

Applicant has
quantified
regulated wetlands
in the proposed
RUD that are not
part of the
dedicated City
park but has not
quantified those
wetlands that are
part of the City
park.

Ko

Applicant should
provided
calculations of all
reguiated wetland
area, greater than
two acres within
the proposed RUD
and including
those areas in the
proposed City
park. Density will
be recalculated

once this

information is
provided. The
allowed density
could be
substantially
altered as a resuit.

Open Space

Additional density
credits of 0.8 dwelling
units per acre can be
permitied.

Open space plan
provided |
calculating open
space for the
entire
development,

No

Applicant shouid
provide open
space calculations
for the RUD
portion of the
development only,
including the
proposed City park
and the single-
family housing.
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc — Proposed RM-1 PRO (Attached Housing) Review

Structures (Sec

SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008
Iteﬁ Reguired Proposed Meats Comments
7 Requirements?
The proposed RM-1
. - zoning would not be
Master Plan ,i'gf;;eezgﬂy No change N/A in conformance with
the Master Plan for
, Land Use,
Zoning RA, R-1 RM-1 I NA B
Attached housing is a
. Seg section Article 6 of | Two-family Principal Permitted
Permitted Uses the Zoning Ordinance housing. ves Use in the RM-1
District. N
Building Height :
(S5 T7400) 35 feet 21 feet LYes
Building Setbacks {Sec.:2400)
Front (North) 30 feet Minimum 31 Yes
interior Side - ,
(Fast) 10 feet Minimum 40 Yg;
Interior Side - ) !
(west) 10 feet Minimum 40 LYes
Rear (South) | 35 feet Minimum 50/ Yes
Applicant should
adjust the site o
Minimum 60"+ 60"+ 2(18" + 180)= meeat applicable
distance between 6 _— , setback standards
buildings (58¢; Minimum 12 No or indicate thisis a
2400) 32 feet deviation to be
included in the
PRO agreement.
Applicant should
. provide elevations
Minimum floor 750 >1,000 square and floor plans to
square feet Yes :
feet scale of all models
with Preliminary Site
Plan submittal,
Maximum Density
(dwelling B
units/r_}g site N 54-109 4.0 Yes
400)
See Enagineering
Public Utilities All pubiic utilities must be Yes? iettler for additional
avaitable details regarding
_ ( 1 public utifities.
Number of . 2 parking spaces
Parking Spaces gapc iriélgglﬁgaces for for each dwelling Yes
(Sec: 2505) g unit B
Accesscry Accessory Structures

such as fiagpoles and

1 of 2
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Meets

drive shall be a
minimum of 28 feet
wide,

Item Regquirad Proposed Requirements? Commenis
?5@?3,2) dumpsters will
require review and
approval from the
Community
Development
Department.
Photometric plan
| Tequired at the time of Photometric plan
Lighting (Séction | Preliminary Site Plan N/A should be submitted
)] due to site being with Preliminary Site
adiacent to residentially Plan submittal.
| ! zoned property _
Residential_ 5’ sidewalk required 5 sidewalk
Sidewalks (S along all residential proposed along Yes
2400) streets residential streets
All uses and
developments shall Private road
include a pubfic road twork pr d Yes
network or private drive NELWoTK propoesed.
network. -
Drive shown on
- the far western
I;:;grﬁhﬂvze a private portion of the Yes
) property on 10
- Mile Road.
Where on-street parking
is proposed it shall be
limited to one side of a
minor drive and the Approx, 28 feet Yes
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc — Proposed RM-1 PRO (Daycare Center) Review

5P (8-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008
| Meets
Item | Redquired Proposed Requirements? Comments |
The proposed RM-1
. zoning would not be
Master Plan ;ggéiggg;ﬁy Ne change N/A in conformance with
the Master Plan for
. o o Land Use.
Zoning RA, R-1 | RM-1 N/A
. A daycare center is a
Permitted Uses ;ﬁigﬁﬁgz; ;;g:e Daycare Center Yes special land use in
g the RM-1 District.
Applicant shouid
adjust the height
of the proposed
Bf»‘-‘d «quj‘g At | 35 fect 42' totop of roof | No s;ﬁir: gz‘]’?:t'izite
they would like
included in the
 PRO agreement. |
Special Land Use Reguirements '
| 150 sq. ft. of outside
recreation area per child
Yes
120 children x 150 sq. 18,000 sq. ft. play
Qutside ft. = 18,000 sq. ft. area
Recreation Area | Total minimum area of B
: 102.4.c) not less than 2,800 sq. Yes
| ft.
Recreation area must be | , .
' securely fenced and 4 dQec?ratlve fence Yes
 screened. indicates
Applicant will ba
required to provide
a Noise Impact
Lo Statement subject
Noise Impact Statement No noise Impact to the
; statement No .
required. cubmitted requirements of
) Section 2519,10 at
the time of
Preliminary Site
Plan submittal,
Daycare Centers
exceeding 50 children This ordinance
must abut land zoned Proposed daycare deviation wili heed
abuts residentially | No fo be included in

only NCC, EXPO, 0S-4,
08-2, 05C, TC, TC-1,
RC, FS, I-1, P-1, C and
OsT

zoned property.

the PRO
agreement.

[ of4




Legacy Parc RM-1 PRO (Daycare Center) — Planning Review Chart

Item

Reqguired

Piroposad

Meets

Comments

Requirements?

Hours of
Operation {Sec

Daycare Centers
exceeding 50 children
shall be imited to hours
of operation between
6AM and 7PM

No hours of
operation
indicated,.

Yes?

Building Setback

gexs

s (Sec2400)

Applicant should
be advised that the
hours of operation
"will be limited to
those stated and a
note indicating
that shall be
included on the

plan.

Front (North)

Interjor Side
(East)

Interior Side
(West)

]
Rear (South)

e |

75 feet or the height of
the main building,
whichever is greater

75 feet

Yes

150 feet

Yes

80 feet

Yes

120 feet

Yes

No more than 30% of
setback shall be used
for parking,
maneuvering lanes,
loading and dumpster,

Yes

Horizontal length of
bulldings shall not
exceed 180 fi.

This can be modified by
the Planning
Commission if: (1) The
building includes
common areas with a
minimum capacity of 50
persens for recreation,
dining or social
activities; (2) The
building is sethack and
additional 1 f. for every
3 ft. of building length
in excess of 180 ft.

In no case can the
building length excesd
360 ft.,

Horizontal building
fength
approximately 110
feet.

Yes

Public Utilities

All public utilities must be
avallable

Yas?

See Enaineering
letter for additional
details regarding
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Legacy Parc RM-1 PRO (Daycare Center) — Planning Review Chart

Meets |

‘ Item Required I Proposed Requirements? Commaents

J } o j public utiities.
}:ga‘rl;cing Setbacks — Section 2400

[ 48 feet | Yes

20 feet

Front (North) | 20 feet
Interior Side
(East)
Interior Side
(West} -
Rear (South)

20 feet Yes

210 feet Yes

38 feet

20 feet

20 feet

Off-street parking and
refated drives shall not
be located closer than
25 ft. from any wall
openings to living areas
or closer than 8 ft, to
any wall that does not
contain openings. L
1 parking space for
each 350 sq. ft. of
usable floor area pius
one for each employee

Yes B ]

Yes

Parking calculations
will need ta be
verified for the
proposed daycare
once a floor plan is
provided.

37 spaces Yes

7,000 sq. ft./350 = 20
spaces + 17 employee
spaces = 37 spaces
required -
90-degree spaces

should be 9 feet wide by
19 feet deep with a 24-

Applicant should

foot wide aisle; when
adj. to landscaping,
spaces can he 17 feet
deep, with a 2 foot
overhang into the
landscaped area (47
curbs indicated)

Spaces sized
appropriately

Yes

indicate 4" curb
wherever 17’
spaces are
proposed;

2 barrier free spaces
required {1 van
accessible)

| 2 barrier free van

accessible spaces
provided

Yes

8 feet wide with a 5 foot
wide acress alsle for
standard b.f.

8 feet wide with an 8
foot wide access aisle
for van accessible

o

One barrier free sign is
required per space

Spaces sized
appropriately

Yes

Barrier free signs
shown.

& Yes

Loading zone
indicated in the

Yes

30f4




Legacy Parc RM-1 PRO (Daycare Center) — Planning Review Chart

. Meets
Item ( Required Proposed Reguirements? Comments
] side yard if double rear yard.
! fronted lot.
View of loading and
Loading Space waiting areas must be &' masonry wall
Screening shielded from rights of dry Yes
{Seci2302Ai1) | way and adjacent proposec.
properties. ]
Accessoty strictures
should be setback a
minimum of 10 feet
from any building unless
g;ie;ﬁ;y structuhra_ffy attached to Pur_npster
Setback- the building and getback mdlcate_cl sethack Yes
Dumpster the same as park:gg appropnately from
Z§§£%503) from a_ll' property lines; | all property fines.
NI in addition, the
structure must be in the
rear or interjor side
yard, B
. Applicant should
Screening of not less . .
than 5 feet on 3 sides of z;:;:ids eﬁﬁ?r;?mng
dumpster required, d
interior bumpers or proposed
posts must also be No dumpster _ dum!)sters.
shown. Enclosure to screening details No _A;:]?llcant s!'louid
match building materials provided. llndlcate height of
and be at least one foot 223;‘;‘:;::2“- d
:2?5;;%?:. height of proposed trash
| compactor.
Photometric plan
required at the time of Photometric plan
Preliminary Sit2 Plan . |.. .- {NJA should be submitted
due to site being with Preliminary Site
adjacent to residentially Plan submittal.
zohed propenty
A 5 wide sidewalk shall
be constructed alona 10 | _, .
Mile Road required t?y 5" sidewalk
the City of Novi's pr.oposed along 10 | Yes
Pedestrian and Bicycle Mile Road.
Master Plan.
B Exterior Signage is not ‘l;lne%ssc;ontact Alan
Exterior Signs 'l;?agi;}:}?lizdbiypg:‘tem et o (24853847'.104:;& in the
Planning Commission. ' DetdNborlood ‘
‘ services department.
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc — Proposed RM-1 PRO (Senior Center) Review

SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008
, Meets
Item Requu‘ecf Proposeci_ Requirements? LComm,nts
The proposed RM-1
. - zoning would not be
Master Plan gg‘géeeiggﬁy No change N/A in conformance with
the Master Plan for
| lenduse.
Zoning RA, R-1 RM-1 N/A
A congregate elderly
facility is a permitted
. use in the RM-1
Permitted Uses See_Artche_G of the Senior Center Yes District. An assisted
Zoning Ordinance - e
_ living facility is a
Special Land Use in
. the RM-1 District.
Building Height
(EREANG) | 35 feet 30 feet LYes B
Special Land Use Requirements B
1,500 sq. ft. of total
rage land area per bed
Total Area (See:
g02ia) 53 assisted living and 14.3 acres ves
Mmemary care beds =
79,500 sq. ft.
Applicant will be
required to provide
a Noise Impact
. Statement subject
Noise Impact Statement. | Lo oee MPaCt ) ltothe. o —
most likely required, submitted requirements of
’ Section 2519.10 at
the time of
Prefiminary Site
o Plan submittal.
Building Setbacks {(Seci 2400}
Front (North) 110 feet Yes
interior Sid
(Eai';‘;’ "3 | 75 feet or the height of | 80 feet Yes
o the main building,
%352; ’gr Side | whichever is greater | 395 feet Yes
r-._..ﬁ._._,.w.__.ﬁi‘..‘
Rear (South) | 116 feet Yes
No more than 30% of
sethack shall be used
for parking, Yes
maneuvering lanes,
| Ioading and dumpster. |
Hatrizontal length of LHorfzonta! building | No Applicant should

Page | of 4



Item

Required

Proposed

Meels
Reguirements?

