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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.

G~~~
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Community Development Department - Planning

CITY MANAGERAPPROV~

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 rezoning
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 terms of the agreement, absent modification by
the City of NovL . 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 trail 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 applicant and the
Plan Review Center reports.

This matter was brought before the Planning Commission for a public hearing and recommendation
on January 14th

, 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 125.584c, 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 to
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 Plan and to amend
the existing RUD and existing Development Agreement for the following reasons:
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1. 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;

2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. Overall, the PRO fails to meet many of the standards set forth in 2516.c.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 utilities 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.

6. 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
time;

·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;

Council Member Margolis

Council Member Staudt
Council Member Mutch

Ma or Land

Council Member Burke
,Mayor Pro-Tem Gatt

Council Member Crawford
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MEMORANDUM
TO: CLAY PEARSON, CITY MANAGER

_.~

THRU: BAFt~ MCBETH, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPUTY

DIRECTOR

FROM: KRISTEN KAPELANSKI, PLANNER I,'j , -' '_.. );"
!

SUBJECT: LEGACY PARC SP 08-30 AND 08-31· '/,( IO'i
.' r I j ."

DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2009 '/;';1.",' ,:.:(;1)
I, I 'I/''''~:',.......,t· " "j

~,"~;'-- ----T' !~i' {~(.,j t;:.'~.1"')

',1;r-l-1... (';"""':"" ,....rj I":~'" .
';-/1" /" ."-,

/' j .. ,/.. -' t "./
&"""ry{fj

The Cify has received an application for a modification of the existing Residential Unit
Development (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 matter was brought before the Planning Commission on January 14th

, 2009 and is slated to
appear before the City Council at an upcoming meeling. 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 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 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 walkways and trails. The community should provide not only a
full range of recreational programs and amenities, but a smaJi 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 'Ii
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 reslaurant and retail shops. 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 thei
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
south 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.

As previously indicated, this matter appeared before the Planning Commission on January 14"',
2009. At that meeting, the Planning Commission recommend€!d denial of the proposed
amended RUD and proposed rezonings. _!C_C'-,",=ccc~ c- !~"'=
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

MEMORANDUM

Clay Pearson, City Manager
(,:. ',' \.)

Barbar~ McBeth, A/CP, Community Development

-1/1.,/(10
Project Status for Legacy Pare __.'" /{'.J,.,

---j"'!'\4'J" , .~ 'f
July 30, 2008 (~.~"·I ;'"le.·.lx·)

F:lil-7:Z~- -
1 '. {r/·.!r~ /~

This memo provides an update on the Legacy Pare development projecllhal has been anticipated
for some time. The property is generally localed soulh of Ten Mile Road, between Napier and
Wixom Roads and consists of the Links of Novi Golf Course and several additional parcels.

Singh Development submitted an application 10 revise the Legacy Pare plan, which was originally
approved on April 14, 2004, and reierred to as the Quail Hollow RUD Plan and Agreement,
consisting of 439 single family homes. One subsequent amendment on January 10, 2005 allowed
for the addition of a clubhouse to Ihe development. At its own choosing, Singh Development has
decided to modify the devetopment concept to include a mixture 01 residential and non-residential
uses, presenting this concept to the City Council althe meeting of March 5, 2007.

Singh Development now proposes an "Active Adult Community" and seeks a rezoning with a
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) on pari of the site, and seeks approval of the Residential Unit
Development (RUD) option on the remainder of the site. The attached Exhibit D was submilted with
the application and provides a good overview of the current request. The total area is 329.51 acres.

The PRO porlion of the site will consist of four areas proposed to be rezoned:
• "Village Commons" (retail), 18.96 acres, 105,820 square feet, underlying zoning B-2 - PRO
• Allached 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 to be developed utilizing an RUD. consisting of 237.95 acres
and containing 320 detached residential lots. As part of the RUD, the applicant is asking the City
Council 10 consider a reduction in Ihe minimum lot 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 parkland to the City of Novi (an increase of 3 acres from the previous proposal). Addilional
open space is proposed within Ihe 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 further explains that, as a pari 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 currently designated as city parkland on the Future Land Use Map.
That concept was disclosed in a presentation by Singh Development at the City Council meeting of
March 5. 2007, but the City Council has made no formal decision on the use of cily property as a
part of this development plan. The applicant has indicated tl1e willingness to offer an additional and
equivalent donation in dedicated parkland to the City as a replacement for the loss of eXisting city
parkland inventory. Additionally, the applicant has included two land parcels along Ten Mile Road
(in private ownership) which were not included in the previous request. which will create a
continuous assemblage of land along the Ten Mile road frontage.

Allachments Exhibit D
C Pam Antil, Assistant City Manager

Tom Schultz, City Atlorney
Steve Rumpte, Community Development Director



h;w"'\ll ",",

'"

.. . .
I

"

~ - .:
:,··•··I••···•·········••••·••I

,
"I., .

... IL.~;;,. ,
,

tI I,', II !.

········I·•·········,l·•·,·I·,··,·•••
i,
I,

!
I·••·•I
I•. :

~•••••••• illi ••••••• _ •••••_.* ~

",

I
~

::

~ r-,...,
"

:1
"

."

",,



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
EXCERPT - JANUARY 14, 2009



CITY OF NOVI
Regular Meeting

Legacy Parc Excerpt
Wednesday, January 14, 2009 I 7 PM

Council Chambers I Novi Civic Center 145175 W. Ten Mile
248.347.0475cityofnovLorg

PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT COPY

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

ROLLCALL
Present: Members Victor Cassis, David Greco (7:02 PM), Andrew Gutman (7:32 PM), Brian Larson, 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 Consultant; Martha Holzheuer, Woodland Consultant; Dave Campbell, Traffic Consultant; Kristin Kolb, City
Attorney (7:26 PM)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. LEGACY PARCo SPD8-3D & SPD8-31 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-Family 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 Pare 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 to 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 pianned 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 PRO. 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 Plan 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 to 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 multiple 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 to 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 Fac;:ade 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 studied last year during the
Master Plan update. It is of a size and location which is unique in this City. It is the only parcel in the City which is
truly suitable for this use. It is the only parcel which is SUfficiently iarge 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 said the Planning Commission shOUld take a look around. Look
at the people. Look 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 today. There are two correlative facts at which the Planning
Commission should look. There is no other viable use for this parcel today. 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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a 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 basic 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 to 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 it 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 recommendation
on which the Planning Commission is being called, is found in the documents that were prepared for the City's Master
Pian. 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 to 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 Oaks Mall.
He said that Mr. Singh built commercial just down the road after he built the residential. All retail is available
within two miles, and nothing is needed here. He thought the area was over-saturated with banks, pharmacies
and daycares.

• 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 to 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 to 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 parkland-exchange-for-commercial
proposal had merit.
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• Larry Michaels, ShDreline Drive: Represented Island Lake in requesting that the southwest quadrant Df the City
remain residential as affirmed by the Master Plan update of 2008. The cDmmercial cDmponent is Dut of character
with the quadrant. He voiced concern about the project draining into the LyDn Drain which flDws into Island Lake.
He stated that the Island Lake HomeDwners have invested quite a bit of resources intD maintaining the lake
amenity. He said that an age restrictiDn Dn the Legacy Parc residents is not enfDrceable. Approving this
commercial component could create a cDmmercial dDminD link along Ten Mile.

• Nurendra Nagar, Blooming Day Childcare: Wanted tD ensure that the same level of scrutiny and pressure is
placed on this Applicant fDr his daycare prDpDsal as what he went through thirteen years ago. He had to provide
a feasibility study, address traffic, demonstrate Master Plan adherence and viable public gODd. He was asked
how he would address a vacant building issue if he were to go out Df business; he asked if he goes out of
business in light of this proposed daycare being approved, wDuld the City still cDnsider him as the reaSDn 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 nDt recommend its approval.

• Dr. Janet Schwamb, Bellingham: Said the proposal would destroy the tranquility and residential character Df the
sDuthwest quadrant. She encouraged the Planning Commission tD deny the request.

• TrDy SimmDn, ACDrn Trail: Did not see any need fDr the commercial element of this prDposal. He did not want the
additional traffic.

• Doug Berg, Billenca Drive: Thought that there should the consistency in the application Df the Master Plan. He
was Dpposed to the Legacy Parc proposal.

• John Tominsky, CedarwoDd: Read a letter frDm the EchD Valley residents stating that the citizens should be able
to trust the City in maintaining the integrity Df the Master Plan.

• Susan GDrz, GlenwDod: Located to this area of the City because of the residential flair of the quadrant. She
DppDsed the Legacy Parc proposal.

• Greg SDrentino, Reeds Pointe: Opposed to the Legacy Parc propDsal. He identified the flDundering commercial
property along Grand River. He did not think the Master Plan should be adjusted to reflect a chang!! in the market
condition.

• Mike BDzimowski, GlenwDod: He considered a change to the Master Plan a disguised taking Df the land in the
area. Adding density and commercial wDuld reduce the value of existing homes.]

Member Gutman acknowledged the written correspondence:
• Michael Adams, Langley Drive: Objects for traffic safety, property values and existing commercial reasons.
• Benjamin and Voichita BDboc, Napier: Approves for the value Df bringing construction jobs to Michigan. The

prDposal will be bring utilities to Napier Road.
• John Kuenzel, Heartwood: Objects because the citizens shDuld be able to trust that City officials will uphold the

Master Plan.
• Timothy O'Leary, HeartwoDd: Objects and wants the area kept residential.
• Oliver Friese, CedarwDDd: Objects because the land is zDned residential.
• GeDrge Ricci, WODdham: Objects tD commercial.
• Theresa Ricci, WDodham: Objects to cDmmercial.
• Beatrice Lindoerfer, WDodham: Objects to revisiDns of the Master Plan.
• Timothy Mandanski, WODdham: Objects to revisions of the Master Plan.
• Clarice Ronk, Rushwood: Objects to zoning contrary to the Master Plan.
• William Mcinnes, Forest Park: Objects tD cDmprDmising the Master Plan.
• Edward Papciak, WDDdham: Objected to the idea of commercial alDng Ten Mile.
• Mary Uhrig, HeartwDDd: Objected to a change in residential zoning.
• Michael Uhrig, HeartwDod: Objected to a threat to the natural environment.
• RDbert Weaver, HeartwDod: Objected to mDre commercial.
• Suzanne Weaver, Heartwood: Objected to mDre cDmmercial.
• Stacey Rose, Forest Park: Objected tD commercial west Df 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: Objected to commercial.
• Robert Faber, Woodham: Objected to commercial and change to Master Plan.
• Leona 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 Donahue, Cedarwood: Wished to maintain rural atmosphere.
• Audry Uhrig, Heartwood: Does not approve of a mall.
• 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.
• Diann Tymensky, Cedarwood: Satisfied with current zoning.
• Margo Smith, Forest Park: Objected to commercial.
• Carol Kuenzel, Heartwood: Opposed to commercial.
• Jerry Smith, Forest Park: Objected to more commercial.
• Laura 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: Objected 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. Degiulio, Woodham: Opposed to commercial 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, Heartwood: 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, wetland 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 to 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, traffic
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burden and violation of Master Plan.
• Roger Monforton, Greenwich: Formal objection from Greenwood Oaks 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 Pointe: 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 Cai, Acorn Trail: Objected to zoning change.
• Chris Hoffman, Peninsula: Objected for reasons of lake pollution and abundance of commercial.
• Carleen and Robert Lunsford: Opposed to rezoning.
• Erin and Jeff Patrick: Opposed to rezoning and threat to Island Lake.
• S. 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 1-96.
• Carmel Mizzi, Lynwood: Opposed to change in zoning.
• 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.
• Chuck and Carol Ryntz: 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.
• Michael Mulvaney, Billenca: Objected because it was not rural in character and for impact to 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 to the community.

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

Chair Pehrson closed the Public Hearing.

Member Cassis asked whether Singh Development 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 notes and figure that
out.

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 Council not to
distribute the Master Plan to the neighboring communities and utilities. It asked the City Council 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 commercial 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 double 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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being 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 Consultants 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
difficult 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, It is 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 already in place. She said
the plan was for 320 [439J 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 said 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 items. 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 would 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 if 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 looked 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
Island 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 laid, 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 to 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 to 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 to 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 to 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 specifics of the
infrastructure have been identified, and he said that they have satisfied 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
Wetland Ordinance for Novi pertains to wetlands and watercourses (lakes, streams and drains, etc.). Island Lake is a
short distance away. It is fed by the Lyon-Novi Drain, which runs along the east side of the subject property. This
drain fiows to Island Lake, and while he couldn't speak for the dissolved load, the discharge looks pretty 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 to drain at a
certain maximum rate of .15 cfs per acre of drainage basin. He said that if those numbers were 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 to see the rainbow colors of an oil slick form on water after a storm. This proposal is a
very short distance from these commercial parking lots to Island Lake. Chemicals used on lawns such as fertilizer
and herbicides, and fluids 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 detail,
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 said that his vote this evening would
obviously 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 to 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 lane from Wixom Road to a point west of their most westerly driveway. The Applicant proposes two
new traffic lights 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 location? 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 felt that the question
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 adult 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 facilities 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 tabulated through the census and
development data.

Member Lynch was intrigued by the comment regarding the aging 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. Is Novi above or below the national average? Is there adequate senior housing?

Member Lynch said he thought that everyone was struggling 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. He 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 to get better. Things will get better.

Member Lynch thought that the original proposal of Quail Hollow [Legacy 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
be a demand for that project. It 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 said 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. If 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 orally by Mr.
Galvin were outstanding in describing a proposal for something to do with this land. But, 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 to 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 iittle 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 meeting. 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. It 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 said he would not be supporting this request.

