
CITY of NOVI CITY COUNCIL 

Agenda Item 1 
January 28, 2019 

SUBJECT: Approval at the request of Robertson Brothers Homes, for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with
Zoning Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone from R-4 (One-Family Residential) and B-3 
(General Business) to RM-2 (High Density Multiple Family Residential) subject to the related 
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Agreement, and corresponding PRO Concept Plan. The 
property is located in Sections 1 O and 11, on both the west and east sides of Old Novi 
Road, south of Thirteen Mile Road and totals approximately 3.15 acres. 
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CITY MANAGER APPROVAL:� 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

The petitioner is requesting to rezone a 3.15-acre parcel of property on the west and east 
side of Old Novi Road south of Thirteen Mile Road from R-4 (One-Family Residential) and B-
3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density Multi-Family Residential) utilizing the City's 
Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option. The applicant states that the rezoning request is 
necessary to allow the development of 20 single-family, for-sale residential homes in a 
manner consistent with the City's Master Plan. City Council granted tentative approval of 
the request on December 3, 2018. 

As the City Council discussed at the meeting in December, the Draft PRO Agreement 
includes language that shall be included in the Master Deed to notify any future home 
owners, indicating and acknowledging that the residents of the new homes have no lake 
access or lake use rights with respect to Walled Lake and shall have no right of access to 
or use of the lake that differs from the rights of other members of the public. 

Also as discussed at the December City Council meeting, the Draft PRO Agreement 
includes language regarding the developer providing screening fences and/or 
landscaping adjacent to existing residential lots. The PRO Agreement indicates that 
evergreen trees shall be installed to a sufficient height as a buffer to any proposed two 
two-story residence to be built on units 1 through 7 when adjacent to an existing dwelling. 
The required height of such trees at the time of planting shall be determined by the City at 
the time of final site plan review. 

The applicant has offered to provide a memorialization plaque would give passers-by 
historical information about Cornelius Austin's place in Novi history. Clarification regarding 
the type of signage that will be installed by the developer has been included in the Draft 
PRO Agreement to insure that the proposed sign will be consistent with the historical 
markers that have been placed in nearby Pavilion Shore Park. 
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Ordinance Deviations Requested 
Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning 
Ordinance within a PRO agreement. These deviations must be accompanied by a finding 
by City Council that "each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if 
the deviation were not granted, prohibit an enhancement of the development that would 
be in the public interest, and that approving the deviation would be consistent with the 
Master Plan and compatible with the surrounding areas." 

The following deviations from the standards of the Zoning Ordinance are included in the 
Draft PRO Agreement pursuant to §3402.D.1.c of the City's Zoning Ordinance: 

a. Planning Deviations for Single-Family (R-4 standards), Section 3.1.5.D of the 
Zoning Ordinance, because the type of development recommended by the 
Master Plan would not be achieved with the required standards and many of 
the deviations are similar to the existing homes in the area: 

i. Reduction of minimum lot area by 4,604 square feet ( 10,000 square feet 
required, 5,396 square feet provided); 

ii. Reduction of minimum lot frontage by up to 29 feet (80 feet required, 51 
to 65 feet provided); 

iii. Reduction of the minimum required building front yard setback by up to 
24 feet (Required 30 feet, provided 6 to 20 feet); 

iv. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard setback by 5 feet 
(Required 10 feet, provided 5 feet); 

v. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard total setback by 
up to 12 feet (Required 25 feet, provided 13 to 23 feet); 

vi. Reduction of the minimum required building rear yard setback by 15 feet 
(Required 35 feet, provided 20 feet); 

vii. Reduction of the minimum required exterior side yard building setback by 
25 feet (Required 30 feet, provided 5 feet); 

viii. Exceeding the maximum lot coverage percentage by 20% (25% allowed, 
45% provided); and 

b. City Council variance from Sec. 11-94(0) (2) of the Code of Ordinances for 
deviation for the width of storm sewer easements ( 10 feet requested, 20 feet 
required); 

c. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C) (3) of Engineering Design Manual 
for the distance between the sidewalk and curb to a minimum of 10 feet on the 
west side of Old Novi Road to create more usable area in the right-of-way while 
ensuring pedestrian safety; 

d. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C) (3) of Engineering Design Manual 
for the distance between the sidewalk and curb to a minimum of 9 feet on the 
east side of Old Novi Road and adjacent to the on street parking spaces, to 
create more usable area in the right-of-way and provide sidewalk adjacent to 
the on-street parking spaces; 

e. Traffic deviation from Sec. 11-216 of the Code of Ordinances for driveway width 
of 1 O feet ( 16 feet standard) which is within the acceptable range and may be 
granted administratively; 
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f. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii of the Zoning Ordinance for no 
screening berm provided between the B-3 commercial district and the 
residential properties to the south on both sides of Old Novi Road (6-8 feet tall 
landscaped berm required, 0 feet provided) with alternative screening with 
fence/wall and/or landscaping to be provided (as noted in the PRO Conditions, 
3.J, above); 

g. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and 5.5.3.E.ii of the Zoning Ordinance 
for street trees located in front yards of single-family homes on Wainwright and 
Linhart, rather than within the right-of-way due to the presence of utilities; 

h. For the landscaping and decorative fences located within the right-of-way: 

i. A landscape waiver for the location of greenbelt trees within the right-of
way; 

ii. A use easement or license agreement, or other agreement in a form and 
manner as determined by the City Attorney, for use of a portion of the 
right-of-way on the west and east side of Old Novi Road as a yard area 
to be maintained by the homeowners with the Association providing 
back-up maintenance. 

Public Benefit under PRO Ordinance 
Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO 
rezoning would be in the public interest and the public benefits of the proposed PRO 
rezoning would clearly outweigh the detriments. The following are the benefits provided 
with the original concept plan that remain: 

I . Redevelopment Po tential of Property: Development of an otherwise 
undevelopable property under current zoning regulations. There is a 
redevelopment potential for the property even if the property is developed 
according to existing zoning, but perhaps not as likely. Variances for setbacks and 
lot sizes would be expected for any residential development due to the shape and 
depth of the lots, which would make it difficult to design in compliance with the 
regulations. Removing vacant and non-conforming buildings can be considered as 
a public benefit, although one of the buildings within the road right-of-way has 
historic significance. See attached memo on the Cornelius Austin home. 

2. Fulfilling the Master Plan's Redevelopment Strategy: Meeting the intent of the City's 
Pavilion Shore Village planning area. Staff acknowledges that the proposed 
development aims to fulfill the redevelopment vision laid out in the Master Plan. The 
Master Plan talks about a mix of uses in the area, however, and this plan addresses 
the housing uses. There are existing commercial uses in the area, but the result is not 
necessarily a cohesive development that ties the uses together and expands the 
commercial options available to the local community. The applicant's position that 
additional residents and investment in the area could drive development interest is 
valid, and the single family uses are appropriate in the proposed area. The 
surrounding community has also strongly voiced a desire for only single family 
homes in the proposed areas, with any additional commercial uses to be located 
closer to the Old Novi Road/Thirteen Mile intersection. 
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3. Public Parking: Public parking spaces along Old Novi Road for overflow park 
parking. Ten on-street parking spaces are proposed along the east side of Old Novi 
Road. These would be available for the general public including local residents, 
customers of local businesses, and visitors of the Pavilion Shore Park. The Master Plan 
does recommend on-street parking along Old Novi Road, so the spaces could be 
counted as a benefit to the public. 

4. His torical Marker: The proposed project will necessitate the demolition of the historic 
Austin House at 2205 Old Novi Road. The applicant has indicated a willingness to 
allow documentation of the home prior to demolition. In addition, a 
memorialization plaque would be provided to give passers-by historical information 
about the site's place in Novi history. Many people who live in Novi today would 
never know the significance of the home at 2205 Old Novi Road, or about the man 
who was one of the early white settlers of the area and a veteran of the War of 
1812. Although the home would be lost, the proposed signage could be a cultural 
benefit to the community to expand awareness of the role Cornelius Austin played 
in Novi's history. 

5. Providing Alternative Ho using: Housing options for residents that are currently 
underserved. Single family homes at the price point proposed by the applicant do 
not specifically address the underserved market of the area. The applicant has 
stated the proposed homes will start around $350,000. The most recent data 
available (2016) shows the median home value in Novi is $266,000 {American 
Community Survey). Thirty percent of homes in Novi fall within the range of $300-
499,000, which is the largest segment of home values. The 2016 median income 
level in Novi was $86,193. At this income level, many home affordability calculators 
would suggest homes valued at $300-350,000 would be considered affordable at 
today's mortgage interest rates. Staff agrees that there is a demand for the 
proposed type of housing within the City. The homes are set in a walkable context, 
and are smaller than many of the homes being built in Novi in recent years. They 
may fill the need for a more affordable option for those looking to buy a newer 
home in the area. 

City Council Action 
Because the attached draft PRO Agreement is consistent with the rezoning with PRO 
requested, and tentatively approved by the City Council at the December 3, 2018 
meeting, the City Council is now asked to consider the actual text of the Planned 
Rezoning Overlay Agreement and give final approval of the agreement, the PRO 
Concept Plan and the rezoning. Following Council's final approval, the applicant will 
submit for Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval under standard site plan review 
procedures. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Final approval of the request of Robertson Brothers Homes, for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with 
Zoning Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone property in Section 10 and 11, located on the 
west and east side of Old Novi Road south of Thirteen Mile Road from R-4 (One-Family 
Residential} and B-3 (General Business} to RM-2 (High-Density Multiple-Family Residential} 
subject to a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO} Agreement, and corresponding PRO 
Concept Plan, and subject to the conditions listed in the staff and consultant review 
letters, and with any changes and/or conditions as discussed at the City Council meeting, 
with any final minor alterations required in the determination of the City Manager and City 
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Attorney to be incorporated by the City Attorney's office prior to the execution of the final 
agreement. This motion is made for the following reasons: 

a. The proposed plan meets several objectives of the Master Plan, as noted in the 
review letter, including: 
i. The Pavilion Shore Village area is identified in the Master Plan for 

redevelopment with a vision for a cohesive mixed-use village that 
complements the surrounding neighborhood. (Bringing additional residents 
and investment into the area could drive development interest in the other 
areas of Pavilion Shore Village, and the community has strongly expressed 
single family uses are preferred on these parcels). 

ii. Provide and maintain adequate transportation facilities for the City's needs. 
Address vehicular and non-motorized transportation facilities (Pedestrian 
improvements are proposed along Old Novi Road including building a 
segment of planned sidewalk on the east side of the road, which includes a 
bench seating area with landscaping). 

iii. Provide residential developments that support healthy lifestyles. Ensure the 
provision of neighborhood open space within residential developments. (The 
homes are set in a walkable context with sidewalks leading to the nearby 
parks.) 

iv. Provide a wide range of quality housing options. Attract new residents to the 
City by providing a full range of quality housing opportunities that meet the 
housing needs of all demographic groups including but not limited to singles, 
couples, first time home buyers, families and the elderly. (The homes include 
characteristics of the "missing middle" housing option with medium density, 
well-designed units with smaller footprints that will appeal to many types of 
demographic groups, and are set in a walkable context.) 

b. The proposed detention pond provides improved management of storm water in 
an area not currently detained. 

c. The redevelopment of this site provides an update to the visual aesthetic in a 
unique area of the City with underutilized parcels. 

d. The redevelopment of the subject parcels will remove non-conforming structures 
from the Right-of-Way. 

e. The proposed single-family homes are consistent with the character of the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

f. The topography and parcel configuration are such that single family home 
development under the existing zoning would not be possible without similar 
variances for lot depth, lot area, lot coverage and setbacks. 

g. The density proposed is within the density recommended in the Master Plan. 
h. Submittal of a Concept Plan and any resulting PRO Agreement provides assurance 

to the Planning Commission and the City Council of the manner in which the 
property will be developed, and offers benefits that would likely not be offered 
under standard development options. 
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DRAFT PRO AGREEMENT 



Draft 
1/24/2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY (PRO) AGREEMENT 
LAKEVIEW 

 
 

 AGREEMENT, by and between Robertson Lakeview, LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, 
whose address is 6905 Telegraph Rd Ste. 200, Bloomfield Hills, MI 48301 (referred to as “Developer”); 
and the CITY OF NOVI, 45175 Ten Mile Road, Novi, MI 48375-3024 (“City”). 
 
 RECITATIONS: 
 

A. Developer is the prospective purchaser and developer of a 3.15-acre parcel of property on 
the west and east side of Old Novi Road south of Thirteen Mile Road, herein known as the 
“Land” described on Exhibit A, attached and incorporated herein.   

 
B. The Land is currently owned by Mark Robbins (22-10-231-021, 22-10-231-006, 22-10-231-

020, 22-10-231-025, 22-10-231-026, and 22-10-231-027), Carl Helwig Trust (22-11-101-002), 
and Real Value LLC (22-11-103-001, 22-11-103-002, 22-11-103-020, 22-11-103-005, 22-11-
103-006, 22-11-103-007, 22-11-103-008,  and 22-11-103-009), (the “Owners”).  The Owners 
have consented to Developer’s application for rezoning and to the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement and its recording at the Oakland County Register of Deeds.   

 
C. For purposes of the development of 20 single-family, for-sale residential homes at an overall 

density of 6.4 dwelling units per acre, Developer petitioned the City for an amendment of 
the Zoning Ordinance, as amended, so as to reclassify the Land from R-4 (One-Family 
Residential) and B-3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density Multi-Family Residential) 
utilizing the City’s Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option.  The R-4 and B-3 classifications 
shall be referred to as the “Existing classification” and RM-2 shall be referred to as the 
“Proposed Classification.” 

 
D. The Proposed Classification would provide Developer with certain material development 

options not available under the Existing Classification and would be a distinct and material 
benefit and advantage to Developer. 

 
E. The City has reviewed and approved Developer’s proposed petition to amend the zoning 

district classification of the Land from the Existing Classification to the Proposed 
Classification under the terms of the Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) provisions of the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance; has reviewed Developer’s proposed PRO Plan (including building façade, 
elevations, and design), attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit B (the “PRO 
Plan”), which is a conceptual or illustrative plan for the potential development of the Land 
under the Proposed Classification, and not an approval to construct the proposed 
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improvements as shown; and has further reviewed both the proposed deviations from the 
strict terms of the City’s land use ordinances and regulations and the proposed PRO 
Conditions offered or accepted by Developer and has determined that the proposed 
Conditions constitute an overall public benefit that outweighs the deviations, and that  if the 
deviations were not granted, the denial would prohibit  an  enhancement  of the  
development  that  would be in the public interest, and that approving the deviations would 
be consistent with the City Master Plan  and compatible with the surrounding area. 
 

F. The City desires to ensure that all of the Land that is depicted on the PRO Plan is developed 
and/or re-developed in accordance with, and used for the purposes permitted by, the 
approved PRO Plan, the related documents and undertakings of Developer, and all 
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards. Developer desires to proceed with 
obtaining the site plan and engineering approval and the issuance of permits required to re-
develop the Land in accordance with the approved PRO Plan.  Set forth herein are the terms 
and conditions of the agreement between the City and Developer, which such agreement is 
to be recorded with the Register of Deeds for the County of Oakland following execution by 
the parties. 

 
G. In proposing the Proposed Classification to the City, Developer has expressed a firm and 

unalterable intent that Developer will develop and use the Land in conformance with the 
following undertakings by Developer, as well as the following forbearances by  Developer 
(such undertakings and forbearances hereafter referred to as the “Undertakings”): 
 

1. Uses Permitted.  Developer shall develop and use the Land solely for a single-
family detached residential condominium development not to exceed 20 
dwelling units, at a maximum density of 6.4 dwelling units per acre, to the 
extent permitted under the Proposed Classification (the “Development”). Units 
may be combined, thereby reducing the overall dwelling units permitted to less 
than 20-units, provided that the dwelling proposed within the combined units is 
still in scale with the other dwellings in the Development and meet with the 
requirements of applicable City ordinances and the PRO Plan.  Developer shall 
be responsible for all necessary and required site improvements for utilities 
(water, sewer, storm water). Developer shall forbear from developing and/or 
using the Land in any manner other than as authorized and/or limited by this 
Agreement. 
 

2. Compliance with Applicable Laws and Regulations. Developer shall develop the 
Land in accordance with all applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations, 
including all applicable setback requirements of the Zoning Ordinance under the 
Proposed Classification, except as expressly authorized herein, and all storm 
water and soil erosion requirements and measures throughout the site during 
the design and construction phases of the Development, and during the 
subsequent use of the Land as contemplated in this Agreement.   

 
Some deviations from the provisions of the City’s ordinances, rules, or 
regulations are depicted in the PRO Plan and are approved by virtue of this 
Agreement; however, except as to such specific deviations enumerated herein, 
Developer’s right to develop the 20-unit residential Development under the 
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requirements of the Proposed Classification shall be subject to and in 
accordance with all applications, reviews, approvals, permits, and authorizations 
required under applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations, including, but not 
limited to, site plan approval, storm water management plan approval, 
woodlands and wetlands permits, façade approval, landscape approval, and 
engineering plan approval, except as expressly provided in this Agreement. 
Architectural standards shall be subject to and in accordance with all applicable 
laws and ordinances; provided, however, that the architectural elevations and 
facades of the buildings as shown on the plans shall be the minimum standard 
for dwellings to be built, and any deviations from the elevations and facades 
depicted shall result in an equivalent or better product, as determined by the 
City’s façade consultant.   

 
3. PRO Conditions. The following conditions shall apply to the Land and/or be 

undertaken by Developer unless otherwise specified herein: 
 

a. The use of the Land will be for single-family dwellings the standards spelled 
out in this Agreement and shown in the PRO Plan, including but not limited 
to the minimum architectural and façade standards depicted in the PRO 
Plan. 

 
b. The maximum number of single-family units/dwellings shall be 20. 
 
c. The maximum density of the development shall be 6.4 Dwelling Units Per 

Acre (DUA). 
 

d. Developer shall establish a single condominium association for the 
development.  The Master Deed and Bylaws for the condominium shall: 
prescribe the responsibilities of the homeowners association; set forth the 
manner, method, and timing of transferal of maintenance responsibilities 
for common areas and facilities to the association; provide a feasible 
method of funding maintenance activities, such as annual dues and/or 
assessments; and reserve rights to the City to enforce or undertake 
maintenance related to the common areas after notice and opportunity to 
cure is first provided to the association.   

 
Developer shall be responsible for maintenance of open space areas, 
wetlands area, and storm drain improvements until Developer assigns and 
the association accepts such responsibilities to the association to be 
organized. 
 
The restrictions and obligations set forth in the Master Deed and Bylaws 
shall be binding upon the owner(s) and the Land and shall run with the land 
described in this Agreement as the “Land.” Each reference to “owner(s)” in 
this Section shall include the following: Developer, so long as Developer 
maintains any ownership interest in any portion of the Land and the Land 
has not been fully developed in accordance with the PRO Documents; and 
thereafter the Homeowners’ Association established for the development.  
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The Master Deed and Bylaws shall include provisions obligating the 
Association to maintain and preserve the required landscaping (including 
required screening and street trees), open areas, storm drainage facilities 
and easements, wetlands, and any other private common elements and 
improvements for or within the development in good working order and 
appearance at all times and in accordance with the PRO Documents. The 
Master Deed shall also require the owners to maintain the screening fences 
within the development and all improvements within the use easement or 
license agreement, referenced below to be entered into with respect to the 
Old Novi Road right-of-way.  The Master Deed may place the initial 
obligation for such maintenance of the individual owner(s), but the ultimate 
responsibility shall be the Association’s, and the City’s enforcement rights 
shall be against the Association. 
 
References to the requirements and regulations applicable to the Land 
under the PRO Plan, PRO Conditions, and this Agreement shall also be 
included within the Master Deed for the development in a manner reviewed 
and approved by the City Attorney and Director of Community 
Development, including the City’s enforcement rights as provided herein.  
The Master Deed and Bylaws shall be recorded at the Oakland County 
Register of Deeds at all times as a condition of this PRO.   

 
e. Developer, at the time of final site plan submittal, shall execute a use 

easement, right-of-way permit, or license agreement, in a form and manner 
determined by the City Attorney’s Office, extending 15 feet into the Old 
Novi Road Right-of-Way for the parcels along the west side of the road for 
the purpose of providing front yard space for the dwellings, including 
landscaping features and decorative fences to be maintained by the 
homeowners with the Association having a right to undertake the work if an 
owner fails to do so, established in the Master Deed.  Developer shall 
comply with all reasonable conditions set forth in the easement, license, or 
right-of-way permit, as required by the Engineering Division.   

 
f. Developer shall execute, at the time of final site plan submittal, a use 

easement, right-of-way permit, or license agreement, in a form and manner 
determined by the City Attorney’s Office, extending 5 feet into the Old Novi 
Road Right-of-Way for parcels 11 and 18 along the east side of the road for 
the purpose of providing side yard space for the homes, including 
landscaping features to be maintained by the Homeowners’ Association 
established in the Master Deed.  Developer shall comply with all reasonable 
conditions set forth in the easement, license, or right-of-way permit as 
required by the Engineering Division.  

 
g. Developer, at the time of final site plan submittal, shall execute a use 

easement, right-of-way permit, or license agreement, in a form and manner 
determined by the City Attorney’s Office, for the encroachment of the 
stormwater detention pond buffer into the Old Novi Road right-of-way, with 
a deviation granted for a reduction of up to 5 feet of the required 25 foot 
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stormwater pond buffer on the north, south, and east sides of the detention 
basin. Engineering Staff may at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review, 
allow further encroachment into the buffer if it determines that no adverse 
impact will occur.  Developer shall comply with all reasonable conditions set 
forth in the easement, license, or right-of-way permit as required by the 
Engineering Division. Developer’s rights and obligations therein will 
terminate when assigned to the homeowners’ association. 

 
h. The wetland area on the northeast corner of the site shall be impacted only 

as permitted by MDEQ and City Wetland Permit, and the Master Deed shall 
provide for a conservation easement such that the wetlands, after having 
been mitigated, will not be disturbed.    

 
i. Developer shall provide screening fences and/or landscaping on all portions 

of the Land adjacent to existing residential lots, as shown on the detail 
provided on Sheet L5, or comparable fences to be approved by the City’s 
Landscape Architect. Additionally, evergreen trees, to be installed to a 
sufficient height as a buffer to any proposed two-story residence to be built 
on units 1 through 7  to be located on the Land adjacent to an existing 
dwelling.  The required height of such trees at the time of planting shall be 
determined by the City at the time of final site plan review.  The fences shall 
be installed within 8 months of issuance of a grading permit for the 
Development. 

 
j. In lieu of the required berm between commercial and residential uses, 

Developer shall provide alternate screening on both sides of Old Novi Road 
in the form of a fence or wall and/or landscaping to be approved by the 
City’s landscape architect at the time of final site plan approval. 
Consideration shall be given to limiting noise and visual impacts for the 
residents, as well as impacts to wetlands and buffer areas.  The screening 
shall be installed within 8 months of issuance of a grading permit for the 
Development. 

 
k. All lots/units shall have front entry attached garages, which will be set back 

a minimum of 5 feet from the porch. 
 
l. Developer shall provide 10 on-street parking spaces along the east side of 

Old Novi Road, as shown on the PRO Plan. 
 
m. The sidewalk adjacent to the on-street parking spaces on the east side of 

Old Novi Road shall be 8-feet wide to accommodate encroachment of 
opening vehicle doors. 

 
n. Developer shall provide a 20-foot wide water main easement and 10-foot 

wide storm sewer easement to replace the 50-foot wide utility easement 
currently located within the previously-vacated Erma Street. The City will 
vacate the utility easement being replaced before the commencement of 
the Development. 
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o. City Council does not object to the Zoning Board of Appeals granting 

variances for the two lots fronting on Austin Drive that will be altered 
dimensionally when portions of the lots are combined and split to create 
new lots in the proposed development.  

 
p. Developer shall work with the City to design and erect an historical marker 

denoting the site of Cornelius Austin’s home and significance to the local 
history, in a size and scale similar to those in nearby Pavilion Shore Park.  
The City shall have the final determination as to the design and location of 
the marker, and Developer shall bear the full cost of fabricating and 
installing the sign in a manner approved by the City.  The marker shall be 
installed following commencement of the Development as soon as 
reasonably practical without interfering with development and building 
within the area where the marker is to be located. 

 
q. Developer shall provide the pedestrian elements along the east side of Old 

Novi Road, including a seating feature and landscaping, as shown on the 
PRO Plan (but not the bike repair station which is replaced with Developer 
installing the historic marker reference in sub-paragraph P above). 

 
r. Developer shall include a provision in the Master Deed, in language 

acceptable to the City, indicating and acknowledging that the Land has no 
lake access or lake use rights with respect to Walled Lake by virtue of any 
adjacency or proximity to the lake or by virtue of any property rights theory 
such as dedication or easement.  The Land and its occupants shall have no 
right of access to or use of the lake that differs from the rights (if any) of 
other members of the public. 

 
s.  Developer shall comply with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant 

review letters.  
 

4. Performance Guarantees. The City shall require Developer to provide 
reasonable performance and financial guarantees for the completion of 
improvements, including, without limitation, right-of-way improvements, water 
mains, sanitary sewers, storm drains, and landscaping and tree-planting 
activities.  Such financial guarantees may include cash deposits or letters of 
credit as allowed by the current provisions of the City’s Code of Ordinances as 
determined by the City, or surety bonds if permitted by the City in its discretion.  
Deposit and administration of financial guarantees shall be subject to the 
requirements and conditions of Chapter 26.5 of the City of Novi Code and any 
other related rules or regulations. 
 

5. City Authority. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent the City from exercising 
its regulatory and other authority with respect to the Land and the 
Development in a manner consistent with the PRO Plan and this Agreement. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 
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1. Developer Obligations. Upon the proposed classification becoming final following entry into 

this Agreement: 
 

a. The Land shall be developed only in accordance with the Undertakings, the PRO Plan, 
the PRO Conditions, the City of Novi Zoning Ordinance (as amended), the City of Novi 
Code ofOrdinances (as amended), and this Agreement (which together may be referred 
to as the “PRO Documents”); 

 
b. Developer shall act in conformance with the Undertakings; 
 
c. Developer shall forbear from acting in a manner inconsistent with the Undertakings; and 
 
d. Developer shall commence and complete all actions necessary to carry out all of the 

Undertakings and the PRO Conditions and shall at all times comply with this Agreement. 
 

2. Authorized Deviations. The following deviations from the standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance are hereby authorized pursuant to §3402.D.1.c of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

 
a. Planning Deviations for Single-Family (R-4 standards), Section 3.1.5.D of the Zoning 

Ordinance, because the type of development recommended by the Master Plan would 
not be achieved with the required standards and many of the deviations are similar to 
the existing homes in the area: 
 
i. Reduction of minimum lot area by 4,604 square feet (10,000 square feet required, 

5,396 square feet provided); 
ii. Reduction of minimum lot frontage by up to 29 feet (80 feet required, 51 to 65 feet 

provided); 
iii. Reduction of the minimum required building front yard setback by up to 24 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 6 to 20 feet); 
iv. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard setback by 5 feet (Required 

10 feet, provided 5 feet); 
v. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard total setback by up to 12 feet 

(Required 25 feet, provided 13 to 23 feet); 
vi. Reduction of the minimum required building rear yard setback by 15 feet (Required 

35 feet, provided 20 feet); 
vii. Reduction of the minimum required exterior side yard building setback by 25 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 5 feet); 
viii. Exceeding the maximum lot coverage percentage by 20% (25% allowed, 45% 

provided); and  
 

b. City Council variance from Sec. 11-94(a)(2) of the Code of Ordinances for deviation for 
the width of storm sewer easements (10 feet requested, 20 feet required); 

 
c. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C)(3) of Engineering Design Manual for the 

distance between the sidewalk and curb to a minimum of 10 feet on the west side of 
Old Novi Road to create more usable area in the right-of-way while ensuring pedestrian 
safety; 
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d. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C)(3) of Engineering Design Manual for the 

distance between the sidewalk and curb to a minimum of 9 feet on the east side of Old 
Novi Road and adjacent to the on street parking spaces, to create more usable area in 
the right-of-way and provide sidewalk adjacent to the on-street parking spaces; 
 

e. Traffic deviation from Sec. 11-216 of the Code of Ordinances for driveway width of 10 
feet (16 feet standard) which is within the acceptable range and may be granted 
administratively; 

 
f. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii of the Zoning Ordinance for no screening 

berm provided between the B-3 commercial district and the residential properties to 
the south on both sides of Old Novi Road (6-8 feet tall landscaped berm required, 0 feet 
provided) with alternative screening with fence/wall and/or landscaping to be provided 
(as noted in the PRO Conditions, 3.J, above); 

 
g. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and 5.5.3.E.ii of the Zoning Ordinance for 

street trees located in front yards of single-family homes on Wainwright and Linhart, 
rather than within the right-of-way due to the presence of utilities; 

 
 
h. For the landscaping and decorative fences located within the right-of-way: 

 
i. A landscape waiver for the location of greenbelt trees within the right-of-way; 
 
ii. A use easement, right-of-way permit, or license agreement, or other agreement in a 

form and manner as determined by the City Attorney, for use of a portion of the 
right-of-way on the west and east side of Old Novi Road as a yard area to be 
maintained by the Association; provided that the Association may require the 
individual owners to conduct such maintenance in the first instance, with the 
Association being ultimately responsible to the City under the Master Deed.  
 