Comments

buildings shall not
exceed 180 fi.

This can be modified by
the Planning
Commission, however in
no case can the building
length exceed 360 ft.

L .
length = 630 feet

Public Utilities

All public utilities must be
available

Yes?

adjust the building
so that the length
is legs than 360
feet or this
deviation will need
to be included in
the PRO
aagresment,

See Engineering
letter for additional

L x
Parking Setbacks — Sécti

e

Front (North)

20 feet

Interior Side

20 feet

| 38 feet

Yes

detaiis.
—

20 feet

Yes

(East)

Interior Side
{West)

20 feet

330 feet

Yes

Rear (South)

20 feet

47 feet

Yes

Off-street parking and
related drives shail not
be located closer than
25 ft. from any wall
openings to living areas
or closer than 8 ft. to
any wall that does not
contain openings.

Yes

Number of
Parking quyggces

&

Congregate Elderly:
3 parking spaces for
each 4 units and 1 for
each employee

108 units/4 uniis = 27 x
3 = 81 spaces + 18
employee spaces = 99
spaces

Assisted Living:
1 parking space for

each 4 beds and 1 for
each employee

53 beds/4 = 13 spaces
+ 27 employes spaces
= 4() spaces

99 spaces + 40 spaces
= 139 spaces
required

140 spaces
provided

Yes

Parking Space

00-degree spaces
should be 9 feet wide by
19 feet deep with a 24-
foot wide aisle; when

Spaces sized
appropriately

Yes

Applicant should
indicate 4” curbs
wherever 17’
spaces are
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em

Required

Proposed

Meets
Requirements?

Comments

adj. to landscaping,
spaces can be 17 feet

deep, with a 2 foot
overhang into the
landscaped area

Barrier Free

5 barrier free spaces

10 barrier free

proposad,

and be at least one foot
taller than height of
refuse bin.

required (1 van spaces provided (6 | Yes .
accessible) van accessible}
. 8 feet wide with a 5 foot

Barrler Free wide access alsle for

Space ) : .

Dimensions standa;c! b.f. _ Spaces §lzed Yes

5 B feet wide with an 8 appropriately
foot wide access aisle
for van accessible
One barrier free sign is Qne barrier free
required per space sign shown for Yes

each spaces

All loading shall be in Loading space
El:le rear y.ard or interior provided in the Yes
side yard if double rear vard
fronted lot. yard. o
View of loading and L oading zone
walting areas must be screened by
shielded from rights of proposed bullding | Yes
way and adjacent and landscape
propetties. berm,. ]
Accessory structures
should be sethack a
minimum of 10 feet

Accessory from any building unless

Structure structura_lly attached to | Two dumpsters

Setback- the building and setback | shown intherear 1§ .
the same as parking yard and setback
from all property lines; | appropriately.
in addition, the
structure must be in the
rear or interior side

N vard.
; Applicant should

Screening of not less . .
than 5 feet on 3 sides of gg‘a’;iefziﬁ?nmg
dumpster reqguired, proposed

Dumpster Interior bumpers or No dumpster dumpsters,

s posts must alse be . . :
; shown. Enclosure to screening detalls No f&pp_:llcant should
match building materials provided. indicate height of
all proposed

dumpsters and
proposed trash
compactor.
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Meets

Item Reqguired Propasead Requirements? Comments
Photometric plan
e | FEQUired at the time of Photometric plan
Lighting (Séction | Preliminary Site Plan N/A should be submitted
2551) due to site being with Preliminary Site
adjacent to residentiafly Plan submittal,
zoned property |
A 5’ wide sidewalk shalt
be constructed along 10 .
- . A 5’ sidewalk
Mile Road required by shown on 10 Mile | Yes

the City of Novi's
Pedestrian and Bicycle

Road.

Master Plan.

Exterior Signs

Exterior Signage is not
requlated by the
Planning Department or
Planning Commission.

Page 4 of 4

Please contact Alan
Amolsch
(248.347.0436) in the

neighborhood
services department,




Planning Review Summary Chart

Legacy Parc — Proposed B-2 PRO Review

'SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008
. Meets
Item Required Proposed Requirements? Comments
The propesed 8-2
. . zoning would not be
Master Plan égﬁiﬁ;g’;”y No change N/A in conformance with
the Master Plan for
Land Use.
Zoning RA, R-1 B-2 N/A
Seertvaigebusmesses | Market, bank, Only sit-down
csatishmens | (SIS | e s
permitied, s GG D ’
Applicant should
adjust the height
of the proposed
‘ retail center and
Buiiding Height . Max height of 34’ 6" to assaciated uses to
{(8ec=2460) Maximum 30 feet midpoint of roof No be less than 30’ or
this deviation will
need to be
included in the
] PRO agreement.
2 acres 18.54 acres Yes
ks (S&ction 2400) ]
Front {(north) | 40 feet 70 feet Yes
Exterior Side
(west) ? 40 feet 149 feet o Yes
BderiorSide ) 45 feet 90 feet Yes o
(east) ]
Exterior Side Applicant will nead
{south) to adjust the site
layout to meet the
required setback
40 feet 30 feet No or this deviation
will need to be
included in the
e PRO agreement.
Parking Setbacks (Section:2400)
Front (north) | 20 feet | 20 feet Yes -
Exterior Side Applicant will need
(west) to adjust the site
iayout to meet the
20 feet 15 foet Ho required setback

or this deviation
will need to be
included in the

1 ofé6

PRO agreement.



Legacy Parc B-2 PRO — Planning Review Chart

Item

Required

Proposed

Meets ‘
Requirements?

1 Commeants

Exterior Side
{east)

20 feet

20 feet

Yes

Exterior Side
(south)

20 feet

24 feet

Yes

Number of
Parking Spaces

Market: 1 parking
space for every 200
sq. ft. = 50,000 sq.
ft. /200 = 250
spaces required

Bank: 1 parking
space for each 150
sq. ft. = 4,000 sq.
ft. /150 =26
spaces required

Sit-down
Restaurant: 1
parking space for
each 70 sq. ft. or 1
space for each two
employees pius 1
space for each 2
customers allowed
under maximum

capacity = 6,000 sq.

ft./70 = 86 spaces
required

Shopping Center:
1 space for each
250 sq. f. = 31,000
/250 = 124 spaces
required

Druq siore: 1
parking space for

each 200 sqg. ft. =
14,820 sq. ft./200 =
74 spaces
required

Market: 250 spaces
provided

Bank: 27 spaces
provided

Restaurant: 86
spaces provided

Shopping Center:
155 spaces provided

Drug store: 75
spaces provided

Yes

Parking calculations
will need to be
verified for the
proposed restaurant
once a floor plan is
provided.

Parking Space
Dimensions
¢ 06)

90-degree spaces
should be 9 feet
wide by 19 feet
deep with a 24-foot
wide aisle; when
adj. to landscaping,
spaces can be 17
feet deep, witha 2
foot overhang into
the landscaped area

Spaces sized
appropriately

Yes

Applicant should
indicate a 4” curb
wherever 17
spaces afe
proposed
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO — Planning Review Chart

. Meets
Item Required Proposed Requirements? Comments
Market: 7 barrier .
free spaces reqguired Market: 8 barrt.er
(2 van accessible) free spaces provided
(4 van accessible)
Bank; 2 barrier free
. Banlc 2 van
igicsc?creesc;ﬁ;:;l (1 accessible barrler free
spaces provided
Sit~-dawn .
. Restaurant: 4 Sit-down .
Barrier Free barrier free spaces Restaurant: 4 barrier
) free spaces provided
reqwrejgl(f)t van (2 van accessible) Yes
accessiple
gﬁa‘;z?;fge?mg& Sho_npinq Center: 6
spaces required (1 barn_er fre spaces
van accessible) pm\”d?d (4 van
accessible)
Drug store: 3 . ;
barrier free spaces —“-'gmggg S;:;T;):}&Zgéer
. ;igg’sﬁgé; van (2 van accessible)
Barrier Free ‘o . , Applicant should
8" wide with a 5 LR .
g?r?]é?]sions w?de access ajs[e (8' | Spaces sized Yes $g::rae§eea: :?’curb
7B sy wide access aisle for | appropriately spaces are
r-!‘. van accessible) : proposed
Applicant should
show one barrier
free sign for each
space. Signs
Barrier Free Signs e , appeartobe
{BafrierEred One barrier f Ze Signs shown insome | missing at two
A Graphics | S9N IS required ber o cations. 0 barrier free spots
,,,,, ial) Space. at the proposed
restaurant and at
the barrier free
spots at the drug
- store.
10 square feet per Bank uses must
front foot of provide
building Al loading proposed in documentation to
the rear vard and sized Yes indicate sensitive
All loading shall be | at appropriate nature of their
in the rear vard or amounts. deliverias at the
interior side yard if time of Preliminary
double fronted lot, Site Plan review.
View of loading and
Loading Space waiting areas must | Loading zones
ning be shielded from screened Yes
30 rights of way and appropriately,

adjacent propeities,

L
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO — Planning Review Chart

. Mesals
Item Required Proposed Requirements? Comments
Drive-thru Standards — Drug Store
, The drive-thru shall .
Spacesfor | Store3venies, | R ESR
D[?;ve—thru including the than 3 vehicles as Yes
vehicles at the pick- d db
up window. emonstrated by plan.
Applicant should
. Drive-thru lanes clearly show the
g::’: thru shall be striped, Some pavement drive-thru
marked, or S No circulation route
?Sf:ellneated otherwise markings indicated, with pavement
delineated. markings such as
BITOWS OF sighage.
Drive-through
facilities shall
provide 1 bypass
Bypass Lane lane. Such bypass
for Drwe- lane shall be a Sypfsii:ﬁg:e;‘}fm, Yes
through [88€} | minimum of 18'in | TPRLECTIEEY
5506y width, unless P :
| otherwise
determined by the
Fire Marshal, L
Width and )
Centerline Drive-through lanes | o, ve thry fane
Radius of shall have a shown with a
Drlve~th rough ?Sg'?;?egmwe]dth centerline radius of Yes
fmﬁfs] Mj radius of 25", 25"
Drive-through lanes
shall be separate
Drive-through | from the circulation
Lanes routes and lanes Drive-thru separated Yésn o

Separatlon L
(S

necessary for
Ingress to, and
egress from, the

by a proposed island.

i

property.
Drive-thru Standards — Banl
: The drive-thru shall

Stacking store 3 vehicles, Stacking space

Spaces for ; ; ) .