Member Meyer thanked the residents who came to the meeting or 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
commercial component. He said that the original proposal started at 330 units and now it is at about 700 units. There
are number of already built 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, It 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 adult
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 too, 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 information, He had a problem in the past with the density of
Quail 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 to help Singh find a way to
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 a 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 Pare, 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 materials,
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 whole, 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 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 materials,
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 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 noticeable impact on the public utilities
when compared to the previously 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 will 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 to 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, MI 48375
(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. Motion carried 4-0.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
No one from the audience wished to speak.

ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR
The members decided to wait until the end of the meeting, at which time Member Wrobel may be present
to 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 questions on Singh Development's
request to rezone a 329-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-2 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 accommodate a total of 439 homes.

This proposal includes three additional properties that are zoned RA. One is a 2.5-acre City-owned
property Which the City has not agreed to 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-i.
There are many components to 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 quadrant and other nearby areas. It
was not ultimately recommended. The minutes from the Master Plan and Zoning Committee's
alternatives discussion were prOVided to the Committee for their review. Ms. Kapelanski said that
specifically, the December 11 lh minutes should be reviewed.

Several Master Pian goals apply to this project: Maintain existing lOW-density residential development
and natural features preservation patterns; this proposal far exceeds the recommendation of the Master
Plan. 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 element 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 439 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 adults 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 Detroit 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 55
and up empty nesters, They researched Dell Webb and Toll 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 detail. 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 still need support from outside the Legacy Pare 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 cleaners, etc. These are daily-life commercial needs.

Mr. Kahm said that in North Carolina, Atlanta and Virginia, Singh has seen how other communities plan to
grow. Many of these active adult communities require 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 Webb 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 quality 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, indoor/outdoor 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 it 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-meal is because it's the only way Singh can get here. This is a
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 effort. He was sensitive to the comments
made about the economy, and the fact that the Applicant has been consulting with Staff and the City
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 traffic to Ten Mile.

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

Mr. Galvan responded that this proposal has nothing to do with the 439-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 avaiiable 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 1995)
that one must follow 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 lots and 220 duplex lots. This is a total 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 considered 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 proposed 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 upscale 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 imagines 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 to him because he travels 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 to 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 too 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 looking 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 wil! 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? This is 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 other 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 available to people who are described as active adults.

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 quite a bit of road
improvements. These items 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,
regardless 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 439 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 to 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 to 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 it 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 Trail," 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 presumptuous 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 Gutman opened the floor up for public comment:
• Jerry Smith, Echo Valley: Did not think that the existing southwest quadrant citizens will embrace this

level 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 last 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 one 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 domino effect, i.e., once retail 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 ECTwetiand 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 maintenance and
none of its residents would be receptive to Legacy Pare impacting Island 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 Pare will 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 to the meeting and Member Lynch, the
alternative member, ended his participation.

ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR, CONTINUED
Member Gutman asked whether the Committee would enter a motion to 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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APPROVED

The next meeting wili 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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Planning Review
Legacy Pare

Planned Rezoning Overlay and Residential Unit Development
SP# 08-30 and SP # 08-31/Rezoning 18.683, Rezoning 18.684,

Rezoning 18.685 and Rezoning 18.686

Petitioner
Singh Development LLC

Review Type
Proposed Rezoning from R-l, 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

South side of Ten Mile Road between Napier Road and Wixom Road
R-l, One-Family Residential and RA, Residential Acreage
North, East and South: RA, Residential Acreage; West: RA (City of
Novi), (Lyon Township - across Napier Road): R-l
Links of Novi Golf Course, Vacant (approved for residential uses through
existing RUb)
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
"Active Adult
Community"
including Single-
Family Residential,
Attached Residential,
Senior Housing,
Daycare and
Commercial
329.5 acres
05-29-08

• Site Use(s):

Property Characteristics
• Site Location:
• Site Zoning:
• Adjoining Zoning:

• Adjoining Uses:

• Proposed Use:

• Site Size:
• Plan Date:

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-l 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 is-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 Rnal 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 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 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 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 a 220 unit attached residential
development, a 1S4 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 south
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.
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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-l, One-Family Residential to RM-l, Low Density, Low-Rise,
Multiple-Family Residential and 6-2, Community Business. Approval is not recommended for the
following reasons.

• The proposed rezoning to RM-l, 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 property.

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

. development and natural features preservation patterns, as well as the Implementation
Strategy, to: Continue to rezone properties in the Southwest Quadrant to zoning districts that
limit uses to low density residential uses that match the densities depicted in the Master Plan's
Residential Density Patterns Map, parks, open space, educational facilities and public uses,
since an increase in overall density is proposed.

• The proposed rezoning to RM-l, Low Density, Low-Rise 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 to a 63% increase in density, which is inconsistent
with the recommended density of the Master Plan for Land Use C_ units/acre proposed, 0.8
units/ acre recommended).

o 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.

o 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 Nov;, since the proposed conceptual plan would change the
character from primarily low-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 density residential development and natural features preservation
patterns- since the proposed conceptual plan proposes higher density residential development
than recommended by the Master Plan.

o 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.

o The proposed PRO Concept Plan is found to contain a 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 Facility - length of building.
o Proposed Retail 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.

.. 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.

.. The existing R-l 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-l 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-l, 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 to protect the character of the southwest quadrant of the City as this area is
home to the majority ofvacant land in Novi,

Objective: Maintain the existing low density residential development and natural features
preservation 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
F S b' ct P ltV dAd" t P rfor u ~e rope an ~acen rope les --

I I I Existing Land Use
Master Plan

Existing Zoning Land Use

j "0",0' Nw;';ol' Co"~,
Designation

Subject R-l, One-Family Residential,
Single-Family

Site RA, Residential Acreage
Residential, Public

Vacant
Park

P~~~~~ RA, Residential Acreage
Single-Family Residential, Single-Family

Oak Pointe Church, Vacant Residential
~stern ~ RA, Residential Acreage I Fire Station 4, Vacant ___ Public, Single-
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Parcels Family Residential,
Public Park

Southern Single-Family Residential,
Single-Family

RA, Residential Acreage I Residential, PublicParcels parkland, Vacant
Park

--""---

Western RA, Residential Acreage (City of City of Novi - Existing Single- Rural Residential
Parcels Novi), R-l (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 compatibility 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 parkland and vacant land will be minimally impacted. The proposed
development could bring additional noise to the area that could carry over to the parkland, although
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-l in Lyon
Township. Additional traffic and noise would be the most noticeable impact to the existing single­
family 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 Pare residents.

The development of Legacy Pare 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 ofTen 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 existing 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
would be permit the density shown on the concept plan and permit the duplexes. The RM-l district
requested by the applicant would permit the uses and densIty indicated on the concept plan.
However, the density permitted in the RM-l 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-l Zoning RM-l Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposedl (Alternative)

1. One-family 1. All uses 1. All uses permitted

Principal
dwellings. permitted and and as regulated in

Permitted
2. Farms and as regulated in the One-Family

Uses
greenhouses the RT Two- Residential districts.
subject to the Family 2. Two-family
standards in Residential dwellil1gs (site
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facilities
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RT Zoning
(Alternative)

There are no Speaal
Land Uses in the RT
district.

built).
3. Shared elderly

housing as defined
by Section 201 and
subject to the
requirements in this
section.

4. Accessory buildings
and uses customarily
incident to any of the
above permitted
uses.
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RM-l Zoning
(ProDosed)

Convalescent
homes, assisted
living facilities,
hospice care
facilities and child
care centers
(subject to
specific
conditions).
Accessory building
and uses

district.
Multiple-family
dwellings.
Independent and
congregate elderly
liVing facilities as
defined by Section
201 and subject
to the
requirements of
this section.

4. Accessory
bUildings and uses
customarily
incident to any of
the above
permitted uses.

the
shall

the
a

R-l Zoning
(Existino)

Section 301.
3. Publicly owned 2.

and operated
parks, parkways 3.
and outdoor
recreational
facilities.

4. Cemeteries which
lawfully occupied
land at the time
of the adoption of
this ordinance.

5. Home
occupations, as
set forth in
Section 201 of
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 MCl
125.583b,
provided
licensee
occupy
dwelling as
residence.

1. Churches
other
normally
incidental thereto
(subject to certain
conditions).

2. Public, parochial
and private
elementary,
intermediate or 2.
secondary schools

Special Land
Uses
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RM-l Zoning
(Proposedf

customarily
incident to any of
the above
permitted uses.

R-l Zoning
(Existina)

offering courses in
general education,
not operated for
profit, and not
including
dormitories
(subject to certain
conditions).

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

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

5. 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).

6. Golf courses,
consisting of at
least nine holes
and not including
driving ranges,
"pitch and putt,"
miniature or "par
3" courses, which
mayor may not
be operating for
profit (subject to
certain
conditions). J'---__~-'--_==~_-'-- ____l _

Rezoning with PlannedRezoning Overlay
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R-l Zoning RM-l Zoning RT Zoning
(Existina)" (ProDosedl- (Alternativel

7. 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).

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 11 bedroom =10.9
Density 1.65 (Dwelling

dwelling units/gross
4.8 (Dwelling Units/Net I

(Dwelling Units/Net Site Area)
acre Site Area)

Units/Net Site
Area) 2 bedroom =7.3

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
Legacy Pare



September 2, 2008
<lcy <lrc Paae 10 of31

R-l Zoning RM-l Zoning RT Zoning
(Existing) (Proposed) (Alternative)

dwelling units/gross
acre

3 bedroom = 5.4
dwelling units/gross
acre

Building
2.5 stories or 35 feet 2 stories or 35 feet 2.5 stories or 35 feetHeiqht

-". ~--

Building Front: 30 feet Front: 50 feet Front: 30 feet
Sides: 15 feet Sides: 75 feet Sides: 10 feet

Setbacks
Rear: 35 feet Rear: 75 feet Rear: 35 feet..~-
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Daycane 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 not 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 zoned 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-l Zoning
(Existing and
Alternative 2)

RM-l Zoning
(Proposed)

R-2 through R-4
Zoning

(Alternative 1)
1. One-family dwellings.
2. Farms and

greenhouses SUbject
to the standards in
section 301.

3. Publicly owned and
operated parks,
parkways and
outdoor recreational
facilities.

4. Cemeteries which
lawfully occupied
land at the time of
the adoption of this
ordinance.

5. Home occupations,
as set forth in
Section 201 of this
ordinance.

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

7. The keeolnq of

1. All uses
permitted and
as regUlated in
the RT Two­
Family
Residential
district.
Multiple-family
dwellings.
Independent and
congregate elderly
liVing facilities as
defined by Section
201 and subject
to the
reqUirements of
this section.

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

as
in
of

the
in

and

1. One-family
dwellings.

2. Farms
greenhouses
subject to
standards
Section 301.

3. Publicly owned 2.
and operated
parks, parkways 3.
and outdoor
recreational
facilities.

4. Cemeteries which
lawfully occupied
land at the time of
the adoption of
this ordinance.

5. Home
occupations,
set forth
Section 201
this ordinance.

6. Accessorv·

Principal
Permitted
Uses
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R-l Zoning
I

RM-l Zoning
R-2 through R-4

(Existing and Zoning
Alternative 2)

(Proposed) (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 MeL

(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 facilities 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). s€)condary 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. Utility and public

(subject to certain service buildings and

conditions). uses without storage

3. Utility and public yards (subject to

service buildings certain conditions).

and uses without 4. Group daycare
storage yards homes, daycare
(subject to certain centers and adult
conditions). daycare centers

4. Group daycare (subject to certaj
homes, daycare conditions).
centers and 5. Private

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
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(Existing and
Alternative 2)
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adult daycare
centers (subject
to certain
conditions).

5. 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).

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

7. 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).

8. Private pools
permitted as an I

RM-l Zoning
(Proposed)
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R-2 through R-4
Zoning

(Alternative 1)
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).

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

7. 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).

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

I nonreqUired interior
side yard.

9. Cemeteries (subject
to certain
conditions).

10. Railroad right-of-way,
but not including
terminal freight
facilities, transfer and
storaqe tracks.
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R-2 through R-4
Zoning

(Alternative 1)
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.

RM-l Zoning
(Proposed)

1 bedroom = 10.9
dwelling units/gross
acre

I R-l Zoning
(Existing and
Alternative 2)

~__~-i-_-"-='C"",,"=

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.

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
Legacy Pare

2.0 - 3.3 (Dwelling
Units/Net Site Area)

3 bedroom =5.4
dwelling units/gross
acre

2 bedroom = 7.3
dwelling units/gross
acre

1.65 (Dwelling
Units/Net Site Area)

Building -+-Hei ht ~ stories or 35 feet 2 stories or 35 feet 2.5 stories or 35 feet

BUildinUFro-ntC-:-=3C:-0-=fe-e--Ct~-~I-:F=-r-on--;t-:C::30~fe-e-:-t----I--=F=-ro-n--:-t-:3=-0=-fo-e-etc---------1
Setbacks Sides: 15 feet . Sides: 10 feet Sides: 15-10 feet

Rear: 35 feet ~R"'e"'a"r~:~35"-'-'fe""et"----__~R""_ea""r_':.--'3<-5'-'f"'='ee""t'---- --'

Maxim'um
Density
(Dwelling
Units/Net Site
Area)

Senior Housing Complex
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No alternatives have been provided to accommodate the proposed senior housing complex. All
alternative districts that permit both congregate care and assisted living facilities 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-l Zoning
(Existinai

RM-1 Zoning
(ProDosed)

1. All uses permitted
and as regulated
in the RT Two­
Family Residential
district.

2. Multiple-family
dwellings.
Independent
and congregate
elderly living
facilities as
defined by
Section 201 and
subject to the
requirements of
this section.
Accessory
buildings and uses
customarily
Incident to any of
the above
permitted uses

as
in
of

the
in

and

Principal
Permitted
Uses

1. One-family
dwellings.

2. Farms
greenhouses
subject to
standards
Section 301.

3. Publicly owned 3.
and operated
parks, parkways
and outdoor
recreational
facilities.

4. Cemeteries which
lawfully occupied
land at the time of
the adoption of 4.
this ordinance.

5. Home
occupations,
set forth
Section 201
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 Mel
125.583b,
provided the
licensee shall

'-- .l. __o,"'C"'CU"'lD:.L.V t:::.h...e'-- ...J
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R-l Zoning RM-l Zoning
(Existing) (ProDosed)

dwelling as a
residence.