3. Revocation of Rights.  In the event Developer attempts to or proceeds with actions to 
complete improvement of the Land in any manner other than as a 20-unit single-family 
detached residential development, as shown on Exhibit B, the City shall be authorized to 
revoke all outstanding building permits and certificates of occupancy issued for such 
building and use. 

 
4. Modifications; Required Amendments. Minor modifications to the approved PRO Plan can 

be approved administratively if the Zoning Ordinance would otherwise allow an 
administrative site plan review and approval, so long as the City Planner determines that the 
modifications (i) are minor, (ii) do not deviate from the general intent of the PRO Plan, and 
(iii) result in reduced impacts on the surrounding development and existing infrastructure.  
The Planning Commission shall also be permitted to authorize amendments to the PRO Plan 
in its review of the preliminary site plans for individual units, with regard to parking-related, 
landscaping-related, and façade-related requirements, provided it would otherwise have 
that authority under the Zoning Ordinance.   
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5. General Provisions: 
 
a. Except with respect to appeals from the applicable standards of the City’s Sign 

Ordinance, and the two lots fronting on Austin Drive as set forth above, the Zoning 
Board of Appeals (ZBA) shall have no jurisdiction over the Land or the application of this 
Agreement until after site plan approval and construction of the Development as 
approved therein.  In no event shall the ZBA be permitted to vary any terms or 
conditions of this Agreement. 

 
b. Except as may be specifically modified by this Agreement, the City Code and all 

applicable regulations of the City shall apply to the Land.  Any substantial violation of the 
City Code by Developer and/or any successor owners or occupants with respect to the 
Land shall be deemed a breach of this Agreement, as well as a violation of the City Code. 

 
c. A breach of this Agreement shall constitute a nuisance per se, which shall be abated. 

Developer and the City therefore agree that, in the event of a breach of this Agreement 
by Developer, the City, in addition to any other relief to which it may be entitled at law 
or in equity, or any other provisions of this Agreement, shall be entitled under this 
Agreement to relief in the form of specific performance and an order of the court 
requiring abatement of the nuisance per se.  In the event of a breach of this Agreement, 
the City may notify Developer of the occurrence of the breach and issue a written notice 
requiring the breach be cured within thirty (30) days; provided, however, that if the 
breach, by its nature, cannot be cured within thirty (30) days, Developer shall not be in 
the breach hereunder if Developer commences the cure within the thirty (30) day period 
and diligently pursues the cure to completion.  Failure to comply with such notice shall, 
in addition to any other relief to which the City may be entitled in equity or at law, 
render Developer liable to the City in any suit for enforcement for actual costs incurred 
by the City including, but not limited to, reasonable attorneys’ fees, expert witness fees 
and the like.  

 
d. This Agreement may not be amended except in writing signed by the parties and 

recorded in the same manner as this Agreement.  In the event Developer desires to 
propose an amendment, an application shall be made to the City's Department of 
Community Development, which shall process the application in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
e. Both parties understand and agree that if any part, term, or provision of this Agreement 

is held by a court of competent jurisdiction, and as a final enforceable judgment, to be 
illegal or in conflict with any law of the State of Michigan or the United States, the 
validity of the remaining portions or provisions shall not be affected, and the rights and 
obligations of the parties shall be construed and enforced as if this Agreement did not 
contain the particular part, term, or provisions held to be invalid. 

 
f. The Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Michigan, both as to 

interpretation and performance.  Any and all suits for any and every breach of this 
Agreement may be instituted and maintained in any court of competent jurisdiction in 
the County of Oakland, State of Michigan. 
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g. No waiver of any breach of this Agreement shall be held to be a waiver of any other or 
subsequent breach.  A delay in enforcement of any provision of this Agreement shall not 
be construed as a waiver or estoppel of the City's right to eventually enforce, or take 
action to enforce, the terms of this Agreement.  All remedies afforded in this Agreement 
shall be taken and construed as cumulative; that is, all remedies afforded in this 
Agreement are in addition to every other remedy provided by law. 

 
h. The signers of this Agreement warrant and represent that they have the authority to 

sign this Agreement on behalf of their respective principals and the authority to bind 
each party to this Agreement according to its terms.  Further, each of the parties 
represents that the execution of this Agreement has been duly authorized and is binding 
on such parties. 

 
i. This Agreement shall run with the land described herein as the Land and bind the 

parties, their heirs, successors, and assigns.  This Agreement shall be recorded in the 
Oakland County Register of Deeds by the City within 30 days of the last signature below.  
The parties acknowledge that the Land is subject to changes in ownership and/or control 
at any time, but that heirs, successors, and assigns shall take their interest subject to the 
terms of this Agreement, and all references to "Developer " in this Agreement shall also 
include all heirs, successors, and assigns of Developer, and all future owners of any 
parcels created by the proposed land division.   

 
j. Developer has negotiated with the City the terms of the PRO Plan, PRO Conditions, and 

this Agreement, and such documentation represents the product of the joint efforts and 
mutual agreements of Developer and the City.  Developer fully accepts and agrees to the 
final terms, conditions, requirements and obligations of the PRO Plan and PRO 
Agreement, and Developer shall not be permitted in the future to claim that the effect 
of the PRO Plan and PRO Agreement results in an unreasonable limitation upon uses of 
all or a portion of the Land, or claim that enforcement of the PRO Plan and PRO 
Agreement causes an inverse condemnation, other condemnation or taking of all or any 
portion of the Land.  Developer and the City agree that this Agreement and its terms, 
conditions, and requirements are lawful and consistent with the intent and provisions of 
local ordinances, state and federal law, and the Constitutions of the State of Michigan 
and the United States of America.  Developer has offered and agreed to proceed with 
the Undertakings and obligations as set forth in this Agreement in order to protect the 
public health, safety, and welfare and provide material advantages and development 
options for Developer, all of which Undertakings and obligations Developer and the City 
agree are necessary in order to ensure public health, safety, and welfare, to ensure 
compatibility with adjacent uses of land, to promote use of the Land in a socially, 
environmentally, and economically desirable manner, and to achieve other reasonable 
and legitimate objective of the City and Developer, as authorized under applicable City 
ordinances and the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, MCL 125.3101, et seq., as amended.   

 
Developer further agrees and acknowledges that the terms, conditions, obligations, and 
requirements of this Agreement are clearly and substantially related to the burdens to 
be created by the development and use of the Land under the PRO Plan, and are, 
without exception, clearly and substantially related to the City's legitimate interests in 
protecting the public health, safety and general welfare.  
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k. Developer acknowledges that, at the time of the execution of this Agreement, Developer 

has not yet obtained final site plan or engineering approvals for the Project.  Developer 
acknowledges that the Planning Commission and Engineering staff/consultants may 
impose additional conditions other than those contained in this Agreement during site 
plan and engineering reviews and approvals as authorized by law; provided, however, 
that such conditions shall not be inconsistent with the PRO Plan and shall not change or 
eliminate any development right authorized thereby.  Such conditions shall be 
incorporated into and made a part of this Agreement and shall be enforceable against 
Developer. 

 
l. None of the terms or provisions of this Agreement shall be deemed to create a 

partnership or joint venture between Developer and the City. 
 

m. The Recitations contained in this Agreement and all exhibits attached to this Agreement 
and referred to herein shall for all purposes be deemed to be incorporated in this 
Agreement by this reference and made a part of this Agreement.  Headings are 
descriptive only. 

 
n. This Agreement is intended as the complete integration of all understandings between 

the parties related to the subject matter herein.  No prior contemporaneous addition, 
deletion, or other amendment shall have any force or effect whatsoever, unless 
embodied herein in writing.  No subsequent notation, renewal, addition, deletion or 
other amendment shall have any force or effect unless embodied in a written 
amendatory or other agreement executed by the parties required herein, other than 
additional conditions which may be attached to site plan approvals as stated above. 

 
o. The parties intend that this Agreement shall create no third-party beneficiary interest 

except for an assignment pursuant to this Agreement.  The parties are not presently 
aware of any actions by them or any of their authorized representatives which would 
form the basis for interpretation construing a different intent and expressly disclaim any 
such acts or actions, particularly in view of the integration of this Agreement. 

 
p. Where there is a question with regard to applicable regulations for a particular aspect of 

the Development, or with regard to clarification, interpretation, or definition of terms or 
regulations, and there are no apparent express provisions of the PRO Plan and this 
Agreement which apply, the City, in the reasonable exercise of its discretion, shall 
determine the regulations of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, as that Ordinance may have 
been amended, or other City Ordinances that shall be applicable, provided that such 
determination is not inconsistent with the nature and intent of the Amended PRO Plan 
and does not change or eliminate any development right authorized by the PRO Plan.  In 
the event of a conflict or inconsistency between two or more provisions of the PRO Plan 
(including notes thereto) and/or this Agreement, or between such documents and 
applicable City ordinances, the more restrictive provision, as determined in the 
reasonable discretion of the City, shall apply. 

 
q. Both parties acknowledge and agree that they have had the opportunity to have the 

PRO Plan, PRO Conditions, and this Agreement, reviewed by legal counsel. 



 12 

 
r. This Agreement may be signed in counterparts. 

 
{Signatures begin on following page} 
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       DEVELOPER 
       Robertson Lakeview, LLC, a Michigan limited  
        liability company 
 Robertson Brothers, Co, a Michigan   
  corporation, Manager 
  
 
 
 By: ____________________________ 
  
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
    ) ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 
 On this _____ day of _________________, 2019, before me 
appeared______________________________________ of Robertson Brothers, Co, a Michigan 
corporation, Manager of Robertson Lakeview, LLC, a Michigan limited liability company,  on behalf of 
the corporation and company. 
 
 
       ____________________________________  
          , Notary Public 
                         County 
       Acting in                    County 
       My commission expires: 
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CITY OF NOVI 
      

       By: ______________________________ 
        Robert J. Gatt, Mayor 
 
  
 
 
       By: ______________________________ 
        Cortney Hanson, Clerk 
 
 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
    ) ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 
 On this _____ day of _________________, 2019, before me appeared Robert J. Gatt and 
Cortney Hanson, who stated that they had signed this document of their own free will on behalf of the 
City of Novi in their respective official capacities, as stated above. 
 
 
       ____________________________________  
          , Notary Public 
                         County 
       Acting in                    County 
       My commission expires: 
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CONSENT TO AGREEMENT 

 
 The undersigned Property Owner, Mark Robbins, whose address is 
_____________________________________________, joins in and consents to the execution and 
recording at the Oakland County Register of Deeds of the foregoing Agreement and agrees to be bound 
by, and the Property shall be subject to, the terms of the foregoing Agreement. 
 
Dated:  ___________________, 2019 ____________________________________________ 
 BY: 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
 )  ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 

On this ____ day of _______________, 2019, before me appeared 
_____________________________, who states that he/she has signed this document of his/her own 
free will. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Notary Public 
___________ County, Michigan 
Acting in ___________ County, Michigan 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 
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CONSENT TO AGREEMENT 

 
 The undersigned Property Owner, Real Value LLC, whose address is 
_____________________________________________, joins in and consents to the execution and 
recording at the Oakland County Register of Deeds of the foregoing Agreement and agrees to be bound 
by, and the Property shall be subject to, the terms of the foregoing Agreement. 
 
Dated:  ___________________, 2019 ____________________________________________ 
 BY: 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
 )  ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 

On this ____ day of _______________, 2019, before me appeared 
_____________________________, who states that he/she has signed this document of his/her own 
free will. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Notary Public 
___________ County, Michigan 
Acting in ___________ County, Michigan 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 
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CONSENT TO AGREEMENT 
 

 The undersigned Property Owner, Carl Helwig Trust, whose address is 
_____________________________________________, joins in and consents to the execution and 
recording at the Oakland County Register of Deeds of the foregoing Agreement and agrees to be bound 
by, and the Property shall be subject to, the terms of the foregoing Agreement. 
 
Dated:  ___________________, 2019 ____________________________________________ 
 BY: TRUSTEE  
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
 )  ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 

On this ____ day of _______________, 2019, before me appeared 
_____________________________, who states that he/she has signed this document of his/her own 
free will. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Notary Public 
___________ County, Michigan 
Acting in ___________ County, Michigan 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 

 
 
Dated:  ___________________, 2019 ____________________________________________ 
 BY: TRUSTEE 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
 )  ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 

On this ____ day of _______________, 2019, before me appeared 
_____________________________, who states that he/she has signed this document of his/her own 
free will. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Notary Public 
___________ County, Michigan 
Acting in ___________ County, Michigan 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 
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Dated:  ___________________, 2019 ____________________________________________ 
 BY: TRUSTEE 
 
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
 )  ss 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND ) 
 

On this ____ day of _______________, 2019, before me appeared 
_____________________________, who states that he/she has signed this document of his/her own 
free will. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Notary Public 
___________ County, Michigan 
Acting in ___________ County, Michigan 
My Commission Expires:  _______________ 

 
Drafted by: 
 
Elizabeth Kudla Saarela 
Johnson, Rosati, Schultz & Joppich 
27555 Executive Drive, Suite 250 
Farmington Hills, MI 48331-5627 
 
When recorded return to: 
Cortney Hanson, Clerk 
City of Novi 
45175 Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
 



EXHIBIT A 
 

1 
  

LEGAL DESCRIPTION - PARCEL A - 

AS SURVEYED 

LAND SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND, STATE OF MICHIGAN, IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

LOTS 33 THROUGH 36, EXCEPT THE WEST 22.68 FEET THEREOF AND ALL OF LOTS 19 THROUGH 46, BOTH 
INCLUSIVE, ALSO 1/2 OF VACATED ERMA STREET ADJACENT TO LOT 19, OF SHAWOOD WALLED LAKE 
HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION, PART OF THE NORTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 10, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST, 
CITY OF NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN 
LIBER 46 OF PLATS, PAGE 48, OAKLAND COUNTY RECORDS, ALSO BEING MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 46, ALSO BEING A 
POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF OLD NOVI ROAD (120' WIDE); THENCE S.89°57'30"W. 
100.00 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 46; THENCE N.00°00'00"W. 200.00 FEET TO THE 
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 37; THENCE N.89°57'30"E. 22.68 FEET; THENCE N.00°00'00"W. 80.00 
FEET; THENCE S.89°57'30"W. 22.68 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 32; THENCE 
N.00°00'00"W. 203.95 FEET; THENCE N.09°23'48"E. 102.01 FEET TO A POINT ON THE CENTERLINE OF 
VACATED ERMA STREET (50' WIDE); THENCE N.89°42'23"E. 100.00 FEET ALONG SAID CENTERLINE OF 
VACATED ERMA STREET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY OF SAID OLD NOVI ROAD; 
THENCE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE: 1) 
S.09°23'48"W. 102.01 FEET AND 2) S.00°00'00"E. 484.39 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

CONTAINING: 56,658.30 SQ. FT. OR 1.301 ACRES 

TAX ID NUMBER: 22-10-231-021, 22-10-231-006, 22-10-231-020, 22-10-231-025, 22-10-231-026 AND 
22-10-231-027 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION - PARCEL B - 

AS SURVEYED 

LAND SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND, STATE OF MICHIGAN, IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

LOTS 89 THROUGH 100, ALSO 1/2 OF VACATED ALLEY ADJACENT THERETO, OF HOWELL'S WALLED LAKE 
SUBDIVISION, PART OF THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 11, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST, CITY OF 
NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN LIBER 42 OF 
PLATS, PAGE 36, OAKLAND COUNTY RECORDS, ALSO BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 89, ALSO BEING THE INTERSECTION 
OF THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF OLD NOVI ROAD (120' WIDE) AND THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-
WAY LINE OF WAINWRIGHT STREET (50' WIDE); THENCE S.89°51'55"E. 210.12 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
CENTERLINE OF VACATED ALLEY (20' WIDE); THENCE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES ALONG SAID 
CENTERLINE OF VACATED ALLEY: 1) S.08°51'30"W. 207.78 FEET AND 2) S.00°36'17"E. 38.62 FEET TO A 
POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF LINHART STREET (50' WIDE); THENCE N.89°51'55"W. 
207.65 FEET ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID LINHART STREET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID 
LOT 100, ALSO BEING A PONT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD NOVI ROAD; THENCE 
THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE: 1) N.00°36'17"W. 53.45 FEET AND 2) 
N.08°51'30"E. 192.78 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 



EXHIBIT A 
 

2 
  

 

CONTAINING: 51,155.02 SQ. FT. OR 1.174 ACRES 

TAX ID NUMBERS: 22-11-103-001, 22-11-103-002, 22-11-103-020, 22-11-103-005, 22-11-103-006, 22-11-
103-007, 22-11-103-008 AND 22-11-103-009 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION - PARCEL B - 

AS SURVEYED 

LAND SITUATED IN THE COUNTY OF OAKLAND, STATE OF MICHIGAN, IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

LOTS 89 THROUGH 100, ALSO 1/2 OF VACATED ALLEY ADJACENT THERETO, OF HOWELL'S WALLED LAKE 
SUBDIVISION, PART OF THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 11, TOWN 1 NORTH, RANGE 8 EAST, CITY OF 
NOVI, OAKLAND COUNTY, MICHIGAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED IN LIBER 42 OF 
PLATS, PAGE 36, OAKLAND COUNTY RECORDS, ALSO BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 89, ALSO BEING THE INTERSECTION 
OF THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF OLD NOVI ROAD (120' WIDE) AND THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-
WAY LINE OF WAINWRIGHT STREET (50' WIDE); THENCE S.89°51'55"E. 210.12 FEET TO A POINT ON THE 
CENTERLINE OF VACATED ALLEY (20' WIDE); THENCE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES ALONG SAID 
CENTERLINE OF VACATED ALLEY: 1) S.08°51'30"W. 207.78 FEET AND 2) S.00°36'17"E. 38.62 FEET TO A 
POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF LINHART STREET (50' WIDE); THENCE N.89°51'55"W. 
207.65 FEET ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID LINHART STREET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID 
LOT 100, ALSO BEING A PONT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD NOVI ROAD; THENCE 
THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE: 1) N.00°36'17"W. 53.45 FEET AND 2) 
N.08°51'30"E. 192.78 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

CONTAINING: 51,155.02 SQ. FT. OR 1.174 ACRES 

TAX ID NUMBERS: 22-11-103-001, 22-11-103-002, 22-11-103-020, 22-11-103-005, 22-11-103-006, 22-11-
103-007, 22-11-103-008 AND 22-11-103-009 

 

 

 



EXHIBIT B

























L-1
North

revisions: 

sheet no.

drawn by: checked by:

date:job number:

prepared for:

sheet title:

project title:

200'150'100'50'25'0

1"= 50'

design studio

landscape architecture / land planning

F:: 248.594.3260
T:: 248.594.3220
Southfield, MI 48076
18161 W. Thirteen Mile Rd, Suite B-4

Lakeview

Overall Landscape

Phone: 248.644.3460

Robertson Brothers Homes

05.25.201817009

EMJ WTK

City of Novi, MI

These drawings as instruments of service, remain the property of LAND Design Studio, PLLC.
Any changes, publications or unauthorized use is prohibited unless expressly approved.

LAND Design Studio, PLLCc

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48301
6905 Telegraph Rd. - Suite 200

R

Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

Plan

O
ld

 N
ov

i R
d.

Wainwright St.

Linhart St.

Landscape Requirements

Landscape Deviations Requested
1. No screening berm between the B-3 district and the residential

properties to the south, on both sides of Old Novi Road. A 6'
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Sections.
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located in the proposed front yards, not the R.O.W.

3. Landscaping proposed within the R.O.W. is located within a
proposed 15' width Use Easement along the west side of Old Novi
Rd.

= Single Family Lot Canopy Tree

= Proposed Canopy Tree, in addition to
   required Trees

= Proposed Subcanopy Tree, in addition to
   required Trees

= Proposed Evergreen Tree, in addition to
   required Trees

### = Existing Tree To Remain

Tree Legend

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Proposed 15' width Use
Easement within Existing R.O.W.

Proposed Detention Pond.
See Sheet L-2 for Details

Plant Schedule (This Sheet)

Revised
Wetland

Mail Kiosk Location
See Sheet L-6 for

Details

Northeast Parcel
Single Family Street Trees:

- Required: 1 Canopy Tree or Large Evergreen per Lot
- Required: 2 Trees
- Provided: 2 Trees

Southeast Parcel
Single Family Street Trees:

- Required: 1 Canopy Tree or Large Evergreen per Lot
- Required: 8 Trees
- Provided: 8 Trees

West Parcel
Single Family Street Trees:

- Required: 1 Canopy Tree or Large Evergreen per Lot
- Required: 10 Trees
- Provided: 10 Trees

12 13 14

15161718

19 20

Proposed Seating
Plaza. See Sheet L-5
for Details

Mail Kiosk Location
See Sheet L-6 for

Details

Species Diversity Table (This Sheet)

= Woodland Replacement Deciduous Tree

= Woodland Replacement Evergreen Tree

Existing Zoning:
R-4

Existing Zoning:
R-4

Existing Zoning:
R-4

Existing Zoning:
R-4

Existing Zoning:
B-3

Existing Zoning:
B-3
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Plant Material shall not be planted

within 4' of Property Line
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Plant Material shall
not be planted within

4' of Property Line

Plant Material shall
not be planted within

4' of Property Line

Plant Material shall not be planted

within 4' of Property Line

*Note:  The required Single Family Street Trees are located within
the front yards of the proposed lots due to conflicts with
existing utilities, overhead lines, and concern for the health
of the tree. It is understood that the City of Novi will not be
responsible for maintaining these trees.
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25'

23'

15'

15'

27', typ.

Proposed 6' ht. Screen
Fence. See Sheet L-5
for Detail

Proposed 6' ht. Screen
Fence. See Sheet L-5
for Detail

Existing Fence

Proposed 6' ht. Screen
Fence. See Sheet L-5
for Detail

Proposed 6' ht. Screen
Fence. See Sheet L-5

for Detail

Proposed Old Novi Rd. Frontage
Landscape. See Sheet L-5 for
Enlargement Plan & Details, typ.

General Notes
1. A Site Visit was conducted on November 2, 2018, and it was

determined that no Phragmites australis exists on site.

Proposed 15' Conservation
Easement for Woodland

Replacement Trees

22'

25'

(2) QB-R

(3) PS-R

(1) QB-R

(3) QB-R

(2) PA-L
(4) PA-L

(4) AA

(3) PG

(4) AC

(3) PG

(4) LT-L

(3) GB-L

(4) UA-L

(3) GB

N

Site

Location  Map

Part of the NE 1/4 of Section 10
and Part of the NW 1/4 of Section 11
T.1N., R.8E., City of Novi, Oakland

County, Michigan
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Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

Landscape Plan

Detention Pond Landscape Requirements
Required: Clustered large, native shrubs to cover 70%-75% of basin rim at the high

water elevation
Length of Rim: 307 LF
Required: 214.90 LF - 230.25 LF
Provided: 216 LF

Required: At least 3 different native shrub species with minimum mature height of 5' or
greater

Provided: 3 native shrub species that meet the parameters

Required: Sides and bottom of basin to be planted with mix of native grasses, sedges,
and wildflowers

Provided: 2 native seed mixes. See Seed Mix Details this Sheet

Wainwright Street

Lot
19

Detention Pond Seeding Summary

Seeding Area:   4,775 s.f.
Application Rate:   34.75 lbs./Ac.
Required Quantity:   3.81 lbs. of Stormwater Seed Mix
Notes:
     - Install 3"-6" of Topsoil or Wetland Mulch prior to seeding
     - Use Seed Mat

Edge Zone - Elev. 941.00'-946.00' (Varies per Landscape Bed)

Seeding Area:   802 s.f.
Application Rate:   38.67 lbs./Ac.
Required Quantity:   0.72 lbs. of Low-Profile Prairie Seed Mix
Notes:
     - Install 3"-6" of Topsoil or Wetland Mulch prior to seeding
     - Use Seed Mat

Upland Zone - 946.00'-948.00' (Varies per Landscape Bed)

Seed Mixes available from Cardno JFNew
     - www.carnonativeplantnursery.com
     - (574) 586-2412
All Seed shall be protected with mulch blanket

Detention Pond Summary
Detention Pond Elevations
Bank Full: 947.00'
Free Board: 948.00'

During the first growing season, native areas should be mowed two to four
times to a height of about 4"-6" when the growth reaches 10"-12". Selective
herbicide applications or hand pulling may be needed to control unwanted
weed populations. If a mower cannot be set high enough, a string trimmer
can be used.

During the second growing season, native areas should be mowed a few
times to a height of about 8" when the growth reaches 10"-18".  Selective
herbicide applications or hand pulling may be needed to control unwanted
weed populations.

By the second growing season it should be apparent if some areas need
reseeding.  Reseed or overseed as needed.

Long term management may include prescribed burning, mowing, hand
pulling, and selective herbicide applications. If burning is not allowed or
feasible, the planting may be mowed to a short height and the clippings
removed in the early spring before ground-nesting birds begin nesting.

Native Seeding Maintenance

(18) CR

(24) AM

(32) VD

(22) AM

(15) CR

Proposed
Evergreen Tree,
typ. See Sheet
L-1 for Species

Proposed Canopy
Tree, typ. See Sheet
L-1 for Species

Plant Schedule (This Sheet)

Spade Cut
Edge, typ.

Lawn

Lawn

Lawn

Lawn

11.13.2018   Per Municipal Review

15' Proposed
Conservation

Easement

15' Proposed
Conservation

Easement
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-  Total Trees: 114
-  Trees being Saved: 7
-  Trees being Removed: 107

Required Replacements:
- Based on their size, the following trees require

replacements
-  Tree 1995/193:  36" Box Elder

- Required:  4 Tree Credits
- Provided:  4.5 Tree Credits

-  3 Evergreen Trees (8' ht.) at 1.5 Credit each
*See Sheet L-1 for Replacement Locations and Species

R

Know what's below.
Call before you dig.
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Wainwright St.

Linhart St.

Tree Calculations

Tree Survey (East Side of Old Novi Road)

12

Proposed Tree
Protection Fencing,

typ.

13 14

15161718

19 20

Plan - East
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Tree Survey (West Side of Old Novi Road)

Tree Calculations

  7.  Regulated Woodland or Regulated Trees Adjacent to the Property are Also Required

         Where Swales are Approved Through a Protected Area, the Swales Need to be HAND
     e.  Any Required Swale Needs to be Directed Around the Protected Areas.  Instances

     d.  No Removal of Vegetation from the Ground Up Without Permission from the Proper Reviewing

     b.  No Building Materials or Construction Equipment Within Protected Areas.