Dr: ve-thru including the _ pmwded for 3 vehicles

T vehicles at the pick- | in each lane.

up window. o

Drive-thru lanes
shall be striped,
marked, or
otherwise
delineated.

Yes

No pavement markings
inaicated,

No

Applicant should
inciude pavement
markings to clearly
delineate the
drive-thru lans and
the drive-thru
circulation route.
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO -~ Planning Review Chart

Item

Required

Proposed

Megts

Bypass Lane
for Drive-
through (Sec;
2506}

Drive-through
facilities shall
pravide 1 bypass
lane. Such bypass
lane shall be a
mihimum of 18" in
width, unless
ctherwise
determined by the
Fire Marshal.

Bypass lane of
approximately 18
provided.

Width and
Centerline
Radius of

Drive-through lanes
shall have a
minimum 9" width
and centerline
radius of 25’

9' drive-thru lane
shown with a
centerline radivs of
25,

Lanes

Drive-through lanes
shall be separate
from the circulation
routes and lanes
necessary for
ingress 1o, and
egress from, the
property.

Drive-thru separated
by a proposed island.

ACcessory
Structure
Setback-

Accessory structures
should be setback a
minimum of 10 feet
from any building
unless structurally
attached to the
building and setback
the same as parking
from all property
lines; in addition,
the structure must
be in the rear or
interior side yard,

Dumpsters located in
the rear yard and
setback appropriately

from alf property lines.

Screening of not

less than 5 feet on 3

sides of dumpster
required, interior
bumpers or posts
must also be shown.
Enclosure to match

Screening details
provided for the
proposed trash

Requirements? Comments

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Applicant should
provide screening
details for all
proposed
dumpsters.

No Applicant should

indicate height of

building materials compactor. all proposed
and be at least one dumpsters and
foot taller than proposed trash
height of refuse bin. compactor.
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO — Planning Review Chart

. Meets
Item Reguired Proposed Requirements? Comments
Exterior Signage is
not regulated by the zﬁaofsecﬁontact Alan
Exterior Signs g’a”””’g (248.347.0436) in the
epartment or ,
Planning @Mh@—d
Commission. services department.
Photometric plan Photometric plan
and exterior lighting N/A should be submitted
details needed at with Preliminary Site
| final site plan. Plan submittal,
A 5" wide sidewalk
shali be constructed
along 10 Mile Road
as required by the 5’ sidewalk proposed
City's Pedestrian along 10 Mile Road.
and Bicycle Master Yes
Plan. All building exits
connected to the
Building exits must | parking lot.

be connected to
sidewalk system or
parking lot.

Prepared by Kristen Kapelanski, (248} 347-0586 or kkapelanski@cityofnovi.org
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LANDSCAPE REVIEW




PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
August 21, 2008

PRO & RUD Landscape Review
Legacy Parc SP+#'s 08-30 & 08-31

Review Type
Pre-Application Landscape Review

Property Characteristics
+ Site Location: Napier / Ten Mile

e Site Zoning: PRO (proposed)
+ Site Use(s): Mixed Use
o Plan Date: May 29, 2008

The plans as submitted are for the purpose of consideration for the PRO and RUD requests. As
such, no landscape plans have been submitted at this time. The following is an overview of
landscape requirements that the Applicant must consider for subsequent submittals. The
Applicant should be aware of and plan toward the landscape requirements that must be met as
the project proceeds through the preliminary and final site plan approval process.

Ordinance Considerations

Residential Adjacent to Non-Residantial (Sec. 2508.3.a.)

1. A visual buffer strip with berms and vegetation is required in each zoning and use
classification when a non-residential use abuts or is adjacent to any residential use or
zone including special land uses. Please refer to the Ordinance for specific

requirements between uses.

Adlacent to Public Rights-of-Way — Berm (Wall} & Buffer {Sec. 2609.3.b.)
| 1. Landscape berms will be required along the Napier and Ten Mile Road frontages. Refer
to the Ordinance for required plantings and provide all calculations.
2. Twenty five foot clear vision areas will be required at all intersections and points of
access.
3. Please provide cross sections for any proposed berm/wall areas on the Landscape Plan.
4. Proposed contours must be shown on the Landscape Plan.

Strest Tree Requirements (Sec. 2509.3.b. & e.)

1. Street Trees will be required along all existing and propesed roadways and access
drives.

2. Residential lots or condominium areas abutimg major thoroughfares must include a
raised berm and screen plantings. These must be contained in a non-access greenbelt
easement, labeled as such on the plans, and having a minimum width of 40"

3. Boulevards and cul-de-sacs must be fandscaped and irrigated.

Parking Landscape (Sec. 2509.3.c.)
1. Please provide-Parking Lot Landscape Area calculations and plantings on the plans.




PRO/ RUD Landscape Plan August 21, 2008
Legacy Parc Page 2 of 3

Clearly depict those areas intended to qualify as Parking Lot Landscape Area for all

parking lots. Label all sguare footages. Interior parking islands must be a minimum of

300 SF and 10’ width. Larger islands are encouraged.

3. Canopy Parking Lot Trees will be required per the Ordinance.

4. All landscape areas shall consist of a mix of plant materials such as canopy deciduous
trees, subcanopy trees, shrubs, groundcovers, ormamental grasses and perennials.

5. Please depict areas for snow storage on the plans.

6. Please note that all loading areas will require adequate screening.

Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Sec. 2509.3.c.(3))
1. Perimeter Parking Lot Canopy Trees wili be required per 35 LF surrounding parking and

access areas.

N

Building Foundation Landscape (Sec. 2509,3.d.)

1. Please provide Building Foundation Area calculations-and landscape, A total square
footage equal to 8 x the length of the building foundation will be required for all buildings
other than single family homes. The Applicant is encouragead fo provide additional
greenspace adjacent o buildings wherever possible.

2. A 4 wide landscape bed will be required adjacent to all sides of all multi-family or
commercial buildings with the exception of access areas,

3. A minimum of 60% of front building facades must contain foundation plantings.

4. Three (3) canopy deciduous or large evergreen trees are required for each ground floor
dwelling unit for multi-family and attached units.

Plant List {LDM)
1. Please provide a Plant List per the requirements of the Ordinance and the Landscape

Design Manual. Include all required Planting Notations.
2. Please provide cost estimates per City standards for all proposed plantings, seed/ sod,
‘mulch and irrigation. Separate costs for woadland replacement trees.

Planting Details {LD)
' 1. Please provide a Planting Details per the requirements of the Ordinance and the

Landscape Design Manhual.

Landscape Notes {LDM)
1. Please provide a Landscape Notations per the requirements of the Ordinance and the

Landscape Design Manual.

Storm Basins (LDM) .
1. Storm basins must be seeded with appropriate basin seed mix and a 25’ buffer must be

maintained.
2. Atotal of 70% to 75% of the basin rims area must be landscaped with native shrubs.

Irrigation (Sec. 2509 3.f.(6}{b}}
1. An lrrigation Plan and Cost Estimate will be required.

Woodlands and Wetlands
1. Please refer to the Woodland and Wetland reviews for further comments.




August 21, 2008

PRO/ RUD Landscape Plan
Page 3 of 3

Legacy Parc

Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This revisw is a
summary and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance. For the landscape requirements, see the
Zoning Ordinance |landscape section on 2609, Landscape Design Manual and the appropriate items in
the applicable zoning classification. Also see the Woodland and Wetland review comments.

Reviewed by: David R. Beschke, RLA




WETLAND REVIEW




2200 Commonwealth Bivd
Suite 300

. ‘ ) . Ann Arbor, Ml 48105
Environmenial Conseltig & Techrofogy, Inc. (734) 769-3004 phone

{734} 769-3164 fax

Sepiember 2, 2008

Ms. Barbara McBeth

Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, Ml 48375

Re: Legacy Parc - Wetland Review of the PRO & RUD Plan {SP#08-30 & 08-31)
Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consuliing & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the proposed Legacy Parc project PRO and
RUD plan (Plan) prepared by Atwell-Hicks dated May 29, 2008. The Plan and supporting documentation were
reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland Protection Ordinance.

The 329.51-acre site is located in Section 30 in the southeast comer of the intersection of Ten Mile and Napier
Roads. The Plan proposes the construction of an aclive adult community intluding a village commons, aitached
residential produgt, senior housing building, and child care center under @ PRO and 320 detached residential lots
under a RUD. Qur wetland review attempis to characterize the existing wetland resources within the context of
ihe proposed project impacts.

Novi Wetland Map
The Novi Wetland Map (Figure 1) shows extensive areas of wetland within the proposed project site. The

wetiands mapped on the Plan appear to be roughly accurate, however, some water fsatures within the golf
course, shown on Figure 1, but not shown on the Plan may be regulated as well,

Onsite Wetland Evaluation

ECT completed an onsite wetland evaluation on Tuesday, August 26, 2008, ECT observed high quality forested
wetlands (Southem Hardwood Swamp) dominated by swamp white oak, (Quercus bicolor) burr oak (Q.
macrocarpa), silver, red, and black maples {(Acer saccharum, A. rubrum, A. nigrum, respectively) and boxelder
(A. negundo). Understories in these wetlands were dominated by a variety of ferns, fotbs, and shrubs, Overall
the understoriés were open due to tall, thick tree canopy {see ECT Woediand Review of 9/02/08).

Plan Review

The Plan's Environmental Plan (Sheet 16) identifies 66.83 acres of regulated wetland and 1.54 acres of non-
regulated wetland, It is not clear from the Plan which wetlands are proposed to be unregulated. Final regulatory
status would require further review and determination by the MDEQ, which reserves its right to regulate wetlands.




The Environmental Plan (Sheet 16) also does not quantify impacts to forested wetlands and their associated 25-
foot natural features setback areas. The estimate of 1.50 acres of wetland impact proposed seems too low, given
the very close proximity of developed lots fo the wetland lines presented, the extent of commersial development
in the northeast comer of the site, the daycare center impact on the norih-central side of the site, wetiand fili from
the proposed Singh Trail through forested wetland (Traif System Plan Sheet 6), and subseguent changes in
grade and drainage pattems. Since 1} grade changes can negatively impact root systems and change runoff
drainage pattems and, thus, tree survivorship and 2} forested wetlands are highly sensitive to alterations in
hydrolegy during the growing season, the Plan's estimate of impacis to regulated woodland, especially forested
welland, is lacking, as-it does not fully consider how changes in drainage from grading, addition of impervious
surfaces, and outletting of stormwater basins wiltimpact the regulated woodland. Although not included in the
Environmental Plan (Sheet 16}, the amount of impact to natural features setbacks alone will likely be substantial.

The Plan calls for 1.50-acres of wefland impact, but does nof propose mitigation. Typically, wetland impacts are
mitigated at a ratio of 1.5 to 1 for emergent and scrub shrub wetlands, and 2.1 for forested wetland. The type of
wetland, as well as regulatory status for all proposed wefland impacts need to be addressed in order to calculate
wetland mitigation requirements prior fo the City making a determination as to the appropriateness of issuing a
wettand permit. A mitigation site, if needed, is not identified on the Plan.