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

2. 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

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

3. Utility and public
service buildings
and uses without

Special Land storage yards
Uses (subject to certain

conditions).
4. Group daycare

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

5. 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

Iconditions).

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
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RM-l Zoning
(Proposedl-

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

7. 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).

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

g. 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
'-- -'-_"'br"'e"'akfas,"'ts~s~u:::bOLi·Ee"'c"'_t_L_ _'
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R-l Zoning RM-l Zoning
(Existing) (ProDosed)

to the standards
of Section 2522.

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

1 bedroom = 10.9
dwelling units/gross
acre

Maximum
Density

1.65 (Dwelling
2 bedroom = 7.3

(Dwelling dwelling units/gross
Units/Net Site

Units/Net Site Area)
acre

Area)
3 bedroom = 5.4
dwelling units/gross
acre

Building
2.5 stories or 35 feet 2 stories or 35 feetHeiqht --~, -

Building
Front: 30 feet Front: 50 feet
Sides: 15 feet Sides: 75 feet

Setbacks
Rear: 35 feet Rear: 75 feet

Rezoning With PlannedRezoning Overlay
LegacyParc

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

R-l Zoning B-2 Zoning NCCZoning
(Existing) (Propose~ (Alternative)

1. One-family 1. Any retail 1. Retail business
dwellings. business or uses: Generally

2. Farms and service recognized retail
greenhouses establishment business which
subject to the permitted in the supply

Principal standards in B-1, Local commodities on
Permitted Section 301. Business the premises, such
Uses 3. Publicly owned District, subject as, but not limited

and operated to the to:
parks, parkways regulations a. Bakeries,
and outdoor applicable in products of
recreational the following which are sold
facilities. sections of this onlv,at retail oil.



September 2, 2008
Paae18of31

B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(ProDosed-) (Alternative)

as
in
of

the
shall
the

a

R-l Zoning
(ExistinQ)

4. Cemeteries which
lawfully occupied
land at the time of
the adoption of
this ordinance.

5. Home
occupations,
set forth
Section 201
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 MCl
12S.S83b,
prOVided
licensee
occupy
dwelling as
residence.

Article. premises.
2. All retail b. Book stores, news

business or stands.
selVice c. Drug stores,.
establishments including
uses as follows: pharmacy,
a. Any retail tobacco, reading

business matter and vanity
whose goods.
principal d. Dry
activity is the cleaning/laundry
sale of outlets dealing
merchandise directly with
in an enclosed consumers.
building. e. Food stores,

b. Any service including
establishment delicatessens and
of an office, specialty food
showroom or stores.
workshop f. Ice cream,
nature of a confectionary
decorator, establishments.
dressmaker, g. Jewelry stores.
tailor, bridal h. Liquor, wine,
shop, art beverage stores.
gallery, i. Studios:
interior Photography,
designer or art, music,
similar dancing.
establishment j. Sporting goods
that requires stores.
a retail 2. Retail Business
adjunct. SelVice Uses:

c. Restaurants Personal service
(sit down), establishments
banquet which perform
facilities or services on the
other places premises, such as,
serving food but not limited to:
or beverage, a. Barber shops
except those b. Beauty shops
having the c. Copy center
character of a d. Florist shops
drive-in or e. Locksmiths
having a f. Home furnishings
drive-through g. Photo finishing
window. services

d.Theaters, h. StationersL- -L_~ _l__~~~'L__J...____'''_''''~~~_... .

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
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R-l Zoning B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
,---- --+_---3{~IEx~i~st~in'.'.l1{u_1)_-+-~. (proDOsed) (Alternative'

assembly i. Shoe repair shops
halls, concert j. Watch and clock
halls, repair
museums or establishments
similar places k. Tailors
of assembly I. Video
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,

3. Daycare centers drafting and
and adult 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,

4. Private clubs, stock
fraternal brokerages.
organizations and 4. Restaurants:
lodge halls. a. Sit-down

5. Hotels and restaurants
motels, provided having
the site does not minimum
abut a residential capacity of fifty
district. (50) persons;

6. Office buildings or and a maximum
any of the size of 10,000
following sq. ft., provided,
occupations: however, there
executive, shall not be
administrative, permitted any of
professional, the following
accounting, types of
writing, clerical, restaurants:
drafting, sales and drive-in, fast
medical offices, food carry out,
includinq fast food sit..~ .-L- ----:- L.....--'!..':~"'.!::L__---l__~~~=----"-~
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R-l Zoning . B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
_1__-\C(Ex=is=--t"-'in-'il9u)__II----l(.=.IP-=-:ro"J)D:.:lo"'sc-:ed::.J)L--c-I----'(>.:-'A""It:.:e::.rn-.::a::-t::.iv...,e:L-)-,--1

laboratories and down or fast
clinics. food drive-

7. Other uses similar through.
to the above uses. 5. Private clubs,

8. 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.

~-----

Rezoning with Planned Rezoning Overlay
Legacy Pare

1. All Principal .Uses
permitted in the RM­
1 District (subject to
special conditions).

2. Daycare centers and
adult daycare centers
(subject to special
conditions).

3. Places of worship,
subject to the
standards at Section
402.1.

4. Museums.
5. Public utility buildings

and uses without
storage yards.

Gasoline selVice
station (subject to
certain
conditions).

Special Land
Uses

1. Churches and 1.
other facilities
normally
incidental thereto
(subject to certain
conditions).

2. Public, parochial
and private
elementary,
intermediate or
secondary schools
offering courses in
general education,
not operated for
profit, and not
including
dormitories I .
(subject to certain
conditions).

3. Utility and public
selVice buildings
and uses without
storage yards
(subiect to certainL--.-:.. -L_~=~=-=="_L ---l _
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R-l Zoning B-2 Zoning Nee Zoning
lExistina) lProoosed) lAlternative).-- . +-_--'==~""-----+--"'-~=='----t---.>.:.:::===:L------I

conditions).
4. Group daycare

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

5. 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).

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

7. 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),

Rezoning wit" Planned Rezoning Overlay
Legacy Pate
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R-l Zoning B-2 Zoning NCC Zoning
(ExistingL-+__(I~P-=-r-",oJ:CP(o""s::.:e=d:L-)_+-_(J.\I~ernative)

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
oermitted uses.

2.5 stories or 35 feet 2 stories or 30 feet 2 stories or 25 feet
.

N(A

2 acres

N(A

2 acresN/A

1.65 (Dwelling
Units/Net Site Area)

Maximum
Density
(Dwelling
Units/Net Site

~aJ -,---1---------1---------+---------­
Minimum Lot
Size
I-::"~--_+_-------+--------+- ----------1

Building
Heiqht

Building
Setbacks

Infrastructure Concerns
An initial engineering review was done 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 regulated woodlands and wetlands 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 mUltiple 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.

Major Conditions of Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement
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The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves 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 trailhead 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
greaterpubfic interest;
(B) That approving the proposed deviation would be compatible with the existing andplanned
uses in the surrounding area;
(C) That the proposed deviation would not be detrimental to the natural features and
resources 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 financial impact on the
City's aMity to provide services andfacilities 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 their submission this is a deviation they would like included 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.

Recreational Facility Setbacks
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Section 402 of the Zoning Ordinance states that 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 yards. 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 7S 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-l requirements, but not below the R-3 district requirements of12,000 square feet of
area and a width of90 feet Most lots in the proposed sinqle-familv residential development are
less than 12,000 square feet and less than 90 feet in width. 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 included 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 Y2 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 spaces 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 Dimensions
Section 2506 of the Zoning Ordinance requires all 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
shoiJld 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. l1.194.b.2);

2. Easements less than 16 feet around "eyebrow" curves (Sec. 11.194.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 IX3
The Community Development Department 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.l.c, 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 compatibie
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 Council 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 reqUired minimum
distance between buildings in the RM-l district. Using this formula, the minimum required
distance between buildings 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.

Day-care 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 land zoned NCC, EXPO, 05-1, 05-2, OSC, TC, TC-1, RC, FS, 1-1, 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 Council 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-l district cannot exceed a
horizontal 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 like induded 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 retail 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.

Items for Further Review 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 a 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
items 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 3Dl and 3D3 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
Rue 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
result

Lighting
A photometric plan for all parts of the development is requirl;!d at the time of Preliminary Site Plan
submittal due to the site being adjacent to a residentially zoned property.

Noise Impact Statement
Noise Impact Statements arl;! required for the daycare center and senior center at the time of
Preliminary Site plan submittal. 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
proposed. This is permitted with a 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 - Retail 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 Ordinance drive-thru ianes shall be striped, marked or othelwise
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
drug 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.

Laurel 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.

Phasing PJclO
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 induded.

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
elevations for each proposed fa~ade 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 bV 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 prior to recordation.

Lot splitsfcombinations
The applicant should be advised that required lot combinations and splits must be in place prior to
Stamping Set submittal.

Consideration of the proposed RUn and modified Development 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:

a. The appropriateness ofthe site for the proposed use;
b. The effects ofthe proposed use upon adjacentproperties and the community;
c. The demonstrable need for the proposed use;
d. The care taken to maintain the naturalness of the site and to blend the use

within the site and its surroundings; and
e. The existence of cleal/ explicit, substantial and ascertaInable benefits to the

City from the RUD.
The Planning Commission's determination should indude an evaluation of all of the factors
listed in Section 2404.8.B of the Zoning Ordinance.

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 facilities affected by the proposed land use or
activity will be capable ofaccommodating increased services and facility loads
caused by the land use or activity;

b. Protect the natural environment and conserve natural resources and energy;
c. Insure compatibility with acfjacent use ofland; and
d. Promote the use ofland 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 3402.0.2 states the following:

1. Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, and as
determined in the discretion of the City Council, the integration of the proposed
land developmentproject with the characteristics of the project area, and result in
an enhancement of the project area as compared to the existing zoning, and such
enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be assured in the
absence ofthe use ofa Planned Rezoning Overlay.

2. Sufficient conditions shall be included on and in the PRO Plan and PRO Agreement
on the basis of which the City Council concludes, in its discretion, that, as
compared to the existing zoning and considering the site specific land use proposed
by the applicant, it would be in the public interest to grant the Rezoning with
Planned Rezoning Overlay; provided, in determining whether approval of a
proposed application would be in the public interest, the benefits which would
reasonably be expected to accrue from the proposal shall be balanced against, and
be found to clearly outweigh the reasonably foreseeable detriments thereof, taking
into consideration reasonably accepted planning, engineering, environmental and
otherprinciples, as presented to the City Council, following recommendation by the
Planning Commission, and a/so taking into consideration the special knowledge and
understanding ofthe City by the City Council and Planning Commission.
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Public Benefit Under PRO Ordinance
At this time, the appiicant 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 length 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 Mile 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 requirements.
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 public
hearing.

- A traffic 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.



Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc - RUD Review
SP 08-31
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008

Item Required Proposed
Meets

CommentsReq uirements?

Master Plan Single Family Single Family
YesResidentIal Residential

------;-
R-1 R-1 (wi RUD) YesZoning

Single Family Private parks and

See section Article 4 of Homes, Clubhouse recreation areas are
Permitted Uses

the Zoning Ordinance
and associated Yes a principal permitted
private recreation use.in conjunction
areas with an RUD.

Building Height 2.5 stories and 35 feet 29 feet YesfseeTl\24'oo\ .
Building Setbacks -Clubhouse (S~Q\\'~Q2)

Front (north) 80 feet 252 feet Yes
Interior Side 80 feet 83 feet Yes(east) .

Interior Side 80 feet 100 feet Yes(west)
-~

Rear (southl~ __80 feet 210 feet Yes
Setbacks - Recreational Facilities (Tennis Court) ($§'Q;-:4Pg)

Front (north) 80 feet 336 feet Yes
Interior Side

-

(east) 80 feet 336 feet Yes

Interior Side
80 feet 11 feet No

Applicant should
(west) ...... --

adjust the site to
meet applicable
setback standards
ofthis ordinance

Rear (south) 80 feet 20 feet No -,---- -deviation will need-
to be included in
the development
agreement.

Setbacks - Recreational Facilities (Bocce Ball) ($e:(!;,:1Q2.)
Front (north) 80 feet 565 feet Yes
Interior Side 80 feet 85 feet Yes(east)
Interior Side 80 feet 52 feet No Applicant should
(west) adjust the site to

meet applicable
setback standards
of this ordinance

Rear (south) 80 feet 75 feet No deviation will need
to be included in
the development
agreement.

Building Setbacks - Single Family Housing (5ec.21065
Front li2!eet~____ L~inimum25 fe~[I§ =:LL§8l11e lots do not

~-

1 of?



Interior Side

Legacy Pare RUD - Planning Review Chart

Meets Comments
Required Proposed ,-__~R~e~q~u~',r~e~m~e~n~ts::"?'---j-;:::;;cl:-;:;;:;:h,;;:k _~It_e_m f--;-;:c,:::::;:-7A.;;;:;-;:;;-;:;:;;r;:;nf--t:-::-~-=--~-- meet setback
15 feet (Aggregate of Minimum 5 feet standards for any
both side yard setbacks (Aggregate of 10 single-family
should be at least 40 feet) residential district.
feet.)

Rear 50 feet Minimum 30 feet

Applicant should
adjust the site to
meet applicable
setback standards
of this ordinance
deviation will need
to be included in
the development
agreement.