6.  No Person Shall Conduct any Activity Within Areas Proposed to Remain.  This Shall Include, but not Limited to:
5.  Under no Circumstances Shall the Portective Fencing be Removed Without Proper Approval from the City.
4.  Fencing Shall be Erected Prior to Construction.  The City Shall be Notified Once the Fencing is Installed for Inspection.

3.  Fencing Shall not be Installed Closer to the Tree than the Dripline of Those Trees to be Saved.  

1.  Either Plastic or Wood Orange Snow Fencing Shall be Installed at or Beyond the Dripline, Unless 

Special Circumstances Shall be Reviewed by the City.

More Substantial Fencing is Required.

      to be Protected Whether or not they are Shown on the Plan.

         DUG.  Machinery of Any Kind is Prohibited.

         Authority, Including the Woodlands Review Board.

     c.  No Grade Changes, Including Fill, Within Protected Areas.

     a.  No Solvents or Chemicals Within Protected Areas.

2.  Stakes Shall be Metal "T" Poles Spaced no Further than 5' on Center.

UNDERSTORY PLANTS

ORGANIC LAYER

MINERAL LAYER

TOP SOIL

PLACED 1' BEYOND DRIP LINE LIMITS
PROTECTIVE FENCING

"T" POLES @ 5' O.C.

Tree Protection Detail
Scale: NTS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

08.07.2018   Per Municipal Review

-  Total Trees: 39
-  Trees being Saved: 6
-  Trees being Removed: 33

Required Replacements:
- Based on their size, the following trees require

replacements
-  Tree 161:  36" Box Elder

- Required:  4 Tree Credits
- Provided:  4 Tree Credits

-  4 Deciduous Trees (2.5" cal.) at 1 Credit each
*See Sheet L-1 for Replacement Locations and Species

Proposed Tree
Protection Fencing,

typ.

11.13.2018   Per Municipal Review
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Old Novi Road

Lot
1

Lot
2

Lot
3

Lot
4

Lot
5

Lot
6

Lot
7

Lot
8

Lot
9

Lot
10

6' ht. Screen Fence Detail
NTSAvailable From: Anchor Fence & Supply Co.

26345 Plymouth Rd.
Redford, MI 48239
www.anchorfenceonline.com

Model: Chesterfield CertaGrain
Arbor Blend

*Note: This specific product is conceptual and a
final screen fence product & detail shall be
determined for Final Site Plan approval

Proposed Canopy
Tree, typ. See Sheet
L-1 for Species

Old Novi Road Frontage Landscape Enlargement Plan
Scale: 1" = 20'

Typical Old Novi Rd. Frontage Detail
Scale: 1" = 10'*Note:  Driveway and Home Access Walk may

be inverted. See Enlargement Plan this
Sheet for individual lot situations.

Landscape located in the R.O.W. shall
be maintained by HOA

Old Novi Rd. Frontage Plant Schedule

Proposed Mailbox

Enlargement / Details

North

North
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Proposed Bench
Seating. Bench by
Owner

Proposed Bike Repair
Station. See Detail this
Sheet

Proposed Bench
Seating. Bench by
Owner

Proposed Evergreen
Tree, typ. See Sheet
L-1 for Species

Proposed Subcanopy
Tree, typ. See Sheet
L-1 for Species

Proposed Public Seating Plaza Enlargement
Scale: 1" = 10'

North Bike Repair Station Detail
NTSManufacturer: Duo-Gard Industries, Inc.

40442 Koppernick Rd.
Canton, MI 48187
734.207.9700

Model Number: BBRS01B
Color: Various Powdercoat Options Available
Quantity: 1

08.07.2018   Per Municipal Review

Proposed Frontage
Landscape, typ. See
Detail This SheetProposed 15' width

Use Easement within
the Existing R.O.W.

Typical Unit

Limit of Use Easement

(7) HL
(7) PD

(3) TM

(1) HP

(3) HL

Front Walk*

Driveway*

Porch

Limit of R.O.W.
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15'

Proposed Canopy
Tree. See Sheet L-1
for Species

Lawn

Spade Cute Edge

Lawn

11.13.2018   Per Municipal Review



L-6

revisions: 

sheet no.

drawn by: checked by:

date:job number:

prepared for:

sheet title:

project title:

design studio

landscape architecture / land planning

F:: 248.594.3260
T:: 248.594.3220
Southfield, MI 48076
18161 W. Thirteen Mile Rd, Suite B-4

Lakeview

Landscape Details

Phone: 248.644.3460

Robertson Brothers Homes

05.25.201817009

EMJ WTK

City of Novi, MI

LEGEND

These drawings as instruments of service, remain the property of LAND Design Studio, PLLC.
Any changes, publications or unauthorized use is prohibited unless expressly approved.

LAND Design Studio, PLLCc

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48301
6905 Telegraph Rd. - Suite 200

R

Know what's below.
Call before you dig.

and Notes

DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL

4"

MULCH 4" DEPTH WITH
SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK.
NATURAL IN COLOR. LEAVE 3"
CIRCLE OF BARE SOIL AT BASE
OF TREE TRUNK.

REMOVE ALL
NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIALS
COMPLETELY FROM THE
ROOTBALL. CUT DOWN WIRE
BASKET AND FOLD DOWN BURLAP
FROM TOP 1/2 OF THE ROOTBALL.

MOUND EARTH TO FORM SAUCER

STAKE TREES AT FIRST BRANCH
USING 2"-3" WIDE BELT-LIKE
NYLON OR PLASTIC STRAPS.
ALLOW FOR SOME MINIMAL
FLEXING OF THE TREE.
REMOVE AFTER ONE YEAR.

NOTE:
GUY DECIDUOUS TREES ABOVE
3"CAL.. STAKE DECIDUOUS
TREES BELOW 3" CAL.

SCARIFY SUBGRADE
AND PLANTING PIT
SIDES. RECOMPACT
BASE OF  TO 4"
DEPTH.

PLANTING MIXTURE:
AMEND SOILS PER
SITE CONDITIONS
AND REQUIREMENTS
OF THE PLANT
MATERIAL.

NOTE:
TREE SHALL BEAR SAME
RELATION TO FINISH GRADE AS
IT BORE ORIGINALLY OR
SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN FINISH
GRADE UP TO 6" ABOVE GRADE,
IF DIRECTED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT FOR HEAVY CLAY
SOIL AREAS.

DO NOT PRUNE TERMINAL
LEADER. PRUNE ONLY DEAD OR
BROKEN BRANCHES.

REMOVE ALL TAGS, STRING,
PLASTICS AND OTHER
MATERIALS THAT ARE
UNSIGHTLY OR COULD CAUSE
GIRDLING.

TREE PIT = 3 x 
ROOTBALL WIDTH

2" X 2" HARDWOOD STAKES,
MIN. 36" ABOVE GROUND FOR
UPRIGHT, 18" IF ANGLED.  DRIVE
STAKES A MIN. 18" INTO
UNDISTURBED GROUND
OUTSIDE ROOTBALL.  REMOVE
AFTER ONE YEAR.

EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING DETAIL

4"

NOTE:
GUY EVERGREEN TREES ABOVE
12' HEIGHT. STAKE EVERGREEN
TREE BELOW 12' HEIGHT.

PLANTING MIXTURE:
AMEND SOILS PER
SITE CONDITIONS
AND REQUIREMENTS
OF THE PLANT
MATERIAL.

SCARIFY SUBGRADE
AND PLANTING PIT
SIDES. RECOMPACT
BASE OF  TO 4"
DEPTH.

TREE PIT = 3 x 
ROOTBALL WIDTH

NOTE:
TREE SHALL BEAR SAME
RELATION TO FINISH GRADE AS
IT BORE ORIGINALLY OR
SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN FINISH
GRADE UP TO 6" ABOVE GRADE,
IF DIRECTED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT FOR HEAVY CLAY
SOIL AREAS.

DO NOT PRUNE TERMINAL
LEADER. PRUNE ONLY DEAD OR
BROKEN BRANCHES.

REMOVE ALL TAGS, STRING,
PLASTICS AND OTHER
MATERIALS THAT ARE
UNSIGHTLY OR COULD CAUSE
GIRDLING.

MULCH 4" DEPTH WITH
SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK.
NATURAL IN COLOR. LEAVE 3"
CIRCLE OF BARE SOIL AT BASE
OF TREE TRUNK.

REMOVE ALL
NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIALS
COMPLETELY FROM THE
ROOTBALL.  CUT DOWN WIRE
BASKET AND FOLD DOWN BURLAP
FROM TOP 1/2 OF THE ROOTBALL.

MOUND EARTH TO FORM SAUCER

STAKE TREES AT FIRST BRANCH
USING 2"-3" WIDE BELT-LIKE
NYLON OR PLASTIC STRAPS.
ALLOW FOR SOME MINIMAL
FLEXING OF THE TREE.
REMOVE AFTER ONE YEAR.

2" X 2" HARDWOOD STAKES,
MIN. 36" ABOVE GROUND FOR
UPRIGHT, 18" IF ANGLED.  DRIVE
STAKES A MIN. 18" INTO
UNDISTURBED GROUND
OUTSIDE ROOTBALL.  REMOVE
AFTER ONE YEAR.

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL



6"

NOT TO SCALE

MULCH 4" DEPTH WITH
SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK.
NATURAL IN COLOR. LEAVE 3"
CIRCLE OF BARE SOIL AT BASE
OF TREE TRUNK TO EXPOSE
ROOT FLARE.

MOUND EARTH TO FORM SAUCER

REMOVE ALL
NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIALS
COMPLETELY FROM THE
ROOTBALL. FOLD DOWN BURLAP
FROM TOP 13 OF THE ROOTBALL.

SCARIFY SUBGRADE
AND PLANTING PIT
SIDES. RECOMPACT
BASE OF  TO 4"
DEPTH.

NOTE:
SHRUB SHALL BEAR SAME
RELATION TO FINISH GRADE AS
IT BORE ORIGINALLY OR
SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN FINISH
GRADE UP TO 4" ABOVE GRADE,
IF DIRECTED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT FOR HEAVY CLAY
SOIL AREAS.

PRUNE ONLY DEAD OR BROKEN
BRANCHES.

REMOVE ALL TAGS, STRING,
PLASTICS AND OTHER
MATERIALS THAT ARE
UNSIGHTLY OR COULD CAUSE
GIRDLING.

PLANTING MIXTURE:
AMEND SOILS PER
SITE CONDITIONS
AND REQUIREMENTS
OF THE PLANT
MATERIAL.

REMOVE COLLAR OF ALL FIBER
POTS. POTS SHALL BE CUT TO
PROVIDE FOR ROOT GROWTH.
REMOVE ALL NONORGANIC
CONTAINERS COMPLETELY.

PERENNIAL PLANTING DETAIL
Not to scale

PLANTING MIXTURE, AS SPECIFIED

2" SHREDDED BARK

METAL EDGING (BETWEEN

FINISHED GRADE

TREE STAKING DETAIL
Not to scale

STAKING/GUYING LOCATION

STAKING DETAILGUYING DETAIL

NOTE:
ORIENT STAKING/GUYING TO PREVAILING
WINDS, EXCEPT ON SLOPES GREATER
THAN 3:1 ORIENT TO SLOPE.

USE SAME STAKING/GUYING
ORIENTATION FOR ALL PLANTS WITHIN
EACH GROUPING OR AREA

STAKES AS SPECIFIED 3 PER
TREE

2"-3" WIDE BELT-LIKE NYLON OR
PLASTIC STRAPS.

2"-3" WIDE BELT-LIKE NYLON OR
PLASTIC STRAPS.

7. All plant material shall be guaranteed for two (2) years after City Approval and shall be installed
and maintained according to City of Novi standards.  Any failing plant material shall be
replaced within 3 months from the time the failure was noticed.

NOTES:
THE APPROXIMATE DATE OF INSTALLATION FOR THE PROPOSED LANDSCAPE WILL BE SUMMER/FALL OF
2019.

THE SITE WILL BE MAINTAINED BY THE DEVELOPER IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STANDARDS SET FORTH
IN THE CITY OF NOVI ZONING ORDINANCE.  THIS INCLUDES WEEDING AND WATERING AS REQUIRED BY
NORMAL MAINTENANCE PRACTICES.

DEVELOPER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR REPLACING ANY TREES WITHIN UTILITY EASEMENTS THAT ARE
DAMAGED THROUGH NORMAL MAINTENANCE OR REPAIRS.

PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR 2 YEARS AND SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH CITY ORDINANCES.  WARRENTY PERIOD BEGINS AT THE TIME OF CITY APPROVAL.  WATERING AS
NECESSARY SHALL OCCUR DURING THIS WARRANTY PERIOD.

All tree and shrub planting beds shall be mulched with shredded hardwood bark, spread to
minimum depth of 4".  All lawn area trees shall have a 4' diameter circle of shredded hardwood
mulch 3" away from trunk.  All perennial, annual and ground cover beds shall receive 2" of
dark colored bark mulch as indicated on the plant list.  Mulch is to be free from debris and
foreign material, and shall contain no pieces of inconsistent size.

All proposed street trees shall be planted a minimum of 4' from both the back of curb and
proposed walks.

All Substitutions or Deviations from the Landscape Plan Must be Approved in Writing by the
City of Novi Prior to their Installation.

9.

11.

10.

Evergreen and canopy trees shall be planted a minimum of 10' from a fire hydrant, and
manhole, 15' from overhead wires.

All landscape islands shall be backfilled with a sand mixture to facilitate drainage.
All proposed landscape islands shall be curbed.

Overhead utility lines and poles to be relocated as directed by utility company of record.

CITY OF NOVI NOTES

All landscape areas shall be irrigated.

2.
3.

5.
6.

4.

Not to scale Not to scale

SHRUBS PLANTED IN
BEDS SHALL HAVE
ENTIRE BED MASS
EXCAVATED AND
BACKFILLED WITH
APPROVED PLANT
MIX. PLANTS SHALL
NOT BE INSTALLED IN
INDIVIDUAL HOLES.

BED AND LAWN) - DEEP CUT
ALSO ACCEPTABLE

TRANSFORMER SCREENING DETAIL
Not to scale

24" 24"

24"

96"
MEDIUM SHRUB (TYP.)

TRANSFORMER (TYP.)

OPTIONAL ROW

1. All plant material shall be true to name and free from physical damage
and wind burn.

2. Plants shall be full, well-branched, and in a healthy, vigorous growing
condition.

3. Plants shall be watered before and after planting is complete.
4. All trees must be staked, fertilized, and mulched and shall be guaranteed

to exhibit a normal growth cycle for at least one (1) full year following
planting.

5. All material shall conform to the guidelines established in the most
recent edition of the American Standard for Nursery Stock.

6. Provide clean backfill soil, using material stockpiled on site.  Soil shall
be screened and free of any debris, foreign material, or stone.

7. "Agriform" tabs or similar slow-release fertilizer shall be added to the
planting pits before being backfilled.

8. Amended planting mix shall consist of 1/3 screened topsoil, 1/3 sand,
and 1/3 compost.

9. All plantings shall be mulched with shredded hardwood bark, spread to
a minimum depth of 4".  Mulch is to be free from debris and foreign
material and shall contain no pieces of inconsistant size.

10. The Landscape Contractor shall be responsible for all work shown on
the landscape drawings and specifications.

11. No substitutions or changes of location, or plant types shall be made
without the approval of the Landscape Archtiect or Owner's
representative.

12. The Landscape Architect shall be notified of any discrepancies between
the plans and field conditions prior to installation.

Landscape Notes
The Landscape Contractor shall be responsible for maintaining all
plant material in a vertical condition throughout the guaranteed period.
The Landscape Architect shall have the right at any stage of the
installation to reject any work or material that does not meet the
requirements of the plane and specifications, if requested by the
owner.
The Contractor shall be responsible for checking plant quantities to
ensure quantities on drawings and plant list are the same.  In the event
of a discrepancy, the quantities on the plans shall prevail.
The Landscape Contractor shall seed and mulch or sod (as indicated
on plans)all areas disturbed during construction, throughout the
contract limits.
A pre-emergent weed control agent, "Preen" or equal, shall be applied
uniformly to all planting beds prior to mulching.
All lawn areas to be irrigated.
The Developer and Landscape Architect reserve the right to change
location of plant material and alter plant species/variety at the time of
installation based upon availability and quantity of material as well as
site conditions.  Materials will be of similar size, appearance and
growth habit.
All Lawn areas shall be Seeded or Sodded
All Trees shall be located a minimum of 10' away from utility
structures, 15' from overhead lines, and 5' away from underground
utility lines.
Plant materials shall not be planted within 4' of any property line
All snow plowed from driveways will remain on the associated lots
All utility boxes shall be screened according to Ordinance
requirements

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.
21.

22.
23.
24.

All proposed plants shall be Upper Midwest / Great Lakes grown.1.

Decorative Mailbox - 12 Gang CBU
Scale: NTSManufacturer:  Salsbury Industries

   1010 E. 62nd St.
    Los Angeles, CA 90001
    www.mailboxes.com

Model:   Regency Decorative CBU
   #3312
   Black

Quantity:   2 Total

There shall be a minimum one cultivation in June, July and August for the 2-year warranty
period.

8.

ROOT BALL SOIL
SHALL BE REMOVED
TO EXPOSE ROOT
FLARE.

ROOT BALL SOIL
SHALL BE REMOVED
TO EXPOSE ROOT
FLARE.

08.07.2018   Per Municipal Review
11.13.2018   Per Municipal Review
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The Concord 
Elevations 

C 

A 

B 
All information herein was accurate at the time of publication.  

We reserve the right to make changes in price, specification, or materials, or to change or 

discontinue  models without notice or obligation 



2,297 sqft. 
 

The Concord 



Second Floor 

The Concord 



The Richmond 
Elevations 

C 

A 

B 
All information herein was accurate at the time of publication.  

We reserve the right to make changes in price, specification, or materials, or to change or 
discontinue  models without notice or obligation 



1,716 sqft. 
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We reserve the right to make changes in price, specification, or materials, or to change or 
discontinue  models without notice or obligation 

Elevations 



1,881 sqft. 
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All information herein was accurate at the time of publication.  

We reserve the right to make changes in price, specification, or materials, or to change or 
discontinue  models without notice or obligation 



2,377 sqft. 
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NOVI 
MONDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2018 AT 7:00 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – NOVI CIVIC CENTER – 45175 TEN MILE ROAD 
 
 
AUDIENCE COMMENT:  
 
Mike Duchesneau, 1191 S. Lake Rd., mentioned that Light Up the Night was fantastic. 
They did a wonderful job. He said he appreciated the questions that were on the 
National Citizen Survey regarding Novi Beck Road widening.  He said he was in support 
of the Robertson Brothers proposal.  His main concern was traffic and the direction of 
development. He said they have made nothing but improvements. He was happy 
about the way they worked with residents and staff.  He felt that his concerns were 
addressed. He supports the concept plan as presented tonight.  
 
Rachel Sines, 2219 Austin Dr., Novi thanked them for listening and the revised plan. 
They’ve incorporated much of what she’s asked for.  It was a vast improvement.  She 
stated it was not perfect there are still issues with privacy.  She purchased her home with 
a 1- story house behind her. Personally she would like to see nothing other than 1- story 
homes on the west side. She said that would satisfy a number of issues such as; housing 
types for the aging in place, and privacy to existing neighbors. Of the ten homes 
proposed on the west side, only four back up to residents who didn’t sell their property 
to Robinson Brothers. She believed a good compromise to having ten houses instead of 
nine that are permitted was to limit those lots to one story buildings. She said she didn’t 
know if that can be done, if it isn’t she would like some reassurance from Robertson 
Brothers that they will try to steer anyone to that is looking to build the 1- story homes to 
Lot 6 or the others. With a 1- story home behind her she would be 100% on board. As far 
as her issue that she brought up about the development south of her with fencing and 
driveway, she has been assured that they will be neighborly.  
 
Gary Zack, 359 S. Lake Rd., Novi said he also appreciated Robertson Brothers’ effort to 
work with neighbors and address their concerns. He felt the current proposal is much 
better than the original of 70 townhomes in this small area.  He said he still had a few 
concerns with the current proposal and that it is still high density. He said that it looks like 
it will have a cookie cutter look.  He would like lower density, especially on the west side 
where homes closely about the existing neighborhood. He was concerned about the 
façade and pushes for lower density with a variety of home types.  He felt that we need 
to be careful approving high density when the road network is limited.  
 
Julie said she was the owner of Lake View Market Liquor Store on Old Novi Road. She 
was happy with new houses coming to the area, but not happy about the 8 foot wall 
they want to build between the store and houses. She said she would like flowers or 
bushes or trees between instead of a wall. That doesn’t look nice for the area. She said 
she would like something better than a wall. It will slow business because the wall will be 
high. They’ve been there 10 years. 
 
MATTERS FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 
1. Consideration for tentative approval of the request of Robertson Brothers Homes, 

for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with Zoning Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone from R-4 
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(One-Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High Density 
Multiple Family Residential) subject to a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) 
Agreement, and corresponding PRO Concept Plan.  The property is located in 
Sections 10 and 11, on both the west and east side of Old Novi Road south of 
Thirteen Mile Road and totals approximately 3.15 acres. The City Council 
reviewed the request at the October 22, 2018 Council meeting and postponed 
action to allow the applicant time to review the Council’s comments.  The 
applicant has submitted a revised plan that eliminated one unit and is now 
proposing a development with 20 single-family detached homes for an overall 
density of 6.4 dwelling units per acre.     

 
City Manager Auger said that he heard about how much this plan has changed and 
how staff helped everyone come together. Robertson Brothers went ahead of program 
and contacted residents with private meetings before the City received any plans. He 
said that’s not heard of. He said that it kind of confused people on staff because they 
heard about a project before it was submitted.  He applauded Robertson Brothers for 
reaching out with the residents early and often to get their input.  He believed it has 
changed this project entirely. 
 
Tim Loughrin, Robertson Brothers Homes said they had a constructive meeting on 
October 22, 2018.  He said they addressed all of the concerns and many neighbors are 
pleased. He stated they are prepared to move forward and need resolution tonight. He 
gave an update on the proposal and noted that they have reduced an additional lot 
on the west side. That brings it to a total of 20 lots. There will be 10 on each side. They 
did change to all front entry garages. That enabled them to reduce the storm pond. 
This allows for greater vegetative buffers. They did add fencing along the perimeter of 
the site. He said that an 8-foot wall is not what they want to do, so they can discuss 
that. They reconfigured lots north of Wainwright. They moved the wetland out of those 
two lots. He stated the HOA would maintain all of that. They are prepared to add 
formal recognition of the Cornelius Austin Homestead. They were offering conservation 
easements for the woodland replacement tress, in addition to the wetlands relocated 
the western sidewalk closer to roadway, but there is still a 12-foot separation, he 
thought it was a happy medium.  He said they provided a draft of the use easements 
for the oversized ROW to the City Attorney for review.  The change with the front 
entrance garage homes has led to several benefits.  It removes the headlight issue onto 
neighboring properties. It also removes the rear garages. It permits for better storm 
conveyance. Most of the homes are not as deep and allowed for greater separation to 
rear property lines.  They are offering a plan for first floor master bedroom.  They are 
offering the ranch home and 1.5 stories. No homes are over 2 stories tall.  They 
eliminated the deviation for driveways width. This will provide for a lower price point. This 
will also allow for the smaller colonial called the Charleston.  He felt it was an important 
factor to address out of control affordability.  They are seeing this everywhere.  
Affordability is a major issue.  This helps bring the price point down which is very 
important.  He stated that they originally started down a path of proposing a medium 
density development with about 70 townhomes.  There have been many challenges to 
make the lots work for single family homes.   This is not a quiet residential street.  He said 
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that the City has addressed the desire to bring many more residents to the area.  They 
have been juggling with these two opposing forces. There are significant challenges to 
this project based on the physical geometry of this site.  This is why a PRO is necessary in 
order to build a project that blends with the existing housing style.  This is an appropriate 
land use as clearly demonstrated and conveyed by several meetings with the property 
owners, the Master Plan and Zoning Committee, and the Planning Commission. They 
feel the plan as proposed would be in the best interest of the City as it addresses most 
of the concerns with the neighboring properties while still meeting the intent of the 
Pavilion Shore Village Overlay and the Master Plan density regulations.  He said the plan 
will clear several dilapidated buildings and stabilize home prices and improve the area.  
In closing, he highlighted several benefits to the project overall.  He stated that it is a 
development to an otherwise undevelopable property under current zoning 
regulations, and the elimination of potential incompatible B-3 land uses with existing 
homes.  It is a development of a unique site configuration with significant development 
challenges.  It meets the intent of the City’s Pavilion Shore Village plan as well as 
meeting the maximum density requirements of the Master Plan.  He said they are 
including ADA sidewalks to provide the neighborhood access to the park.  It will include 
public parking spaces on Old Novi Road which would be for overflow parking.  He 
stated that they really didn’t need that anymore since they do not have the 
townhomes, but they have kept that on the plan because it is a nice public benefit.  
There will be landscaping amenity improvements to the oversized ROW that provides 
new housing options for residents that are currently underserved.  He said that it speaks 
to the affordability that he talked about earlier.  It will include the elimination of several 
nonconforming buildings and uses that are in disrepair.  It provides for storm detention 
that has no structured storm and accommodations of roadway storm water flow. Lastly 
it is quality architecture and design that will provide a catalyst for more retail amenities 
in the Pavilion Shore Village area.  He said he was available to answer questions.   
 
Mayor Gatt asked about wall near the neighboring property. Mr. Loughrin said the 
buyer of Lot 10 will know what the condition of that lot is.  He said there is not much 
activity going on in the back.  He thought it wasn’t necessary to do an 8-foot wall there.  
He said they could extend the 6-foot wall instead or they can put some landscaping 
and screening.  There is a storm line that is just to the south of the property line, it is hard 
to put evergreen trees in there, but they can buffer it a different way.  Mayor Gatt said 
he was not in favor of big walls and if we can do something that it would make it 
prettier, still serve the same purpose, and not hamper the business he would prefer that.  
 