Recommendafion
ECT does not recommend approval of the Legacy Parc proposed PRC and RUD Plan for the following
reasons:

1. The Plan does not show all welland areas on the property. ECT recommends all wefland areas be re-
flagged and wetland fiag numbers be shown on subsequent plans.

2. The plan does not characterize the individua! wetiand impacts with regard to wetland community type,
which Is necessary to assign wettand mitigation requirements.

3. The Plan does not show or quantify impacts to the 25-foot natural features setback, The Plan needs to
show these areas and the associated proposed impacts.

4. The Plan does not propose wetfand mitigation, although it proposes 1.50-acre of wetland impact, ECT
befieves the need for mitigation Is likely.

5. The Plan appears to encroach into some high-quality forested wetland areas in the eastem, southem,
and west sides of the parcel. These areas also contain high-quality forested upland natural features
sethacks. ECT recommends these areas be avoided enfirsly.

B. Given the stormwater plan to discharge site water to the Lyon-Novi Drain, ECT understands that this
drainage would flow to Istand Lake. ECT is concemed about the potential impacts to Istand Lake during
construction, and due to long term effects of collecting drainage from a densely urbanized area as is
proposed In this Legacy Parc Plan. ECT is concemed with both the quantity and quality of water that
would leave the proposed Legacy Parc site and enter Island Lake. The current Plan does not, in ECT's
opinion, contain enough information regarding the existing versus proposed stormwater quantity and
quafty as those parameters relate to downsitream watercourses, especially Island Lake. ECT
recommends the applicant revise their plans fo include (1) water budgets for existing and proposed
development conditions including the Legacy Parc property, the Novi-Lyon Drain, and Island Lake; (2) in
consideration of the proposed development's potential impact to island Lake, a specific description of
best management praciices that would minimize stormwater runoff and water pollution from paved
surfaces, fertifizers, and pesticides, an other potential sources associated with the proposed
development.

if you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.

Respectiully,




ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

L gt i
h o/ — /
1545 A

— e W 2= W Ve

; ;,'f /
John A. Freeland, Ph.D., PWS
Environmental Scientist

ce: Angela Pawlowski
Kristen Kapelanski
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' .Septem‘ber 2 2008

Ms. Barbara McBeth

Deputy Director of Commumty Deve!opment
City of Novi .

45175 West Ten Mile Road

Novi, M| 48375

Re: Legacy Parc - '
Woodland Review of the PRO & RUD Pian (SP#08-30 & 08-31)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Enwronmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the proposed Legacy Parc project

|.PRO and RUD plan {Plan) prepared by Atwell-Hicks dated May 29, 2008. The Plan and supporting

documentation were reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordlnance '
' Chapter 37.

The 329. 51-acre site is located in Section 30 in the southeast comer of the intersection of Ten Mile and -
Napier Roads. The Plan proposes the construction of an active aduit community including a viliage

'| commons, attached residential product, senior housing building, and child care center under a PRO and

320 detached residential lots under a RUD. Consrdenng the site at a landscape scale, the dense,
medium, -and low density regulated woodlands composing the majority of the lower half and eastem
third of the site are contiguous with medium o dense regulated woodland that streiches east, west, and
south of the site all the way to Nine Mile Road, This unfragmented swath of regulated woodland also
includes & large expanse of forested wetland that extends into the southeast and south-central side of
the site and is associated with the Novi Lyon Drain. Forested wetland also occurs within the regulated
woodland in the northwest corner of the site. South of the site is zoned as “parkland,” and the easfern
porfion of the site is zoned as "future parkland " A golf course occupies much of the. north and central -
portions of the site. : ,

In their Potential ConservatlonlNaturaI Areas Report (July 2002, updated Aprs! 2004) for Oakland
County, Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI) identified this swath of contiguous regulated
woodlands as one of only two Priority One Areas in the City of Novi (See attached map from the 2002
reporf). Priority One Areas are designated as having the most need for conservation based upon total
size, core area size, stream cortidor, landscape connectivity, restorability of sumounding fands,
vegetation quality, parcel fragmentation, and: element occurrences (rare species) criteria. According to
this report and the associated map, approximately the eastern quarter of the proposed project site has
been designated as part of this Priority One Area for conservation, as well as-the finger of regulated
woodland that stretches north and west to the wesl-central side of the snte {See attached aerial photos).

'Onsfte Woodland Evaluation

ECT has reviewed the City of Novi Official Woodiands Map and compieted an onsite Woodland
Evaluation on Tuesday, August 26, 2008. 'ECT observed high quality oakfhickory and oak/maple
woodlands on the property. Per MNFI's natural communily classification, both the site’s uplands (Dry-
Mesic Southern Forest) and wetlands (Southern Hardweod Swamp) have a state rank status of S3,.
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meaning they are “vulnerable in the state due fo a restricted range, relatlvety few occurrences (often 80

or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making [them] vulnerable {o extirpation.”
The site contains a ealiber of oak woodlands very rare in southeastern Michigan. Woody plant diversity
was quite high, with multiple species of oaks (Q. bicolor, Q. alba, Q. macrocarpa, and Q. rubra), maples
(Acer rubrum, A. saccharum, A. nigrum, A. negundo, and A. saccharinum), hickories (Carya ovata and

C. cordiformis), and various other canopy and subcanopy trees and shrubs (Fagus grandifolia, Prunus
serotina, Tilia americana, Fraxinus americana, Fraxinus pennsylvamca Ulmus americana, Vibumum
!entago Prunus virginiana, Carpinus caroliniana, Ostrya virginiana, Amelanchier arborea, Zanthoxylum
americanum, Cephalanthus occidentalis, and Hamamelis wrgmfana) The woodland groundcover was
intact with a diversity of native species, as well.

The. dwerstf ed age structure of thewoodfand- Is-.also noteworthy, ranging from seedlings and understory
saplings to mature overstory trees with 30-inch d.b.h. or more. The woodland understory contained
rejatively few invasive species. There were significant amounts of native tree ativanced regeneration,
“including oaks. Advanced regeneration is composed of understory trees posrtaoned to move into the
oversiory. This transition occurs as mature trees die or blow over, opening gaps in-the canopy. Even
the oaks are positioned to be recruited back info the overstory—something that is very rare in
southeastern Michigan. Also unigue is the intactness of the mosaic of upland and wetland forest on the
site. This uplandflowland connecfivity provides for excellent ecological-functioning and diverse wildlife
habitat. This is especially frue of the western, southem, and eastern sides of the site where upland
forest integrates with expansive forested weflands (See attached photographs).

Plan Review

" The Plan does riot include a typical tree survey with proposed 1mpacts to individual frees, nor does 1t
graphlca!ly quantify impacts to regulated woodland. Instead, it presents woodland preservation and
impact in ferms-of acreage. The Environmental Plan (Sheet 16) states that the site includes 161.58 -
acres of woodland, 144.75 acres of which are regulated per the City of Novi Woodland Map. Per this
Environmental Plan (Sheet 16}, approximately 49 acres of regulated woodland impact are proposed
(approximately 34% of the total régulated woodland onsite). Per the woodland preservation summary
provided on page 3 of Chapter 1 of the Legacy Parc Descriptive Narrafive, 95.57 acres of regulated
woodland are to be preserved (~66%), representing an additional 7,52 acres of preserved regu!ated
woodland compared to the previously submitted Quail Hollow Site Plan (88.05 acres)

However, the Plan does not quantify the extent of impacts o regulated woodland within MNFI's Priority
One Area for conservafion. Significant impacts fo this quality woodiand, rated by MNF! as being the top
priority for conservation, are shown graphically on the Environmental Plan {Sheet 16} but not quantified.
These impacts to the Priority One Area include numerous lots along Brown Jug Circle North and South,
lots along Burnley Drive/Normrita Drive/Nucastle Drive, Stormwater Basin D, cul-de-sac lots. along
Tullymore Court, Stormwater Basin C, lots along Killamey Drive, Stormwater Basin B, and commerclai
development in the northeast comner of the site.

The Environmental Plan (Sheet 16) also does not quantify impacts to forested wet!ands and their
associated natural fealures setbacks. The estimate of 1,50 acres of wetland impact proposed seems
too low, given the very close proximity of developed lots to the wetland lines presented, the extent of
commercial development in the northeast comer of the site, the daycare center impact on the north-
central side of the site, wetiand fill from the proposed Singh Trall through forested wetland (Traif System
Plan Sheet 6), and subsequent changes in grade and drainage patterns. Since 1) grade changes can
:EEEEI-?
=Gy
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negatively inipact root systems and change runoff drainage patterns and, thus, tree survivorship and 2)

forested weftlands are highly sensitive to alterations in hydrology during the growing season, the Plan's
estimate of impacts to regulated woodland, especially forested wetland, is lacking, as i does not fully
consider how -changes in drainage from grading, addition of impervious surfaces, and outletting' of

" stormwater basins will impact the regulated woodland. Although not included in the Environmental Plan

(Sheet 16), the amount of impact to naturat features setbacks alone will likely be a large number,

Site Plan COmmgnce with Ordinance Chapter 37 Standards

It is ECTs opinion that the proposed Plan does not adequately respond to the s:gnrf cant natural |

features of the site. Per Section 37-29 of the City of Novi Woodiand Ordinance:

“.the protection and conservation of irreplaceable natural resources from pollution, -

impairment, or destruction is of paramount concem. Therefore, the preservation of woodlands,
trees, similar woody vegetation, and related natural resources shall have priority over
development when there are no location alternatives. The integrity of woodland areas shall be
maintained irrespective of whether such woodlands cross property lines.”

Aiihough ECT applauds the Applicant's conservation of additional woodland compared to the previous!y l

‘submitied plans, the majority of the "additional woodtand area saved” ends up being highly fragmented
rather than contiguous with the regufated woodlands and Priority One Area. Therefore, we do not
believe that the proposed development fully meets the letter of the Woodland Ordinance nor the spirit in
which it was written, Whereas {rees are viewed as a renewable resource, and the Woodland Ordinance

provides a mechanism for their replacement, the ecological value of the site’s high quality, intact _

woodlands as forested ecosystems is nof immediately replaceable. . This is evidenced by the site's
inclusion in one of only-two Priority One Areas designated in the City of Novi as having the greatest
need for conservation by MNFI.  ECT suggests that the Applicant explore aiternative locations within
- the City of Novi that are. more conducive to housing development and would yield fewer impacis fo
natural resources in addition to considering 2 revised layout. Indeed, the site itself offers a relatively
clear, contiguous area in the golf course that, if éffectwely utilized, offers a place for housing
~ development within a previously impacted area, whsle minimizing impacts to the surrounding regu[ated
woodlands and other natural features.