Lot Area and

;~~~ r~7iTIJQn____._J

Lot width:°lots meet
R-A lot width
requirement (150
ft)

Minimum lot area and °lots meetwidth may be reduced R-l lot width
from R-l requirements, requirement (120
but not below the R-3

ftldistrict requirements of
12,000 square feet of 2 lots (0.6%) meet
area and a width of 90 R-2 lot width req't
feet. (110 ft)

Section 2404.l.A(2) 9 lots (2.8%) meet
states that the Planning R-3 lot width req't
Commission and Council (90 ft)
shall review the mixture
of residential dwelling 10 lots (3.1%)

- --types to determine meet R-4 lot width No
whether the proportions req't (80 ft)
of dwelling unit types
meet the purpose and Remaining lots do
intent of the section. A not meet any
significant portion of the single-family lot
dwelling units (usually width
10%) are to be
conventionai one-family Lot area:
dwelling units, oJots meet
constructed on platted R-l min area of
lots or site condo building 21,780 sq ft
sites with area and width
conforming to the a lots meet
underlying zoning district R-2 min area of
(R-l). 18,000 sq ft

11lot5 (3.4%)
meet
R-3 min area
12,000sq ft ___

20f7

Lots range in size
from 6,513 square
feet to 13,330 square

-feet

Applicant should
adjust the site to
incorporate 10%
of lots that meet
the R-1 district
standards for
minimum lot size
and minimum lot
width or this
deviation will need
to be included in
the development
agreement.
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Item Required Proposed
Meets Comments
Requirements?.._---,.,

35 lots (10.9%)
meet R-4 min area
10,000 sq ft

Remaining lots do
not meet any
single-family lot
area req't

Minimum floor
>1,000 square

rf~~H~~Biit
1,000 square feet

feet
Yes

_.

Maximum Density
Please see RUD
Density comments 10.

(dwelling
1.65 1.3 Yes? the attached review

units/net site letter and later in this
area) r$:~g;1I2i!QP)

chart...

See Engineering

Public Utilities
All public utilities must be

Yes?
letter for additional

available details regarding
Dublic utilities.

. Parking Setbacks -Clubhouse tS:~9JE?:?fQQ)
Front (north) 25 feet 25 feet Yes - -

Interior Side
2S feet 25 feet Yes

(east)
Interior Side

25 feet 30 feet Yes
__ JlVest)

Rear (south) 25 feet 290 feet Yes

Number of
2 parking spaces

Parking s&aces - 2 parking spaces for
Housing' Seci each dwelling

for each dwelling Yes

2S0~)' .~-. unit
~.

Clubhouse: - Applicant should
Accommodate '12 of clarify why the
individual families or proposed pool
members deck and pool

occupancies have
540 residences x 0,5 = not been included
270 spaces required in the total

occupancy count
Number of The Planning 175 spaces and to provide
Parking Spa~~.s..:: Commission, in this provided (25 No additional
QY,b"Qouse ($~~~ case City Council may identified as golf .information to
g,5Q,5) modify the parking cart parking) justify the reduced

requirements where it is parking count.
specifically determined
that the users will The City Council
originate from the may consider
immediately adjacent modifying the
areas, and will, parking
therefore, be requirements!
pedestrian. based on the

_.~._-~-
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Item Required Proposed Meets Comments
Requirements?

ordinance
standards, and the
applicant's
representations
regarding the
building's use.
Applicant should
adjust the golf cart
spaces to be the
required parking
space depth or this

Mostly 9 ft. x 17 ft. deviation will need
to be included in

90-degree spaces
spaces shown

the Development
should be 9 feet wide throughout site.

Agreement.
by 19 feet deep with a

25 goif cart spaces24-foot wide aisle; Spaces near the
Parking Space when adj. to are proposed and ends of parking
Dimensions counted towards No
($~~g~'ii~)

landscaping, spaces can
the parking space

aisles appear to be
be 17 feet deep, with a too narrow.
2 foot overhang into the requirement. Applicant should
iandscaped area (4"

These spaces are dimension and
curbs indicated) all 9 feet deep verify thesewith a 20-foot

wide access aisle.
widths.

Applicant should
indicate 4" curbs
wherever 17'
spaces are
proposed.

Barrier Free
5 barrier free spaces 8 barrier free

,Sgtffi.i~I!'Jfr€i~ required (1 van spaces shown (4 Yes

.~8~~"·~···- accessible) van accessible) ._..-- . -

Barrier Free
8 feet wide with a 5
foot wide access aisle

Space for standard b.f. Spaces sized
Dimensions Yes
F"'"Jf.;~~:.n:1>r;i~~"Y':'·:" 8 feet wide with an 8 appropriately.
,(~..@.rE'$mf"!.e foot wide access aisle@.9in for van accessible
Barrier Free Signs
(Bij(rrgi'il'~(:; One barrier free sign is Barrier free signs
'i)'~;§f§Err'nf~':i;'''hics reqUired per space shown. Yes

M~WG%ir-P- J
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Item Required Proposed Meets
CommentsRequirements?

Photometric plan

Lighting ($"eC:tiiil1
required at the time of Photometric plan
Preliminary Site Plan

N/A
should be submitted

g~m . due to site being with Preliminary Site
adjacent to residentially Plan submittal.
zoned property -_ ..

An 8' wide sidewalk
shall be constructed

;~'~·'··,,~(r,

along Napier Road and Sidewalks

~3d~~~~S,J,ik~~76
a 5' wide sidewalk shall

proposed alongbe constructed along 10 Yes;'.!>'.,' "~'t,,,,,.,,,,, ......I,~v,,"~ ._'uo,," ••. , Napier Road and
(l:DJ Mile Road as required

10 Mile Roadby the City of Novi's
Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan.

Residential 5' sidewalk required 5' sidewalk
Sidewalks tS~cll along all residential proposed along Yes
~4(jO) ..... streets residentia I streets ---

All uses and
Major and Minor developments shall

Private road
!2~l;'.I;!~ ($§'QJ incl ude a public road

network proposed. Yes
?2.1Z:D network or private drive

network.
There shall be a private Drive shown on

Yes
lImajor'f drive. Ten Mile Road.
Where on-street parking
is proposed it shall be
limited to one side of a
minor drive and the 28 feet Yes
drive shall be a
minimum of 28 feet
wide.

RUD Requirements ... "-- ---- ',._ ...-

Applicant should be

Pareel Size (S~ti At least 80 contiguous
aware that parcel

Z1Q!f) .... ,. 80 acres + Yes combinations areacres.
needed for this
project.

Open space created as a
part of the development
plan may also include

Recreation Areas "the creation of active Plans show several
'"Sectl6n and passive recreational

passive parks and Yes.t." ..........."...... areas, such as parks, golf
~1Q:'h7,13(~)) courses, soccer fields, a proposed trail.

ball fields, bike paths,

I
walkways and nature
trails."

.~L_
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Item Required Proposed
Meets

CommentsRequirements?
Where the RUD abuts a

Perimeter
one-family district, I Detached one-
development of the land f 'I

Buffering '($~c. up to 330 feet shall be ami y, non- . Yes
~41i4) restricted to detached, c1u.stered dwelling

one-family, non- Units proposed.

f--------- --
_clustered dwelling units.
All clustered housing
dwelling units shall be

No clustered
at least 75 feet from

housing proposed.
Yes

any peripheral property
line.

~.y.()'~y C$g1!i Survey showing all lot Survey shOWing
entire area with Yes?,,4_Q:'!) lines shall be included.
existing lot lines.. -

~~!~!.Rb?19graph Aerial photograph
Provided Yes

(~~9l~g1Q1) reqUired with submittal.

RUD plan should
indicate functional use
areas, dwelling unit

RUD Plan detail types, proposed RUD plan
Yes

~]i~;I;%jIjdJ population densities, provided.
traffic circulation plan,
and open spaces to be
used bv the Dublic. ---------
Written statement
required explaining the
full intent of the

Written applicant and providing
Written statement

Statement (Seel supporting
prOVided.

Yes
~'"'.,""''''"'''' .. "--'..'''""
:2.1([:'1) documentation,

including intended
scheduling of the .. _,._--'" ,--

development.

If phasing is proposed,
Applicant should

a plan shall be
provide a phasing

Phasing
submitted for review

None proVided, No plan at the time of

indicating each phase.
Preliminary Site
Plan submittal.
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Item Required Proposed Meets
Comments

Requirements?

Applicant should
Density shall be based provided
upon gross site acreage, calculations of all
excluding identified

Applicant has
regulated wetland

wetlands or
quantified

area, greater than
watercourses which are two acres within
regulated by Parts 301 reguiated wetlands

the proposed RUD
and 303 of the Natural in the proposed and including

RUD that are not
RUD Density

Resources and
part of the

those areas in the
Environmental No proposed CityRequirements Protection Act or dedicated City

park. Density will
Chapter 12 , Article V of park but has not

be recalculated
the Novi Code of quantified those

once this
Ordinances, but not

wetlands that are
information is

part of the Cityexcluding quality
park. provided. The

wetlands less than two allowed density
acres regulated by such could be
laws. substantially

altered as a result.
Applicant should
provide open

Open space plan space calculations
Additional density provided. for the RUD

Open Space credits of 0.8 dwelling calculating open
No

portion of the
units per acre can be space for the development only,
permitted. entire including the

development. proposed City park
and the single-

L_ I family housing.
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Planning Review Summary Chart

Legacy Parc - Proposed RM-l PRO (Attached Housing) Review
SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

--f-----
The proposed RM-l

Single Family
zoning would not be

Master Plan
Residential

No change NjA in conformance with
the Master Plan for
Land Use.

Zoning RA, R-l RM-l NjA
Attached housing is a-

Permitted Uses
See section Article 6 of Two-family

Yes
Principal Permitted

the Zoning Ordinance housing. Use in the RM-l
District.

BUilding Height
35 feet 21 feet Yes_t(""'''''''Ji_SeC,,2~OO

Building Setbacks ($ec\?1()Q)

Front (North) 30 feet Minimum 31' Yes
Interior Side

10 feet Minimum 40' Yes(East)
-....... -

Interior Side
10 feet Minimum 40' Yes(west)

Rear (South) 35 feet Minimum SO'
-

Yes
--"..

Applicant should
adjust the site to

Minimum 60' + 60' + 2(18' + 18')- meet applicable
distance between 6

Minimum 12' No
setback standards

"""""TT'
or indicate this is a!2Y}!~Lngs (s~Qi

i?1QQ) 32 feet deviation to be
included in the

. PRO agreement•
Applicant should

Minimum floor
provide elevations

i'!r,;.~g,e,~~"YDit 750 square feet >1,000 square
Yes

and floor plans to
feet scale of all models

(S~:'210Q) with Preliminary Site
Plan submittal.

Maximum Density
(dweliing 5.4-10.9 4.0 Yes
units!net site

l) i (""F' •••'''' •••area . Secr2400L
See Engineering

Public Utilities
All public utilities must be

Yes?
letter for additional

available details regarding
oubHc utilities.

Number of
2 parking spaces for

2 parking spaces

pa.r,~ipg §~rs for each dwelling Yes
(Seo;,2505

each dwelling
unit --

Accessory: Cr'" Accessory Structures
Structures Sec; - such as flagpoles and

1 of2



Legacy Pare RM-l PRO (Attached Housing) - Plmming Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

~3,2)
--~_....-

dumpsters will
require review and·
approval from the
Community
Development
Department.