Member Breen thanked the company for working with the residents.  She said some 
residents had concerns about flooding in their yards.  It appears that the storm water 
will go into the retention pond on Wainwright and may address some of it.  She 
wondered what was being done to guarantee that the homeowner who lives downhill 
does not get flooded.  Mr. Loughlin said the property is unique that this is a break where 
it basically goes downhill.  He said they are going to be required to accommodate all 
of their stormflow.  The Engineering Department has looked at the plans and at this 
point they are comfortable giving them preliminary approval.  He said they have to 
meet all County requirements, all City requirements, and they have a professional 
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engineer designing this.  There will be storm structures in the back of these properties to 
convey the water out and across Old Novi Road and then up to the storm.  He said that 
the residents in certain areas of concern will be conveyed and go into a structure on 
Lot 1 and it will be conveyed out to another structure and tie into the existing storm 
water system.  Everything will be accommodated; they are not allowed to have any 
offside flows on neighboring properties.  Member Breen stated that we already have a 
big development to the south and another big development at the corner of 13 Mile 
and Novi Road. In such a small area that’s a lot of construction. She wondered when 
they anticipate construction starting and ending.  Mr. Loughrin said from their 
standpoint they need to move forward with approvals.  They have a couple more steps 
to go and then final engineering which is a 4 month review. Their estimation is they 
would start construction on some of the site improvements in late spring, early summer. 
This would not have as much construction as typical developments because they have 
some existing streets to work off.  That will be a plus.  There will be twenty homes under 
construction at any given time.  They do not build them all at once.  Everything they 
build is for sale. A buyer selects their home, their lot, their elevation, their colors, it is 
specified to what they want to build.  That can happen at any time.  He stated it is hard 
to tell how long, but hopefully can start building in late spring of 2019. Member Breen 
wondered if there was an estimate for the 20 homes. Mr. Loughrin estimated 18 a year, 
possibly a year and half. He believed it would finish the end of 2020.  Member Breen 
said she likes the short timeframe.  She was also concerned about construction traffic. 
Member Breen stated that she looked at the traffic study and it will be sufficient for the 
area now. She is concerned about all of the things happening at the same time. Mr. 
Loughrin said he didn’t want to downplay the fact there will not be any construction 
traffic. He said they will work with the City to establish a construction traffic route. He 
said obviously they don’t want them down Wainwright or Linhart.  Member Breen said 
they heard from the owner of the store and she agreed that the 8-foot wall was not 
appropriate.  She wanted to see them work with the owners of Lakeview and make 
sure that everyone was happy. Mr. Loughrin agreed.  Member Breen brought up the 
height concerns. One thing that is unique about that area is some peaks and valleys.  
She said one thing that is missing is facilities that will allow for people to age in place. Is 
there a way to guarantee that the houses on the west side do not exceed height of the 
houses on Austin or limit to single story. Possibly the east side units can be whatever 
people want. She wondered if that would be something they would consider.  Mr. 
Loughrin said the only place where people can select the 1 story and 1.5 stories would 
be on the ten lots on the west side. He said they really struggle with forcing buyers to 
buy a certain house.  One of the things that people look to Robertson Brothers for is 
because they have that choice.  One of the concerns that they have with the single 
story is that it is only 1750 square feet, but it is very expensive to build.  They will lose their 
affordability; it will be much larger than the larger colonial.  From an affordability 
standpoint, and from an option and choice standpoint, Robertson Brothers don’t see 
that as a valid option for a successful project.  They want to keep the cost low.  From an 
affordability standpoint they want to have the options higher for the homebuyer.  He 
can see a lot of those being selected on the west side, we can certainly work very well 
on making sure we can steer buyers the right direction.  He said he heard that loud and 
clear and was willing to work with their sales staff on that, but he did not see all ten lots 
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on the west side of the street being 1 story, they cannot do that.  Member Breen said 
she appreciated their willingness to work with everyone.  She asked about the Cornelius 
Austin House. It appears that a majority of that house actually sits in the ROW.  She 
wondered how much of that home encroaches upon Lot18 in the plan.  Mr. Loughrin 
said her point is valid, more than half of it is on the ROW.  He said it does infringe onto 
Lot 18 as well. Member Breen said that we don’t have a lot of historical homes in Novi.  
There are some developments that have been able to work around historical points.  
She wondered if it was feasible to try to preserve this home, rather than destroy it.  She 
wondered if there was any way we could save this home.  Mr. Loughrin believed the 
house extends on more than half of the ROW and it infringes onto Lot 18.  Member 
Breen said there is quite a bit of density in there that is another concern that she has 
had along with everyone else.  She said we are still dealing with a development that is 
two times what the current density is.  She wondered if there was any way to maneuver 
any of this to accommodate the preservation of this historic home.  Mr. Loughrin said to 
be frank, no, they are looking to move forward with the plans that they have.  He said 
from the density standpoint and again meets the needs of the Master Plan and the 
neighborhood; this is the plan to move forward with.  He said he did appreciate the 
significance of the house, he doesn’t know the full history of it.  He said he read the staff 
report.  Their title company looked into it and they didn’t find the same information.  He 
doesn’t know what that information was.  He said he would like the opportunity once 
they move forward to have a little bit more research done some that they can put up 
some memorialization plaques; he said they would work with the City on something like 
that.  He said they are at the point with the project that they cannot lose any more 
units.  Member Breen said they have learned a lot from this development.  The amount 
of consideration the developer has put into working with the neighbors is greatly 
commendable.  It also goes to show that by the time a development comes along it 
gets to Planning Commission or City Council, so much time and money has been put 
into the project.  She said as far as the Master Plan the City took extraordinary measures 
to solicit community input and yet for this particular area the changes that were 
proposed for Pavilion Shore Village came after public input session.   She said she did 
appreciate there are 1-story homes that will help people allow people to age in place, 
however the price point for some of these homes are above average.  She said these 
are some of the issues; she put her comments on the record.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said this was a long process, but a successful conclusion may 
come that evening.  He wondered if there is there any access to Walled Lake as a result 
of this development, and could they prohibit that occurring in the future. City Attorney 
Schultz didn’t believe there was access to Walled Lake.  Mayor Pro Tem Staudt 
wondered if there was something they could put in the PRO that prohibits an acquisition 
of a lot that would allow them to put a dock on Walled Lake. City Attorney Schultz said 
sure, it’s a two- step process. If it proceeds forward there will be an agreement drafted. 
Mr. Loughrin said he was willing to add that stipulation, because it was never in plan. 
Mayor Pro Tem Staudt said we face this on a regular basis.  He would like to prohibit it 
from happening at the beginning.  
 
CM 18-12-192 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Gatt; MOTION CARRIED: 5-2  
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Tentative indication that Council may approve the request of 
Robertson Brothers Homes, for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with Zoning 
Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone property in Section 10 and 11, 
located on the west and east side of Old Novi Road south of 
Thirteen Mile Road from R-4 (One-Family Residential) and B-3 
(General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density Multiple-Family 
Residential) subject to a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) 
Agreement, and corresponding PRO Concept Plan, and direction to 
the City Attorney to prepare a proposed PRO Agreement with the 
following considerations:   

 
PART 1 

 
1. The PRO Agreement shall contain the following Ordinance 
 deviations, for which the City Council makes the finding, for 
 the reasons stated, that each Zoning Ordinance provision 
 sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not 
 granted, prohibit an enhancement of the development that 
 would be in the public interest, and that approving the 
 deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and 
 compatible with the surrounding areas (which is hereby 
 granted): 
 

a. Planning Deviations for Single-Family (R-4 standards), 
 Section 3.1.5.D of the Zoning Ordinance, because the 
 type of development recommended by the Master 
 Plan would not be achieved with the required 
 standards and many of the deviations are similar to 
 the existing homes in the area: 

i. Reduction of minimum lot area by 4,536 square 
 feet (10,000 square feet required, 5464 square 
 feet provided); 

ii. Reduction of minimum lot frontage by up to 29 
 feet (80 feet required, 51 to 65 feet provided); 

iii. Reduction of the minimum required building 
 front yard setback by up to 24 feet (Required 
 30 feet, provided 6 to 10 feet); 

iv. Reduction of the minimum required building 
 side yard setback by 5 feet (Required 10 feet, 
 provided 5 feet); 

v. Reduction of the minimum required building 
 side yard total setback by up to 12 feet 
 (Required 25 feet, provided 13 to 23 feet); 

vi. Reduction of the minimum required building 
 rear yard setback by 15 feet (Required 35 feet, 
 provided 20 feet); 
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vii. Reduction of the minimum required exterior 
 side yard building setback by 25 feet 
 (Required 30 feet, provided 5 feet); 

viii. Exceeding the maximum lot coverage 
 percentage by 20% (25% allowed, 45% 
 provided); and  
 

b. City Council variance from Sec. 11-94(a)(2) of the 
 Code of Ordinances for deviation for the width of 
 storm sewer easements (10 feet requested, 20 feet 
 required); 
c. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C)(3) of 
 Engineering Design Manual for the distance  between  
 the  sidewalk  and  curb to a minimum of 10 feet on 
 the west side of Old Novi Road,  to create more 
 usable area in the wide the Right of Way while 
 ensuring pedestrian safety; 
d. Engineering deviation from Chapter 7.4.2(C)(3) of 
 Engineering Design Manual for the  distance  
 between  the  sidewalk  and  curb to a minimum of 9 
 feet on the east side of Old Novi Road,  to create 
 more usable area in the wide the right-of-way and 
 provide sidewalk adjacent to the on-street parking 
 spaces; 
e. Traffic deviation from Sec. 11-216 of the Code of 
 Ordinances for driveway width of 10 feet (16 feet 
 standard) which is within the acceptable range and 
 may be granted administratively; 
f. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii of the 
 Zoning Ordinance for no screening berm provided 
 between the B-3 commercial district and the 
 residential properties to the south on both sides of Old 
 Novi Road (6-8 feet tall landscaped berm required, 0 
 feet provided) with alternative screening with 
 fence/wall and/or landscaping to be provided; 
g. Landscape deviation from Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and 
 5.5.3.E.ii of the Zoning Ordinance for street trees 
 located in front yards of single-family homes on 
 Wainwright and Linhart, rather than within the right-of-
 way due to the presence of utilities; 
h. Landscape deviation from Sec 5.5.3.E.ii of the Zoning 
 Ordinance for subcanopy trees used as street trees 
 due to the presence of overhead power lines on Old 
 Novi Road; 
i. Landscaping and decorative fences are 
 proposed within the Right of Way, which  requires: 
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i. A landscape waiver for the location of 
 greenbelt trees within the right of way; 

ii. A license agreement, or other agreement as 
 determined by the City Attorney, for use of a 
 portion of the right-of-way on the west and 
 east side of Old Novi Road as a yard area to 
 be maintained by the Homeowner Association;  

iii. The right-of-way width in this area is 120 feet,   
 which creates the opportunity to grant these 
 exceptions.    
 

PART 2 
 
2.   The following  conditions  be  requirements  of  the  
 P lanned Rezoning  Overlay Agreement: 
 

a. A homeowner’s association shall be established as 
 part of the development and the City shall review the 
 Master Deed and Bylaws prior to recordation. A 
 separate maintenance agreement to be assigned to 
 the homeowner’s association is proposed to meet the 
 intent of this provision. 
b. The use of the property will be for single-family homes 
 meeting the standards spelled out in the 
 development agreement and shown in the Concept 
 Plan. 
c. The maximum number of single-family units shall be 
 20. 
d. The maximum density of the development shall be 6.4 
 DUA. 
e. Use easement or license agreement extending 15 
 feet into the Old Novi Road ROW for the parcels along 
 the west side of the road. The use easement would be 
 used as front yard space for the homes, including 
 landscaping features and decorative fences to be 
 maintained by the home owners’ association 
 established in a Master Deed. 
f. Use easement or license agreement extending 5 feet 
 into the Old Novi Road ROW for the parcels 11 and 18 
 along the east side of the road. The use easement 
 would be used as side yard space for the homes, 
 including landscaping features and decorative 
 fences to be maintained by the home owners’ 
 association established in a Master Deed.   
g. Use easement for the stormwater detention pond 
 buffer located in the Old Novi Road ROW, with a 
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 deviation granted for up to 5 feet of the required 25 
 foot stormwater pond buffer on the north, south and 
 east sides of the detention basin, with additional 
 review by Engineering Staff at the time of Preliminary 
 Site Plan submittal to further extend the buffer, if 
 feasible. 
h. The small wetland area on the northeast corner of the 
 site shall be impacted only as permitted by MDEQ 
 and City Wetland Permit, and the applicant has 
 indicated that the Master Deed for Lakeview will 
 provide for a conservation easement such that the 
 remaining wetlands will not be disturbed.    
i. Screening fences and/or landscaping shall be 
 provided adjacent to all existing residential lots. 
j. On both sides of Old Novi Road, in lieu of the required 
 berm separating the residential uses from the non-
 residential uses to the north, the applicant shall 
 provide alternate screening in the form of a fence or 
 wall and/or landscaping to be approved by the City’s 
 landscape architect. Consideration shall be given to 
 limiting noise and visual impacts for the residents, as 
 well as impacts to wetlands and buffer areas. 
k. All lots shall have front entry attached garages, which 
 will be set back a minimum of 5 feet from the porch. 
l. The applicant shall provide 10 on-street parking 
 spaces along the east side of Old Novi Road, as 
 recommended by the Master Plan. 
m. Adjacent to the on-street parking spaces, the 
 sidewalk on the east side of Old Novi Road shall be 8-
 feet wide to accommodate encroachment of 
 opening vehicle doors. 
n. City consideration of abandoning the 50-foot utility 
 easement within the previously vacated Erma Street, 
 with a 20-foot water main easement and 10-foot 
 storm sewer easement. 
o. City Council does not object to the Zoning Board of 
 Appeals granting variances for the two lots fronting on 
 Austin Drive that will be altered dimensionally when 
 portions of the lots are combined and split to create 
 new lots in the proposed development.  
p. The applicant shall work with the City to design and 
 erect an historical marker denoting the site of 
 Cornelius Austin’s home and significance to the local 
 history.  
q. Applicant complying with the conditions listed in the 
 staff and consultant review letters.  
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PART 3 
 
3. This motion is made for the following reasons: 
 

a. The proposed plan meets several objectives of the 
 Master Plan, as noted in the review letter, including: 

i. The Pavilion Shore Village area is identified in the 
 Master Plan for redevelopment with a vision for a 
 cohesive mixed-use village that complements 
 the surrounding neighborhood. (Bringing 
 additional residents and investment into the area 
 could drive development interest in the other 
 areas of Pavilion Shore Village, and the 
 community has strongly  expressed single 
 family uses are preferred on these  parcels). 
ii. Provide and maintain adequate transportation 
 facilities for the City’s needs. Address vehicular 
 and  non-motorized transportation facilities 
 (Pedestrian  improvements are proposed 
 along Old Novi Road including building a 
 segment of planned sidewalk  on  the 
 east side of the road, which includes a  bench 
 seating area with landscaping).  
iii. Provide residential developments that support 
 healthy lifestyles. Ensure the provision of 
 neighborhood open space within residential 
 developments. (The homes are set in a 
 walkable context with sidewalks leading to 
 the nearby  parks.) 
iv. Provide a wide range of quality housing 
 options. Attract new residents to the City by 
 providing a full range of quality housing 
 opportunities that meet the housing needs of 
 all demographic groups  including but not 
 limited to singles, couples, first  time home 
 buyers, families and the elderly. (The  homes 
 include characteristics of the “missing 
 middle” housing option  with medium 
 density, well- designed units with smaller 
 footprints that will  appeal to many types of 
 demographic groups, and  are set in a 
 walkable context.) 

b. The proposed detention pond provides improved 
 management of storm water in an area not currently 
 detained. 
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c. The redevelopment of this site provides an update to 
 the visual aesthetic in a unique area of the City with 
 underutilized parcels. 
d. The redevelopment of the subject parcels will remove 
 non-conforming structures from the Right-of-Way.  
e. The proposed single-family homes are consistent with 
 the character of the surrounding residential 
 neighborhoods. 
f. The topography and parcel configuration are such 
 that single family home development under the 
 existing zoning would not be possible without similar 
 variances for lot depth, lot area, lot coverage and 
 setbacks. 

g. The density proposed is within the density 
 recommended in the Master Plan. 
h. Submittal of a Concept Plan and any resulting PRO 
 Agreement provides assurance to the Planning 
 Commission and the City Council of the manner in 
 which the property will be developed, and offers 
 benefits that would likely not be offered under 
 standard development options.  
i. This tentative approval does not guarantee final PRO 
 Plan approval or approval of a PRO Agreement. 

 
Mayor Gatt wondered about the wall and if there was something we can do and make 
the wall lower or go away.  City Attorney Schultz said it is an issue that will be addressed 
in the PRO agreement.   
 
Member Casey said the PRO is calling for a HOA and within that is the requirement to 
maintain the fence. She didn’t want residents coming to Council in the future trying to 
figure out who is responsible for maintaining the fence.  Mr. Loughrin said yes and no, 
because these are not condominiums.  If we were to build the townhomes, the HOA 
would be responsible for every part of landscape or any fencing.  In this case the HOA 
would be responsible for any fencing that is required along some of the common areas 
and landscaping, but the fences in back are private property once they are sold and 
developed would be the responsibility of homeowners.  He said the HOA can get 
involved in the 15 foot use easement that he talked about earlier, but not on the 
private property itself.  City Attorney Schultz stated that it is a PRO and we can pay 
attention to the requirement by somebody that the fence be maintained and that the 
City has enforcement rights. Member Casey commended Mr. Loughrin because he has 
gotten to a place where Council is starting to hear positive feedback from the residents 
who are directly impacted.  She was glad to hear Member Breen ask the questions 
about the storm water retention.  She said she drove the area again, she said she saw a 
lot of standing water along the corner of Austin Drive and Old Novi Road.  She will be 
very happy to see when this development gets built and how it will clear that up. 
Member Casey stated she didn’t like to direct developers, and she appreciated 
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everything that he has done.  However, driving through the neighborhood she can 
appreciate all of the concerns of the residents who are going to be abutting the 
property. Member Casey suggested a compromise to him if he would be willing to have 
this written into the PRO to provide evergreen screening to a sufficient height where a 
2-story home is being built.  She is not trying to restrict what type of house, but she is 
trying to meet in the middle for those particular lots.  Mr. Loughrin said it is a PRO and he 
understood the request, he didn’t think it would be a problem with a 2-story.  In some 
cases he would like to limit it to the west side, if we could limit it to some of the existing 
neighbors outside the sellers they are working with.  Member Casey thanked Mr. 
Loughrin for his flexibility, she really appreciated it.     
 
Member Markham thanked Mr. Loughrin for being there that evening.  She really didn’t 
have any questions.  She commented that as Novi continues to build out we will face 
this more and more.  We are going to try to build in areas that will abut long standing 
residential areas.  She said we learned some things with this development and also with 
a development that came earlier this year.  We went back and forth with the residents 
and they had a lot of input with the development and it changed quite a bit to 
accommodate.  She stated that both of the cases and in particular with this case, we 
have come to what she thought was an agreement that is a good compromise where 
everybody can live with it.  This is a place where there are a lot of great improvement 
and density reduction that has taken place on the part of the developer.  The residents 
have been very accommodating and patient in dealing with the developer making 
sure the concerns that were the important concerns were the ones that got dealt with.  
The ones with the areas where the residents said we will have to live with that 
happened as well.  We have talked about changing the PRO process.  She would like 
to see us especially in these areas where we are going to have to be more creative 
with how we design these developments.  We are going to have to institutionalize 
talking to the resident communities that surround them earlier in the process.  There is a 
lot that she likes about this development now that it has really come down to a size that 
we can live with.  She said she would be in support of the development.  She also 
wanted to remind folks that the density is higher than what was originally planned is 
within the recommendations of the Master Plan which suggested 22 units in this area 
and we ended up with 20.  She thought this was fair.  She would be supporting the 
development.  
 
Member Mutch commented about the masonry wall.  He wondered if they had 
originally proposed a 6 foot vinyl fence along the north side of that lot.  Mr. Loughrin 
said he wasn’t sure if they had proposed any screening at the beginning.  It came up 
that they wanted screening so they proposed the 6 foot vinyl fence to match what 
they were doing at the rear of the properties.  He said with the last review, the 
landscape reviewer had mentioned they wanted an 8 foot masonry wall which they 
certainly don’t want to do. That is where that came from, they didn’t suggest anything 
originally. Member Mutch said that he indicated that there was a challenge in the kind 
of landscaping that can go in there because of the storm drainage.  Mr. Loughrin said 
yes there is.  Essentially they are putting in the storm and hitting a storm structure and 
coming across a few feet off of a property line.  He said they can plant Arborvitaes to 
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get some of the height and we can put them close together which is probably what we 
would normally do.  He said that they have two easements there, a water easement 
and a storm easement.  He was hesitant to put a fence and in particular the 8 foot 
masonry wall where there are utility easements. He said that was another reason why 
they didn’t want to do that.  Member Mutch said this is an area where the City has a 50 
foot easement and they are requesting us to vacate 25 feet in that area that is being 
incorporated.  Mr. Loughrin said yes.  Member Mutch said even with the 25 feet it 
wouldn’t accommodate a fence and some plantings.  Mr. Loughrin said it was a good 
question with where that easement comes through.  He said the issue was there is an 
existing waterline and we needed to reduce that easement because 50 feet is just too 
wide to fit that house in.  He said he didn’t know where that 50 foot easement lies, but 
to answer the question, yes, to have a 20 foot easement from that north property line 
we couldn’t put that house there.  Member Mutch wondered if he had heard there was 
interest in having something other than what was proposed that was recommended by 
staff.  He said he wasn’t looking for an 8 foot wall, but the flip side of that is that a house 
next to a party store or market is a wonderful amenity, but they need a buffer there.  
Mr. Loughrin stated that they have to sell the house too, so they have a vested interest 
in doing something there.  He was fully on board with working with staff on some type of 
screening.  Member Mutch thought staff was flexible on that.  He wondered if they 
purchased the two lots on the west side that jet into the proposal.  Mr. Loughrin said yes, 
they will purchase those two lots.  The issue is that they will have to get a lot split to 
make the new rear lot line for both. Member Mutch wanted him to explain the 
configuration of that.  Essentially right now the lot access all the way to Old Novi Road 
so it is a double frontage lot.  They are proposing making an access off of Austin just like 
every other home along Austin.  The other lot does not go all the way to Old Novi Road, 
it goes a little bit and there is a pool back there that they will be removing.  The only 
structure that they will have to move is a garage.  They will be putting a driveway 
extension in the front of the lot and reconfiguring the lot.  Member Mutch said one of 
them doesn’t have a garage; does the property to the south not have a garage?  Mr. 
Loughrin said it has parking at the front.  Member Mutch said Member Casey talked 
about the issue of the fencing along the rear property lines.  He said his perspective was 
that they were essentially presenting this as a subdivision; from a PRO perspective this is 
a rezoning from RM-2, his perspective was that it triggers a different treatment of 
elements such as landscaping.  He felt those are built into the site plan. He said there is 
going to be a duty to maintain those elements just as if it was an apartment complex 
and he wondered how that would be written into the PRO. Mr. Schutlz indicated that 
there is some ability for the City to have something more than just the basic, but they 
would have the ability to enforce.  Member Mutch said looking at the development as 
a general concept for this area he thought overall he was okay with how it was 
presented.  One of the challenges he has with the PRO proposals is assuring they strike 
the proper balance between the public benefit and private benefit.  The private 
benefit was pretty clear; the developer is getting the opportunity to add 20 home sites 
on his property.  We are granting a significant number of variances to allow that to 
happen. The density of the Master Plan did outline the opportunity to put in 22 homes; it 
is still double what the existing zoning was. If you wanted to go out and build today you 
could build twice as many units that were permitted under R-4 zoning.   He said we 
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would be allowing them to increase the nonconformity of those two houses on Austin 
where today they are closer to conforming to the existing zoning ordinances.  We are 
allowing you to make those more nonconforming and to treat those in a way that we 
would not otherwise.  He said the big precedent setting one for him is the use easement 
and agreement for public ROW along Old Novi Road.  He said it was expanded; it 
previously was just on the west side of the road. Conceptually he was onboard with the 
idea of vacating portions of this ROW, but the reason for that was he believed was 
using that property should have ownership of it and pay taxes on it.  Instead, what we 
are going to give you and the future property owners is a right to use that property in 
perpetuity subject to the use agreement without having to pay taxes on it and it is 
public property. He said he can’t ever recall the City Council agreeing to that level of 
use of public property in that fashion.  He said that was the list of private benefits.   The 
flip side was two park benches in the public ROW, ten parking spaces along Old Novi 
Road which will probably get some use on occasionally.  He said he would probably be 
ok with what we came forward with, but he said his big hang-up is with the Cornelius 
Austin House.  The historical nature of the house that it is one of the oldest, if not the 
oldest, it is still maintained in its historical integrity, you can still tell what it was when it 
was originally built.  Member Mutch said it was connected to a resident that was a 
veteran of the War of 1812 and who moved to Michigan when it was still a territory, not 
even a state.  He said if we look at the north end of Novi, we have pretty much lost all 
of the historic elements of that portion of town.  We don’t have the Walled Lake Casino, 
nothing associated with Pavilion Shore when it was an amusement park and 
recreational center.  We do have Lakeshore Park which is a historical precedent.  We 
have a handful of houses that are still around, but none that are as old or have the 
significance that this does.  When he looked at this proposal he agreed it was a 
challenge, it is a small amount of property that they are trying to get in 20 lots, and 
simply taking a lot out upsets that whole balance.  He said we have had other 
developments in town where the developers have worked with the City to preserve 
historic structures.  One that he was familiar with was a development on 9 Mile Road just 
west of Haggerty Road on the north side there is a beautiful old house with a nice stone 
foundation to it that was slated to be demolished.  Instead, the developer worked with 
the City to figure out how they could preserve that house and yet allow the remainder 
of the property to be developed which happened.  From his perspective, he asked him 
if this is a dollar and cents perspective, is it about this lot that you can’t give up and we 
are going to lose this home because of that, or are you open to a conversation that 
works with the City.  He wanted to know how we can preserve this house and its history 
while allowing them to move forward in having a successful development.  Mr. Loughrin 
pointed out that he felt they are giving a lot more as far as a public benefit.  He said the 
wetland exists there because of the fact that the City has done nothing as far as storm 
improvements in that area. He said they are going to fix that situation.  That is a cost; 
they are losing two lots there simply because they have to put that in.  He would love 
not having to put a pond in; he would like it to tie right into the storm.  That is a 
significant cost and it takes away quite a bit to the project.  They have added a lot of 
fencing, if we came in with single family homes one at a time the City wouldn’t require 
that.  They adjusted the front setbacks so they could pull them further away from the 
residents to the west and frankly that is why they are asking for the use easements so we 
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can pull those homes as far away from the existing homes.   As far as getting any tax 
benefits, the City is not getting any money or tax revenue on those lots right now.  
Adding it to these lots will probably not significantly increase the assessed value of those 
homes.  We are removing the house that was mentioned, but other blighted properties 
as well.  He thought that was a benefit.  He said the parking spaces are an expense 
and they are for additional overflow for the park.  He felt that is a huge public benefit. 
He mentioned an 8 foot ADA sidewalk to get to the park, there is no sidewalk to get to 
the park right now.  He said he could keep coming up with these; we do have a lot of 
public benefits as part of this plan.  He mentioned that the Village Overlay does call for 
significant density in this area.  We have lost a lot of units.  We have lost 50 units. He said 
that means nothing to you, but the goalposts keep getting moved every time he looks 
around.  The City has never designated that this home was a historical property that 
had to be saved.  He has seen no records, it wasn’t on the title work, and the City never 
mentioned it until recently.  The fact that it is slated for a historical significance, it has 
been added on to and again there has been no effort to save that house.   He said it is 
very late in the process and they do need to move forward.  He did hear their concerns 
and he fully appreciated it.  They certainly want to be good stewards and have some 
memorialization of that which they are fully willing to work with the City on that.  He said 
they need to move forward, or move on to the next site.  Member Mutch said he 
appreciated that, but he thought City Council has made it pretty clear from the initial 
discussion in terms of what the potential was for this property and what City Council is 
willing to accept. He said that Member Breen touched on the fact that one of the 
challenges of the current PRO process because it creates unrealistic expectations for 
folks interested in doing development, and likewise the Master Plan was clear not 
talking strictly residential townhouse development.  Mr. Loughrin agreed with that.  
Member Mutch said he didn’t want to quibble over numbers.  He said between now 
and when this is approved he is going to look at ways to preserve this house because 
he thought it was important to the history of our City.  He felt there was a lot staff missed 
along the way.  He said if we want to be honest about it, there was no reason for City 
Council to have to ask you to move lots out of wetlands.  That should have been done.  
There was no reason for City Council to be the ones to request the separation of the 
sidewalk from the roadway, that should have been done.  He said it was unfortunate 
that City Council had to do the heavy lifting, but that is what they are up there to do.  
He said Member Breen thought he was being referenced in the report on historic homes 
in Novi.  He clarified that and said that was not him that was his mother.  He said that 
anybody that knows his mother knows how much she loves history and amongst the 
things that she was instrumental in doing was saving the Sally Thornton House that was 
slated for demolition, and helping to preserve the historic church on Grand River 
Avenue and is now on Beck Road.  He said he bought his 1926 home in Novi which is 
the love of history that they both share.  He said it is also a commitment to this 
community that they both share.  He will be having conversations about how we can 
make that happen because he is not ready to write off that house tonight.    
 