Recommendatmn

‘ECT does not recommend approval of the Legacy Parc propcsed PRO and RUD Plan, ECT
strongly recommends that the Applicant be encouraged to reconsider the layout of the proposed
development to further minimize impacts to the high quality regulated woodlands and forested wetlands
of the site. Specifically, ECT suggests that 1) no impacts are proposed to MNFI's Priority One Area for
conservation, 2) proposed development is scaled back to minimize impact to regulated wetlands and
woodlands (especially those directly adjacent to the Priotity One Area, including placement of
development in the natural features setback and stormwater basins-in regulated woodland, and to
concenfrate future impacts within areas already heavily impacted by the golf course 3) the Applicant
considers enhancing the regulated woodland and Priority One Area by locating woodland replacement
trees such that they fill in open areas along the south and east sides of the property to buffer and
expand core forest habitaf, 4) the Applicant further minimizes. forested wetland fill with the use of
additional boardwalk through all wetland areas crossed by the proposed Singh Traill, and 5) the
Applicant places the natural features of the site including remaining regulated woodland, Priority One
Area, natural features setbacks, and open space in a conservation easement to protect them in the

ECT
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future. ECT also recommends that the Plan include a phasing system that would prevent c%earing of ‘
regulated woodland on the individuat lots until construction activily is planned and financed for a gwen
unit, A table summarizing regulated free impact for each lot should be provided in the Plan. -

Although lot number would likely be reduced, ECT strongly suggests that a Iayout revision promoting
clusterad housing that remains within the cleared portion of the sife as much as possible is the most
appropriate development strategy for the site. Application for variances should be considered as a
means of further reducing lot size and setbacks required by the City fo protect natural site features.
Such a revised layout would minimize 1} the length of woodiand edge created, 2) the reduction of core
interior woodiand habitat; 3) the loss of uplandfiowland connectivity, and 4) the decrease in. overall
acreage and integrity of one of the last expanses of high quality, contiguous woodland in ihe Clty of
Nowi.

- If you have any questions regarding the contents of this leiter, please contact us.
Respectiully,
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Martha Holzheuer, Certified Arborist
Landscape Ecologist

cc: Angela Pawlowski
Kristen Kapelanski
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Above: Swamp white oak advanced regeneration

Below: Northern red oak advanced regeneration
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Above: Great example of age structure and species diversity; white oak,
bitternut hickory, and intact groundcover

Below: Great example of age structure and species diversity; white oak, bur
oak, and prickly-ash
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Above: High quality forested wetland pocket with diverse groundcover

Below: High quality forested wetland pocket with diverse groundcover
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Above: Buttonbush scrub-shrub/forested wetland pocket

Below: Ant hill indicative of oak savanna ecosystem

-




TRAFFIC REVIEW




August 28, 2008

Barbara McBeth, AICP DIRSHLER ARNAYD
Deputy Director of Community Development AESOTINTES, JAL.
City of Novi

45175 W, Ten Mile Rd.

Novi, Ml 48375

SUBJECT: Legacy Parc, Review of Traffic Impact Study Dated June 2008
Dear Ms. McBeth:

- At your request, we have reviewed the above and offer the following recommendation and
supporting comments. ltems to be resolved are highlighted in bold font.

Recommendation-

We can not recommend approval-of the June 2008 traffic study, Key issues and concerns are
discussed below. [t may be appropriate for us to meet with the applicant’s traffic consultant to
further review these issues and discuss the best way of addressing them in a revised study.

I, Study Area — Oak Pointe Church, directly across Ten Mile Road from the subject property, is
oniy partially built; however, the Legacy Parc (LP) traffic study does not account for church
traffic yet to materialize (as did the predecessor 2004 study for the proposed Links of Novi).
The east church driveway is only 329 ft west of proposed LP Driveway B, and the west
church driveway aligns with proposed LP Driveway A. Current and future church traffic
needs to be explicitly included, both at the church drives and as through tiaffic
elsewhere.

2. Current Traffic Volumes — The study Is strongly affected by the assumed current volumes.
Study Fig. 3«1 shows peak-hour volumes said to result from manual counts made at Ten Mile
and Wixom Reads on January 23, 2007 (no tabulated data are provided). In Tables la and Ib
below, we compare those 2007 counts with previous manual counts made In July 2003 and
November 1999. Based on the tabled comparisons, it appears that the January
2007 counts may be unrepresentative (as well as a year out-of-date), perhaps due to
road work in neighboring Lyon Township. Given the ongoing reconstruction of the
Wixom/i-96 interchange, alternative data sources should be pursued to check the
realism of the “current” through and turning volumes assumed at Ten Mile and
Wixom. For instance, it may be possible to retrieve pre-interchange- _
reconstruction (but recent) counts made by the SCATS signal controller at that
intersection. ‘

Birchier Arraye Associsies, Inc. € 28021 Southfield Rd, Lathrup Villsge, Ml 48075 €& 248-423-1776
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3.

Future Background Volumes — Mot only should future trip generation by Oak Pointe
Church be added, but also, some consideration should be given to potential
traffic pattern changes resulting from the improved Wixom/[-96 interchangs (eg.,
the ratio of left turns to through vehicles on eastbound Ten Mile at Wixom may change,
influencing intersection operaticn).

Trip Generation of Proposed Development —~ We believe that the traffic study
significantly underestimates the trip generation potential of the site's residential
components. Table 2 below compares the trafiic study’s trip generation forecasts to
alternative forecasts we have prepared. First, as can be seen within the first block of the
table, the study applied average trip rates rather than the regression equations recommended
by ITE's Trip Generation Manual. Second, we believe that it is inappropriate to apply the trip
rates for “Senior Adult Housing — Attached” to LP's 220 duplex housing units. The trip
frequency of duplex residents is uniikely to approximate only 40% of the trip frequency of
non-duplex residents, as application of the ITE average rates for these two land uses assumes.
Finally, we believe that 20% of the housing units should be assumed to be conventional single-
family homes, since the traffic study states that LP “will allow for up ta 20% of residents to

be under the age of 55.” As can be seen in Table |, the more conservative assumptions
above would result in peak-hour trip totals roughly twice as large as the study assumes.

Rezoning Trip Generation Comparison ~ Given the requested rezoning, the traffic
study must fulfill the requirements for a Type 3 Rezoning Traffic Impact Study.
Per Section | of the City’s Site Plun and Development Manual, “the trip generation section [of
such a study] shall compare trip generation of the typical uses permitted under the requested
zoning district with those in the existing zoning district.” We would be satisfied with a
comparison of the proposed project’s trip generation (revised per comment 4, above) to the
trip generation potential of the subject property if it were to develop according to its existing
R-1 zoning.

Trip Distribution — While the trip percentages coming from and going to the various road
directions appear reasonable, we question the assumed relative usage of the vamous
site driveways (see study Table 5-4). Of greatest concern are the following three '
assurnptions: {a) All detached housing residents desiring to go west are assumed to use the
Maln Driveway (opposite Terra Del Mar), while it would appear that those living in Pod E
would likely use Driveway B instead; (b} All attached housing residents desiring to go west

-are also assumed to use the Main Driveway, while it would appear that those living in the

easterly of the two pods would likely use Driveway B instead; and (c) a significant {(30%)
share of the attached housing residents desiring to go east is assumed to “bacletrack” to exit
via the Main Driveway, which seems uniikely unless (perhaps) that driveway is signalized and

B is not.

Potential Cut-Through Traffic — We are concernad that signal-related delays at Ten
Mile ancd Terra De! Mar / Main LP Driveway will encourage residents of the active
adult housing units to cut through the congregate care facility on their way to
and from the west. This concern should be addressed by both the applicant and the
applicant’s traffic consultant.

Traffic Assignments and Auxiliary Lane Warrants — The site plan under review routinely
shows a 25-ft long deceleration lane at each site driveway, which happens to be the City's

Birehler Arroyo Associates, Ing. 78021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Vilsge, A Mi 48076 2484731774
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standard “right-turn” fane. However, Fig. IX. 1 of the City’s Design and Construction
Standards shows a permissible lane length range of 0-150 ft. The applicant’s traffic
consultant should recommend a specific deceleration lane length at each site
driveway, commensurate with the forecasted entering right-turn volurme, speed
limit, likelihood of entering large trucks, and professional judgment.

Design of Ten Mile / Terra Del Mar / Main LP Driveway — For the long-term
preservation of roadway capacity, this intersection should be redesigned to
eliminate the need for spiit-phasing the east-west movements due to the
interlocking entering left turns. We would be glad to meet with the applicant’s engineer
and traffic consultant to discuss this issue.

Design of Mitigation at Ten Mile and Napier -- The study assumes that in signalizing this
Intersection, left-turn lanes will be added only on Ten Mile Road. We would strongly
recommend, and we would expect the Road Commission to require, the
provision of separate left-only and through-right lanes on both Mapier

approaches as well.

Intersection Capacity Analysis Software — Throughout the report, reference is made
to using Highway Capacity Software (HCS). This is long obsolete and should be
corrected, as all capacity analyses were actually done using Synichro HCM

software.

Queuing Predictions — To assist in the review of both the proposed road improvements and
the proposed internal site plan, the report should present the Synchro lane-specific
queuing predictions for the following critical approaches: {a) eastbound Ten Mile
approach to Wixom; (b) northbound fire station driveway (“Wixom Road
extension”) approach to Ten Mile; (¢} northbound Driveway B approach to signal
at Ten Mile; and (d} northbound Main LP Driveway approach to signal at Ten

Mile,

Once we are satisfied that the above issues have been satisfactorily addressed, it is possible that
we will want to acquire and review the consultant’s Synchro files for the build-out condition.

Sincerely,
BIRCHLER ARROYQ ASSQCIATES, INC.

R i S

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP William A. Stimpson, P.E,, PTOE
Vice President Director of Traffic Engineering

Attachments: Tables [a and [b {one page) and Table 2 (2 second page)

Birchier Arroya Assodiales. e, 28021 Soutiiield Roac) i aihoun Vilage, Mi 48076 248423.1776




Tahle 1a. Traffic Volume History at Ten Mile and Wixom - AM Peak Hour

Date Ten Mile Rd EB TenMleREWB | Ten Mile Wixom Rd NB Wixom Rd SB Wixom Total |
et | Thru | Rignt | iet | Thm | Right | Thru Let | Thru | Right | Lleft | Thru | Right | Thr | Entering

Ratio 2:1 1.65 0.58 - - 1.83 1.14 1.14 - - - 0.73 - 2.25 - 1.10
Ratic 311 1.28 0.89 - - 0.82 232 0.88 - - - 0.80 - 1.83 - 1.41

Table 1b. Traffic Volume History at Ten Mile and Wixom ~ PM Peak Hour

Sate Ten Mile Rd EB Ten Mile Rd WB Ten Mile Wixom Rd NB Wixam Rd SB Wixom || Total |
Left } Thru I Right Left Thru Right Thru Leff Thru Right Laff Theu l Right Thru Entering

Rafio 2:1 132 | 1.16 . - 115 | 153 115 . - - 150 - 173 - 1.30
Ratio 3:1 071 | 065 - - 084 | 140 0.7 - - - 1.68 - 2.24 - 104

Nov 98 = Counts by Reid, Coot & Michalsld, Inc. reported in their Mar 01 TIS for Oak Pointe Church. '

Jul 03 = Counts by Traffic Data Collection, inc. for Parsons Brinckerhoff Michigan, Inc., reported in PBM's study appendices for both Links of Novi (Feb 04) and Legacy Parc (Jun 08),
Jan 07 = "Exisfing" {2007} volumes diagrammed by PBM in Figure 3-1 of their Legacy Parc TIS.