Photometric plan
required at the time of Photometric plan

~iQ.h!ipg (~<f2tjQ:O Preliminary Site Plan
N/A

should be submitted
?5.DJ due to site being with Preliminary Site

adjacent to residentially Plan submittal.
zoned 2f:Clperty

Residential 5' sidewalk required 5' sidewalk

~~~55alks [$~9; along all residential proposed along Yes
streets residential streets .... --_.-
All uses and

Major and Minor developments shall
Private road

Drives t$:~§) include a public road Yes
2~£1) network or private drive network proposed.

network. --
Drive shown on

There shall be a private
the far western

'\major" drive. portion of the Yes
property on 10

-- [ylile Road.
Where on-street parking
is proposed it shall be
limited to one side of a
minor drive and the Approx. 28 feet Yes
drive shall be a
minimum of 28 feet
Wide.
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Pare - Proposed RM-1 PRO (Dayeare Center) Review
SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008

Item Required Proposed Meets Comments
Requirements?

1-
The proposed RM-1

Single Family
zoning would not be

Master Plan No change N/A in conformance with
Residential the Master Plan for

f-------------- -
Land Use,

Zoning RA, R-1 RM-1 N/A

See Article 6 of the A daycare center is a
Permitted Uses Zoning Ordinance Daycare Center Yes special land use in

the RM-1 District.
Applicant should
adjust the height
of the proposed

B,~~,~,ti~i9ht 35 feet 42' to top of roof No
daycilre or indicate

k§lUJ;~JLQ) this is a deviation
they would like

I
included in the
PRO agreement. -

Special Land Use Requirements
150 sq, ft. of outside
recreation area per child

Yes
120 children x 150 sq. 18,000 sq. ft. play

Outside ft. = 18 000 sq. ft. area
f--

Recreation Area Total minimum area of
~s,w~f"fDZ'lj?7C~ not less than 2,800 sq. Yes, __§9""',_-"""cQ ,

ft, _...._-

Recreation area must be
4' decorative fencesecurely fenced and
indicates

Yes
screened.

Applicant will be
required to provide
a Noise Impact

Noise '(Sea No noise impact
Statement subject

l"1~""2P'"'~- :;';'1f"i!"<f~","""""'"~~' Noise Impact Statement to the
110 ·itf:6'arld'SeC! statement No
2WJ>'-:*f"il"\'~."""~M""~'" reqUired.

submitted.
requirements of

:.,51.9":1.0) Section 2519.10 at
the time of
Preliminary Site
Plan submittal.-----

Daycare Centers
exceeding 50 children This ordinance

Adjacent ZonIng must abut land zoned Proposed daycare deviation will need
only NCC, EXPO, OS-l, abuts residentially No to be included in

r~~~'4Q:?;2ft5 05-2, 05C, TC, TC-1, zoned property. the PRO
RC, F5, 1-1, P-1, C and agreement.
OST

.
-
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Legacy Pare RJvI-l PRO (Dayeare Center) - PImming Review Chart
.

Item Required Proposed Meet: I Comments
ReqUIrements? _.._

Applicant should
be advised that the

Daycare Centers hours of operation
Hours of exceeding 50 children No hours of will be limited to
,Ql?~[gEsm I~~~; shall be limited to hours operation Yes? those stated and a
~Qf..:r;§) of operation between indicated. note indicating

6AM and 7PM that shall be
included on the
plan.

Building Setbacks K$e~\:~4:O:bJ

Front (North) 75 feet Yes

Interior Side
150 feet Yes(East) 75 feet or the height of

- the main building, --
Interior Side whichever is greater

80 feet Yes(West)

Rear (South) 120 feet Yes

No more than 30% of
setback shall be used
for parking, Yes
maneuvering ianes,
loadino and dumoster.
Horizontal length of
buildings shall not
exceed 180 ft.

This can be modified by . -
the Planning
Commission if: (1) The
building includes
common areas with a

Horizontal building
minimum capacity of 50

lengthpersons for recreation,
approximately 110

Yes
dining or social
activities; (2) The

feet.

bUilding is setback and
additional 1 ft. for every
3 ft. of building length
in excess of 180 ft.

In no case can the
building length exceed
360 ft.

All public utilities must be
See Engineering

Public Utilities Yes? letter for additionalavailable j details regarding._-
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Legacy Pare RM-I PRO (Dayeare Center) - Plmming Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

public utilities.

~~in~ Setbaclcs - ~~~titld::24()(J
.._-'--

Front (North) 20 feet 48 feet Yes
Interior Side

20 feet 20 feet Yes
(East)

Interior Side
20 feet 210 feet Yes

(West)
-

Rear (South) 20 feet 38 feet Yes
Off-street parking and
related drives shaH not
be located closer than
25 ft. from any waH

Yes
openings to living areas
or closer than 8 ft. to
any wall that does not
contain openlnqs.

~-

1 parking space for
each 350 sq. ft. of

Parking calculations
usable floor area plus

Number of one for each employee
will need to be
verified for the

e.~:'~j,!;9~~,t:~ces 37 spaces Yes
proposed daycare

£;l~§!1!t~AQ~ 7,000 sq. ft./350 = 20
once a floor plan is

spaces + 17 employee
spaces =37 spaces

proVided.

required
-~

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

Applicant should
Parking Space

adj. to landscaping, Spaces sized
indicate 4" curb

Dimensions Yes wherever 17'
k$~ilf~Q~1

spaces can be 17 feet appropriately
spaces are

deep, with a 2 foot proposed-.-_.~... ---
overhang into the
landscaped area (4"
curbs indicated)

Barrier Free 2 barrier free spaces
2 barrier free van

l§,et~£~:~Jr'YI<'!1fPp~,l required (1 van
accessible spaces Yes

(Bamertfree accessible)I~,w~r"L..- providedlilloae
~~-~. --

Barrier Free
8 feet wide with a S foot
wide access aisle for

Space
standard bJ. Spaces sized

Dimensions Yes
r'·'''''i!'::''''''~~~''"''''""'~;·;Fi.1 8 feet wide with an 8 appropriately
Ui,~&~I~EE@;l foot wide access aisle
r:9cJElJ for van accessibie

'Barrier FreeSigns
._- -

(~c1rHefFrt1e One barrier free sign is Barrier free signs
Yes~t~~i'''i{\'Gig;''hiZ~ required per space shown.

jt'f:6~~irIL .........
Loading Spaces All loading shail be in Loading zone

Yes
rS&t1l¥\2~J57) the rear yard or interi()l".~ indicated in the
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Legacy Parc RiYI-l PRO (Daycare Center) - Planning Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
Meets CommentsRequirements?

side yard if double
~-

rear yard.
fronted lot.
View of loading and

Loading Space waiting areas must be 6' masonry wail
~£I:~§,QiQ.Q ..• , . shielded from rights of Yes
($~¢;\?_JQ~!l~1Y way and adjacent proposed.

_.QI'9perties.
Accessory structures
should be setback a
minimum of 10 feet

Accessory from any building unless

Structure
structurally attached to Dumpster

Setback- the bUilding and setback indicated setback
Yes

~m£2t.~L ..
the same as parking appropriately from
from all property lines; ail property lines.

(~g¢J&.~Q.JY in addition, the
structure must be in the
rear or interior side
vard.

Screening of not less
Applicant should

than S feet on 3 sides of
provide screening

dumpster required,
details for all
proposed

Dum ster
interior bumpers or

No dumpster dumpsters.
.,~. posts must also be

screening details No Applicant shouldshown. Enclosure to
,-> match building materials

provided. indicate height of
all proposed

and be at least one foot dumpsters and
taller than height of proposed trashrefuse bin. compactor.
Photometric pian

Li htin ('s~~tigH
required at the time of Photometric pl,m

[2'1" g .__... Preliminary Site Plan
N/A

should be submitted
,,§lJ due to site being with Preliminary Site

adjacent to residentially Plan submittal.
zoned property
A 5' wide sidewalk shall

~L~!lYt.~.k.~Jg[~, __
be constructed along 10 5' sidewalk
Mile Road required by proposed along 10 YesCddeiSecia1t276 the City of Novi's~lj:t-q'''''~''"'''-'-'-'''.~''h' ""."",~,,,,

Mile Road.L)) Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan.

Exterior Signage is not
Please contact Alan
Amolsch

Exterior Signs regulated by the (248.347.0436) in the
Planning Department or neighborhood
Planning Commission. services department.
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc - Proposed R~~-1 PRO (Senior Center) Review
SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

The proposed RM-1

Single Family zoning would not be
Master Plan

Residentia I No change N/A in conformance with
the Master Plan for
~Use.

Zoning RA, R-1 RM-1 N/A
A congregate elderly
facility is a permitted

See Article 6 of the
use in the RM-1

Permitted Uses
Zoning Ordinance

Senior Center Yes District. An assisted
living facility is a
Special Land Use in
the RM-1 District.

Building Height
35 feet 30 feet Yesrr'~'w~r"'~l,y'$ec;/.2i!OO _ --

Special Land Use Requirements
1,500 sq. ft. of total

f7~t.R~<>"

land area per bed

J:,'?~_4ea L~§_i
53 assisted living and

14.3 acres YesRD2;l:1'li1}
memory care beds =
79,500 so. ft.

Applicant will be
required to provide
a Noise Impact

Noise {51ft1 No noise impact
Statement subject

~(J2.'iVitJ\'~WCi;s1!'/j; Noise Impact Statement
statement No.---------------- to the--------_

t*,~f;',,'("';,:r,:'.4~:';~<·~"'''M--,. most likely reqUired. requirements of
~$.;I,g;JQ) submitted.

Section 2519.10 at
the time of
Preliminary Site
Plan submittaJ.__

Building Setbacks (S~Qi;?~OQJ

Front (North) 110 feet Yes

Interior Side
75 feet or the height of 80 feet Yes

(East)

Interior Side
the main building,

(West)
whichever is greater 395 feet Yes

- --r-----
Rear (South) 116 feet Yes

No more than 30% of
setback shall be used
for parking, Yes
maneuvering lanes,

.. ~_.- loadina and dumpster.
Horizontal length of Horizontal bUilding No Applicant should
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Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

buildings sha II not length ~ 630 feet adjust the building
exceed 180 ft. so that the length

is less than 360
This can be modified by feet or this
the Planning deviation will need
Commission, however in to be included in
no case can the building the PRO
length exceed 360 ft. --- agreement.

All public utilities must be
See Engineering

Public Utilities Yes? letter for additionaI
available

details.

Parking Setbacks - ~~~~iQm71'QQ
Front (North) 20 feet 38 feet Yes
Interior Side

20 feet 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 shall not
be located closer than
25 ft. from any wa II

Yes
openings to living areas
or closer than 8 ft. to
any wall that does not

-- contain openinas.
Congregate Elderl'[i
3 parking spaces for
each 4 units and 1 for
each employee

108 units/4 units ~ 27 x ..~ .. ------._._...- ..-," .. -

3 ~ 81 spaces + 18
employee spaces =99
spaces

Number of
Assisted Living: 140 spaces

P~I.I<)~..§p'a,ces 1 parking space for provided
Yes

(,?~£;:~,fi9§) each 4 beds and 1 for
each employee

53 beds/4 = 13 spaces
+ 27 empioyee spaces
=40 spaces

99 spaces + 40 spaces
=139 spaces
required

Parking Space
9D-degree spaces Applicant should

Dimensions
should be 9 feet wide by Spaces sized

Yes
indicate 4" curbs

'([~9:F:gs.:Q~)
19 feet deep with a 24- appropriately wherever 17'
foot wide aisle; when spaces are

Page 2 of4



Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

adj. to landscaping, proposed.
spaces can be 17 feet
deep, with a 2 foot
overhang into the
landscaDed area

Barrier Free
5 barrier free spaces 10 barrier free

{9[~i~'Ffee required (1 van spaces provided (6 Yes

.CQa~r·········· accessible) van accessible)

Barrier Free
8 feet wide with a 5 foot

Space
wide access aisle. for

Dimensions
standard b.f. Spaces sized

Yes

~f~i~A1Er~§
8 feet wide with an 8 appropriately
foot wide access aisle,._..,,~J for van accessible

~rr~;ff&~gfEeSignS One barrier free sign is
One barrier free

~~~t~~t~~G~g2%:M~ required per space
sign shown for Yes

t,~,y..~g<··Tr·'~"'p~-, ." each spacesfiJ<i'tit(a/ '
All loading shall be in

loading space
loading Spaces the rear yard or interior

proVided in the Yes[sel""zioiJ side yard if double,'_~Qi!." ",', rear yard.
fronted lot.
View of loading and loading zone

loading Space waiting areas must be screened by
Screening shielded from rights of proposed building Yes
r~w:w~_"":'""'~:"',~~!':~' way and adjacent and landscape,:;;jIQ'lg~.Q~8:1'1)

properties. berm.
Accessory structures
should be setback a
minimum of 10 feet

Accessory
from any building unless

Structure
structurally attached to Two dumpsters

Setback-
the building and setback shown in the rear

Yes

~e~f~glf:r
the same as parking yard and setback
from all property lines; appropriately.r_...".._.~.."..) in additipn, the
structure must be in the
rear or interior side

.. -
vard .

Screening of not less
Applicant should

than 5 feet on 3 sides of
provide screening

dumpster reqUired,
details for all
proposed

Pfti'J)P~trf'
interior bumpers or

No dumpster dumpsters.posts must also be

~~;;~~i~J~$j shown. Enclosure to
screening details No Applicant should

match building materials
prOVided. indicate height of

and be at least one foot
all proposed

taller than height of
dumpsters and
proposed trash

refuse bin.
compactor.

~.
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Item Required Proposed
Meets

CommentsRequirements?
Photometric plan
required at the time of Photometric plan

kigb!ing (~~<;TIQi1 Preliminary Site Plan
N/A

shouid be submitted
g~;LJ) due to site being with Preliminary Site

adjacent to residentially Plan submittal.
zoned propertY --
A 5' wide sidewalk shall

Sidewalks {CltY be constructed along 10
A 5' sidewalk

(!6a~;1S€ci~ln27g
Mile Road required by

shown on 10 Mile Yes
[~)r-"-"--""-" the City of NDVi's

Road.
Pedestrian and Bicycle
Master Plan.

Exterior Signage is not
Please contact Alan
Amolsch

Exterior Signs
regulated by the

(248.347.0436) in the
Planning Department or

neighborhood
Planning Commission.

seryices de~artment.
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Planning Review Summary Chart
Legacy Parc - Proposed B-2 PRO Review
SP 08-30
Plan Dated: May 29, 2008

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

The proposed B-2

Single Family zoning would not be
Master Plan

Residential
No change N/A in conformance with

the Master Plan for

~.~

Land Use.
Zoning RA, R-l B-2 N/A

~~

Retail businesses or
Market, bank, Only sit-down

service
Use

establishments
restaurant, retail Yes restaurants

permitted. center, drug store permitted.

Applicant shoUld
adjust the height
of the proposed
retail center and

Building Height
Maximum 30 feet

Max height of 34' 6" to
No

associated uses to
f~Q,'tZ!Q9J midpoint of roof be less than 30' or

this deviation will
need to be
included in the
PRO aareement.

Minimum lot size
2 acres 18.54 acres Yes'(s'l!1q)~zij'OO)

Building Setbacks (~g~tig'fflZ:@'Q~ -
Front (north) 40 feet 70 feet Yes......,,--

Exterior Side
40 feet 149 feet Yes(west)

. Exterior Side ._......._-,-.. , ._. -.-
-~

" ....,.-

(east)
40 feet 90 feet Yes

Exterior Side Applicant will need
(south) to adjust the site

layout to meet the

40 feet 30 feet No required setback
or this deviation
will need to be
included in the
PRO agreement.

Parking Setbacks '(S~l!:'i:iQ~E7'JQQj

Front (north)_ I 20 feet 20 feet Yes
Exterior Side Applicant will need
(west)

I
to adjust the site
layout to meet the

20 feet 15 feet No
required setback
or this deviation
will need to be
included in the

c--.., __ PRO agreement.
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO - Planning Review Chart

Meets CommentsItem Required Proposed Requirements?

Exterior Side 20 feet 20 feet Yes
(east)

Exterior Side 20 feet 24 feet Yes
(south)

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

Bank: 1 parking
space for each 150

Bank: 27 spacessq. ft. = 4,000 sq.
ft. /150 =26 provided
spaces required

Sit-down
Restaurant: 1
parking space for Restaurant: 86
each 70 sq. ft. or 1 spaces provided Parking calculations
space for each two will need to be

Number of employees plus 1 verified for the
~,(~~Q._~~ces space for each 2 Yes proposed restaurant
f$eelt?'§Q2~ customers allowed once a floor plan is

under maximum provided.
capacity = 6,000 sq.
ft./70 = 86 spaces
required

Shopping Center:
1 space for each

Shopping Center:250 sq. ft. = 31,000
/250 = 124 spaces 155 spaces provided
required

Drug store: 1
parking space for

Drug store: 75each 200 sq. ft. =
14,820 sq. ft.j200 = spaces provided
74 spaces
reauired .