Roll call votes on CM 18-12-192  Yeas: Casey, Markham, Verma, Gatt, Staudt,  
 Nays: Mutch, Breen 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
PETITIONER 
Robertson Brothers Homes   
 
REVIEW TYPE 
Rezoning Request from B-3 (General Business) and R-4 (One Family Residential) to RM-2 (High 
Density, Mid-Rise Multi-Family Residential) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO)  
  
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

 Section 10 and 11 

 Site Location 
East & West of Old Novi; South of Thirteen Mile Road;  
Parcel Id’s: 22-10-231-021, -006, -020, -025, -026, -027; 22-11-101-002; 22-11-
103-001, -002, -005, -006, -007, -008, -009, -020 and part of 22-10-131-008 

 Site School District Novi  Community School District 
 Site Zoning B-3 General Business and R-4 One Family Residential 
 Adjoining Zoning North B-3 General Business 
  East R-4 One Family Residential 
  West R-4 One Family Residential 
  South R-4 One Family Residential 
 Current Site Use Vacant Land/Single Family Homes/Vacant Businesses 

 Adjoining Uses 

North Convenience Store/Restaurant 
East Single Family Residences 
West Single Family Residences 
South Single Family Residences 

 Site Size 3.13 Acres  
 Plan Date November 13, 2018 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The petitioner is requesting a Zoning Map amendment for 3.15 acres of property east and west of 
Old Novi Road and south of Thirteen Mile Road (Section 10 and 11) from B-3 (General Business) and 
R-4 (One Family Residential) to RM-2 (High Density, Mid-Rise Multi-Family Residential) utilizing the 
City’s Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option.  The applicant states that the rezoning request is 
necessary to allow the development of a 20-unit single-family residential development that would 
be in line with the redevelopment goals for the Pavilion Shore Village area envisioned in the City’s 
Master Plan. Ordinance standards to implement the plan have not yet been developed, so the 
applicant has chosen to use the PRO option.  
 
The applicant has proposed a 20-unit single-family for-sale residential development with frontage 
and access to Old Novi Road, Linhart and Wainwright.  The PRO Concept Plan shows 10 homes on 
the east side of Old Novi Road with driveways off Linhart Street and Wainwright Street. Ten single 
family homes are proposed to front on the west side of Old Novi Road. Each single family home has 
a two-car front-entry attached garage. The previous version of the plan had detached garages in 
the rear yards of most of the homes. The change reduces the impervious surface created by the 
development, allows more room for drainage, and also allows larger backyard areas.  

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

November 26, 2018 
Planning Review  

Lakeview 
JSP18-16 with Rezoning 18.723 
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The concept plan also includes pedestrian walks along Old Novi Road to connect the existing and 
proposed homes to the Pavilion Shore Park to the north on Walled Lake. A detention pond on the 
north side of Wainwright Street, east of Old Novi Road, would still manage stormwater for the 
project. With the reduction in impervious surface area, the pond has been reduced in size from the 
previous concept plan, which allows a greater amount of the required 25-foot vegetated buffer 
around the pond to be maintained.  
 
The project area is currently partially developed and undeveloped land.  It proposes to split 
portions of two lots fronting on Austin Drive to allow the preservation two homes while connecting 
the development along Old Novi Road. Two existing homes and accessory structures on the west 
side of Old Novi Road would be demolished. On the east side of Old Novi Road, four homes and 
one business as well as accessory structures would be demolished. The removal of the buildings 
would resolve a number of existing nonconformities including setback deficiencies, and buildings 
located within the right of way.  
 
PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY 
The applicant submitted for Pre-Application Meetings on two different occasions, which were held 
on November 9, 2017 and April 13, 2018. In response to feedback received from staff and meetings 
the applicant held with community members, the applicant revised their plans to reduce the 
density and design of the proposed development. Originally the plans showed 70 townhome units 
with a density of 18 DUA, which was reduced to 32 townhomes and 6 single family homes for an 
overall density of 12 DUA. The applicant submitted a PRO concept plan in May that further reduced 
the proposal to 14 townhomes and 17 single family homes. That concept plan went to the Planning 
Commission’s Master Plan & Zoning Committee for informal review on June 27, 2018. Following that 
meeting, the applicant again revised the plan based on feedback from staff, committee members 
and concerned residents and submitted a revised Concept plan which proposed 21 single family 
homes. That plan received a recommendation for approval from the Planning Commission. The 
Concept Plan was presented at City Council on October 22, 2018. The proposal was postponed at 
that meeting pending suggested improvements and additional information by the applicant.  
 
The applicant now proposes a Concept Plan with 20 single family homes – 10 on each side of Old 
Novi Road.  
 
PRO Option 
Consistent with Section 503 of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (MZEA), the PRO option creates a 
“floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a parcel.  As part of the PRO, 
the underlying zoning is proposed to be changed (in this case from B-3 and R-4 to RM-2) and the 
applicant enters into a PRO agreement with the City, whereby the City and the applicant agree to 
tentative approval of a conceptual plan for development of the site.  Following final approval of 
the PRO concept plan and PRO agreement, the applicant will submit for Preliminary and Final Site 
Plan approval under standard site plan review procedures.  The PRO runs with the land, so future 
owners, successors, or assignees are bound by the terms of the agreement, absent modification by 
the City of Novi.  If the development has not begun within two (2) years, the rezoning and PRO 
concept plan expires and the agreement becomes void. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The density requested by the applicant is supported by the Master Plan, which recommends a 
residential density not to exceed 7.3 dwelling units per acre (DUA) for this area. The applicant’s 
proposal is under this density at 6.4 DUA overall, which fits within the RM-2 District in terms of density 
for 3-bedroom units. Approval of the PRO Concept plan is recommended for approval, provided 
the review comments are sufficiently addressed in the PRO Agreement. 
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COMPARISON OF ZONING DISTRICTS 
The following table provides a comparison of the current (B-3 and R-4) and proposed (R-4 and RM-
1) zoning classifications.  The applicant is requesting a change of use from General Business and 
One Family Residential uses to High Density Multi-Family Residential. The types of uses allowed in 
these districts are entirely different from each other, although the proposed use would still be single 
family detached dwellings which are still subject to the same standards and regulations as the 
existing R-4 zoning. The proposed use would be somewhat higher density than the existing zoning.  
 

 B-3 Zoning 
(Existing) 

R-4 Zoning 
(Existing) 

RM-2 Zoning, *One-Family 
Detached Dwellings subject to 

R-4 Standards 
(Proposed) 

Principal 
Permitted Uses 

See attached copy of Section 
3.1.12.B 

See attached copy of 
Section 3.1.5.B 

See attached copy of Section 
3.1.7.B 
Single-Family Development, as 
proposed, is a permitted use 

Special Land 
Uses  

See attached copy of Section 
3.1.12.C 

See attached copy of 
Section 3.1.5.C 

See attached copy of Section 
3.1.7.C 

Minimum Lot 
Size 

Except where otherwise 
provided in this Ordinance, 
the minimum lot area and 
width, and the maximum 
percent of lot coverage shall 
be determined on the basis of 
off-street parking, loading, 
greenbelt screening, yard 
setback or usable open space 
requirements as set forth in this 
Ordinance. 

10,000 sq ft (80 ft lot width) *10,000 sq ft (80 ft lot width) 

Maximum Lot 
Coverage 25% *25% 

Building Height 30 feet 2.5 stories or 35 feet 
whichever is less 

*2.5 stories or 35 feet whichever 
is less 

Building 
Setbacks 

Front: 30 feet 
Side: 15 feet  
Rear: 20 feet 

Front: 30 feet 
Side: 25 feet total two 
sides, 10 ft min each 
Rear: 35 feet 

*Front: 30 feet 
Side: 25 feet total two sides, 10 
ft min each 
Rear: 35 feet 

Usable Open 
Space Not Applicable Not Applicable *Not Applicable 

Minimum Square 
Footage Not Applicable 1000 sq ft *1000 sq ft 

 
 
COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING LAND USE 
The surrounding land uses are shown in the below chart.  The compatibility of the proposed 
rezoning with the zoning and uses on the adjacent properties should be considered by the Planning 
Commission in making the recommendation to City Council on the rezoning request. The following 
table summarizes the zoning and land use status for the subject property and surrounding 
properties.  
 

 Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Master Plan Land Use Designation 

Subject Property B-3 and R-4 
Vacant lots, Vacant 
commercial buildings, 
One Single Family Home 

Pavilion Shore Village 
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Eastern Parcels R-4 One Family 
Residential 

Howell’s Walled Lake 
(Single family residential 
development) 

Single Family Residential 
(uses consistent with R  Zoning Districts) 

Western Parcels R-4 One Family 
Residential 

Shawood Walled Lake 
Heights (Single family 
residential development) 

Single Family Residential 
(uses consistent with R  Zoning Districts) 

Northern Parcels  
 

B-3 General 
Business 

Convenience store, 
Veterinary Office, 
Lakeview Bar & Grill 

Pavilion Shore Village 

Southern Parcels R-4 One Family 
Residential 

Single Family homes, 
Vacant land 

Pavilion Shore Village (West), Single 
Family Residential (East) 

        
        

 
   
Zoning Map Future Land Use Map 
       
The subject parcels are currently zoned B-3 (General Business) and R-4. Many of the lots are 
currently vacant, others have existing nonconforming buildings. There are 5 single family homes, a 
vacant business, and several accessory structures. Some of the existing buildings are located within 
the Old Novi Road right of way. This includes the historic home of Cornelius Austin at 2205 Old Novi 
Road, which will be discussed in a separate memo and shared with City Council.    
 
The Lakeview Grocery convenience store is located on the property directly north of the subject 
property on the west side of Old Novi Road. On the east side of Old Novi Road the Lakeview Bar & 
Grill is located directly north of the subject area. The future uses for these properties are unlikely to 
change, but they do fall within the Pavilion Shore Village designation on the Future Land Use Map.  
 
The property to the south on the west side of Old Novi Road is developed with single family homes. 
The property to the south on the east side of Old Novi Road is currently vacant and could be 
developed with single family homes.   
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The property to the west of the subject properties is an existing single family neighborhood known 
as Shawood Walled Lake Heights. Many of the residents of the neighborhood have objected to 
previous versions of the proposed development including building heights, traffic and stormwater 
impacts. There has been less opposition to the project now that the townhomes have been 
eliminated. 
 
The property to the east of the subject properties is an existing single family community of Howell’s 
Walled Lake. Many of the residents of the neighborhood have objected to previous versions of the 
proposed development including building heights, parking, and wetland impacts. There has been 
less opposition to the project now that the townhomes have been eliminated. 
 
Impacts to the surrounding properties as a result of the proposal would be expected as part of the 
construction of any development on the subject property and could include construction noise 
and additional traffic. The loss of a portion of the wetland area and trees on the property would 
present an aesthetic change but that would also happen with development under the current 
zoning. In the area currently zoned for B-3 General Business, uses with greater impacts (including 
traffic, utility and environmental) would be permitted by-right under current zoning than what is 
being proposed in the PRO Concept Plan.  For instance fueling stations, restaurants, professional 
and medical offices, as well as retail businesses and service uses are permitted in the B-3 district.  
 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL AND DENSITY PROPOSED 
 
The site plan proposes a development of 20 single family units with a density of 6.4 DUA, which is 
below the maximum density allowed for three bedroom units under RM-2 zoning (up to 15.6 DUA 
allowed). The master plan designation imagines the Pavilion Shore Village area to be developed 
with a mix of housing and commercial uses. Development under the current B-3 and R-4 zoning 
could result in the construction of a number of different retail or commercial uses as well as single 
family homes, however site constraints have limited the interest of developers in this area for some 
time. Development under the proposed RM-2 zoning without a PRO option could result in up to 49 
three-bedroom units, based on the acreage provided.  
 
The existing and proposed uses are much more similar to one another than the possible uses under 
the current zoning for the B-3 area. Staff analyzed the impacts of the proposed rezoning in the 
following sections.  
 
The applicant submitted a narrative that assesses and supports their request for change of use.  
However, staff suggests the applicant consider the comments made under the review concerns 
section below. 
 
REVIEW CONCERNS 
 

1. Compatibility with the Surroundings: Existing land use patterns reflect a concentration of 
single family homes in this area of the City, with a few existing community-serving 
commercial uses to the north of the subject property on Old Novi Road and 13 Mile Road. 
The RM-2 District would not be strictly compatible with the single family residential and 
commercial uses here on its own, but if the request is approved by the City Council, 
development would be restricted by the terms of the PRO Agreement developed with the 
applicant to include the PRO Concept Plan. RM-2 zoning would allow the density of single-
family homes proposed by the applicant that are similar to the existing community. Overall 
density as well as number and type of units would be conditions within the PRO Agreement. 
In addition, because the PRO Agreement is between the City and the Applicant, a new 
owner could not assume the agreement, and therefore the zoning classification, through 
purchase.   
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2. Design and Layout Concerns: The proposed layout plans a moderately dense development 

that is in keeping with the surrounding community of single family homes. The applicant has 
revised the layout to address many of the previous concerns, which results in a residential 
development that is more compatible with the existing neighborhoods. However, the 
following concerns are still valid:   

a. Erma Street, on the north side of the proposed development west of Old Novi Road, 
was previously vacated. However, the City Council motion from June 5, 2000 shows 
that the City reserved an easement over the width of the vacated area for utilities, 
so this area is not buildable at this time. There is an existing water main within the 
easement area.  The applicant has requested that the City vacate the existing 50-
foot easement as part of the PRO process. The Concept Plan shows a new 5-foot 
utility easement over the water main on lot 10. However, a 20-foot easement 
centered over the main is required.   
 

b. Proposed Parcels D and E (SP1) contain existing homes and are not proposed to be 
rezoned to RM-2, but the lot dimensions will be altered by the platting of the 
proposed development. The rear setback of parcel E will be reduced and the lot 
area will be less than the 10,000 square feet required in the R-4 district. Parcel D will 
gain additional rear yard setback and area, but will not conform to the R-4 district 
requirements. Because the owners of these parcels will not be signatories to the PRO 
Agreement, the deviations from the lot dimension requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance cannot be approved by the PRO Agreement. The owner of those lots will 
need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals to receive approval for the variances.  

 
4. Right of Way Agreement: The applicant is proposing partial use within the existing right of 

way for fences and landscape features on the west side of Old Novi Road. A license 
agreement or another type of agreement will be needed.  Further discussion with the City 
Attorney’s Office is needed to determine the best way to address this question. The 
applicant has provided a draft “Use Agreement” to be made part of the PRO Agreement if 
the Concept Plan is approved. 

5. Wetlands:  The site contains a wetland, approximately 0.159 acre (6,926 sf), along the 
northeastern portion of the property. The Concept plan shows a “proposed” wetland area 
to be 0.06 acre (2,737 square feet). The City’s threshold for the requirement of wetland 
mitigation is 0.25-acre, so mitigation is not likely to be required. However a City of Novi 
wetland permit, and additional permits from the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality, may also be required for impacts to the wetland. Please refer to the wetland review 
letter for additional information. The applicant has revised the plans such that the lots do not 
extend into the wetland area. Portions of the 25-foot buffer areas are still included on two of 
the lots. 

6. Woodlands:  The proposed site does not contain areas noted as City Regulated Woodlands, 
but does contain 3 trees that are 36 inches diameter at breast height (DBH), which are 
regulated. The Woodland Review letter indicates that the regulated woodland trees on the 
site are proposed to be removed, and will require 8 replacement credits. The applicant is 
encouraged to consider preserving Tree #131. The plans propose woodland replacement 
credits would be fulfilled by planting 4 downy serviceberry trees and 8 white spruce. The 
revised plans now include a 15-foot woodland conservation easement on the east side of 
the detention pond to protect the replacement plantings.  

7. Façades: Under the PRO Ordinance, the architectural design is evaluated against meeting 
and exceeding the ordinance requirements. As currently proposed, the designs do not 
qualify as an enhanced feature of the development. Given the reduced front setback of 
the homes, the front facades warrant additional detail. At a minimum, this would include 
well defined entrances, full-width front porches, non-box cornices, gable brackets, header 
trellises, and multiple front-facing gables.  
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8. Landscaping: Landscape review has identified one major deviation from the ordinance 
requirements, and 2 more minor deviations. While the minor deviations are supported by 
staff, the major item cannot be supported.  

9. Fire: All fire issues have been adequately addressed at this time. 
10. Mailboxes: Further consideration of the mailbox types and locations is needed. This does not 

have to be a condition within the PRO agreement and can be worked out during 
Preliminary Site Plan review in partnership with the U.S. Postal Service.  
   

 
MASTER PLAN FOR LAND USE 
The Future Land Use Map of the 2016 City 
of Novi Master Plan for Land Use identifies 
this property and parcels to the north as 
Pavilion Shore Village, which is called out 
as a Redevelopment Site. “It is envisioned 
that redevelopment of this area could 
establish a unique sense of place at the 
corner of Old Novi Road and Thirteen Mile 
Road by providing housing and 
commercial uses that are inspired by the 
natural and recreational features of the 
park and lake.” Properties to the west and 
east are designated for single family uses.   
 
Specific to the style of housing envisioned 
in Pavilion Shore Village, the Master Plan 
states: “Given the proximity to the lake 
and residential nature of the area, 
housing is envisioned in either two- to 
three-story mixed-use buildings oriented to 
W. Thirteen Mile and Old Novi Roads or as 
one-story ‘cottage court’ style homes. 
Smaller, market-rate housing units, either 
for sale or rent will offer unique housing for young professionals and empty-nesters.” 
 
Adopted by the Planning Commission in July of 2017, the 2016 Master Plan calls for “the creation of 
a simple form-based district that defines building forms and architectural elements should be 
considered to encourage redevelopment of this area as envisioned.” The City has not yet created 
this new zoning district, and the applicant desires to move forward, which necessitates adapting an 
existing zoning district to the site through the use of the Planned Rezoning Overlay option.  
 
The proposal would partly follow objectives listed in the Master Plan for Land Use including the 
following. If additional information is provided per staff’s comments, the proposal would have the 
ability to meet the full intent of the objectives: 
 
1. Infrastructure 

a. Objective: Provide and maintain adequate water and sewer service for the City’s needs. 
b. Objective: Provide and maintain adequate transportation facilities for the City’s needs. 

Address vehicular and non-motorized transportation facilities. 

 
Staff Comment: Public water main exists in Old Novi Road and Austin Drive, and within the former 
Erma Street easement. Public sanitary sewer exists in Old Novi Road. On-site detention is proposed 
for storm water management. The proposed concept plan indicates pedestrian improvements 
along Old Novi Road including building a missing segment of planned sidewalk on the east side of 
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the road. The 2016 Master Plan recommends prioritizing connections with nearby parks in the 
implementation of the Non-Motorized Plan in this area.  
 
2. Quality and Variety of Housing 

a. Objective: Provide residential developments that support healthy lifestyles. Ensure the 
provision of neighborhood open space within residential developments. 

b. Objective: Maintain safe neighborhoods. Enhance the City of Novi’s identity as an 
attractive community in which to live by maintaining structurally safe and attractive housing 
choices and safe neighborhoods 

c. Objective: Maintain existing housing stock and related infrastructure. 
d. Objective: Provide a wide range of housing options. Attract new residents to the City by 

providing a full range of quality housing opportunities that meet the housing needs of all 
demographic groups including but not limited to singles, couples, first time home buyers, 
families and the elderly. 

 
Staff Comment: Per the applicant’s previous narrative letter, the proposed homes are geared 
towards millennials and active adults looking to enjoy what the Pavilion Shore Park area has to offer 
along with a quality school district. The housing type is said to serve the demand for the “missing 
middle” option that 2016 Master Plan aims to encourage. Missing middle characteristics include 
homes set in a walkable context, medium density, smaller, well-designed units, smaller footprints 
and blended densities. The applicant also states the housing plans offered are smaller and 
therefore more affordable for would-be home buyers.  

 
3. Community Identity 

a. Objective: Pavilion Shore Village. Develop a cohesive mixed-use village that complements 
the surrounding neighborhood. 

b. Objective: Maintain quality architecture and design throughout the City. Set high standards 
and promote good examples for use of public property through the City’s actions. 

c. Objective: Create a stronger cultural presence and identity for the City by working with the 
Novi Historical Commission and other groups to preserve historic structures and creating 
gathering places for residents and community activity. 

d. Objective: Ensure compatibility between residential and non-residential developments. 

 
Staff Comment: In their narrative, the applicant indicates that quality architecture and design is one 
of the benefits to the public proposed, which will provide a catalyst for more retail amenities in the 
Pavilion Shore Village area. The façade review suggests that it does not currently meet the higher 
standard for an enhancement to the project area than required by the ordinance. The applicant 
has proposed allowing documentation of the historic structure that will be demolished, as well as 
placing a memorial plaque in the area.  
 
4. Environmental Stewardship 

a. Objective: Protect and maintain the City’s woodlands, wetlands, water features, and open 
space. 

b. Objective: Increase recreational opportunities in the City.  
c. Objective: Encourage energy-efficient and environmentally sustainable development 

through raising awareness and standards that support best practices. 

 
Staff Comment:  The applicant does propose wetland impacts in order to accommodate the 
stormwater detention pond. The project narrative indicates the remaining wetland area will be 
preserved in a conservation easement and maintained by the homeowners association to be 
established. Woodland replacement trees would be planted and also protected by a conservation 
easement. Nearby recreational opportunities would be better accessed by the sidewalks proposed 
in the Concept Plan.  
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MAJOR CONDITIONS OF PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY AGREEMENT 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay process involves a PRO concept plan and specific PRO conditions in 
conjunction with a rezoning request.  The submittal requirements and the process are codified 
under the PRO ordinance (Section 7.13.2).  Within the process, which is completely voluntary by the 
applicant, the applicant and City Council can agree on a series of conditions to be included as 
part of the approval.   
 
The applicant is required to submit a conceptual plan and a list of terms that they are willing to 
include with the PRO agreement.  The applicant has submitted a conceptual plan showing the 
general layout of the driveways and lots, and a general layout of landscaping throughout the 
development. The applicant has provided a narrative describing the proposed public benefits. At 
this time, staff can identify some conditions to be included in the agreement if the current design 
moves forward. 
 

1. A homeowner’s association shall be established as part of the development and 
the City shall review the Master Deed and Bylaws prior to recordation. A separate 
maintenance agreement to be assigned to the homeowner’s association is 
proposed to meet the intent of this provision. 

2. The use of the property will be for single-family homes meeting the standards 
spelled out in the development agreement and shown in the Concept Plan. 

3. The maximum number of single-family units shall be 20. 
4. The maximum density of the development shall be 6.4 DUA. 
5. Use easement or license agreement extending 15 feet into the Old Novi Road 

ROW for the parcels along the west side of the road. The use easement would be 
used as front yard space for the homes, including landscaping features and 
decorative fences to be maintained by the home owners’ association established 
in a Master Deed. 

6. Use easement or license agreement extending 5 feet into the Old Novi Road 
ROW for the parcels 11 and 18 along the east side of the road. The use easement 
would be used as side yard space for the homes, including landscaping features 
and decorative fences to be maintained by the home owners’ association 
established in a Master Deed. 

7. The small wetland area on the northeast corner of the site shall be impacted only 
as permitted by MDEQ and City Wetland Permit, and the applicant has indicated 
that the Master Deed for Lakeview will provide for a conservation easement such 
that the remaining wetlands will not be disturbed.    

8. Screening fences and/or landscaping shall be provided adjacent to all existing 
residential lots. 

9. On both sides of Old Novi Road, in lieu of the required berm separating the 
residential uses from the non-residential uses to the north, the applicant shall 
provide alternate screening in the form of a fence or wall and/or landscaping to 
be approved by the City’s landscape architect. Consideration shall be given to 
limiting noise and visual impacts for the residents, as well as impacts to wetlands 
and buffer areas. 

10. All lots shall have front entry attached garages, which will be set back a minimum 
of 5 feet from the porch. 

11. The applicant shall provide 10 on-street parking spaces along the east side of Old 
Novi Road, as recommended by the Master Plan. 
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12. Adjacent to the on-street parking spaces, the sidewalk on the east side of Old 
Novi Road shall be 8-feet wide to accommodate encroachment of opening 
vehicle doors. 

13. The city shall abandon the 50-foot utility easement within the previously vacated 
Erma Street, but shall require a 20-foot water main easement and 10-foot storm 
water easement centered over the structures. 

14. The applicant shall work with the City to design and erect an historical marker 
denoting the site of Cornelius Austin’s home and significance to the local history.  

15. Applicant complying with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant review 
letters.  

 
The PRO conditions must be in material respects, more strict or limiting than the regulations that 
would apply to the land under the proposed new zoning district. The conditions listed above are 
more limiting in use and density than what would be allowed under the RM-2 zoning district. They 
also require the developer to provide greater amenities than would be required by a typical single 
family home, such as the stormwater management pond and the screening fences adjacent to 
existing homes. Development and use of the property shall be subject to the more restrictive 
requirements shown or specified on the PRO Plan, and/or in the PRO Conditions imposed, and/or in 
other conditions and provisions set forth in the PRO Agreement. The applicant should submit a list of 
conditions that they are seeking to include with the PRO agreement.  The applicant’s narrative does 
not specifically list any such PRO conditions at this time.  
 
 
ORDINANCE DEVIATIONS 
Section 7.13.2.D.i.c(2) permits deviations from the strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
within a PRO agreement.  These deviations must be accompanied by a finding by City Council that 
“each Zoning Ordinance provision sought to be deviated would, if the deviation were not granted, 
prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be in the public interest, and that 
approving the deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible with the 
surrounding areas.”  Such deviations must be considered by City Council, who will make a finding 
of whether to include those deviations in a proposed PRO agreement.  The proposed PRO 
agreement would be considered by City Council after tentative approval of the proposed 
concept plan and rezoning.   
 
The concept plan submitted with an application for a rezoning with a PRO is not required to 
contain the same level of detail as a preliminary site plan. Staff has reviewed the concept plan in 
as much detail as possible to determine what deviations from the Zoning Ordinance are currently 
shown. The applicant may choose to revise the concept plan to better comply with the standards 
of the Zoning Ordinance, or may proceed with the plan as submitted with the understanding that 
those deviations would have to be approved by City Council in a proposed PRO agreement. The 
following are deviations from the Zoning Ordinance and other applicable ordinances shown on the 
concept plan.   
 
The applicant has submitted a narrative describing some, but not all, of the deviations present in 
the proposed plans. The applicant is asked to revise the list based on staff’s comments provided in 
this letter and the other review letters. The applicant is asked to be specific about the deviations 
requested in a response letter and provide a justification to explain how if each deviation “…were 
not granted, [it would] prohibit an enhancement of the development that would be in the public 
interest, and that approving the deviation would be consistent with the Master Plan and compatible 
with the surrounding areas.” 
 
1. Planning Deviations for Single-Family (R-4 standards): 
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a. Reduction of minimum lot area by 4,604 square feet (10,000 sf required, 5,396 to 7,139 sf 
provided) 

b. Reduction of minimum lot frontage by up to 29 feet (80 ft required, 51 ft to 65 ft provided) 
c. Reduction of the minimum required building front yard setback by up to 24 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 6 feet to 10 feet) 
d. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard setback by 5 feet (Required 10 

feet, provided 5 feet) 
e. Reduction of the minimum required building side yard total setback by up to 12 feet 

(Required 25 feet, provided 13 feet to 23 feet) 
f. Reduction of the minimum required building rear yard setback by 15 feet (Required 35 

feet, provided 20 feet) 
g. Reduction of the minimum required exterior side yard building setback by 25 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 5 feet) for lots 11 and 18 
h. Exceeding the maximum lot coverage percentage by 20% (25% allowed, 45% provided)  

2. Engineering DCS Deviations: 
a. Width of storm sewer easements (20 feet required, 10 feet provided).  

3. Traffic Deviations:  
a. Driveway width of 10’ rather than the standard 16’ 

4. Landscape Deviations:  
a. No screening berm is provided between the B-3 district and the residential properties to 

the south (6-8 foot tall landscaped berm is required) on both sides of Old Novi Road. The 
applicant has proposed a 6-foot vinyl opaque fence in lieu of the berms due to the 
narrow room available.  

b. Street trees are located in front yards of single family homes on Wainright and Linhart, not 
the ROW. 

c. Subcanopy trees used as street trees. 
d. Landscaping in addition to street trees is proposed within right-of-way. 

  
Staff Comment: Refer to other review letters for more details on additional information being 
requested. Further deviations may be identified once more clarification is provided.  
 