Table 2. Alternative Trip Generation Forecasts for Senior Adult Housing Components

Lard Uss ITE Lgize Weekday AM Peak-Hour Trips =y PeaanourTripsj
Code | (du) 1 Trips In ‘| Out ’ Total | In Cut J Total
Applicant’s Traffic impact Study
Senior Housing Detached | 251 | 321 | 1450 | 24 | 40 | & | 50 | 32 | @
Per ITE-Recommended Regression Equetions' | 29 | 47 | 76 | 70 | 44 | 114
.H'Se“n.i;;fHousing-Attached 220 15 }
541 85 .

Using Senior _Hpusing-Detached Rates for All Uni

fs {ir

R

including duplexes)!

" Senior Houglh TR B L |
As Above, Excapt Using Single-Family Detached Housing Rates for 20% of Al Units!
Senior Housing-Detached | 251 433 1,882 38 61 29 8 | 55 141
Single-Family Detached 210 108 1,116 21 B4 85 72 43 115
E e (I ® |

1 Forecast(s) by Birghler Anoyo (BA) Associates, Inc.




August 28, 2008

Barbara McBeth, AICP BIRCYLER ARRO{D
Deputy Director of Community Development JESRBIATES, 1AL,
City of Novi

45175 W. Ten Mile Rd.

Novi, M| 48375

SUBJECT: Legacy Parc Conceptual / PRO (SP#08-30), RUD (SP#08-31), and 4 '
Rezonings (ZCM#08-42-18.683, 43-18.684, 44-18.685, and 45-18.686)
Traffic Review

Dear Ms. McBeth:

At your request, we have reviewed the above and offer the following recommendation and
supporting comments. ltems to be resolved are highlighted in bold font. Given the scale of the
proposed development, we are submitting separate review letters; the following letter is a traffic
review of the conceptual plan, and the corresponding letter will review the traffic impact study.

.Recommendation :

We can not recommend approval of the conceptual plan for the Planned Rezoning Overlay (FRO)
and the Residential Unit Development, due to the number of outstanding issues noted in the
comments below, the need for multiple waivers of the City’s Design and Construction Standards,
and the concerns we have with the methodology of the traffic impact study.-

Multiple design features will require waivers from the City Council of the City’s Design and
Construction Standards (DCS). The roads within the residential component of Legacy Parc are
proposed to be private roads, meaning the standards within Article VIII of the DCS would apply.
Necessary waivers include (but are not necessarily limited to):

¢ Horizontal curves with a centerline radius of less than 230 feet on roads which appear

to be continuous in multiple locations (Sec. 11-194.b.2)
o FEasements less than 16 feet arcund “eyebrow” curves (Sec. |1-194.a.8 and Figure
VIII-G)

o Median within the senior housing boulevard driveway in excess of 24 feet (Figure 1X.3)

In addition to consideration of the necessary waivers, the City must consider that the conceptual
plan includes extensive use of “eyebrows” where the centerline radii of horizontal curves are less
than 230 feet. Based on Section 11.194.2.8, eyebrows are to be accepted “for use in areas where
property boundary or environmental restrictions limit the ability to provide a continuous 230 feet
of centerline road radivs.” The City Council, upon a recommendation of the Planning
Commission, must determine whether the eyebrows meet this criterion.

Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, MI 48076 248423.1776




Legacy Parc ConceptuallPRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffc Review of 8-28-08, page 2

Project Description
What is the applicant proposing?

The applicant, Singh Development, LL.C., proposes to develop the existing Links of Novi golf
course with a mixed-use development marketed as an Active Adult Community. Subject site
is on the south side of 10 Mile Road between Napier Road and Wixom Road. Proposed land
uses include the following: 320 detached single family lots, 220 attached (duplex) units, a 154-
unit senior housing facility, a recreation center, a child daycare center, a drive-through bank, a
drive-through pharmacy, a boutique market, a sit-down restaurant, and 31,000 square feet of
general retail in two buildings. The development would dedicate 73 acres of parkland to the
City, and would preserve an additional 86 acres as open space. Total gross acreage for the

entire site is 329.5 acres.

.

2. Development proposes five new driveways on the south side of |0 Mile Road. Three would
be divided boulevard designs, one would be undivided, and the most easterly driveway would
be restricted to right-in/right-out movements by a raised median. The main driveway for
Links of Novi would be replaced, and one existing residential driveway would be permanently
cosed. Two additional points of access are proposed on the west side of the Wixom Road
extension south of 10 Mile, both of which would align with the existing driveways for the fire
station on the opposite side of the extension.

Tr: ffic Study

L 'dy su'bmnted and 13 1t aCCCpLablg'?

3. A traffic impact study conducted by Parson Brinckerhoff Michigan (dated June 2008) was
submitted with the preliminary site plan. Given the scale of the proposed development, we
have drafted a separate letter in review of the traffic impact study. The traffic review of the
site plan and the review of the applicant’s traffic impact study should be considered
concurrently, as many of the same concerns apply to both submittals. It is worth neting in
this letter that our recommendation is for the applicant’s-trafiic consuftant to-—-
revise the traffic impact study after meeting with Birchler Arroyo to discuss the
methodology. One of our biggest concerns is that the traffic counts collected and/or
forecasted on {0 Mile Road are not representative, which will ultimately affect the study's
recommendations for mitigating improvements at the proposed site driveways.

Tnp Generatmn . . R
I Ecw muc] EI’&iflC Nonlci the PTOQOon deV"lopmtni gbnnrate?

4. The traffic impact study assumes the following for a trip generation forecast:
¢ Detached Senior Adult Housing — 321 units
o Attached Senior Adult Housing — 220 units
o Congregate Care — 108 unts
e Assisted Living — 46 units
¢ Child Day Care — |7 employees
s Drive-Through Bank — 4000 square feet

Birchler Arroyo Assocates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Yillage, M1 48076 2484231776




Le;gacy Parc Conceptua/PRO and RUD Flan (SP#08-3C and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 3

e Boutique Market — 50,000 square feet
o  General Retail — 31,000 square feet

Sit-Down Restaurant — 6,000 square feet
Drive-Through Drug Store - 14,820 square feet

-3

The traffic impact study estimates that the proposed development will generate 531 new AM
peak-hour trips and just over 1, 200 PM peal-hour trips, The study does not provide an
estimate for total new daily (24-hour) trips. Qur corresponding review letter of the
traffic impact study outlines our concerns with the methodology of the trip

generation forecast.

Vehxcular Access Locamons :
Do Lhe ploposcd dnvc_way loca Llons mcct Lny spamng f:tand:uds? ,

5. The applicant is proposing a total of five new driveways on the south side of [0 Mile Road,
although one of them will essentially replace the existing driveway for Links of Novi golf
course, Three of the five will be divided boulevard-style drives, and the eastern-most
driveway will be limited to right-infright-out movements by a raised median (“pork chop”).
Two additional access points are proposed on the west side of the Wixom Road extension,
both of which would align with the existing fire station drives on the east side of the

extension,

6. The proposed driveways meet same side driveway spacing standards per the City’s Design and
Construction standards (Sec. 11-216.d.1.d) relative to the 50 MPH speed limit along this
portion of 10 Mile Road. All 5 driveways are spaced well in excess of 275 feet from one
another as well as from Napier Road and the Wixom Road extension, respectively,

7. Similar to the above, the proposed driveways meet opposite-side spacing standards relative
to existing commercial driveways on the north side of 10 Mile (DCS Sec. | 1-216.d.1.e and
Figure IX.12), The proposed Driveway A is less than 200 feet west of an existing residential
driveway, but spacing standards are only intended to be relative to commercial drivéways afid ~

roads.

8. Woe are concerned with the proposed location of Quail Hollow Boulevard refative
to the main boulevard driveway for Oak Pointe Church. Ideally, we would like to
ses the two driveways aligned with a traffic signal; a traffic signal is currently
proposed at the proposed three-way intersection of 10 Mile Road and Quail
Hollow Blvd. We recognize this would be challenging given the layout of the proposed site,
particularly the proposed location of the boutique market. Given the volume of exiting
trafiic generated by the church following services and other events, we are
concerned that the eastbound queues at the propesed new signal at Quail Hollow
could back up to the point that they would impede exiting trafnc turning left
from the main church driveway.

Birchler Arroyo Associates, Ine, 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, M| 48076 2484231776




Legacy Parc Conceptua/PRO and RULD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 4

Vehicular Access Improvements .
Will there be any improverments to the public road(s) ar the proposed driveway(s)?

9.

The traffic study recommends, and the site plan shows, the following improvements to {0

Mile Road at the proposed site access points:

e A new traffic signal at the intersection of 10 Mile Road and Del Mar Drive/Legacy Parc
Boulevard :

¢ A new traffic signal at the intersection of |10 Mile Road and Quail Hollow Boulevard (aka
“Driveway B")

o Installation of lefe-turn phases {green arrows) at the intersection of 10 Mile Road and
Wixom to accommodate traffic from eastbound {0 Mile turning feft onto northbound
Wixom or from westbound 10 Mile turning left onto southbound Wixom Road
extension.

o Extension of the existing center left-turn lane on 10 Mile Road at Wixom to a point west
of the site’s most westerly driveway

e Right-turn deceleration lanes at each of the proposed site driveways.

The study also assumes a number of background improvements, including signalization of the
[0 Mile/Napier Road intersection with left-turn lanes on the 10 Mile Road approaches.

The site plan includes a note on Sheet 8 stating that a center left-turn lane will be
constructed at each of the proposed site driveways. The plans show a continuous center
left-turn lane on 10 Mile across the bulk of the site’s frontage, terminating with a taper west
of the senior housing (most westerly) driveway. The note on Sheet 8 suggests a series
of center left-turn pockets at each of the site driveways, which we do not believe
is the applicant’s intent nor is what is shown on the plan. This note should bz re-~
worded or eliminated for clarity. Assuming a continuous extension of the
existing center left-turn lane from Wixom to west of the senior housing
driveway, the lane should be cross:hatched as it approaches the proposed right-
in/right-out driveway (“Priveway D”) to further discourage westbound 10 Mile
traffic from turning left into that driveway.

. Given the scale of the proposed project, the ongoing development along 10 Mile Road west

of Napier {Lyon Township), and the potential for a shift in traffic patterns with the
reconstruction of the 1-96/Wixom Road interchange, the need for further improvements to
this stretch of 10 Mile Road cannot be determined until the traffic study is revised. The
applicant is proposing significant improvements to [0 Mile Road {two new signals and a
center left-turn lane among others),

Driveway Design and Control - 7
Are the driveways accepiably designed and signed?