90-degree spaces
should be 9 feet
wide by 19 feet Applicant should

Parking Space
deep with a 24-foot indicate a 4" curb
wide aisle; when Spaces sized Yes wherever 17'Dimensions adj. to landscaping, appropriately spaces are:"~"""/-"!'''2~'Y'''''"''''''

r$~Q')'J;QG) spaces can be 17 proposed
feet deep, with a 2
foot overhang into

I Ithe landscaped area
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Legacy Pare B-2 PRO - Planning Review Chati

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

Market: 7 barrier Market: 8 barrier
free spaces required

free spaces provided(2 van accessible)
(4 van accessible)

Bank: 2 barrier free
Bank: 2 vanspaces required (1
accessibie barrier free

van accessible) spaces provided

Sit-down
Sit-downRestaurant: 4

Barrier Free Restaurant: 4 barrier
barrier free spaces

Sr>aces free spaces provided
fs'atYernee required (1 van

(2 van accessible)
Yes

1~,q:!~W,~t, 1."_0"1,,,.«.,,... accessible)
P;li:g~)

Shopping Center:
Shopping Center: 65 barrier free

spaces required (1
barrier free spaces
provided (4 van

van accessible)
accessible)

Drug store: 3 Drug store: 4 barrier
barrier free spaces
required (1 van free spaces provided

accessible) (2 van accessible)
- ~._--_..

Barrier Free 8' wide with a 5' Applicant should
Space wide access aisie (8' Spaces sized

indicate a 4" curb

r Yes wherever 17'
wide access aisie for appropriately spaces are
van accessibie) orooosed

Applicant should
show one barrier
free sign for each
space. Signs

Barrier Free Signs One barrier free
appear to.be____.

E~""qL~;~~I?'-'r":O''''::ii\YI Signs shown in some missing at two
...•(5,

sign is required per locations. No
barrier free spots.~"" 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 All loading proposed in documentation to

,~,?gcliI)9~paces the rear yard and sized
Yes

indicate sensitive
U?~g:j'?Qn All loading shall be at appropriate nature of their

in the rear yard or amounts. deliveries 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

§£r~~I!iQ~",,,,,, be shielded from screened Yes
LSeci'i(302M1J rights of way and appropriately., " ..._......,.,,".~ ..._-,".,.", ..~.. ,

_ ...adjacent properties.
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Legacy Pare B-2 PRO - Planning Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

Drive-thru Standards - Drug Store

Stacking
The drive-thru shall

Drive-thru can
Spaces for

store 3 vehicles,
accommodate more

Drive-thru
including the

than 3 vehicles as
Yes

(S.1!G;'~2~Qi?)
vehicles at the pick-

demonstrated by plan.up window.
Applicant should

Drive-thru
Drive-thru lanes clearly show the

Lane
shall be striped,

Some pavement
drive-thru

Delineated
marked, or

markings indicated. No circulation route

''s1§'E~'2506'
otherwise with pavement

C... _.." ......J delineated. markings such as
arrows or sillnaae.

Drive-through
facilities shall
provide 1 bypass

Bypass Lane lane. Such bypass
Bypass lane offor Drive- lane shall be a

through (1i~9] minimum of 18' in
approximately 18' Yes

g~§) width, unless
provided.

otherwise
determined by the
Fire Marshal.

Width and
Drive-through lanes

Centerline 9' drive-thru lane
Radius of

shall have a
shown with a

Drive-through
minimum 9' width

centerline radius of
Yes

Lanes ~S1\'d'i
and centerline

25'.
~"..~'--- radius of 25'., sOc'

Drive-through lanes
shall be separate

Drive-through from the circulation
Lanes routes and lanes Drive-thru separated - ..._'-.'- -- .~-'-

Separation necessary for by a proposed island.
Yes

"~]}25a6'~ ingress to, andL"••b ......J
egress from, the
property.

Drive-thru Standards - Bank

Stacking
The drive-thru shall
store 3 vehicles, Stacking space

Spaces for
including the provided for 3 vehicles YesDrive-thru

(~~G1'g[Q§5
vehicles at the pick- in each lane.
UP window.

.-

Applicant should

Drive-thru
Drive-thru lanes include pavement

Lane
shall be striped,

No pavement markings
markings to clearly

Delineated
marked, or

indicated.
No delineate the

($§gl'~"~Q§)
otherwise drive-thru lane and
delineated. the drive-thru

circulation route.
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO Planning Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
tJ,eets

Comments
Requirements?

Drive-through
facilities shall
provide 1 bypass

Bypass Lane lane. Such bypass
Bypass lane of

for Drive- lane shall be a
through f$gc.; minimum of 18' in

approximately 18' Yes

~[Q:§J . width, unless
provided.

otherwise
determined by the
Fire Marshal.

Width and
Drive-through lanes

Centerline 9' drive-thru lane
Radius of

shall have a
shown with a

Drive-through minimum 9' width
centerline radius of

Yes

~~6~jr~~]
and centerline

25'.
radius of 25'.

.---_.....,--

Drive-through lanes
shall be separate

Drive-through from the circulation
Lanes routes and lanes Drive-thru separated

Yes
~!:£~~~!!g~.! necessary for by a proposed island.
(I'i§<l;;,gs §) ingress to, and

egress from, the
orooerty.

..--

Accessory structures
should be setback a
minimum of 10 feet
from any building

Accessory unless structurally
Dumpsters located in

Structure attached to the
Setback- building and setback

the rear yard and
Yes

!R~!;)!~;'!!~[., the same as parking setback appropriately
from all property lines.

(?§§",~59~1 from all property -- --"'-~'-

lines; in addition,
the structure must
be in the rear or
interior side yard.
Screening of not Applicant should
less than 5 feet on 3 provide screening
sides of dumpster details for all
required, interior

Screening details
proposed

£~!;)!!R~};;;f' bumpers or posts
prOVided for the

dumpsters.
(Cha8,2' must also be shown. No Applicant should
$~6~~21!\~lk Enclosure to match proposed trash

indicate height of.... ".......... J compactor.
building materials all proposed
and be at least one dumpsters and
foot taller than proposed trash

••• m __
..~ht of refuse bin. compactor•
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Legacy Parc B-2 PRO - Planning Review Chart

Item Required Proposed
Meets

Comments
Requirements?

Exterior Signage is
Please contact Alan

I not regulated by the Amolsch
Exterior Signs Planning

(248.347.0436) in theDepartment or
Planning

neighborl]ood

Commission. services department.

t~~r'~~H1hting
Photometric plan Photometric plan
and exterior lighting

I

N/A
should be submitted

details needed at with Preliminary Site
final site plan. Plan submittal.
A 5' wide sidewalk 1 --

shall be constructed
along 10 Mile Road

15' sidewalk proposedas required by the

~~'1,;~~~~,~~t;Y
City's Pedestrian I along 10 Mile Road.

"ode'Seb'"i1!'
and Bicycle Master

Yes
~7~("'tr''''_'' Plan. I All building exits
-",. ~},' connected to the

Building exits must parking lot.
be connected to

I
sidewalk system or
parking lot. I

Prepared by Knsten Kapelanskl, (248) 347-0586 or kkapeianskl@C1tyofnovl.Org
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LANDSCAPE REVIEW



PLAN REVIlEW 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
• Site Zoning: PRO (proposed)
• Site Users): Mixed Use
• 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 Dverview 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 th'e preliminary and final site plan approval process.

Ordinance Considerations
Residential Adjacent to Non-Residential (Sec. 2509.3.a.l
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.

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way - Berm (Wall) & Buffer (Sec. 2509.3.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.

Street Tree Requirements (Sec. 2509.3.b. & e.)
1. Street Trees will be required along all existing and proposed roadways and access

drives.
2, Residential lots or condominium areas abutting 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 landscaped and irrigated.

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



PROj RUD Landscape Plan
Legacy Parc

August 21, 2008
Page 2 of 3

2. Clearly depict those areas intended to qualify as Parking Lot Landscape Area for all
parking lots. Label all square 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, ornamental 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 will be required per 35 LF surrounding parking and

access areas.

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 encouraged to provide additional
greenspace adjacent to 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/ sad,

mulch and irrigation. Separate costs for woodland replacement trees.

Planting Details (LDM)
1. Please provide a Planting Details per the requirements of the Ordinance and the

Landscape Design Manual.

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. A totai of 70% to 75% of the basin rims area must be landscaped with native shrubs.

Irrigation (Sec. 2509 3.f.(6)(b))
1. An 'rrigation Plan and Cost Estimate will be required.

Woodlands and Wetlands
1. Please refer to the Woodland and Wetland reviews for further comments.
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Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines, This review is a
summary and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance, For the landscape requirements, see the
Zoning Ordinance landscape section on 2509, 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
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september 2, 2008

Ms. Barbara McBeth
Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi
45175 West Ten Mile Road
Novi, MI 48375

Re: Legacy Pare - Wetland Review of the PRO &RUD Plan (SP#08-30 &08-31)

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECn has reviewed the proposed Legacy Pare project PRO and
RUD plan (Plan) prepared by Atwell-Hicks dated May 29, 2008. The Plan and supporting documentation were
reviewed for confonnance 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 active aduft community including a Village commons, attached
residential product, senior housing building, and child care center under a PRO and 320 detached residential lots
under a RUD. Our wetland review attempts to characterize the existing wetland resources within the context of
the proposed project impacts.

Novi Wetland Map
The Novi Wetland Map (Figure 1) shows extensive areas of wetland within the proposed project site. The
wetlands mapped on the Plan appear to be roughly accurate, however, some water features within the goll
course, shown on Figure 1, but not shown on the Plan may be regUlated as well.

Onslte Weiland Evaluation
ECT completed an onslle wetland evaluation on Tuesday, August 26, 2008. ECT observed high quality forested
wetlands (Southem Hardwood Swamp) dominated by swamp white oak, (Ouereus bic%r) burr oak (0.
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 fems, forbs, and shrubs. Overall
the understories were open due to tall, thick tree canopy (see ECT Woodland Review of 9/02108).

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
stalus would reqUire further review and detennination by the MDEQ, which reserves lis 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 t .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, wetland fill from
the proposed Singh Trail through forested wetland (Trail System Plan Sheet 6), and sUbsequent changes in
grade and drainage patterns. Since 1) grade changes can negatively impact root systems and change runoff
drainage patterns and, thus, tree SUrvivorship and 2) forested wetlands are highly sensitive to atlerations in
hydrology during the growing season, the Plan's estimate of impacts to regulated woodland, especially forested
wetland, is lacking, as-it does not fully consider how changes in drainage from grading, addition of Impervious
surfaces, and ouUetting of slormwater basins will Impact the regulated woodland. Although not included in the
Environmenfal Plan (Sheet 16), the amount of impact to nalural features setbacks alone wllllikely be substantial.

The Plan calls for 1.50-acres of wetland impact, but does not propose mitigation. Typically, wetland impacts are
mitigated at a ratio of 1.5 to 1for emergent and scrub shrub wetlands, and 2:1 for forested wetland. The type of
wetland, as well as regulatory status for all proposed wetland impacts need to be addressed in order to calculate
wetland mitigation requirements prior to the City making adetermination as to the appropriateness of issuing a
wetland permit. A mitigation site, if needed, is not identified on the Plan.

Recommendation
ECT does not recommend approval of the legacy Pare proposed PRO and RUD Plan for the following
reasons:

1. The Plan does not show all wetland areas on the property. ECT recommends all wetland areas be Fe­

flagged and wetland flag numbers be shown on subsequent plans.
2. The plan does not characterize the individual wetland impacts with regard 10 wetland community type,

which is necessary to assign wetland 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 wetland mitigation, althougn it proposes 1.50-acre of wetland impact. ECT

believes the need for mitigation Is likely.
5. The Plan appears to encroach into some high-quality forested wetland areas in the eastern, southern,

and west sides of the parcel. These areas also contain high..quality forested upland natural features
setbacks. ECT recommends these areas be avoided entirely.

B. Given the stormwater plan to discharge site water to the lyon-Novl Drain, ECT understands that this
drainage would flow to Island lake. ECT is concerned about the potential impacts to Island 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 concerned with both the quantity and quality of waler that
would leave the proposed Legacy Parc site and enter Island lake. The cunrant Plan does nol, in ECl's
opinion, contain enough information regarding the eXisting versus proposed stormwater Quantity and
quality as those parameters relate to downstream watercourses, especially Island lake. ECT
recommends the applicant revise their plans to include (1) water budgets for existing and proposed
development conditions including the legacy Parc properly, the Novi-lyon Drain, and Island Lake; (2) in
consideration of the proposed developrnenfs potential impact to island lake, a specific description of
best management practices that would minimize stormwater runoff and water pollution from paved
surfaces, fertilizers, 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.

Respectfully,



ENVIRONMEN AL CONSULTIN<3 &TECHNOLOGY, INC.
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John A. Freeland, Ph.D., PWS
Environmental SCientist

cc: Angela Pawlowski
Kristen Kapelanski

Enclosures

Figure 1. Novi wetland map with wetlands shown in purple and watercourses shown in blue.
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September 2, 2008

Ms. Barbara McBeth .
Deputy Director of Community Development
City ofNovi
45175West Ten Mile Road
Novi, MI 48375

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

Dear Ms. McBeth:

Environmental 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 Ordinance

.Chapter 37.