APPLICANT BURDEN UNDER PRO ORDINANCE 
The Planned Rezoning Overlay ordinance requires the applicant to demonstrate that certain 
requirements and standards are met.  The applicant should be prepared to discuss these items, 
especially in number 1 below, 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 7.13.2.D.ii states the following: 
 

1. (Sec. 7.13.2.D.ii.a) Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, 
and as determined in the discretion of the City Council, the integration of the 
proposed land development project with the characteristics of the project area, 
and result in an enhancement of the project area as compared to the existing 
zoning, and such enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved or would not be 
assured in the absence of the use of a Planned Rezoning Overlay. 

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

 
 
IDENTIFYING BENEFITS TO PUBLIC RESULTING FROM THE REZONING AND THE PROPOSED DEVIATIONS 
Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning 
would be in the public interest and that the benefits to the public of the proposed PRO rezoning 
would clearly outweigh the detriments. The following benefits are suggested by the applicant (as 
listed in their narrative) as resulting from the development proposal: 
 
The following are the benefits detailed by the applicant with the concept plan:   
 

1. Redevelopment Potential of Property:  Development of an otherwise undevelopable 
property under current zoning regulations. There is a redevelopment potential for the 
property even if the property is developed according to existing zoning, but perhaps not as 
likely. Variances for setbacks and lot sizes would be expected for any residential 
development due to the shape and depth of the lots, which would make it difficult to design 
in compliance with the regulations. Removing vacant and nonconforming buildings can be 
considered as a public benefit, although one of the buildings within the road right-of-way 
has historic significance. See attached memo on the Cornelius Austin home.  

 
2. Fulfilling the Master Plan’s Redevelopment Strategy:  Meeting the intent of the City’s Pavilion 

Shore Village planning area. Staff acknowledges that the proposed development aims to 
fulfill the redevelopment vision laid out in the Master Plan. The Master Plan talks about a mix 
of uses in the area, however, and this plan addresses the housing uses. There are existing 
commercial uses in the area, but the result is not necessarily a cohesive development that 
ties the uses together and expands the commercial options available to the local 
community. The applicant’s position that additional residents and investment in the area 
could drive development interest is valid, and the single family uses are appropriate in the 
proposed area. The surrounding community has also strongly voiced a desire for only single 
family homes in the proposed areas, with any additional commercial uses to be located 
closer to the Old Novi Road/Thirteen Mile intersection.  
 

3. Public Parking:  Public parking spaces along Old Novi Road for overflow park parking. Ten 
on-street parking spaces are proposed along the east side of Old Novi Road. These would 
be available for the general public including local residents, customers of local businesses, 
and visitors of the Pavilion Shore Park. The Master Plan does recommend on-street parking 
along Old Novi Road, so the spaces could be counted as a benefit to the public.  
 

4. Stormwater Management: Detention of storm water in an area that has been previously 
unmanaged. Additional information is needed delineating the areas where storm water will 
be captured and discharged to verify whether the entire area of development will be 
detained and treated. The storm water system design, calculations, details and 
maintenance must be included in a Strom Water Management Plan as stated in the 
ordinance. These details are typically worked out in the Site Plan approval process. All 
developments would be expected to comply with these requirements, so this cannot be 
counted as a benefit to the community.  
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5. Historical Marker: The proposed project will necessitate the demolition of the historic Austin 
House at 2205 Old Novi Road. The applicant has indicated a willingness to allow 
documentation of the home prior to demolition. In addition, a memorialization plaque 
would be provided to give passers-by historical information about the site’s place in Novi 
history.  Many people who live in Novi today would never know the significance of the home 
at 2205 Old Novi Road, or about the man who was one of the early white settlers of the area 
and a veteran of the War of 1812. Although the home would be lost, the proposed signage 
could be a cultural benefit to the community to expand awareness of the roll Cornelius 
Austin played in Novi’s history.  

 
6. Providing Alternative Housing:  Housing options for residents that are currently underserved. 

Single family homes at the price point proposed by the applicant do not specifically 
address the underserved market of the area. The applicant has stated the proposed homes 
will start around $350,000. The most recent data available (2016) shows the median home 
value in Novi is $266,000 (American Community Survey). Thirty percent of homes in Novi fall 
within the range of $300-499,000, which is the largest segment of home values. The 2016 
median income level in Novi was $86,193. At this income level, many home affordability 
calculators would suggest homes valued at $300-350,000 would be considered affordable 
at today’s mortgage interest rates.  Staff agrees that there is a demand for the proposed 
type of housing within the City. The homes are set in a walkable context, and are smaller 
than many of the homes being built in Novi in recent years. They may fill the need for a 
more affordable option for those looking to buy a newer home in the area.   

 
7. Enhanced Architectural Design:  Quality architecture and design that will provide a catalyst 

for more retail amenities in the Pavilion Shore Village area. The single family elevations 
provided lack the architectural features that would achieve a higher standard than would 
otherwise be required in a development. Unless the architectural designs are modified to 
enhance the architectural details, the facades do not represent a benefit to the public.  

 
8. Pedestrian Enhancement on Old Novi Road:  Inclusion of ADA accessible sidewalks to 

provide for neighborhood access to the Pavilion Shore Park. The applicant would be 
required to provide accessible sidewalks in any site plan review or rezoning process. The 
proposal does include a seating feature and landscaping along the sidewalk to enhance 
the pedestrian experience, which are not a requirement of the ordinance. The applicant has 
also widened the sidewalk to 8 feet along portions of the east side of the road.  
 

SUMMARY OF OTHER REVIEWS:  
All reviewers are recommending approval of the PRO Concept Plan.  

a. Engineering Review (dated 11-14-18): Engineering recommends approval of the Concept 
plan and Concept Stormwater Management Plan, with additional items to be addressed 
during detailed design review.  

b. Landscape Review (dated 11-19-18): Landscape review has identified three deviations that 
may be required. Staff supports two of them, and encourages the applicant to make 
revisions to address the other one. Refer to review letter for more comments. Landscape 
recommends approval. 

c. Wetland Review (dated 11-16-18): A City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit and an 
authorization to encroach into 25 foot buffer setback are required for this site plan at the 
time of Preliminary Site Plan review. Additional information is needed in a revised Concept 
Plan submittal. Wetland consultant recommends approval.  
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d. Woodland Review (dated 8-27-18): A City of Novi woodland permit is required for the 
proposed plan at the time of Preliminary Site Plan review. Additional comments to be 
addressed with revised Concept Plan submittal. Woodlands is recommending approval. No 
new review was completed due to the nature of the changes made to the plan.   

e. Traffic Review (dated 8-29-18): A few deviations are identified in the letter. Additional 
comments are to be addressed in subsequent submittals.  Traffic recommends approval. No 
new review was completed due to the nature of the changes made to the plan.  

f. Traffic Impact Study Review (dated 9-21-18): The applicant provided a Rezoning Traffic 
Impact Study, which was approved by AECOM under the condition that supplemental 
information be provided.  

g. Facade Review (dated 11-26-18): The PRO ordinance requires that the approval of an 
application shall result in an enhancement of the project area compared to existing zoning, 
which would be unlikely to be achieved if it were not a Planned Rezoning Overlay. Staff 
recommends that the applicant make changes to the architectural designs in order to bring 
the buildings up to the ordinance standards and provide additional design details in order to 
be considered an enhancement. See façade review letter for additional details.    

h. Fire Review (dated 8-14-18): Fire recommends approval. No new review was completed 
due to the nature of the changes made to the plan. 

 
NEXT STEP: CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 
All reviews are now recommending approval of the Concept Plan. The PRO Concept Plan is 
scheduled to go before City Council for reconsideration December 3, 2018 based on applicant’s 
request. Staff reserves the right to make additional comments based on additional information 
received throughout the process.  
 

1. Concept Plan submittal in PDF format. (This has been provided) 
2. A response letter addressing ALL the comments from ALL the review letters and a request for 

deviations as you see fit based on the reviews. 
3. A color rendering of the Site Plan, if any to be used for presentation purposes. (This has been 

provided) 
 

 
If the applicant has any questions concerning the above review or the process in general, do not 
hesitate to contact me at 248.347.0484 or lbell@cityofnovi.org. 

 
_________________________________________ 
Lindsay Bell – Planner 
 
Attachments: Planning Review Chart 

Section 3.1.5.B – R-4 Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.5.C – R-4 Special Land Uses 
Section 3.1.8.B – RM-2 Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.8.C - RM-2 Special Land Uses 
Section 3.1.12.B – B-3 Permitted Uses 
Section 3.1.12.C – B-3 Special Land Uses 

    
 
 

mailto:lbell@cityofnovi.org


 

 
Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant and/or the Planning Commission Public hearing for 
the PRO Concept Plan.  Underlined items need to be addressed on the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 

Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Zoning and Use Requirements 
Master Plan 
(adopted July 26, 
2017) 

Pavilion Shore Village; 
Residential density of 7.3 
du/ac 

20 unit single family 
residential development 
(6.4du/ac) with PRO 
overlay 

Yes  

Area Study Pavilion Shore Village 
Redevelopment Area: 2-
3 story homes and 
mixed use buildings, 
cottage court style 
homes 

1.5-2 story single family 
homes 

Yes  

Zoning 
(Effective December 
25, 2013) 

B-3 General Business 
and R-4 One-Family 
Residential  

RM-2 (High Density Multi-
family Res) with PRO 

No City Council approval 
PRO Concept Plan – City 
Council approval 
PRO agreement – Site 
Plan or Plat normal 
approval process 

Uses Permitted  
(Sec 3.1.5.B & C) 
(Sec 3.1.12.B & C) 
 

B-3: Retail, office, 
restaurants etc 
R-4: One family resid. 
Sec. 3.1.12.B. - Principal 
Uses Permitted. 
Sec. 3.1.12.C. – Special 
Land Uses Permitted. 

Single Family Residential  
 

Yes Rezoning to RM-2 District 
would allow single-family 
residential with density 
proposed; R-4 standards 
and regulations would 
still apply to one-family 
detached dwellings  

Phasing  The applicant indicated 
only 1 phase 

Yes  

Planned Rezoning Overlay Document Requirements (SDM:  Site development Manual) 
Written Statement 
(Site Development 
Manual) 
 
The statement should 
describe the 
following 

Potential development 
under the proposed 
zoning and current 
zoning 

Information provided Yes Refer to applicant 
response letter to PC 

Identified benefit(s) of 
the development 

Public benefits are 
identified in the 
narrative 

Yes Refer to review letter for 
staff comments on the 
proposed benefits 

Conditions proposed for 
inclusion in the PRO 
Agreement (i.e., Zoning 
Ordinance deviations, 
limitation on total units, 
etc) 

Zoning deviations are 
listed in the narrative, 
but not the conditions 

Yes Refer to review letter for 
Staff suggestions for 
conditions and list of 
deviations 

PLANNING REVIEW CHART 
 
Review Date: November 26, 2018 
Review Type: Planned Rezoning Overlay - Revised Concept Plan 
Project Name: JSP 18-16 Lakeview (18.723) 
Plan Date: November 13, 2018 
Prepared by: Lindsay Bell, Planner   

E-mail: lbell@cityofnovi.org; Phone: (248) 347-0484 

http://www.cityofnovi.org/City-Services/Community-Development/Information-Requirements-Sheets,-Checklists,-Manua/SitePlanAndDevelopmentManual.aspx
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Sign Location Plan 
(Page 23,SDM) 

Installed within 15 days 
prior to public hearing 
Located along all road 
frontages 

Provided – signs have 
been posted 

Yes  

Traffic Impact Study 
(Site development 
manual)  

A Traffic Impact Study 
as required by the City 
of Novi Site Plan and 
Development Manual. 

Required, not provided Yes  

Community Impact 
Statement 
(Sec. 2.2) 

- Over 30 acres for 
permitted  non-
residential projects  

- Over 10  acres in size 
for a special land use  

- All residential projects 
with more than 150 
units 

- A mixed-use 
development, staff 
shall determine 

Applicant has provided 
a CIS 

Yes  

The RM-2 District determines density, but R-4 Standards and Regulations apply to Single Family Dwellings 
Height, bulk, density and area limitations (Sec 3.1.8.D) 
Frontage on a Public 
Street. 
(Sec. 5.12)  

Frontage on a Public 
Street is required 

The site has frontage 
and access to Old Novi 
Road, Linhart and 
Wainwright 

Yes   

Minimum Zoning Lot 
Size for each Unit: 
in Acres 
(Sec 3.1.5) 

R-4 Required Conditions 
Lot Size: 10,000 sf 
 
Lot frontage: 80 ft 

Single Family: 5,464-
7,139 sf 

No Deviation: 4,604 sf 

Minimum Zoning Lot 
Size for each Unit: 
Width in Feet 
(Sec 3.1.5) 

Single Family: 51-65 feet No Deviation: 29 feet 
 

Open Space Area 
(Sec 3.1.8.D) 

200 sf of Minimum 
usable open space per 
dwelling unit for MF 
developments 
 

Not required for single 
family 

NA  

Maximum % of Lot 
Area Covered 
(By All Buildings) 

SF: 25% 
 

SF: 45% 
 

No 
 

Deviation: 20% 

Building Height  
(Sec. 3.1.5.D) 

SF: 2.5 stories/35’ 
 

SF: 2.5 stories/35 feet 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

Minimum Floor Area 
per Unit 
(Sec. 3.1.8.D) 

Efficiency 400 sq. ft.  NA No Multiple Family Units 
proposed 1 bedroom 500 sq. ft.  NA 

2 bedroom 750 sq. ft.   NA 
3 bedroom 900 sq. ft.  NA 
4 bedroom 1,000 sq. 

ft. 
 NA 

Maximum Dwelling Efficiency Max 5% Not proposed   
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Unit Density/Net Site 
Area 
(Sec. 3.1.8.D) 

1 bedroom 31.1 
du/ac 
Max 20% 

Not proposed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 

2 bedroom 20.7 
du/ac 
 

Not Proposed 

3+ 
bedroom 

15.6 
du/ac 

20 units 
6.4 DUA on 3.15 acres 
 
Total site area: 3.15 
Acres 
Wetlands: 0.159 Acres 
Net Site Area: 3.0 Acres 

Residential Building Setbacks  R-4 (Sec 3.1.5.D) 
Front  
 

30  ft.  6 ft.  No Deviations requested for 
all setbacks 
 
 

Rear  35  ft.  20 ft. No 
Side 
 

10 ft. one side 
25 ft total two sides 

5 ft. one side 
13 ft. total two sides 

No 

Parking Setback (Sec 3.1.8.D) (Sec 3.1.12.D)Refer to applicable notes in Sec 3.6.2 
Front  50 ft.  NA  

 Rear  20 ft. NA 
Side  20 ft. NA 
Note To District Standards (Sec 3.6.2) 
Area Requirements 
(Sec 3.6.2.A) 

No irregularly shaped 
flag lots 

Not proposed Yes  

Building Setbacks  
(Sec 3.6.2.B) 

Setback for buildings 
other than single or two-
family residential 

 NA  

Exterior Side Yard 
Abutting a Street  
(Sec 3.6.2.C)  

All exterior side yards 
abutting a street shall 
be provided with a 
setback equal to front 
yard.  

30 ft Required, 5’ 
proposed 

No Exterior side yard 
setback applies to 2 lots 
(11 and 18) on the east 
side of Old Novi Rd. 
Deviation of 25’ 
requested  

Off-Street Parking in 
Front Yard  
(Sec 3.6.2.E) 

Off-street parking is 
allowed in front yard 

 NA  

Distance between 
buildings 
(Sec 3.6.2.H) 
 

It is governed by sec. 
3.8.2 or by the minimum 
 setback requirements, 
whichever is greater 
 

 NA  

Wetland/Watercourse 
Setback (Sec 3.6.2.M) 

A setback of 25ft from 
wetlands and from high 
watermark course shall 
be maintained 

Wetlands exist on 
northeast corner of the 
site. Buffer maintained 
but contained on 2 
single family lots 

Yes Quantify area of impact 
and describe mitigation. 
See ECT letter for further 
comments.  



JSP 18-16 Lakeview                                                           Page 4                                                                                                                                                                               
  PRO 2nd Revised Concept Plan                                                                                                                               November 26, 2018                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
   

Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Parking setback 
screening  
(Sec 3.6.2.P) 

Required parking 
setback area shall be 
landscaped per sec 
5.5.3. 

Parking lots are not 
proposed 

NA  

Modification of 
parking setback 
requirements (Sec 
3.6.2.Q) 

The Planning 
Commission may modify 
parking 
setback requirements 
based on its 
determination 
according to Sec 
3.6.2.Q  

None required NA  

RM-1 and RM-2 Required Conditions (Sec 3.8)& (Sec 3.10) 
Total number of 
rooms 
(Sec. 3.8.1) 

For building less than 
four stories:  
Total No. of rooms < Net 
site area in SF/2000  
 
40,671 SF/2000 = 20.33 
 
 

Not applicable since 
only single family homes 
are proposed. 
 

NA  

Public Utilities 
(Sec. 3.8.1) 

All public utilities should 
be available 

All public utilities are 
available 

Yes  

Maximum Number of 
Units  
(Sec. 3.8.1.A.ii) 

Efficiency < 5 percent of 
the units 

Not Proposed NA  

1 bedroom units < 20 
percent of the units 

Not Proposed NA 

Balance should be at 
least 2 bedroom units 

All are 3 bedroom units NA 

Room Count per 
Dwelling Unit Size 
(Sec. 3.8.1.C) 
*An extra room such 
as den count towards 
an extra room 

Dwelling 
Unit Size 

Room 
Count * 

Not applicable NA  

Efficiency 1  
1 bedroom 2  
2 bedroom 3  
3+ 
bedroom 

4  

Setback along 
natural shore line 
(Sec. 3.8.2.A) 

A minimum of 150 feet 
along natural shore line 
is required.  

No natural shore line 
exists within the property 

NA  

Structure frontage 
(Sec. 3.8.2.B) 

Each structure in the 
dwelling group shall 
front either on a 
dedicated public street 
or approved private 
drive. 

All structures front on 
public streets 

Yes   

Maximum length of 
the buildings 
(Sec. 3.8.2.C) 

A single building or a 
group of attached 
buildings cannot 
exceed 180 ft.  

 NA  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Modification of 
maximum length 
(Sec. 3.8.2.C) 

Planning Commission 
may modify the extra 
length up to 360 ft. if 

Not applicable NA  

Common areas with a 
minimum capacity of 50 
persons for recreation or 
social purposes 
Additional setback of 1 
ft. for every 3 ft. in 
excess of 180 ft. from all 
property lines. 

Building Orientation 
(Sec. 3.8.2.D) 

Where any multiple 
dwelling structure and/ 
or accessory structure is 
located along an outer 
perimeter property line 
adjacent to another 
residential or 
nonresidential district, 
said structure shall be 
oriented at a minimum 
angle of forty-five (45) 
degrees to said property 
line.  

Not applicable NA  

Yard setback 
restrictions 
(Sec. 3.8.2.E) 

Within any front, side or 
rear yard, off-street 
parking, maneuvering 
lanes, service drives or 
loading areas cannot 
exceed 30% of yard 
area 

Not applicable NA  

Off-Street Parking or 
related drives 
(Sec. 3.8.2.F) 
 
Off-street parking 
and related drives 
shall be… 
 

No closer than 25 ft. to 
any wall of a dwelling 
structure that contains 
openings involving living 
areas or 

Not applicable NA  

No closer than 8 ft. for 
other walls or 

 NA 

No closer than 20 ft. 
from ROW and property 
line 

 NA 

Pedestrian 
Connectivity 
(Sec. 3.8.2.G) 

5 feet concrete 
sidewalks and 
convenient pedestrian 
access.  

Provided Yes  

Where feasible 
sidewalks shall be 
connected to other 
pedestrian features 
abutting the site.   

The plan proposes 
sidewalks on both sides 
of Old Novi Road 
connecting to existing 
sidewalk and Pavilion 
Shore Park to the north  
 

Yes  



JSP 18-16 Lakeview                                                           Page 6                                                                                                                                                                               
  PRO 2nd Revised Concept Plan                                                                                                                               November 26, 2018                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
   

Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

All sidewalks shall 
comply with barrier free 
design standards 

ADA accessible walks 
proposed 

Yes Add a note to the plan to 
verify conformance. 
Further review by the 
Building Department will 
take place prior to 
issuance of building 
permits 

Minimum Distance 
between the 
buildings 
(Sec. 3.8.2.H) 
 

(Total length of building 
A + total length of 
building B + 2(height of 
building + height of 
building B))/6 
 
 

Not applicable NA  

Minimum Distance 
between the 
buildings 
(Sec. 3.8.2.H) 

In no instance shall this 
distance be less than 
thirty (30) feet unless 
there is a corner-to-
corner relationship in 
which case the 
minimum distance shall 
be fifteen (15) feet. 

Not applicable NA  

Number of Parking 
Spaces 
Residential, Single-
family 
(Sec.5.2.12.A) 
 

Two (2) for each 
dwelling unit 
 
For 20 units * 2 = 40 
spaces 

Garage Spaces: 40 
TOTAL PROVIDED: 40 
 

Yes 10 additional on-street 
parking spaces provided 
for public use 

Single Family Parking 
Configuration  
(Sec. 5.2.4) 

Required off-street 
parking for single- and 
two family 
dwellings may be 
provided in a stacking 
configuration in a 
driveway or garage or 
combination thereof. 

Garage and driveway 
parking proposed 
 

Yes  

Parking stall located 
adjacent to a parking 
lot entrance (public 
or private) 
(Sec. 5.3.13) 

- shall not be located 
closer than twenty-five 
(25) feet from the 
street right-of-way 
(ROW) line, street 
easement or sidewalk, 
whichever is closer 

 NA  

Barrier Free Spaces 
Barrier Free Code 

 Residential area 
 

NA  

Barrier Free Space 
Dimensions Barrier 
Free Code 

- 8‘ wide with an 8’ 
wide access aisle for 
van accessible spaces 

- 5’ wide with a 5’ wide 
access aisle for regular 
accessible spaces 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Barrier Free Signs  
Barrier Free Code 

One sign for each 
accessible parking 
space. 

 

Minimum number of 
Bicycle Parking  
(Sec. 5.16.1) 
 

 
One (1) space for each 
five (5) dwelling units 
 

Not required for single 
family homes 

NA  

Bicycle Parking  
General requirements 
(Sec. 5.16) 

No farther than 120 ft. 
from the entrance being 
served 

Not applicable NA   

When 4 or more spaces 
are required for a 
building with multiple 
entrances, the spaces 
shall be provided in 
multiple locations 
Spaces to be paved 
and the bike rack shall 
be inverted “U” design 
Shall be accessible via 6 
ft. paved sidewalk 

Bicycle Parking Lot 
layout 
(Sec 5.16.6) 

Parking space width: 6 
ft. 
One tier width: 10 ft.  
Two tier width: 16 ft. 
Maneuvering lane 
width: 4 ft.  
Parking space depth: 2 
ft. single, 2 ½ ft. double 

Not applicable NA  

Accessory and Roof top Structures 
Accessory Buildings 
(Detached Garages) 
Sec 4.19.1 

- Total floor area less 
than 25% of required 
rear yard 

- Not exceed 850 sf 
- Side entry garages are 

encouraged 
- Not located closer 

than 10 feet from main 
building 

- Not closer than 6 ft 
from interior or rear lot 
line 

No detached garages 
proposed in this 
submittal 
 

NA  

Dumpster 
Sec 4.19.2.F 

- Located in rear yard 
- Attached to the 

building or  
- No closer than 10 ft. 

from building if not 
attached 

- Not located in parking 
setback  

- If no setback, then it 
cannot be any closer 
than 10 ft, from 

Individual Refuse pick 
up is being proposed for 
this  residential 
development 

 
 

NA Contact DPS regarding 
refuse pick up.  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

property line.  
- Away from Barrier free 

Spaces 
Dumpster Enclosure 
Sec. 21-145. (c) 
Chapter 21 of City 
Code of Ordinances 

- Screened from public 
view 

- A wall or fence 1 ft. 
higher than height of 
refuse bin  

- And no less than 5 ft. 
on three sides 

- Posts or bumpers to 
protect the screening 

- Hard surface pad.  
- Screening Materials: 

Masonry, wood or 
evergreen shrubbery 

Not proposed NA  

Roof top equipment 
and wall mounted 
utility equipment Sec. 
4.19.2.E.ii 

All roof top equipment 
must be screened and 
all wall mounted utility 
equipment must be 
enclosed and 
integrated into the 
design and color of the 
building 

Not Applicable NA  

Roof top 
appurtenances 
screening 

Roof top 
appurtenances shall be 
screened in 
accordance with 
applicable facade 
regulations, and shall 
not be visible from any 
street, road or adjacent 
property.  

Not Applicable NA  

Sidewalks and Other Requirements 
Non-Motorized Plan Proposed Off-Road Trails 

and Neighborhood 
Connector Pathways.  
 
Major sidewalk/pathway 
planned along the east 
side of ONR; Already 
existing on west side of 
Old Novi Road 

Pathways along both 
sides of Old Novi Road 
proposed 

Yes  

Sidewalks 
(Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 4.05) 

Sidewalks are required 
on both sides of 
proposed drives 

Sidewalks are proposed 
along all public streets 

Yes  

Public Sidewalks  
(Chapter 11, Sec.11-
276(b), Subdivision 
Ordinance: Sec. 4.05) 

A 5 foot sidewalk is 
required along Old Novi 
Road 

Sidewalks existing and 
proposed – 6-8 feet 
wide 

Yes 

Entryway lighting  
Sec. 5.7.3.N. 
 

One street light is 
required per residential 
development entrance.  

No new street lighting 
proposed; front porch 
lights will be provided 

NA  
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Building Code and Other Requirements 
Building Code Building exits must be 

connected to sidewalk 
system or parking lot. 

All exits are connected 
to sidewalks  

Yes  

Design and 
Construction 
Standards Manual 

Land description, Sidwell 
number (metes and 
bounds for acreage 
parcel, lot number(s), 
Liber, and page for 
subdivisions). 

Provided Yes  
 

General layout and 
dimension of 
proposed physical 
improvements 

Location of all existing 
and proposed buildings, 
proposed building 
heights, building layouts, 
(floor area in square 
feet), location of 
proposed parking and 
parking layout, streets 
and drives, and indicate 
square footage of 
pavement area 
(indicate public or 
private). 

Provided Yes  

Economic Impact 
 

- Total cost of the 
proposed building & 
site improvements 

- Number of anticipated 
jobs created (during 
construction & after 
building is occupied, if 
known) 

No permanent jobs 
created, however 
building an average SF 
home creates 2.97 jobs 

NA  

Other Permits and Approvals 
Development/ 
Business Sign 
 
(City Code Sec 28.3) 
 
Sign permit 
applications may be 
reviewed an part of 
Preliminary Site Plan 
or separately for 
Building Office 
review.  

The leading edge of the 
sign structure shall be a 
minimum of 10 ft. 
behind the right-of-way. 
 
Entranceway shall be a 
maximum of 24 square 
feet, measured by 
completely enclosing all 
lettering within a 
geometric shape. 
 
Maximum height of the 
sign shall be 5 ft.  

None indicated  
   

No Provide tentative 
location of signs, if any, 
to identify any conflicts 
with landscape, utilities, 
and corner clearances.  

Development and 
Street Names 

Development and street 
names must be 
approved by the Street 
Naming Committee 
before Preliminary Site 
Plan approval 

No new street names 
proposed. “Lakeview” 
must be approved by 
the committee. 
 

No Contact Hannah Smith at 
248.347.0579 for more 
details on approval of 
development name 
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Item Required Code Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Property Split Assessing Department 
for approval of lot 
splits/combinations may 
be required. 

  Property combination 
and splits will be 
required.  