12. The proposed Legacy Park Boulevard will effectively create a four-approach intersection with

Del Mar Drive and |0 Mile Road. Del Mar is a divided boulevard, and Legacy Park Drive is
proposed to be one as well. The applicant’s traffic study recommends signalizing the
intersection so long as it meets RCOC warrants. Qur conecern is that the intersection
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Legacy Parc Conceptual/PRO and RUD Plan (SPH#08-30 and 31, Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 5

is oriented such that split-phasing of the signal will be required for the east-west
movements along 10 Mile Road duc to interlocking left turns. The interlock is due
to the offset created by the opposing boulevards. We feel this intersection should be
designed to avoid the need for split-phasing in order to improve the future
capacity of 10 Mile Road. We would be willing to meet with the applicant’s engineer to
develop an intersection design that would allow opposing left-turns on |0 Mile Road to move
simultaneously.

The proposed boulevard driveway serving the senior housing facility does not
meet the City’s design standard for a divided commercial driveway; the median
width is proposed to be 40 feet (back-to-back-of-curb), where the Design and
Construction standards permit up to 24 feet (DCS Figure I’)X.3). This driveway has
been designed as such due to the operation of the proposed drop-off at the building
entrance. f the operation were to be considered two one-way driveways as opposed to a
divided two-way driveway, the one-way driveways would not meet design standards in that
they are proposed to be 24 feet wide where the standards require a maximum width of 20
feet for one-way drives (DCS Figure IX.2). If the City chooses to grant a waiver, we
would recommend the inbound lane be reduced to 20 feet and the outbound lane
remain 24 feet to allow for two outbound lanes. This waiver should only be
granted with an understanding that an opposing commercial boulevard could
never be approved on the north side of 10 Mile Road, on the vacant property at
the northeast corner of 10 Mile and Napier. The alternative is to modify the
boulevard design to meet City standards.

Each of the proposed driveways show a right-turn deceleration lane of 25 feet,

which is the City’s DCS standard (Figure D{.11). However, the Design and

Construction guidelines allow for the lanes to be as long as 150 feet. We would

suspect that, given the amount of variation in traffic forecast in the applicant’s

traffic study at each of the proposed driveways, the lengths of the individual turn

lanes would vary. The proposed driveways with higher volumes of inbound right

turns forecasted should have appropriately longer deceleration tapers. The

lengths should also account for the speed limit on 10 Mile Road (50 mph). — e

The proposed center left-turn lane on 10 Mile Road at the senior housing divided
driveway should be designed such that the lane does not begin to drop until a
point 35 feet west of the west side of the proposed island, per City’s Design and
Construction standards (DCS Figure IX.7). Plans should clearly lzbel the
dimensions of the left-turn lane and taper. Taper must be 300 feet, based on the
50-mph speed fimit on 10 Mile.

Proposed extension of the center left-turn lane along 10 Mile is shown as 11 feet
wide. Applicant should justify proposing less than the desirable {2-foot Iane
width.

The northern-most opening in the proposed island dividing Quail Hollow
Boulevard (Driveway B) should be eliminated, based on its close proximity to 10
Mile Road, We are concerned with the potential for rear-end collisions between vehicles
turning into the site and immediately stopping to make a left-turn into the proposed bank,
and those turning in behind them at high rates of speed. A continuous island as
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Legacy Parc Conceptual/PRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 6

recommended would recuire a City Council walver from the Design and
Construction standards, which {imit the length of an island in a commercial
driveway to 100 feet.

18, All driveway and intersection radii should be clearly dimensioned on the preliminary site plan.

Pedestr1a11 Access
Are pedestllans safdy and v easonably aa,commodcted? -

|9. Site plan shows a 5-foot concrete sidewalkk along the entire 10 Mile frontage of
the property. City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan calls for an 8-foot
pethway on the south side of [0 Mile Road.

20. 5-foot sidewalks are proposed on both sides of all the interior roads throughout the entire
site. There is system of 10-foot pathways leading to and from the parking lot of the
proposed ciubhouse, identified on the plans as a golf cart pathway. This golf cart pathway is
connected to the sidewalk system and not to the street, so as best we can tell, the intent
is for the 5-foot sidewalks throughout the site to be shared by pedestrians and
golf carts, which presents some safety concerns. There does not appear to be
any ramps or curb-cuts provided to allow golf carts driving on the private interior
streets to access the 10-foot golf cart pathway around the proximity of the

clubhouse.

21. No pedestrian crosswalk and/or ramps are provided across Legacy Parc Blvd on
the north side of Greyhawk Circle. |

22. We recommend a 5-foot flare in the pavement of the propesed emergency
connection to Laurel Drive to the south such that pedestrians have an
unobstructed connection between the two residential developments.

23. Final site plan should show location, design, and dimensions of all pedestrian ramps; -~~~

24. We recommend pedestrian signals and striped crosswalles at the propesed signal
at 10 Mile and Del Mar/Legacy Parc Blvd.

Cnculaﬂon . S _ |
Can Vehacies safely y and Lonvemenﬂy maneuver ﬂu ouph thn szre'? :

25, We are concernad with the possibility of traffic to and from the wast side of the
proposed development (Pods B and C and to a lesser degree Pods A and D) using
the senior housing parking lot as a cut-through to and from 10 Mile Road.
Particularly, we foresee outbound site traffic to westbound 10 Mile cutting through the
connection between the senior housing and Greyhawl Circle and exiting via the senior
housing driveway, rather than “baclktracking” to Legacy Parc Blvd. Some traffic-calming
measures may be appropriate at that connectien to deter cut-through trafiic;
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Legacy Parc Concepfual/PRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 7

26.

27.

28..

29.

30.

alternatively, the connection could be gated and restricted to emergency access
only.

We recommend removing the island between the proposed restaurant pad and
the western side of the “service shops”; we are concerned with the number of
conflict points it creates given that two-way traffic is permitted on both sides of
the island. The space gained by removing the island and shifting the service shops toward
the west could potentially improve the circulation of the pharmacy's drive-through operation
(see Comment 28 below).

In at least three instances, the proposed eyebrows (required at interior curves in
the road of less than 230-foot radius) do not meet the City’s Design and
Construction standards by not providing sufficient ROW (see Sheet 2, “Eyebrow
Details”). There are a number of examples of interior curves of less than 230
feet radius where an eyebrow is not proposed. The street design as proposed
will require a waiver of City’s Design and Construction Standards by the City

Council,

Woe have concerns with the drive-through operation of the proposed pharmacy,
particularly the potential for conflicts where traffic exiting the drive-through
enters the maneuvering ianes south of the building. To mitigate this, we
recommend extending the island on the west side of the drive-through further
south and bulbing the southern end to force exiting drive-through traffic to turn

feft and circulate counter-ciockwise around the pharmacy building. We further

recommend the maneuvering aisle south of the pharmacy be designated one-
way, eastbound, with angled parking and signed appropriately.

A truck circulation plan should be submitted for review as part of the preliminary site plan
submittal. Particularly, a circulation plan for the commercial properties along [0 Mile Road
should be submitted which includes the traffic circle at the intersection of Quail Hollow Bivd.

And Greyhawk Circle.

Final site plan should include a detailed signing and striping plan, including the location and
dimensions of ali STOP signs, No Parking signs, traffic control signs, wayfinding signs,
pavement markings, etc. We note the height of the barrier-free parking signs shown on
Sheet |9 are dimensioned at 8 feet, where MMUTCD requires 84",

Sincerely,

BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC.

Pl g it e 2 el

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP William A. Stimpson, P.E, PTOE David R. Campbell
Vice President Director of Traffic Engineering Senior Associate
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PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
September 4, 2008

Engineering Review

; ? 3 Legacy Parc
cityofnoviorg SP# 08-30(PRO), 08-31(RUD)

Petitioner
Singh Development LLC

Review Type
Concept/PRO, RUD

Property Characteristics

» Site Location: South side of Ten Mile between Wixom and Napier.
= Site Size: 329.5 acres

* Plan Date: May 29, 2008

Project Summary
= Construction of a multi-use development consisting of single-family, multi-family, senior
housing, daycare and various commercial uses,

= Site access would be provided through use of five access points along the Ten Mile frontage
and a connection to the existing Fire Station to the east. The easternmost new Ten Mile
access point would be restricted to right-in/right-out. A gated, secondary access connection
is proposed to the residential development to the south. All roads within the development
are proposed to be Private,

=  Modifications are proposed to Ten Mie including a center turn lane along the majority of the
development’s frontage, and the potential for one or two traffic signals if warrants are met.

v Water main would be extended across the north side of the development’s Ten Mile
frontage where water main doesn’t exist or hasn't been approved as part of another
development (Island Lake Phase 5C — site plan due to expire July 2009), A 12-inch main
would be installed between Ten Mile and the existing 12-inch stub at the north end of the
development to the south, along with 8-inch main throughout the rest of the site.

= Sanitary sewer service would be provided from two districts (Nine Mile and Lannys).
Improvements/upgrades are proposed to the City's sanitary sewer system to increase
capacity to accommodate this development. Further study will be required to determine the
extent of the modifications necessary.

= Storm water would be collected and routed to one of seven storm water basins designed for
© the 100-year storm. Each basin would discharge at controlled rates to the surrounding

wetland system.




Engineearing Review of Concept/PRO, RUD Plan Septembear 4, 2008
Legacy Parc Page 2 of 6
SP# 08-50(FRQ), 08-31(RUD)

Comments:
This review was based on the site plan submitted, which is considered preliminary

information provided for a conceptual review. Therefore, we have provided some general
comments below to assist in the preparation of a preliminary site plan. Once the plan's
concept has been approved through staff reviews and City Council acceptance, a more
thorough engineering review will be conducted on subsequent and more detailed plan
submittals to determine conformance with the Design and Construction Standards and all

other applicable ordinances. Any variances from City standards not specifically approved by

Citv Council will be addressed during the site plan review process.

Genera|

1. Even though the five drive approaches proposed (4 of them new) meet driveway
spacing standards, the incorporation of a marginal access road or other design o
reduce the number of access points on Ten Mile should provided to ensure adequate
traffic access management will be maintained.

2. Per Section 4.04 of the Subdivision Ordinance, access to the Provincial Glades
development south of this property shall be provided. This access shall be provided
as a standard street designed to public road standards connecting to Laurel Drive to
the south. The connection as proposed would require a City Council Variance
from the above reference section.

3. Sail 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.

Community Benefit
Based on the material provided, it is difficult to differentiate between the engineering
related improvements that are required for this development and those that benefit the
community as a whole, It should be noted that some of the items listed may not be
required if the area was developed under current zoning restrictions.

4. Any road madifications required by RCOC to accommedate this development, such
as additional lanes and tapers, may be a requirement due to the large number of
vehicle trips generated by this development. Furthermore, if the modifications are
required by RCOC it may not be relevant to consider them benefits for the proposed
PRO.

5. It may not be appropriate to consider additional traffic signals along Ten Mile as a
community benefit for the proposed PRO. The Terra Del Mar signal would likely be
required if the property is developed under the current zoning conditions. The other
signal that is proposed to serve the commercial development would likely not be
required under the current zoning. This signal was not shown on the previously
approved RUD and may actually be detrimental to the flow of traffic on Ten Mile
Road.