The 329.51-acre site is located in Section 30 in the southeast comer of the intersection ofTen Mile and
Napier Roads. The Plan proposes the construction of an· active adult community including a village
commons, attached residential product, senior housing building, and child care center under a PRO and
320 detached residential lots under a RUD. Considering the site at a landscape scale, the dense,
medium, and low density regulated woodlands composing the majority of the lower half and eastern
third of the site are contiguous with medium to dense regulated woodland that stretches east, west, and
south of the site alt the way to Nine Mile Road. This unfragmented swath of regulated woodland also
includes a 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,' arid the eastern
portion 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 Conservation/Natural Areas Report (JUly 2002,updated April 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
report). Priority One Areas are designated as having the most need. for conservation based upon total
size, core area size, stream corridor; landscape connectivity, restorability of surrounding lands,
vegetation quality, parcel fragmentation, and element oc<:urrences (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 wen as' the finger of regulated
woodland that stretches north and west to the west-central side of the site (see attached aerial photos).

Onslte Woodland Evaluation
2200 Com""",,,ealJ" ~CT has reviewed the Qity of Novi 9fficial Woodlands Map and completed an onsite Woodland

Boul.""i. SIP-Sao Evaluation on Tuesday, August 26, 2008.ECT observed high quality oak/hickory and oak/maple
Ann Arb.;},'; MI

48106 woodlands on the property. Per MNFl's natural community classification, both the site's uplands (Dry-
(734) Mesic Southern Forest) and wetlands (Southern Hardwood Swamp) have a state rank status of S3,·

'l(:i9·30(M
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meaning they are "vulnerable in the state due to a restricted range, relatively few occurrences (often 80
or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making [them] vulnerable to extirpation."
The site contains acaliber of oak woodlands very rare in southeastern Michigan. Woody plant diversity
was quite high, with multiple species of oaks (0. bicolor, O. alba, O. macrocarpa, and O. rubra), maples .
(Acer rubrum, A. saccharum, A. nigrum, A. negundo, and A. saccparinum), hickories (CalYa ol(ata and
C. cordiformis), and various other canopy and subcanopy trees and shrubs (Fagus grandifo/ia, Prunus
serotina, Tilia americana, Fraxinus americana, Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Ulmus americana, Viburnum
lenlago, Prunus virginiana, Carpinus caroliniana, OsllYa virginiana, Amelanchier arborea, Zanthoxylum
americanum, Gephalanthus occidentalis, and Hamamelis virginiana). The woodland groundcover was
intact with adiversity of native species, as well. .

The diversified age structure of the.woodland 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
relatively few invasive species. There were significant amounts ofnative tree advanced regeneration,

. including oaks. Advanced regeneration is composed of understory trees positioned to move into the
overstory. This transition occurs as mature trees die or blow over, opening gaps in the canopy. Even
the oaks are positioned to be recruited back into the overstory-something that is very rare in
southeastern Michigan. Also unique is the intactness of the mosaic of upland and wetiand forest on the
site. This upiandAowland connectivity provides for excellent ecological functioning and diverse wildlife
habitat. This is especially true of the western, southern, and eastern sides of the si.!e where upland
forest integrates with expansive forested wetlands (See attached photographs).

Plan Review
. The Plan does no.! include a typical tree survey with proposed impacts to individual trees, nor does it

graphically quantify impacts to regulated. woodland. Instead, it presents woodland preservation and
impact in terms of acreage. The Environmental Plan (Sheet 16) states that the site .inGludes 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 regulated woodland onsite). Per the woodland preservation summary
provided on page 3 of Chapter 1 of the Legacy Parc Descriptive Narrative, 95.57 acres of regulated
woodland are to be preserved (~66%), representing an additional 7;52 acres of preserved regulated
woodland compared to the previously submitted Quail Hollow Site Plan (88.05 acres).

However, the Plan does not quantify the extent of impacts to regulated woodland within MNFI's Priority
One Area for conservation. Significant impacts to this quality woodland, rated by MNFI 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/Norrnrita Drive/Nucastle Drive, Stormwater Basin D, cul-de-sac lots. along
Tullymore Court, Stormwater BasinC, lots along Killamey Drive, Stormwater Basin B, and commercial
development in the northeast comer of the site.

The Environmental Plan (Shee116) also does not quantify impacts to forested wetlands and their
associated natural features 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, wetland fill from the proposed Singh Trail through forested wetland (Trail System
Plan Sheet 6), and subsequent changes in grade and drainage patterns. Since 1} grade changes can

eE'1~ BJiFEE
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negatively impact root systems and change runoff drainage pattems and, thus, tree survivorship and 2)
forested wetlands are highly sensitive to alterations in hydrology during the growing season, the Plan's
estimate of impacts to regulated woodland, especially forested wetiand, is lacking, as it does not fully
consider how changes in drainage from grading, addition of impervious surfaces, and outletting of

. slormwater basins will impact the regulated woodland. Although not included in the Environmental Plan·
(Sheet 16), the amount ofimpact to natural features setbacks alone will likely be alarge number.

Site Plan Compliance with Ordinance Chapter37 Standards .

It is ECT's opinion thilt the proposed Plan does not adequately respond to the significant natural
features of the site. Per Section 37·29 of the City of Novi Woodland Ordinance:

"...the protection and conservation of irreplaceable· natural resources from pollution,·
impairment, or destruction is of paramount concern. Therefore, the preservation of woodlands,
trees; similar woody vegetation, and related natural resources shall have priority over
development when there are no location alternatives. The Integrity of woodland areas shall be
maintained irrespective of whether such woodlands cross property lines."

Although ECT applauds the Applicant's conservation of additional woodland compared to the preViously
submitted plans, the majority of the "additional woodland area saved' ends up being highly fragmented
rather than contiguous with the regulated woodlands and Priority One Area. Therefore, we do not
believe that the proposed development fully meets tlie letter of the Woodland Ordinance nor the spirit in
which it was written,· Whereas trees are viewed as arenewable 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 not immediately replaceable.. This is evidenced by the site's .
inclusion in one of only two Priority One Areas designated in the City ot Novi as having the greatest
need for conservation by MNFI. ECT suggests that the Applicant explore alternative locations within
the City of Novi that are more conducive to housing development and would yield fewer impacts to
natural resources in addition to COnsidering a revised layout. Indeed, tlie site itself offers a relatively
clear, contiguous area in the golf course that, if effectively utilized, offers a place for housing
development within a previously impacted area, while minimizing impacts to the surrounding regUlated
woodlands and other natural features. .

Recommendation
ECT does not recommend approval of the Legacy Pare proposed 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 Priority One Area, Including placement of
development in the natural features setback and stormwaterbasins in regUlated woodland, and to
concentrate future impacts within areas already heavily impacteq 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 habitat, 4) the Applicant further minimizes forested wetland fill with the use of
additional boardwalk through all wetland areas crossed by the proposed Singh Trail, 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

At:::"C7
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future. ECT also recommends that the Plan include a phasing system that would prevent clearing of
regulated woodland on the individual lots until construction activity is planned and financed for a given
unit. Atable summarizing regulated tree impact for each lot should be provided in the Plan. .

Although lot number would likely be reduced, ECT strongly suggests that a layout revision promoting
clustered housing that remains within the cleared portion of the site as rriuch 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 to protect natural site features.
Such a revised layout would minimize 1) the length of woodland edge created, 2) the reduction of core
interior woodland habitat, 3) the loss of upland/lowland connectivity, and 4) the decrease in overall
acreage and integrity of one of the last expanses of high quality, contiguous woodland in the City of
No~. .

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

Respectfully,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING &TECHNOLOGY, INC.

Martha Holzheuer, Certified Arborist
Landscape Ecologist

cc: Angela Pawlowski
Kristen Kapelanski

Enclosures
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Above: Swamp white oak advanced regeneration

Below: Northern red oak advanced regeneration
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Above: Mature northern red and swamp white oaks in overstory

Below: Mature white and bur oaks in overstory
~~ .. ;m!'lfMbft,::. .. .
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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
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August 28, 2008

Barbara McBeth, AICP
Deputy DirectDr Df CDmmunity DevelDpment
City of Novi
45175 W. Ten Mile Rd.
NDvi, MI 48375

SUB] ECT: Legacy Pare, Review of Traffic Impact Study Dated June 2008

Dear Ms. McBeth:

At your request, we have reviewed the above and offer the following recommendatiDn and
supporting comments. Items to be resolved are highlighted in bold fDnt.

BIRCIIl!R ARRBYD
USOGlnns, 1!1e.

I Recommendation]

We can not recommend approval'Df the June 2008 traffic study. Key issues and concerns are
discussed below. It may be appropriate fDr us to meet with the applicant's traffic consultant to
further review these issues and discuss the best way Df addressing them in a revised study.

I

: *ey Issu~~;,;;1
,.. «,. ...... ," ' ''',i~·'

I. Study Area - Oak Pointe Church, directly acrDSS Ten Mile Road frDm the subject prDperty, is
Dnly partially built; however. the Legacy Parc (LP) traffic study does nDt account fDr 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 traffic
elsewhere.

2. Current Traffic Volumes - The study is strongly affected by the assumed current volumes.
Study Fig. 3-1 shDws peak-hour volumes said to result from manual counts made at Ten Mile
and Wixom Roads on January 23, 2007 (no tabulated data are prDvided). In Tables Ia and Ib
belDw, 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
intel·section.

Bircl'i1er Anoyo ;\\soc:','<1<,::;, II~C ." 2802 J Southfield Rd" Lathrup Vil!aGe. ,\A! 1CJ075 ~ 248-423-1776
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3, Future Background Volumes - Not only should future trip generation by Oal< Pointe
Church be added, but also, some consideration should be given to potential
traffic pattern changes resulting from the improved Wixomll-96 interchange (e,g"
the ratio of left turns to through vehicles on eastbound Ten Mile at Wixom may change,
influencing intersection operation),

4, Trip Generation of Proposed Development - We believe that the traffic study
significantly undel"estimates the trip generation potential of the site's residential
components. Table 2 below compares the traffic 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 unlikely 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 to 20% of residents to
be under the age of 55." As can be seen in Table I, the more conservative assumptions
above would result in peak-hour trip totals roughly twice as large as the study assumes.

5. Rezoning Trip Generation Comparison - Given the requested rezoning, the traffic
study must fulfilltne requirements for a Type 3 Rezoning Traffic Impact Study.
Per Section I of the City's Site Plan 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-I zoning.

6. Trip Distribution - While the trip percentages coming from and going to the various road
directions appear reasonable, we question the assumed relative usage oftlle various
site driveways (see study Table 5-4). Of greatest concern are the following three - .
assumptions; (a) Ail detached housing residents desiring to go west are assumed to use the
Main Driveway (opposite Terra Del Mar), while it would appear that those living in Pod E
would likely use Driveway B instead; (b) Ail 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 "back-track" to exit
via the Main Driveway, which seems unlikely unless (perhaps) that driveway is signalized and
B is not.

7. Potential Cut-Through Traffic - We are concerned that signal·related delays at Ten
Mile and Terra De! Mar I Main LP Driveway will encourage residents oftlle 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,

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

!\ir(11k~r /liroyO Associates, Inc ?1302! Southfield Road, Latlofup Vi:l"i(Je, Mi 48076 248473 I 776
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standard "right-turn" iane, However, Fig. IX. I I of the City's Design and Construction
Standards shows a permissible lane length range of 0-1 SO ft. The applicant's traffic
consultant should .-ecommend a specific deceleration lane length at each site
driveway, commensurate with the forecasted entering right-turn volume, speed
limit, likelihood of entering large trucks, and professional judgment.

9, Design of Ten Mile I Terra Del Mar I Main LP Driveway. - For the iong-term
preservation of roadway capacity, this intersection should be redesigned to
eliminate the need for split.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.

10. Design of Mitigation at Ten Mile and Napier .. The study assumes that in signalizing this
intersection, left-tun\ 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 Napier
approaches as well.

I I. Intersection Capacity Analysis Softwarl1- 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 Synchro HCM
software.

/2. QlJeuing 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; (c) northbound Driveway B approach to signal
at Ten Mile; and (d) northbound Main LP Driveway approach to signal at Ten
Mile.

Once we al'e 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 ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC.

Rodney L. AI'raya, AICP
Vice President

William A. Stimpson, P.E., PTOE
Di,'ector of T,"afflc Engineering

Attachments: Tables la and Ib (one page) and Table 2 (a second page)

Birchler Arroyo Associates, inc ?80Z I SouU"'elcl ROiXI. I i"U-;rUp Village. [\),1 48076 248,423. I 776



Table 1a. Traffic Volume History at Ten Mile and Wixom· AM Peak Hour

1.102.250.731.141.141.930.98

Ten Mile Rd EB
Left I Thru I Right

1.05

Date

Ratio 2:1
Ratio 3:1 1.29 0.89 0.82 2.32 0.88 0.80 1.83 1.11

Table 1b. Traffic Volume History at Ten Mile and Wixom· PM Peale Hour

1301.731.601.151.531.15

Ten Mile Rd WB
Left I Thru I Ri9ht

1.161.32

Date

Ratio 2:1
Ratio 3:1 0.71 0.65 0.84 1.40 0.77 1.68 2.24 1.04

Nov 99 =Counts by Reid, Cool &Michalslti, 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 Unks of Novi (Feb 04) and Legacy Pare (Jun 08).
Jan 07 ="Existing" (2007) volumes diagrammed by PBM in Figure 3-1 of their Legacy Pare TIS.



Table 2, Alternative Trip Generation Forecasts for Senior Adull Housing Components
.--- -

Land Use
ITE Size Weekday AM Peak-Hour Trips PM Peak-Hour Trips

Code (d.u.) Trips In Out Total In Out Total
- _. -

Applicant's Traffic Impact Studv

Senior Housing-Detached 251 321 1,459' , 24 40 64 51 I 32 83,
------

Per ITE-Recommended Regression Equalions' 29 47 78 70 44 114

Senior Housing-Attached 252 22D 7661 8 10 18 15 9 24

If BA'Ad'USjlf~I~~il~~,I~:'_:•••.• 541 "'1'<" *1~it~~11~[z:~~:.:' '~: "'94 85 !.;l3-\'I~~f5~f~i.l....::<~::i'J "m~t[':&~~W'll.;",,": 2,2~§"',\1 :~~~~1;1~ ~ ~t,1:I~l,,~.j~::,:. , :O'.'lli:li~"'~~mA~~~l~% "~", •..(;'h.'