Other Legal Requirements 
PRO Agreement 
(Sec. 7.13.2.D(3) 

A PRO Agreement shall 
be prepared by the City 
Attorney and the 
applicant (or designee) 
and approved by the 
City Council, which shall 
incorporate the PRO 
Concept Plan and set 
forth the PRO Conditions 
imposed  

 NA PRO Agreement shall be 
approved by Novi City 
Council after the 
Concept Plan is 
tentatively approved 

Master 
Deed/Covenants and 
Restrictions 
 

Applicant is required to 
submit this information 
for review with the Final 
Site Plan submittal 

Not applicable at this 
moment 

NA A Master Deed draft shall 
be submitted prior to 
Stamping Set approval.   

Conservation 
easements 
 

Conservation 
easements may be 
required for wetland 
impacts 

Not applicable at this 
moment 

NA The following documents 
will be required during 
Site Plan review process 
after the Concept PRO 
approval: 
Wetland Conservation 
Easement; Woodland 
Conservation Easement 

NOTES: 
1. This table is a working summary chart and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance or City of Novi 

requirements or standards.  
2. The section of the applicable ordinance or standard is indicated in parenthesis. Please refer to those 

sections in Article 3, 4 and 5 of the zoning ordinance for further details 
3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan 

modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals. 
 



ENGINEERING REVIEW 
 

  



    
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Applicant 
ROBERTSON BROTHERS COMPANY  
 
Review Type 
PRO revised Concept Plan 
 
Property Characteristics 
 Site Location: West of Old Novi Road, east of Austin Drive, and East of Old Novi 

Road, south of Thirteen Mile Road 
 Site Size: 1.8 acres west of Old Novi Road, 1.34 acres east of Old Novi Road 
 Plan Date: 11/13/18 
 Design Engineer: Nowak & Fraus Engineers 
 
Project Summary  
 A development of single family homes with addition of pathways and on-street 

parking on Old Novi Road.  

 Public water main exists in Old Novi Road and in Austin Drive. 

 Public sanitary sewer exists in Old Novi Road. 

 On-site detention is required for storm water management.   

 
Recommendation 
The Concept site plan and Concept Storm Water Management can be recommended 
for approval with items to addressed during detailed design.  
  
Comments: 
The Concept Plan meets the general requirement of Chapter 11 of the Code of 
Ordinances. The Concept Storm Water Management Plan requires some revision to 
meet the Storm Water Management Ordinance and the Engineering Design Manual. 
Runoff from the entire development must be captured and detained prior to discharge 
to the adjacent wetlands.  

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

11/14/2018 
 

Engineering Review 
Lakeview 

JSP18-0016 
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Additional Comments (regarding PRO Concept deviations): 

1. Storm sewer is required to have a minimum 20-foot wide easement centered 
over the utility. A 10-foot wide storm sewer easement has been shown on the 
plans. This variance is supported by the Engineering Division.  
 

Additional Comments (to be addressed with future submittals): 

General 
2. A full engineering review was not performed due to the limited information 

provided in this submittal. Further information related to the utilities, 
easements, etc. will be required to provide a more detailed review. The site 
plan shall be designed in accordance with the Design and Construction 
Standards (Chapter 11). 

3. A right-of-way permit for work within Old Novi Road, Linhart Street, Wainwright 
Street, and any City easement must be obtained from the City of Novi.   

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

5. The plan set must be tied in to at least one city established benchmark. The 
information shown on the plans for City Benchmark number 1111 does not 
match with the City’s inventory of survey benchmarks. Refer to City land 
records maps http://cityofnovi.org/Community/Map-Gallery.aspx  

6. A portion of the development is proposed within the area of vacated Erma 
Street right-of-way. The applicant would need to formally request 
abandoning the easement which is reserved for public utilities and drainage 
purposes. At a minimum, a 20-foot water main easement would be required 
along the existing water main, or any relocated water main; and a 20-foot 
storm sewer easement would also be required.  

7. A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be 
submitted with the Preliminary Site Plan submittal highlighting the changes 
made to the plans addressing each of the comments in this review. 

Water Main 
8. Show 20-foot wide easements or portion thereof centered on proposed 

water main where it is located on private property or less than 10 feet within 
R.O.W. 

9. Hydrant leads exceeding 25 feet in length must be 8 inch.  

Sanitary Sewer 
10. Revise the sanitary sewer basis of design using 3.2 people per REU, based on 

current City standards. 
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Storm Sewer 
11. An easement is required over the storm sewer accepting and conveying off-

site drainage. Refer to comment 1.  

12. A minimum cover depth of 3 feet shall be maintained over all storm sewers.     

13. Provide a drainage area map and all storm sewer sizing calculations.  

Storm Water Management Plan 
14. The SWMP must detail the storm water system design, calculations, details, 

and maintenance as stated in the ordinance.  The SWMP must address the 
discharge of storm water off-site, and evidence of its adequacy must be 
provided.  This should be done by comparing pre- and post-development 
discharge rates.  The area being used for this off-site discharge should be 
delineated and the ultimate location of discharge shown. 
a. Provide drainage area map indicating ultimate location(s) of discharge 

for the entire development. All runoff from developed areas must be 
captured and treated for storm water quality and quantity control in 
accordance with the Ordinance.  

b. Provide additional information regarding overflow route northeast of the 
open water.  

15. Provide manufacturers details and sizing calculations for the pretreatment 
structure(s) within the plans.  Provide drainage area and runoff coefficient 
calculations specific to the area tributary to each treatment structure.  The 
treated flow rate should be based on the 1-year storm event intensity and 
higher flows shall be bypassed.   

16. An adequate maintenance access route to the basin outlet structure and 
any other pretreatment structures shall be provided (15 feet wide, maximum 
slope of 1V:5H, and able to withstand the passage of heavy equipment).  
Verify the access route does not conflict with proposed landscaping. Provide 
cross section and details for access route to both pre-treatment and outlet 
control structures.  

17. Provide release rate calculations for the three design storm events (first flush, 
bank full, 100-year). 

18. A 25-foot vegetated buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of each 
storm water basin.  This buffer cannot encroach onto adjacent lots or 
property. 

Paving & Grading 
19. Driveway depth in the R.O.W., including crossing sidewalks shall be 6-inch. 
20. Provide minimum swale slope of 2.0% along the side and rear property lines.  

21. Building permits may be required from the Building Department for the 
construction of retaining wall exceeding 48 inches in height (measured from 
bottom of the footing to top of the wall).  
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22. Refer to Figure IX.5 of the Design and Construction Standards for standard 
residential driveway dimensions. The standard width is 16 feet. An 
administrative variance can be considered for driveway widths within the 
allowable range shown in Figure IX.5.  

Off-Site Easements 
23. Any off-site utility easements anticipated must be executed prior to final 

approval of the plans. Drafts of the easements and a recent title search shall 
be submitted to the Community Development Department as soon as 
possible for review, and shall be approved by the Engineering Division and 
the City Attorney prior to executing the easements. 
a. Temporary construction permits surrounding the site appear to be 

necessary.  
b. The proposed water main relocation within the vacated Erma Street area 

requires off-site water main easement.  
c. Water main extension on Wainwright may require additional off-site 

easement if the water main is located less than 10 feet inside the right-of-
way.  

The following must be provided at the time of Preliminary Site Plan submittal: 
24. 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 of the comments listed above and indicating the 
revised sheets involved. 

The following must be submitted at the time of Final Site Plan submittal: 
25. A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be 

submitted with the Final Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans 
addressing each of the comments listed above and indicating the revised 
sheets involved. 

26. 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). 

27. Draft copies of any off-site utility easements, a recent title search, and legal 
escrow funds must be submitted to the Community Development 
Department for review and approved by the Engineering Division and the 
City Attorney prior to getting executed. 

The following must be submitted at the time of Stamping Set submittal: 
28. A draft copy of the maintenance agreement for the storm water facilities, as 

outlined in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be submitted to 
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the Community Development Department.  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.   

29. A draft copy of the easement for the water main to be constructed on the 
site must be submitted to the Community Development Department. 

30. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the sanitary sewer to be 
constructed on the site must be submitted to the Community Development 
Department (if applicable).  

31. 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.     

The following must be addressed prior to construction: 
32. A pre-construction meeting shall be required prior to the commencement of 

any site work. Please contact Sarah Marchioni in the Community 
Development Department to setup a meeting (248-347-0430).  

33. 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. There is no fee for 
this permit.  

34. 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.   

35. A right-of-way permit for work within Old Novi Road, Linhart Street, Wainwright 
Street, and any City easement must be obtained from the City of Novi.  The 
application is available from the City Engineering Division and should be filed 
at the time of Final Site Plan submittal.  Please contact the Engineering 
Division at 248-347-0454 for further information.   

36. A permit for water main construction must be obtained from the MDEQ.  This 
permit application must be submitted through the Water and Sewer Senior 
Manager after the water main plans have been approved.   

37. A permit for sanitary sewer construction must be obtained from the MDEQ.  
This permit application must be submitted through the Water and Sewer 
Senior Manager after the sanitary sewer plans have been approved.  

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

39. A storm water performance guarantee, equal to 1.2 times the amount 
required to complete storm water management and facilities as specified in 
the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be posted at Community 
Development.  

40. An incomplete site work performance guarantee, equal to 1.2 times the 
amount required to complete the site improvements (excluding the storm 
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water detention facilities) as specified in the Performance Guarantee 
Ordinance, must be posted with Community Development.  

41. A street sign financial guarantee in an amount to be determined ($400 per 
traffic control sign proposed) must be posted at Community Development.  

42. Permits for the construction of each retaining wall exceeding 48 inches in 
height (measured from bottom of the footing to top of the wall) must be 
obtained from the Community Development Department (248-347-0415). 

To the extent this review letter addresses items and requirements that require the 
approval of or a permit from an agency or entity other than the City, this review shall 
not be considered an indication or statement that such approvals or permits will be 
issued. 

Please contact Darcy Rechtien at (248) 735-5695 with any questions. 

 
___________________________________ 
Darcy N. Rechtien, P.E.  
 
cc: George Melistas, Engineering 

Lindsay Bell, Community Development  
Ben Croy, Water and Sewer  
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Review Type       Job #   
Second Revised PRO Concept Plan Landscape Review JSP18-0016 
 
Property Characteristics 
• Site Location:   Old Novi Road and Wainright  
• Site Acreage:  8.2 acres 
• Site Zoning:   R4 and RM-1 with PRO 
• Adjacent Zoning: R4 and B-3 
• Plan Date:    11/13/2017 
 
Ordinance Considerations 
This project was reviewed for conformance with Chapter 37: Woodland Protection, Zoning 
Article 5.5 Landscape Standards, the Landscape Design Manual and any other applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as 
Preliminary Site Plan submittal. Underlined items need to be included in Final Site Plans.  Please 
follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape Design Guidelines. This review and 
the accompanying Landscape Chart are summaries and are not intended to substitute for any 
Ordinance.  
 
Recommendation 
This project is recommended for approval.  There is one significant deviation that the applicant 
would need to resolve but it could be resolved without any change in configuration of the 
project.  The remaining issues can be resolved in preliminary and final site plans. 
 
LANDSCAPE DEVIATIONS – see discussions below for details behind deviations: 
1. A 6 foot vinyl fence is proposed as screening between the residentially zoned lots south of B-

3 and the businesses to the north.  This deviation is supported by staff on the east side of Old 
Novi Road, where the business is adjacent to the detention pond and the wetland buffers 
the two homes.  It is not supported on the west side where an active party store and parking 
is immediately adjacent to the lot.  An 8-foot masonry wall along Unit 10’s north property line 
that would provide better visual and audible screening would be supported by staff. 

2. Street trees of all single family homes are located in front yards, not the ROW.  This deviation 
is supported by staff but some language regarding long-term maintenance and 
replacement of the street trees would need to be built into each home’s deed. 

3. Landscaping is proposed within right-of-way.  This deviation is supported by staff, with a 
condition described below. 

 
Ordinance Considerations 
Existing Soils (Preliminary Site Plan checklist #10, #17) 

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

1. Provided. 
2. Please add all existing and proposed light poles to the landscape plan. 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

November 19, 2018 
Second Revised PRO Concept Plan - 

Landscaping 
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Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2) ) 

1. Tree fencing is shown around all trees to be saved. 
2. Please clearly indicate on plan views of Sheets L-3 and L-4 which trees are being 

removed. 
3. Please move the 2 replacements inside of the right-of-way to positions north of the 

detention pond.   
4. Please see the ECT review for a full discussion of woodland replacements. 

 
Adjacent to Residential - Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii) 

1. Property abuts B-3 zoning/commercial properties on the north end so 6-8’ landscaped 
berms are required at the property line.   

2. A 6’ vinyl fence is proposed north of the detention pond.  A landscape waiver to allow 
this is supported by staff. 

3. A 6’ vinyl fence is also proposed north of Unit 10.  A landscape waiver for this fencing is 
not supported by staff as the lot is immediately adjacent to an active parking lot and 
party store.  The proposed fence will not provide sufficient visual or audible screening.  If 
the applicant were to propose an 8’ masonry wall along the property line, the waiver 
would be supported by staff.  Tall plantings should also be added to increase the 
screening height. 

4. A 6 foot vinyl fence is also proposed along all property lines facing existing homes.  This 
fencing is not required by the ordinance, but is appreciated 

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

1. As only single-family lots are proposed along existing roads, no right-of-way greenbelt is 
required, nor the berm or landscaping within it. 

2. Some of the proposed landscaping for the fronts of all buildings and all of the sitting area 
on the east side of Old Novi Road is located within the Old Novi Road right-of-way.  As 
the entire right-of-way is not expected to ever be needed, this deviation is supported by 
staff, provided license agreements are provided to cover the maintenance of those 
areas by the homeowners or HOA. 

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

1. All 20 lots require 1 deciduous canopy tree to be planted as a street tree along the front 
of the house. 

2. Due to existing utilities, and to provide a consistent look for the development, the single 
street trees are proposed in the front yard of the lots.  This requires a landscape deviation.  
The deviation is supported by staff if provisions in the homes’ deeds are added to require 
the homeowners to maintain and replace the street trees as necessary, on an ongoing 
basis. 

3. 3 canopy trees, or 5 subcanopy trees (since there is an overhead utility line there) per lot 
must be provided for lots 11 and 18 along their Old Novi Road frontage.  Please provide 
these trees. 

 
Parking Lot Landscaping and Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.) 

There are no parking lots included as part of this project. 
 
Loading Zone screening (Zoning Sec. 3.14, 3.15, 4.55, 4.56, 5.5)   

No loading zone screening is required as part of this project.  
 
Plant List (LDM 2.h. and t.) 

1. Provided. 
2. The diversity of species complies with the Landscape Design Manual guidelines. 
3. 63% of the plant list is composed of plants native to Michigan. 
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Planting Notations and Details (LDM) 

Provided. 
 
Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iv and LDM 1.d.(3) 

The above-ground detention basin is landscaped as required. 
 
Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s) 

1. The proposed landscaping must be provided with sufficient water to become 
established and survive over the long term. 

2. Please note how this will be accomplished if an irrigation plan is not provided.  
3. If an irrigation system will be used, plans for it must be provided in electronic stamping 

sets at the latest. 
 

Proposed topography. 2’ contour minimum (LDM 2.e.(1))  
1. Provided. 
2. Please clearly show any retaining walls proposed on the grading plans and landscape 

plans. 
 
Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 

1. As all homes proposed are single family dwellings, all driveway and walk snow should 
remain on the homes’ lots. 

2. Please add a note to this effect on the plans. 
 

Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))  
1. No regulated woodlands exist on the site. 
2. The trees to be saved and removed are clearly noted on the chart on L-3 and L-4, but 

not on the plan view.  Please show these more clearly on the plan view. 
 

Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 
Provided. 

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

 

_____________________________________________________ 
Rick Meader – Landscape Architect 
 
 

mailto:rmeader@cityofnovi.org


LANDSCAPE REVIEW SUMMARY CHART 
     

 
Review Date: November 19, 2018 
Project Name: JSP18 – 0016: LAKEVIEW – 2nd Revised Concept Plan 
Plan Date: November 13, 2018 
Prepared by: Rick Meader, Landscape Architect  E-mail: rmeader@cityofnovi.org; 

 Phone: (248) 735-5621 
 
Items in Bold need to be addressed by the applicant before approval of the Preliminary Site Plan.  
Underlined items need to be addressed for Final Site Plan. 
       
LANDSCAPE DEVIATIONS – see discussions below for details behind deviations: 

1. A 6 foot vinyl fence is proposed as screening between the residentially zoned lots south of B-3 and 
the businesses to the north.  This deviation is supported by staff on the east side of Old Novi Road, 
where the business is adjacent to the detention pond and the wetland buffers the two homes.  It is 
not supported on the west side where an active party store and parking is immediately adjacent to 
the lot.  An 8 foot masonry wall along Unit 10’s north property line that would provide better visual 
and audible screening would be supported by staff. 

2. Street trees of all single family homes are located in front yards, not the ROW.  This deviation is 
supported by staff but some language regarding long-term maintenance and replacement of the 
street trees would need to be built into each home’s deed. 

3. Landscaping is proposed within right-of-way.  This deviation is supported by staff, with a condition 
described below. 

 

Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Landscape Plan Requirements (LDM (2) 

Landscape Plan  
(Zoning Sec 5.5.2, 
LDM 2.e.) 

 New commercial or 
residential 
developments 
 Addition to existing 

building greater than 
25% increase in overall 
footage or 400 SF 
whichever is less. 
 1”=20’ minimum with 

proper North.  
Variations from this 
scale can be 
approved by LA 
 Consistent with plans 

throughout set 

Scale:  1”=50’ 
Details : 1”=20’ & 
 1” = 10’ 

Yes  

Project Information 
(LDM 2.d.) Name and Address 

A location map is 
provided on Sheet 
L-1 

Yes  

Owner/Developer 
Contact Information 
(LDM 2.a.) 

Name, address and 
telephone number of 
the owner and 
developer or 
association 

Yes Yes  

Landscape Architect 
contact information 
(LDM 2.b.) 

Name, Address and 
telephone number of 
RLA/LLA 

Yes Yes  

mailto:rmeader@cityofnovi.org
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Sealed by LA.  
(LDM 2.g.) 

Requires original 
signature Yes  Required for Final Site 

Plan. 
Miss Dig Note 
(800) 482-7171 
(LDM.3.a.(8)) 

Show on all landscape 
plan sheets Yes Yes  

Zoning (LDM 2.f.) Include all adjacent 
zoning 

Site:  R4/B-3 
Proposed:  PRO 
East, West, South:  
R4 
North:  B-3 

Yes  

Survey information 
(LDM 2.c.) 

 Legal description or 
boundary line survey 
 Existing topography 

 Descriptions on 
Cover sheet, 
SP10 

 Topographical/ 
Tree survey on 
Sheets SP8-10 

Yes  

Existing plant material 
Existing woodlands or 
wetlands 
(LDM 2.e.(2)) 

 Show location type 
and size.  Label to be 
saved or removed.  
 Plan shall state if none 

exists. 

 Tree survey on 
Sheets SP8-9, L-3, 
L-4 

 Tree chart on 
Sheet SP10, L-3 , 
L-4 

 Replacement 
Calculations on 
Sheets L-3, L-4 

 Trees to remain 
are protected 
with tree fence 

Yes 

1. Please clearly show 
on Sheets L-3 and L-4 
plan views the trees 
that will be removed. 

2. Please see ECT 
review for detailed 
coverage of 
woodlands and 
wetlands. 

3. Replacement trees 
should be planted 
within conservation 
easements outside of 
the right-of-way. 

Soil types (LDM.2.r.) 

 As determined by Soils 
survey of Oakland 
county 
 Show types, 

boundaries 

 Types noted on 
Sheet SP1. 

 Soil boring charts 
on Sheet SP11 

Yes  

Existing and 
proposed 
improvements 
(LDM 2.e.(4)) 

Existing and proposed 
buildings, easements, 
parking spaces, 
vehicular use areas, and 
R.O.W 

Yes Yes  

Existing and 
proposed utilities 
(LDM 2.e.(4)) 

Overhead and 
underground utilities, 
including hydrants 

Proposed utilities 
included on 
landscape plan 

Yes 

Please add proposed 
light posts to the 
landscape plan if there 
are any to help avoid 
conflicts with trees. 

Proposed grading. 2’ 
contour minimum 
(LDM 2.e.(1)) 

Provide proposed 
contours at 2’ interval 

 Proposed spot 
elevations on 
Sheets SP-4, SP-5. 

 Detention pond 
grading shown 
on Sheet SP5 

Yes  
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Snow deposit 
(LDM.2.q.) 

Show snow deposit 
areas on plan NA  

1. As the proposal only 
includes single family 
homes located 
along existing roads, 
no snow deposit 
areas need to be 
shown. 

2. Snow plowed from 
the driveways must 
remain on the lots. 
Please add a note to 
this effect on the 
plans and in the 
Master Deed. 

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS 

Parking Area Landscape Requirements LDM 1.c. & Calculations (LDM 2.o.) 

General requirements 
(LDM 1.c) 

 Clear sight distance 
within parking islands 
 No evergreen trees 

No parking lot is 
proposed.   

Name, type and 
number of ground 
cover 
(LDM 1.c.(5)) 

As proposed on planting 
islands NA   

General (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.C.ii) 

Parking lot Islands  
(a, b. i) 

 A minimum of 300 SF 
to qualify 
 6” curbs 
 Islands minimum width 

10’ BOC to BOC 

No parking lots are 
proposed   

Curbs and Parking 
stall reduction (c) 

Parking stall can be 
reduced to 17’ and the 
curb to 4” adjacent to a 
sidewalk of minimum 7 
ft. 

NA   

Contiguous space 
limit (i) 

Maximum of 15 
contiguous spaces NA   

Plantings around Fire 
Hydrant (d) 

• No plantings with 
matured height 
greater than 12’ 
within 10 ft. of fire 
hydrants 

• No trees shall be 
planted within 5 feet 
of underground utility 
lines. 

It appears that all 
trees are at least 10 
feet from hydrants 
and utility 
structures. 

Yes  

Landscaped area (g) 

Areas not dedicated to 
parking use or driveways 
exceeding 100 sq. ft. 
shall  be landscaped 

NA   
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Clear Zones (LDM 
2.3.(5)) 

25 ft corner clearance 
required.  Refer to 
Zoning Section 5.9 

All driveways have 
required 10 foot 
clearance. 

  

Berms, Walls and ROW Planting Requirements 

Berms 
 All berms shall have a maximum slope of 33%. Gradual slopes are encouraged. Show 1ft. contours 
 Berm should be located on lot line except in conflict with utilities. 
 Berms should be constructed of loam with a 6” top layer of top soil. 
Residential Adjacent to Non-residential (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.A and LDM 1.a) 

Berm requirements  
(Zoning Sec 5.5.A) 

 Adjacent Zoning is B-3 
on the north sides of 
the north multifamily 
and the north single 
family lot. 

 Required screening 
between B-3 and 
residential is a 
landscaped berm 6-
8’ tall with a 5’ wide 
crest. 

 No berms are 
proposed to 
buffer the site 
from the 
businesses to the 
north. 

 6 foot vinyl 
fences are 
proposed 
around outer 
limit of lots 1-10, 
along east side 
of lots 14, 15 and 
20, and north of 
detention pond. 

No 

1. If a berm is not 
provided, a 
landscape deviation 
will be required. 

2. The landscape 
deviation for 6 foot 
vinyl fence north of 
the detention pond is 
supported by staff. 

3. The landscape 
deviation for 6 foot 
vinyl fence north of 
unit 10 is not 
supported by staff as 
that would not 
provide sufficient 
screening from the 
existing business.  A 
masonry wall with 8 
feet height would be 
supported by staff. 

4. No fencing is 
required between 
the existing houses 
and proposed single 
family homes, but it is 
appreciated. 

Planting requirements  
(LDM 1.a.) LDM Novi Street Tree List None TBD 

1. Adding tall plantings 
along the proposed 
fences and wall to 
increase the 
screening, especially 
along the Unit 10 
northern lot line 
should be added. 

2. That is not necessary 
along the detention 
pond north lot line. 

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.A and LDM 1.b) 

Cross-Section of Berms (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.B and LDM 2.j) 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Slope, height and 
width (Zoning Sec 
5.5.3.A.v) 

 Label contour lines 
 Maximum 33% slope 
 Min. 2 feet wide crest 
 Min 3 feet tall, variable 

height in front of multi-
family buildings. 
 Constructed of loam 

with 6” top layer of 
topsoil 

No berms are 
required in single 
family homes’ front 
yards and no berm 
details are 
provided. 

Yes con  

Type of Ground 
Cover   

Sod is indicated as 
the groundcover in 
areas without other 
plantings 

Yes 

If other groundcovers 
will be used, please 
show them on the 
plans. 

Setbacks from Utilities 

Overhead utility lines 
and 15 ft. setback from 
edge of utility or 20 ft. 
setback from closest 
pole 

• All overhead 
lines are clearly 
indicated. 

• Subcanopy trees 
are proposed 
beneath the 
eastern line. 

Yes  

Walls (LDM 2.k & Zoning Sec 5.5.3.vi) 

Material, height and 
type of construction 
footing 

Freestanding walls 
should have brick or 
stone exterior with 
masonry or concrete 
interior 

A concrete block 
retaining wall is 
provided on Sheets 
SP2 and L-6 but it’s 
not clear where 
retaining walls are 
proposed. 

TBD 

1. Please clearly show 
wall(s) on grading 
plan and landscape 
plan. 

2. Please provide detail 
for any wall that 
might be proposed 
as screening 
between Unit 10 and 
the business north of 
it that may be 
proposed. 

Walls greater than 3 
½ ft. should be 
designed and sealed 
by an Engineer 

 TBD  

Detailed construction 
plans for walls taller 
than 3.5’ shall be 
submitted for building 
review. 

ROW Landscape Screening Requirements(Sec 5.5.3.B. ii) 

Greenbelt width 
(2)(3) (5) 

Only single family homes 
are proposed along 
existing roads so no 
greenbelt is required. 

NA   

Min. berm crest width No berm is required NA   
Minimum berm height 
(9) No berm is required NA   

3’ wall (4) (7) NA None   
Canopy deciduous or 
large evergreen trees  

Only single family homes 
are proposed along NA  1. While the provided 

canopy trees in the 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

 existing roads so no 
greenbelt is required. 

front yard are not 
required (except for 
lots 12-15, 20 and 21), 
they may be 
provided if desired. 

2. They should be 
entirely within the lot, 
not on the property 
line. 

Sub-canopy 
deciduous trees  

Only single family homes 
are proposed along 
existing roads so no 
greenbelt is required. 

NA   

Street trees  
 

 R4:  Single Family Lots: 
1 tree per 35 lf 

 20 lots * 1 tree = 20 
canopy trees in front 
yard 

 Lots 11, 18 require 3 
canopy trees along 
Old Novi Road 

 Where subcanopy 
trees are proposed 
near overhead wires, 
1.5 subcanopy trees 
per canopy required 
must be provided. 

Wainright/Linhart: 
• 1 tree per lot, 

planted on 
property of lots 
11-20. 

• None proposed 
along Old Novi 
Road for Lots 11 
and 18. 

Old Novi Road: 
• Lots 1--10: 1 

canopy tree per 
lot, planted on 
property. 

 
 

No/Yes 

A landscape deviation 
is required to locate 
street trees in front 
yards of all lots.   This 
deviation can be 
supported if language 
is added to those lots’ 
deeds that the 
homeowner is 
responsible for the 
maintenance and 
ongoing replacement 
of the street tree on 
their yard. 

Other landscaping in 
right-of-way None required 

• Flower/shrub 
plantings with 
decorative 
fences are 
proposed 
between the 
sidewalk and the 
lots along Novi 
Road. 

• A landscaped 
sitting area is 
proposed on the 
east side of Novi 
Road. 

No 

1. Locating the detail 
plantings and fences 
within the right-of-
way is a landscape 
deviation. 

2. As the right-of-way is 
unlikely to be 
needed for road 
expansion, and they 
don’t create any 
visual hazards, this 
deviation is 
supported by staff, 
however the 
applicant would 
need provide a 
license agreement to 
the city for the 
fences and plantings 
within the right-of-
way. 