6. The upgrades described for the Ten Mile/Wixom Road signal is currently proposed
for construction in 2009, funded by the City (50%) and RCOC (50%). Whether or
not this upgrade will be funded by this development should be considered when
determining if the improvement is a relevant benefit for the proposed PRO.,




Engineering Review of Cornceplt/PRO, RUD Flan September 4, 2008

Legacy Parc

Page 3 0f 6

SP# D8-30(PRO), 08-31(RUD)

7.

The water main connection to the development to the south would be a requirement
of any development of this area, and therefore may not be considered as a benefit
for the proposed PRO.

While replacing the existing sanitary and water pumps provides some minor benefit
to the City by providing new equipment, the necessity to replace the pumps is
caused by the higher demands needed for this development.

Water Main/Sanitary Sewer:

9.

10.

11.

A considerable amount of effort has been spent discussing the utilities and the
improvements that would be required to accommodate this development, While we
are in agreement with Atwell Hicks on the required improvemenis needed to
mitigate the increased density, the improvements must be addressed in more detail
in the revised RUD/PRO agreement. A general listing of the improvements should be
included in the agreement along _with a schedule for the implementation. The
engineer should provide calculations to support his determination of when specific
improvements will become necessary and develop a utility phasing plan.
Additionally, the RUD/PRO agreement should discuss the method in which the
improvements will be mada whether it is through a developer payment to the City or
installed by the developer.

Following the proposed improvements and completion of this development, the
downstream sewers will be operating near capacity. The downstream sewers should
not be an issue if the remaining vacant parcels tributary to the Nine Mile sewer and
Wixom Road Pump Station are developed based on cyrrent master planned density
and use. However if these vacant parcels are permitted to develop under a higher
sewer use than 0.8 REU/acre, sewer pipe capacity may become an issue.

The applicant has provided an adequate amount of information to demonstrate
feasibility of adding the development flows to the sanitary sewer system following
construction of their capacity improvements, with one exception. The applicant is
proposing an additional 262 REUs to the sanitary sewer system which would result in
an increased peak flow of approximately 0.5 cfs (or 2.7% of the current peak flow).

This is notable because the City is currently seeking opportunities to resolve the fimit
on its contractual senitary sewer capacity at Its outlet to Wayne County. Additional
contractual capacity will be needed to serve the increased density proposed by this

development.

Storm Water Management Plan

12,

13.

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.

The plan proposes to enclose a portion of the Novi-Lyon drain. According to City
records the drain is under OCDC jurisdiction to a point approximately 200-feet south
of Ten Mile, This must be verified with OCDC, and any work done within the drain
easement will requlre OCDC, City of Novi and MDEQ approval, as appropriate.

Paving & Grading

14,

An 8-foot wide bike path is required on the south side of Ten Mile along the frontage
of this phase of development. A 5-foot wide path currently shown.



Engineering Review of Cornicept/PRO, RUD Plan September 4, 2008
Legacy Parc FPagae 4 oré
SP# 08-30(FPRO), 08-31(RUD)

15.  There are three locations where substandard eyebrows are proposed. A City
Council Variance from Section 11-194(a)8) of the Design and Construction
Standards wou'd be required to permit the reduced right-of-way proposed.

16.  The Senior Housing boulevard entrance proposed does not meet the City’s standard
for boulevard design. Refer to the traffic engineering review for further detail. A
City Council Variance would be required from Section 11-216(c) of the Design and
Construction Standards to permit the alternate design as proposed.

Flood Plain
17. A flocdplain permit will be required. Application for a City floodplain permit shall be
submitted as soon as possible to begin the review process. The City's floodplain
consultant will review the submittal and provide initial comments regarding the

review process.

The following must be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan resubmittal:

18.  Aletter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be submitted with
the Preliminary Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans addressing each
of the comments listed above and indicating the revised sheets involved,

The following must be submitted at the time of Final Site Plan submittal:

19.  An itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the Cormmunity
Development Department at the time of Final Site Plan submittal for the
determination of plan review and construction inspection fees. This estimate should
only include the civil site work and not any costs associated with construction of the
building or any demolition work. The cost estimate must be itemized for each
utility (water, sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving, right-of-way paving (including
proposed righi-of-way), grading, and the storm water basin (basin construction,
control structure, pretreatment structure and restoration).

The following must be submitted at the time of Stamping Set submittal:

20. A draft copy of the maintenance agreement for the storm water facilities, as outlined

in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to the Community
Development Department with the Final Site Plan. Once the form of the agreement
is approved, this agreement must be approved by City Council and shat!l be recorded
in the office of the Oakland County Register of Deeds.

21.  Draft copies of any relevant easements for private ingress/egress, drainage, water
main or sanitary sewer must be submitted to the Community Development
Department.

22, A 20-foot wide easement where storm sewer or surface drainage crosses lot
boundaries must be shown on the Exhibit B drawings of the Master Deed.

23.  Executed copies of any required off-site utility easements must be submitted to the
Community Development Department.
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© The following must be addressed prior to construction!

24.

25.

26.

27,

28,

29,

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

A City of Novi Grading Permit will be reguired prior to any grading on the site. This
permit will be issued at the pre-construction meeting. Once determined, a grading
permit fee must be paid to the City Treasurer’s Office.

An NPDES permit must be obtained from the MDEQ because the site is over 5 acres
in size. The MDEQ requires an approved plan to be submitted with the Notice of

Coverage,

A Soil Erosion Control Permit must be obtained from the City of Novi. Contact Sarah
Marchioni in the Community Development Department (248-347-0430) for forms and

information. '

A permit for work within the right-of-way of Ten Mile must be obtained from the City
of Novi. The application is available from the City Engineering Department and
should be filed at the time of Final Site Plan submittal. Please contact the
Engineering Department at 248-347-0454 for further information.

A permit for work within the right-of-way of Ten Mile must be obtained from the
Road Commission for Oakland County. Please contact the RCOC (248-858-4835)
directly with any questions, The applicant must forward a copy of this permit to the
City. Provide a note on the plans indicating all work within the right-of-way will be
constructed in accordance with the Road Commission for Oakland County standards.

A permit for water main construction must be obtained from the MDEQ. This permit
application must be submitted through the City Engineer after the water main plans
have been approved.

A permit for sanitary sewer construction must be obtained from the MDEQ. This
permit application must be submitted through the City Engineer after the sanitary
sewer plans have been approved.

A permit for work in the Novi-Lyon Drain must be obtained from the Oakland County
Drain Commissioner’s office.

Construction Inspection Fees to be determined once the construction cost estimate
is submitted must be paid prior to the pre-construction meeting.

A storm water performance guarantee, equal to 1.5 times the amount required to
complete storm water management and facilities as specified in the Siorm Water
Management Ordinance, must be posted at the Treasurer’s Office.

For the residential phases, an incomplete site work performance guarantee, equal to
1.5 times the amount required to complete the site improvements (excluding the
storm water detention facilities) as specified in the Performance Guarantee
Ordinance, must be posted atf the Treasurer’s Office.

For the multi-family and commercial phases, an incomplete site work performance
guarartee for this development will be calculated (equal to 1.5 times the amount
required to complete the site improvements, excluding the storm water facilities) as
specified in the Performance Guarantee Ordinance. This guarantee will be posted
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prior to TCO, at which time it may be reduced based on percentage of construction
completed.

36, A street sign financial guarantee in an amount to be determined ($400 per traffic
control sign proposed) must be posted at the Treasurer’s Office.

37.  Permits for the construction of each retaining wail must be obtained from the
Community Development Department (248-347-0415).

Please contact Ben Croy, PE at (248) 735-5635 or Brian Coburn, PE at (248) 735-5632 with any
questions.

Pz ls BT«

cc Rob Hayes, City Engineer
Kristen Kapelanski, Community Development Department

Tina Glenn, Water & Sewer Dept.




MEMORANDUM

TO: ROB HAYES, PE; CITY ENGINEER
BARB MCBETH, AICP; DEPUTY DIR. COMM. DEV.
FROM:  BEN CROY, P.E.; CIVIL ENGINEER
BRIAN COBURN, P.E.; CIVIL ENGINEER
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF PRO IMPACT ON PUBLIC UTILITIES
LEGACY PARC \
DATE: - SEPTEMBER 5, 2008

The Engineering Division has reviewed the Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) proposed for
Legacy Parc. The request consists of approximately 327 acres located south of 10 Mile Road
and west of Wixom Road in Section 30. The applicant is requesting a PRO to construct 320
single-family units along with a club house which includes mesting rooms, a poo! and a fithess
center; 220 duplex units; senior housing (154 units); an 8,600 SF daycare center; and
commercial development consisting of a market, restaurant, bank, drug store and service

shops.

Utility Demands :
Because this is a PRO request, the analysis will be based on the concept plan that has been
provided and not the proposed zoning. A residential equivalent unit (REU) equates to the utility
demand from one single family home. The previously approved-RUD for this property would
yield 439 REUs. Based on the concept plen provided with the application, we estimate the
proposed development would yield approximately 701 REUs, an increase of 262 REUs over the
previously approved concept plan.

Water System
Water service is currently available from two different pressure districts corresponding to the

existing water main on Ten Mile and the residential development to the south. There will need
to be a pressure study to determine the location of a pressure reducing valve to isolate the
intermediate Pressure District from the Island Lake Pressure District, which operates using a
booster pump. The City’s water model indicates that the development of the PRO concept plan
would potentially decrease pressures by approximately 2 pounds per square inches (psi).
However, the developer has proposed proper locping as required by the ordinance and
upgrades to the booster station as part of the RUD to accommodate their development, which
will offset the impacts when implemented.

Saniiary Sewer
The project is located within the Lannys Sanitary Sewer District, but is proposed o discharge

sanitary sewer flows tfo both the Lannys and Nine Mile Districts. Flows discharged in either
direction will impact one or more pump stations (Drakes Bay, Wixom Road, Lannys and Park
Place). We can estimate that, based on the information provided, the PRO concept plan could
result in an increased peak sanitary sewer discharge of 0.50 cubic feet per second (cfs) over the
anticipated flows assuming a R-1 and RA use only. The developer has proposed a number of




system upgrades to accommodate the increasad sanitary sewer flow, including lift station pump
upgrades and forcemain replacement to increase capacity by upsizing the pipe. However, if the
PRO request is approved by the City Council, we would require the applicant to provide
additicnal sanitary sewer design information to determine when the upgrades should occur.

sSummary

The concept plan included in the PRO application would have a noticeable impact on the public
utiliies when compared to the previously approved RUD. The concept plan yields a 60%
increase in the number of REUSs to be served with utilities on the site, and would cause a 2.7%
increase in the peak sanitary discharge from the City.

The increase in the peak discharge is notable because the City is currently seeking
opportunities to resolve the limit on its contractual sanitary sewer capacity at its outlet to Wayne
County. Additional contractual capacity (estimated to be 0.5 cfs based on the concept plan) will
be needed to serve the increased density proposed by this PRO.
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