Us/n" Senior Housinq-Oetached Rates for All Units (includinl:! du ,1cxes)l
S . H" "fi,illi~~~,"l~i~a" V"251 541 ('74 119 ~

":l!lr~qWIW~'~ -', ,',101 "':'."~:~5'!1: 1< 166enlDr OUSI· 92"" e~c e'x'"',", , . ,. <.;,~,)!;- }~.";~.~, \\l~\~j~: 'j',". , ,_,·'~.?j'~l\mN"'JU1, II;f~~q~:i,",:" J)". . .

As Above, Except Uslna Sina!§:FamUy..Detached Housing Rates for 20% of All Units!

Senior Housing·Detached 251 433 , 1,882 38 61 99 86 55 141

Single·Family Detached 210 108 1,116 21 64 85 72 43 115

i~~II~I~~~i:~:;:T:6f~r~" ~1~"§11:~:lli!lr'2w99~:-:Y'
-,,"

128"; il~~'i"!~1 lI:~~"\}:';l~~[ r:'"
,.

. ,~::, r~~:' I ·'Il!*!i! ',. 59 ,,~,~!ti f '\ii1!g~} . S8 256,;'{
...../.," ',!a~~ ,I~I' -:.:'. !H 'i'I;P:·;~!.;~ ~~; ;;;"\';!f.:t';l '..:':"' ';;I,Jll!" ~i ~,l 1",~,~;a, .",h

1 Forecast(s) by Birchler Attoyo (BA) Assoclales, Inc.



August 28, 2008

Barbara McBeth, AICP
Deputy Director of Community Development
City of Novi
45175 W, Ten Mile Rd.
Novi, MI 48375

SUBJECT: Legacy Pare Conceptual! PRO (Sp#Oa.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:

BIRCHlIn ARnniD
USUSWts,IHC.

At your request, we have reviewed the above and offer the following recommendation and
supporting comments. Items 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.

IReCOmll1ee~:t~8n I
We can not recommend approval of the conceptual plan for the Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO)
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 Pare 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)

• Easements less than 16 feet around "eyebrow" curves (Sec. I 1-194.a.8 and Figure
VIII-G)

• Median within the senior housing boulevard driveway in excess of 24 feet (Figure IX.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 Sect.ion I I. I94.a.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 radius." The City Council, upon a recommendation of the Planning
Commission, must determine whether the eyebrows meet this criterion.

Bi"chlc,' An'ovo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathn.lp Village, /'1/ 48076 248.423.1776



Legacy Pare ConeeptuallPRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffe Review of 8-28-08, page 2

Project De~cripti~n- 1
W1Ul.t is t11c applicant proposing?

I. The applicant, Singh Development, L.L.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 10 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
closed. 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.

", ....

tra[flcStydy
'o/a"",t1l0Y}Ubnlitte¢[ ail¢[ is,!t ~(;(cptab,le?··.

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 noting in
this letter that our recommendation is for the applicant's-traffk consultant 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 andlor
forecasted on 10 Mile Road are not representative, which will ultimately affect the study's
recommendations for mitigating improvements at the proposed site driveways.

Trip Generation ~
How much traffIc would the proposed development gener.oto?_..1

4. The traffic impact study assumes the following for a trip generation forecast:
• Detached Senior Adult Housing - 321 units
• Attached Senior Adult Housing - 220 units
• Congregate Care - I08 unts
• Assisted Living - 46 units
• Child Day Care - 17 employees
• Drive-Through Bank - 4000 square feet

Birdrler' Ar'royo Associates, Inc. 28021 Southoeld Road, Lathrup Village, MI 48076 248.423,1776



Legacy Pare Conceptual/PRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), T,-aftic Review of 8-28-08, page 3

• Boutique Market - 50,000 square feet
o General Retail - 31,000 square feet
• Sit-Down Restaurant - 6,000 square feet
G Drive-Through Dmg Store - 14,820 square feet

The traffic impact study estimates that the proposed development will generate 531 new A~1

peak-hour trips and just over I, 200 PM peak-hour trips, The study does not prOVide an
estimate for total new daily (24-hour) trips. Our corresponding review letter of the
traffic impact study outlines our concerns with the methodology of the trip
generation fOl-ecast.

. ,,-,., - , - - .

Vehicular Access Locations. , -, -, ....

P~'~l~~'pl:cip'oseci 4~i~ev\~ay)?c~:~ion~ meet City_ sp~~'ing ~tan:~b~·~ls?;.:

5. The applicant is proposing a total of five new driveways on the south side of 10 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-in/right-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.l.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. 11-216.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 tocommercial arfveways-affd------------­
roads.

8. We are concerned with the proposed location of Quail Hollow Boulevard relative
to the main boulevard driveway for Oak Pointe Church. Ideally, we would like to
see 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
traffic generated by the church following services and other events, we are
concerned that the eastbound queues at the proposed new signal at Quail Hollow
could back up to the point that they would impede exiting traffic turning left
from the main church dl'iveway.

Birchler' l\r(Oyo Associates, inc. 2.8021 SOuthfield Road, Lathrup Village, MI 48076 248.42.3,1776



Leg;,e! Pare ConceptuaVPRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 4

IVehicular Access Improvements
L~-iIl there be any improvements to the public road(s) at the propo~cd dri\'~~~~~~s)'!

9_ The traffic study recommends, and the site plan shows, the following improvements to 10
Mile Road at the proposed site access points:
o A new traffic signal at the intersection of 10 Mile Road and Del Mar Drive/Legacy Pare

Boulevard
o A new traffic signal at the intersection of 10 Mile Road and Quail Hollow Boulevard (aka

"Driveway BU
)

• Installation of left-turn phases (green arrows) at the intersection of 10 Mile Road and
Wixom to accommodate traffic from eastbound 10 Mile turning left 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

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

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

10. 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 be 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 ("Driveway D") to further discourage westbound I0 Mile
traffic from turning left into that driveway.

I I. Given the scale of the proposed project, the ongoing development along I0 Mile Road west
of Napier (Lyon Township), and the potential for a shift in traffic patterns with the
reconstruction of the i-96/Wixom Road i'nterchange. 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 10 Mile Road (two new signals and a
center left-turn lane among others).

Driveway Design and Control
Ale thedr:1ve\'\'-ays accepu;"bly cl~sign2d and signed?

12. The proposed Legacy Park Boulevard will effectively create a four-approach intersection with
Del Mar Drive and 10 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. Our concern is that the intersection

Bird11cr Nroyo A;SClciatcs, Inc. 28021 SDuthfie'd F\oe,d, l,athnJp Village, HI 48076 248.423,1776



Legacy Par: Conceptual/PRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 5

is oriented such that split-phasing of the signal will be I'equired fOI" the east-west
movements along 10 Mile Road due to Intedocldng 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 10 Mile Road to move
simultaneously.

13. 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 IX.3). This driveway has
been designed as such due to the operation of the proposed drop-off at the building
entrance. If 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 (DeS 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.

14. Each of the proposed driveways show a right-turn deceleration lane of 25 feet,
which is the City's DCS standard (Figure IX. I I). 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
tl"affic study at each of the pl'oposed 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).--·-·· _. _...- ._-_..- .. _- ...-

15. 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 3S feet west of the west side of the proposed island, per City's Design and
Construction standards (DeS Figure IX.7). Plans should clearly label the
dimensions of the left-turn lane and taper. Taper must be 300 feet, based on the
50-mph speed liinit on 10 Mile.

16. Proposed extension oHhe center left-turn lane along 10 Mile is shown as i I feet
wide. Applicant should justify proposing less than the desirable IZ·foot fane
width.

17. The northern-most opening in the proposed is!and 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 mal<e a left-turn into the proposed bank,
and those turning in behind them at high rates of speed. A continuous island as

Birchler Arroyo A;soc;ates, Inc. 28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Vilbge, 111 '18076 248,423.1776



Legacy Pare CooceptuaVPRO ood RUD Plan (SP#08-30 aod 31), Traffle Review of 8-28-08, page 6

recommended would require a City Council waiver fmm the Design and
Construction standa~ds,which limit the length of an island in a commercia!
driveway to 100 feet.

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

1
-..·..-.• -.'. -..-.C-.'-_ -."--- _ _ _., _ _ - _._ _-J_.
Pedestrian Access

jAre pedestrians saldy and Teasonabiy accommodated?

19. Site plan shows a 5-foot concrete sidewall< along the entire 10 Mile frontage of
the property. City's Bicycle and Pedestrian Maste~ Plan calls for an B-foot
pathway on the south side of /0 Mile Road.

20. 5-loot 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 clubhouse, 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 sidewall<s 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 I O-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 Greyhawl< Circle.

22. We recommend. a 5-foot flare in the pavement of the proposed 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 crosswalks at the proposed signal
at 10 Mile and Del Mar/Legacy Pare Blvd.

Circulation
Canv~hjc1essafely and convenIently maneuver through the site?

__~,-'-'-'- . -'-'-'--'-'-'-...J

25. V"e are concemed with the possibility of traffic to and from the west side of the
proposed development (Pods Band C and to a lesser degree Pods A and D) using
the senior housing parking lot as a cut-through to and f~om 10 Mile Road.
Particularly. we foresee outbound site traffic to westbound 10 Mile cutting through the
connection between the senior housing and Greyhawk Circle and exiting via the senior
housing driveway, rather than "backtracking" to Legacy Pare Blvd. Some traffic-calming
measures may be appropdate at that connection to deter cut-through traffic;

Birchler Arroyo Associates, Inc 28021 Southfield PDad, jdthrup Village, MI 48076 248.'123, I776



Legacy Pare Conceptual/PRO and RUD Plan (SP#08-30 and 31), Traffic Review of 8-28-08, page 7

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

26. 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 ti-affic 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).

27. In at least three instances, the proposed eyebrows (required at interior curves in
the road ofless 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.

28. We 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 lanes south ofthe 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
left and circulate counter-clockwise 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.

29. 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 10 Mile Road
should be submitted which includes the traffic circle at the intersection of Quail Hollow Blvd.
And Greyhawk Circle.

30. Final site plan should include a detailed signing and striping plan, including the location and
dimensions of all STOP signs, No Parking signs, traffic control signs, wayflnding signs,
pavement markings, etc. We note the height of the barrier-free parking signs shown on
Sheet 19 are dimensioned at 8 feet, where MMUTCD requires 8'4".

Sincerely,
BIRCHLER ARROYO ASSOCIATES, INC.

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP
Vice President

William A. Stimpson, P.E., PTOE
Director of Traffic Engineering

David R. Campbell
Senior Associate

Bir'Ciiler AITOjO Associates, inc. 28021 Southfi·,kj Road, lcrthrup Village, MI 48076 248.423.1776
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cityofnovi.org

Petitioner
Singh Development LLC

Review Tvpe
Concept/PRO, RUD

Property Characteristics
• Site Location:
• Site Size:
• Plan Date:

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT
September 4, 2008

Engineering Review
Legacy Parc

SP# OS-30(PRO), OS-31(RUD)

South side of Ten Mile between Wixom and Napier.
329.5 acres
May 29, 200S

Project Summarv
• 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 Mile 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.

• 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 S-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 lOO-year storm. Each basin would discharge at controlled rates to the surrounding
wetland system.



Engineering Review ofConcept/PRO, RlID Plan
Legacy Pare
SP# 08-30(PRO), 08-31(RUD)

September 4( 2008
Page2of6

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

General

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

~::ommu~nefit

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 modifications required by RCOC to accommodate 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 TenMile/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.
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Engineering Review ofConcept/PRO, RUD Plan
Legacy Pare
SP# 08-30(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.

8. 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. 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 improvements needed to
mitigate the increased density, the improvements must be addressed in more detail
in the revised RUD/PRO agreement. A genera/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 made whether it is through a developer payment to the City or
installed by the developer.

10. 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 current 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.

11. 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 limit
on its contractual sanitary sewer capacity at its outlet to Wayne County. Additional
contractual ca pacitv will be needed to serve the increased density proposed by this
development.

Storm Water Management Plan

12. 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.

13. 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 I'1ile. This must be verified with OCDC, and any work done within the drain
easement will require 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.
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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 would be required to permit the reduced right-of-way proposed.

The Senior Housing bouievard 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 floodplain 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. A letter 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
ofthe 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 Community

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 right-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. Adraft 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 shall 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 Depaltment.
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The following must be addressed prior to construction:
24. A City of Novi Grading Permit will be required 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.

25. 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.

26. 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.

27. 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 Pian submittal. Please contact the
Engineering Department at 248-347-0454 for further Information.

28. 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.

29. 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.

30. 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.

31. A permit for work in the Novi-Lyon Drain must be obtained from the Oakland County
Drain Commissioner's office.

32. Construction Inspection Fees to be determined once the construction cost estimate
is submitted must be paid prior to the pre-construction meeting.

33. A storm water performance guarantee, equal to 1.5 times the amount required to
complete storm water management and facilities as specified in the Storm Water
Management Ordinance, must be posted at the Treasurer's Office.

34. 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 at the Treasurer's Office.

35. For the multi-family and commercial phases, an incomplete site work performance
guarantee 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
compieted.

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.

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 Pare. 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 meeting rooms, a pool and a fitness
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 approvedRUD for this property would
yield 439 REUs. Based on the concept plan 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 looping 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.

Sanitary Sewer
The project is located within the Lannys Sanitary Sewer District, but is proposed to discharge
sanitary sewer flows to 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 cencept 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 increased 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
additional sanitary sewer design information to determine when the upgrades should occur.

Summary

The concept plan included in the PRO application would have a noticeable impact on the public
utilities when compared to the previously approved RUD. The concept plan yields a 60%
increase in the number of REUs 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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