Transformers/Utility  A minimum of 2ft. None shown TBD 1. When the locations 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

boxes 
(LDM 1.e from 1 
through 5) 

separation between 
box and the plants 
 Ground cover below 

4” is allowed up to 
pad.  
 No plant materials 

within 8 ft. from the 
doors 

of transformer/utility 
boxes are 
determined, add 
landscaping per city 
requirements. 

2. Add note to the plan 
stating that all utility 
boxes shall be 
screened. 

Detention/Retention Basin Requirements (Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv) 

Planting requirements 
(Sec. 5.5.3.E.iv) 

 Clusters of large native 
shrubs (min 3 ft tall) 
shall cover 70-75% of 
the basin rim area 
 10” to 14” tall grass 

along sides of basin 
 Refer to wetland for 

basin mix 

Detention pond 
landscaping is 
proposed as 
required. 

Yes  

Phragmites Control 
(Sec 5.5.6.C) 

 Any and all 
populations of 
Phragmites australis on 
site shall be included 
on tree survey. 
 Treat populations per 

MDEQ guidelines and 
requirements to 
eradicate the weed 
from the site. 

A note has been 
added indicating 
that no Phragmites 
exists on the site. 

Yes  

Woodland Replacements (Chapter 37 Woodlands Protection) 

Woodland 
Replacement 
Calculations – 
Required/Provided 

 Show calculations 
based on existing tree 
chart. 
 Indicate boundary of 

regulated woodland 
on plan 

 Tree survey and 
chart are 
provided. 
 4 woodland 

replacement 
evergreens are 
located on lot 12 
and 8 
replacement 
trees are in the 
street right-of-way 

Yes/No 

1. Please see ECT 
review for woodlands 
and wetlands. 

2. Please move the two 
oaks west of the 
pond to a location 
outside of the right-
of-way and north of 
the detention pond, 
and create a 
conservation 
easement for the 
areas where all 
replacement trees 
are planted. 

LANDSCAPING NOTES, DETAILS AND GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
Landscape Notes – Utilize City of Novi Standard Notes 
Installation date  
(LDM 2.l. & Zoning 
Sec 5.5.5.B) 

Provide intended date Summer 2019 Yes  
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

Maintenance & 
Statement of intent  
(LDM 2.m & Zoning 
Sec 5.5.6) 

 Include statement of 
intent to install and 
guarantee all 
materials for 2 years. 
 Include a minimum 

one cultivation in 
June, July and August 
for the 2-year warranty 
period. 

2 year 
maintenance note Yes  

Plant source  
(LDM 2.n & LDM 
3.a.(2)) 

Shall be northern nursery 
grown, No.1 grade Yes Yes  

Irrigation plan  
(LDM 2.s.) 

A fully automatic 
irrigation system or a 
method of providing 
sufficient water for plant 
establishment and 
survival is required on 
Final Site Plans. 

No  

1. Please add irrigation 
plan or information 
as to how plants will 
be watered 
sufficiently for 
establishment and 
long- term survival. 

2. If xeriscaping is used, 
please provide 
information about 
plantings included. 

Other information 
(LDM 2.u) 

Required by Planning 
Commission NA   

Establishment  period  
(Zoning Sec 5.5.6.B) 2 yr. Guarantee Yes Yes  

Approval of 
substitutions. 
(Zoning Sec 5.5.5.E) 

City must approve any 
substitutions in writing 
prior to installation. 

Yes Yes  

Plant List (LDM 2.h.) – Include all cost estimates 
Botanical and 
common names 

Refer to LDM suggested 
plant list  

Yes Yes  

Quantities and sizes Yes Yes  

Root type Yes Yes  
Botanical and 
common names Yes Yes  

Breakdown of 
genus/species 
diversity (LDM 4) 

Break down proposed 
plantings by genus and 
species 

Yes Yes 

10 of 16 (63%) species 
used, not including 
seed mixes, are native 
to Michigan. 

Type and amount of 
lawn  Sod Yes  

Cost estimate  
(LDM 8.u) 

For all new plantings, 
mulch and sod as listed 
on the plan 

Yes Yes 

Please add a cost 
estimate for mulch and 
seeding for the site 
(mulch is shown for the 
homes’ front 
landscaping, but not 
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

the rest of the site) 

Planting Details/Info (LDM 2.i) – Utilize City of Novi Standard Details 
Canopy Deciduous 
Tree 

Refer to LDM for detail 
drawings 

Yes Yes  

Multi-stem Tree Yes Yes  

Evergreen Tree Yes Yes  

Shrub Yes Yes  
Perennial/ 
Ground Cover Yes Yes  

Tree stakes and guys. 
(Wood stakes, fabric 
guys) 

Yes Yes  

Tree protection 
fencing 

Located at Critical Root 
Zone (1’ outside of 
dripline) 

Yes Yes  

Other Plant Material Requirements (LDM 3)  

General Conditions 
(LDM 3.a) 

Plant materials shall not 
be planted within 4 ft. of 
property line 

No Yes  

Plant Materials & 
Existing Plant Material 
(LDM 3.b) 

Clearly show trees to be 
removed and trees to 
be saved. 

Tree removals are 
shown on chart but 
are not clearly 
shown on plan view 

No 

Please clearly indicate 
trees to be removed on 
Plan View of Sheets L-3 
and L-4. 

Landscape tree 
credit (LDM3.b.(d)) 

Substitutions to 
landscape standards for 
preserved canopy trees 
outside woodlands/ 
wetlands should be 
approved by LA. Refer 
to Landscape tree 
Credit Chart in LDM 

None   

Plant Sizes for ROW, 
Woodland 
replacement and 
others  
(LDM 3.c) 

Refer to Chapter 37, 
LDM for more details Yes Yes  

Plant size credit 
(LDM3.c.(2)) NA    

Prohibited plants 
(LDM 7.c) 

No plants on City 
Prohibited Species List 
may be used. 

No prohibited 
species are used. Yes  

Recommended trees 
for planting under 
overhead utilities 
(LDM 3.e) 

Label the distance from 
the overhead utilities 

• Subcanopy trees 
are proposed 
beneath wires. 

• Canopy trees 
proposed are 
sufficiently far 
away from the 

Yes  
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Item Required Proposed Meets 
Code Comments 

overhead lines. 

Collected or 
Transplanted trees 
(LDM 3.f) 

 NA   

Nonliving Durable 
Material: Mulch (LDM 
4) 

 Trees shall be mulched 
to 3”depth and shrubs, 
groundcovers to 2” 
depth 
 Specify natural color, 

finely shredded 
hardwood bark mulch.  
Include in cost 
estimate. 
 Refer to section for 

additional  information 

Yes Yes  

 
NOTES: 
 
1. This table is a working summary chart and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance or City of Novi 

requirements or standards.  
2. The section of the applicable ordinance or standard is indicated in parenthesis.  For the landscape 

requirements, please see the Zoning Ordinance landscape section 5.5 and the Landscape Design 
Manual for the appropriate items under the applicable zoning classification. 

3. Please include a written response to any points requiring clarification or for any corresponding site plan 
modifications to the City of Novi Planning Department with future submittals. 

 
 
 
 
 



WETLAND REVIEW 
  



2200 Commonwealth 
Blvd., Suite 300 

Ann Arbor, MI 
48105 

 
(734) 

769-3004 
 

FAX (734) 
769-3164 An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

www.ectinc.com

 

  

ECT Project No. 180371-0500 
 
November 16, 2018 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:  Lakeview (JSP18-0016) 

Wetland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-0182)  
  
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised PRO Concept Plan for the 
proposed Lakeview project prepared by Nowak & Fraus Engineers dated November 13, 2018 (Plan).  The 
Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance 
and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.   
 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands.  ECT 
recommends that the Applicant consider the items noted in the Wetland Comments section of this 
letter prior to the submittal of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
The following wetland related items are required for this project:  
 
Item  Required/Not Required/Not Applicable 

Wetland Permit (specify Non-Minor or Minor) Required (Non-Minor) 

Wetland Mitigation Not Required (Impacts currently 0.096-acre < 0.25-acre 
wetland mitigation threshold) 

Wetland Buffer Authorization Required  

MDEQ Permit 
To Be Determined. It is the applicant’s responsibility to 
contact the MDEQ in order to determine the need for 
a wetland use permit. 

Wetland Conservation Easement Required 

 
The proposed development is located east of Shawood Lake in Sections 10 and 11.  The proposed 
development would be located both east and west of Old Novi Road, east of Austin Drive and north and 
south of Wainwright Street.  Previous plan submittals included a Wetland Delineation and Determination of 
Jurisdiction report prepared by BWA Consulting dated October 3, 2017.   
 
The Plan proposes the construction of ten (10) single-family residential houses west of Old Novi Road, and 
ten (10) single-family lots east of Old Novi Road.  The project is divided between three (3) separate parcel 
areas (Parcels A, B, and C). 
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Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, the City of Novi Official Wetlands and 
Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached) and our on-site evaluation, it appears as if the overall development 
site contains City-Regulated Wetlands.  The BWA Wetland Delineation and Determination of Jurisdiction report 
dated October 3, 2017 notes that one (1) wetland area is present on the parcel and it has been determined 
that the wetland is subject to regulation by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 
and the City of Novi.  Permits will likely be required by the MDEQ and the City of Novi for construction 
activities involving this regulated wetland area.  It should be noted that this existing wetland area is located 
on the subject parcel (Parcel C) located east of Old Novi Road and north of Wainwright Street (just south 
of the existing Lakeside Bar & Grill).  This is the only wetland area observed on the proposed parcels being 
developed. 
 
City of Novi Wetland Ordinance Requirements 
The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part 
II, Chapter 12, and Article V) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards for wetland 
permit applications. 
 
As stated in the Ordinance, it is the policy of the city to prevent a further net loss of those wetlands that 
are: (1) contiguous to a lake, pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2) 
acres in size or greater; or (3) less than two (2) acres in size but deemed essential to the preservation of the 
natural resources of the city under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b).   
    
The wetland essentiality criteria as described in the Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance are 
included below.  Wetlands deemed essential by the City of Novi require the approval of a use permit for 
any proposed impacts to the wetland:  
 

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

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

(2)  The site represents what is identified as a locally rare or unique ecosystem. 
(3) The site supports plants or animals of an identified local importance. 
(4) The site provides groundwater recharge documented by a public agency. 
(5) The site provides flood and storm control by the hydrologic absorption and storage capacity of the 

wetland.  
(6) The site provides wildlife habitat by providing breeding, nesting or feeding grounds or cover for forms of 

wildlife, waterfowl, including migratory waterfowl, and rare, threatened or endangered wildlife species.  
(7) The site provides protection of subsurface water resources and provision of valuable watersheds and 

recharging groundwater supplies. 
(8)  The site provides pollution treatment by serving as a biological and chemical oxidation basin.  
(9) The site provides erosion control by serving as a sedimentation area and filtering basin, absorbing silt 

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

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

 
The on-site wetland appears to meet one or more of the essentiality criteria and is therefore likely City 
regulated (i.e., wildlife habitat and flood and storm water control).   
 
On-Site Wetland Evaluation 
ECT reviewed the site for the presence of regulated wetlands as defined in the City of Novi Wetland and 
Watercourse Protection Ordinance.   The goal of this review was to verify the location of on-site wetland 
resources identified by BWA Consulting and assess their regulatory status.  ECT’s investigation was 
completed on June 19, 2018.  Pink and blue wetland boundary flagging was in place at the time of this site 
inspection.  ECT reviewed the flagging and agrees that the wetland boundaries were accurately flagged in 
the field.  It should be noted that the applicant has provided a wetland flagging map that indicates the 
approximate locations of the wetland flagging/staking on site (see Figure 2, Wetland Sketch).  Based on the 
existing vegetation and topography, it is ECT’s assessment that the on-site wetlands have been accurately 
delineated at this time.  
 
Although not indicated on the City of Novi’s Regulated Wetland Map (see Figure 1), ECT identified one 
wetland area within the subject property at the time of the site inspection.  This wetland was identified by 
BWA Consulting as Wetland B and wetland flag numbers are indicated as B-1 through B-14 (see Figure 2).  
The Plan notes that the on-site acreage of this wetland is 6,926 square feet (0.159-acre).   The wetland area 
is an isolated forested/scrub-shrub wetland that contains an emergent depression.  Vegetation observed 
within the wetland included silver maple (Acer saccharinum), cottonwood (Populus deltoides), box elder (Acer 
negundo), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), nodding beggar-ticks (Bidens cernua), and highbush cranberry 
(Viburnum trilobum).  Surface water was present at the time of our inspection as well as-water stained leaves 
which are an indicator of wetland hydrology.  The applicant‘s wetland consultant noted that soils pits dug 
on-site revealed wetland (hydric) soils within the wetland area.  
 
Proposed Wetland Impacts 
As noted above, the Plan indicates the presence of one (1) area of existing wetland on the subject site (Parcel 
‘C’, east of Old Novi Road and north of Wainwright Street).  The current Plan indicates a proposed wetland 
impact of 4,189 square feet (0.096-acre) for the purpose of constructing the proposed stormwater detention 
basin.     
 
This wetland area appears to be regulated by the City of Novi and may also be regulated by the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).  The DEQ must determine the following before a permit 
can be issued: 
 

 The permit would be in the public interest. 
 The permit would be otherwise lawful. 
 The permit is necessary to realize the benefits from the activity. 
 No unacceptable disruption to aquatic resources would occur. 
 The proposed activity is wetland dependent or no feasible and prudent alternatives exist. 
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With regard to the 25-foot wetland setbacks, the Plan appears to propose encroachment into existing 25-
foot wetland buffer area.  The existing area of 25-foot wetland setback is listed as 8,528 square feet (0.196-
acre) and the proposed impacts area is 4,930 square feet (0.113-acre).      
 
Wetland Permits & Regulatory Status 
Based on the criteria set forth in The City of Novi Wetlands and Watercourse Protection ordinance (Part 
II-Code of Ordinances, Ch. 12, Article V.), the wetlands to be impacted appear to meet the definition of a 
City-regulated wetland and meets one or more of the essentially criteria (i.e., wildlife habitat, storm water 
control, etc.).  A wetland use permit would be required for any proposed activities within City regulated 
wetlands. 
  
It appears as though a City of Novi Non-Minor Use Wetland Permit would be required for the proposed 
impacts. The granting or denying of a Nonresidential Minor Use Permit shall be the responsibility of the 
Community Development Department.  A Nonresidential Minor Use Permit is for activities consisting of 
no more than one (1) of the following activities which have a minimal environmental effect: 
 

a. Minor fills of three hundred (300) cubic yards or less and not exceeding ten thousand (10,000) 
square feet in a wetland area, providing the fill consists of clean, nonpolluting materials which will 
not cause siltation and do not contain soluble chemicals or organic matter which is biodegradable, 
and providing that any upland on the property is utilized to the greatest degree possible. All fills 
shall be stabilized with sod, or seeded, fertilized and mulched, or planted with other native 
vegetation, or riprapped as necessary to prevent soil erosion. 

b. Installation of a single water outfall provided that the outlet is riprapped or otherwise stabilized to 
prevent soil erosion. 

c. Watercourse crossings by utilities, pipelines, cables and sewer lines which meet all of the following 
design criteria: 
i) The method of construction proposed is the least disturbing to the environment employable 

at the given site; 
ii) The diameter of pipe, cable or encasement does not exceed twenty (20) inches; 
iii) A minimum of thirty (30) inches of cover will be maintained between the top of the cable or 

pipe and the bed of the stream or other watercourse on buried crossings; and 
iv) Any necessary backfilling will be of washed gravel. 

d. Extension of a wetland/watercourse permit previously approved by the planning commission. 
e. Replacement of a culvert of an identical length and size, and at the same elevation. If the 

proposed culvert is of a greater length or size than the existing culvert, or is a new culvert 
altogether, it must meet the conditions of subpart c., above, to qualify for a nonresidential minor 
use permit. 

f. Temporary impacts where the encroachment into protected areas is less than five hundred (500) 
feet. 

 
The proposed impacts appear to include a storm water outfall as well as the direct impact (fill) to wetland 
for the proposed site development described above.  Therefore, the project as proposed will require Non-
Minor Use Wetland Permit that will require approval by Planning Commission. 
 
A City of Novi Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any 
proposed impacts to on-site 25-foot wetland buffers. 
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It should be noted that the City’s threshold for the requirement of wetland mitigation is 0.25-acre of 
proposed wetland impact.  Wetland mitigation does not appear to be requirement for this proposed project.  
 
It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit would be required for the proposed impacts to on-site 
wetlands as the existing wetland to be impacted is located within 500 feet of an inland lake.  It should be 
noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to contact MDEQ in order to determine the need for a permit 
from the state.  In 1979, the Michigan legislature passed the Geomare-Anderson Wetlands Protection Act, 
1979 PA 203, which is now Part 303, Wetlands Protection, of the Natural Resources and Environmental 
Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA). The MDEQ has adopted administrative rules which 
provide clarification and guidance on interpreting Part 303. 
 
In accordance with Part 303, wetlands are regulated if they are any of the following: 

 Connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair. 
 Located within 1,000 feet of one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair. 
 Connected to an inland lake, pond, river, or stream. 
 Located within 500 feet of an inland lake, pond, river or stream. 
 Not connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair, or an inland lake, pond, stream, or river, 

but are more than 5 acres in size. 
 Not connected to one of the Great Lakes or Lake St. Clair, or an inland lake, pond, stream, or river, 

and less than 5 acres in size, but the DEQ has determined that these wetlands are essential to the 
preservation of the state's natural resources and has notified the property owner. 
 

The law requires that persons planning to conduct certain activities in regulated wetlands apply for and 
receive a permit from the state before beginning the activity. A permit is required from the state for the 
following: 

 Deposit or permit the placing of fill material in a wetland. 
 Dredge, remove, or permit the removal of soil or minerals from a wetland. 
 Construct, operate, or maintain any use or development in a wetland. 
 Drain surface water from a wetland. 

 
Wetland Comments 
The following are repeat comments from our Wetland Review of the Revised PRO Concept Plan (PSP18-
0124) dated September 21, 2018.  The current status of each comment follows in bold italics.  ECT 
recommends that the applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan submittals: 
 
1. ECT encourages the Applicant to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to the 

greatest extent practicable.  The Applicant should consider modification of the proposed site design to 
preserve wetland and wetland buffer areas.  Based on a response letter from the applicant’s engineer 
dated September 18, 2018, the current layout has taken the existing wetland and 25-foot wetland setback 
into consideration.  It is noted that buildings with front-entry garages have now been provided in order 
to further minimize impacts to environmental features.  Specifically, redesign of the proposed 
stormwater detention basin on Parcel C as well as Lots 20 and 21 should be considered in order to 
minimize wetland and wetland buffer impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  
 
The preservation of the 25-foot buffer areas is important to the overall health of the existing wetlands 
as the existing buffers serve to filter pollutants and nutrients from storm water before entering the 
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wetlands, as well as provide additional wildlife habitat.  The City regulates wetland buffers/setbacks.  
Article 24, Schedule of Regulations, of the Zoning Ordinance states that: 
  

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

 
This comment has been addressed.  The two lots north of Wainwright Street (i.e., Lots 19 and 
20) have been revised to remove the existing, remaining wetland that was to be located in the 
lot’s backyards.  Ownership of the wetland area will remain with the homeowner’s association 
(HOA) which will provide for maintenance in perpetuity through the site condominium 
documents. 
 
It should be noted that the 25-foot wetland setback continues to be located within the 
boundaries of proposed Lots 19 and 20.  ECT recommends that should the orientation of Lots 
19 and 20 remain unchanged, the applicant provide assurance that the 25-foot wetland setback 
on these lots will be maintained either through a conservation easement or deed restriction, 
etc.  Any proposed conservation easement areas should be demarcated on-site through the use 
of proposed easement signage and potentially other means such as boulders or decorative 
fencing along the setback boundaries. 
 

2. The applicant shall show the following information on subsequent site plans: 
 

a) The area of all existing wetland areas (square feet or acres) and their boundaries; 
b) The area of all existing 25-foot wetland buffer (square feet or acres) and their boundaries; 
c) Area (square feet) and volume (cubic yards) of all wetland/watercourse impacts (both permanent 

and temporary); 
d) Area (square feet) of all wetland buffer impacts (both permanent and temporary). 

 

Based on a response letter from the applicant’s engineer dated September 18, 2018, the information 
above has been calculated and will be provided on the next site plan submittal.  Specifically, the existing 
wetland area is listed as 6,926 square feet and the existing wetland buffer area is listed as 8,528 square 
feet.  The ‘proposed’ wetland is listed as 2,737 square feet and the ‘proposed’ wetland buffer is listed as 
3,598 square feet.  As such, please indicate on the Plan what the proposed wetland and wetland buffer 
impacts are (i.e., current wetland impact is 4,189 square feet or 0.10-acre and the current wetland buffer 
impact is 4,930 square feet or 0.11-acre). 
 
This comment has been partially addressed.  The Plan continues to include the existing and 
proposed area quantities for the wetland and wetland buffer rather than providing the impact 
quantities.  Please revise Plan to include the impact area quantities, as well as the quantity of 
proposed wetland fill (cubic yards). 
 

3. The Plan proposes to construct a storm water outfall to the wetland from the proposed stormwater 
detention basin.  The applicant shall quantify any permanent and/or temporary impacts to wetlands or 
wetland buffers in this area (i.e., square feet/acreage and cubic yards).  The applicant is encouraged to 
locate any proposed outfall outside of the wetland and 25-foot wetland buffer boundaries in order to 
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provide an additional element of sediment and nutrient removal as the water outlets through a vegetated 
buffer as opposed to directly into the existing wetland. 

 
This comment still applies.  The current plan notes that details associated with the proposed 
outlet control structure will be provided during engineering review.   

 
4. It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Wetland Non-Minor Use Permit would 

be required for any proposed impacts to site wetlands.  A City of Novi Authorization to Encroach the 25-
Foot Natural Features Setback would be required for any proposed impacts to on-site 25-foot wetland 
buffers.   

 
This comment still applies. 

 
5. It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from the 

MDEQ for any proposed wetland impact.  Final determination as to the regulatory status of each of 
the on-site wetlands shall be made by MDEQ.  The Applicant should provide a copy of the MDEQ 
Wetland Use Permit application to the City (and our office) for review and a copy of the approved 
permit upon issuance.  A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving this 
information.   

 
 This comment still applies. 

 
6. The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland buffers shall be restored, if applicable.  

A seed mix consisting of acceptable native plant species shall be indicated on the Plan if necessary.  Sod 
or common grass seed is not acceptable for site restoration within areas of existing wetland or 25-foot 
wetland buffers.  The applicant shall provide information for any proposed seed mixes that will be used 
to restore any areas of temporary wetland and wetland buffer impacts.  ECT would like to ensure that 
the proposed plant/seed material contains native plants as opposed to invasive or threatened plant 
types. 

 
 This comment still applies. 

 
7. If applicable, the Applicant shall provide wetland conservation easements as directed by the City of 

Novi Community Development Department for any areas of remaining wetland as well as for any 
proposed wetland mitigation areas (if necessary).  A Conservation Easement shall be executed covering 
all remaining wetland areas on site as shown on the approved plans.  This language shall be submitted 
to the City Attorney for review.  The executed easement must be returned to the City Attorney within 
60 days of the issuance of the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse permit. 

 

This comments still applies.  The applicant’s engineer has noted that a separate lot has been 
created to incorporate the entire area of existing wetland to remain.  ECT continues to suggest 
that this area be incorporated into a legal conservation easement.   
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Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised PRO Concept Plan for Wetlands.  ECT recommends 
that the Applicant consider the items noted in the Wetland Comments section of this letter prior to the 
submittal of the Preliminary Site Plan. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
Pete Hill, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer  
 
cc:  Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner 
 Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner 
 Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect 
 Hannah Smith, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
  
Attachments:  Figure 1 – City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map 
 Figure 2 – Wetland Sketch (BWA Consulting) 
 Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate project boundary shown in 
red).  Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue. 
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Figure 2. Wetland Sketch (BWA Consulting, October 2017).  Approximate location of wetland 
boundaries. 
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Site Photos 
 

 
Photo 1. Looking northwest at existing wetland area. Wetland is located southeast for the existing Lakeview 
Bar & Grill (ECT, June 19, 2018). 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2. Pink and blue wetland flagging tape present on-site from the September 18, 2017 wetland 
delineation performed by BWA (ECT, June 19, 2018). 
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To: 
Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City of Novi 
45175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
 
CC: 
Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, George Melistas, Darcy 
Rechtien, Hannah Smith 
 

  AECOM 
27777 Franklin Road 
Southfield 
MI, 48034 
USA 
aecom.com 
 
Project name: 
JSP18-0016 Lakeview Revised PRO Concept 
Traffic Review 
 
From: 
AECOM 
 
Date: 
September 6, 2018 

  
 

 

Memo 
Subject: JSP18-0016 Lakeview Revised PRO Concept Traffic Review    

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

GENERAL COMMENTS 
1. Robertson Brothers Homes is proposing a PRO rezoning for vacant parcels on Old Novi Road south of 13 Mile Road.  
2. The development is planned to include: 

a. 11 single-family detached homes on the west side of Old Novi Road 
b. 10 single-family detached homes on the east side of Old Novi Road 

3. Old Novi Road, Wainwright and Linhart Roads are under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.  
4. Summary of critical non-compliant items (may not be inclusive of all requirements contained herein): 

a. The applicant shall provide additional dimensions for residential driveways to review compliance with in 
compliance with Section 11-216(e). 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, as 

follows: 
 
ITE Code: 210 (Single-family Detached Housing)  
Development-specific Quantity: 21 
Zoning Change: B3 and R-4 to PRO 
 

Trip Generation Summary 

 Estimated Trips  
 

Estimated Peak-
Direction Trips 

 

City of Novi 
Threshold 

 

Above 
Threshold? 

AM Peak-Hour 
Trips 20 15 100 No 
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PM Peak-Hour 
Trips 23 14 100 No 

Daily (One-
Directional) Trips 247 N/A 750 No 

 

2. The number of trips does not exceed the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 100 trips per either the 
AM or PM peak hour. AECOM recommends performing the following traffic impact study in accordance with the 
City’s requirements.  The applicant has submitted a trip generation study with the PRO Concept plan.  
 

Trip Impact Study Recommendation 

Type of Study: Justification 

Rezoning Traffic Impact 
Study (RTIS) 

While the trip generation estimates do not exceed the City’s requirements for a 
traffic impact study, the PRO concept requires a RTIS to be completed. The 
applicant has provided a trip generation study which indicated that projected 

trips are below the City’s threshold for a traffic impact study. The trip generation 
study does not meet the requirements of the RTIS and is not applicable to the 

current rPRO concept plan. 
 

EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS 
The following comments relate to the external interface between the proposed development and the surrounding roadway(s). 

1. The applicant is proposing 21 single-family home driveways along Old Novi Road, Wainwright Street and Linhart 
Street.  

a. The applicant has indicated the northernmost driveway along Old Novi Road to have a proposed width for 
of 10’ does not meet the City’s standard dimension of 16’; however, it is within the allowable range shown 
in Figure IX.5 of the City’s Ordinance.  

i. The applicant could consider increasing the width to the standard 16’. 
ii. The applicant should confirm that the 10’ width is the typical width and/or confirm which units it is 

applicable to.   
iii. The applicant shall provide additional dimensions for the proposed residential driveway taper 

widths and depths, in accordance with Figure IX.5. 
b. For homes with side entrance garages, the applicant should indicate the driveway width measured 

perpendicular to the garage entrance to ensure that it is a minimum of 22 feet, and in compliance with 
Section 11-216(e)(3). 

c. The applicant should provide dimensions to confirm that the driveways are located at least three feet from 
the side lot line, as required by Section 11-216(e)(4). 

2. The applicant is proposing 10 parallel parking spaces along Old Novi Road. The applicant should provide 
dimensions for the 8.2’ and 8.5’ wide parallel parking spaces to be 23 feet long.  

3. Based on ADT and projected left and right-turning volumes, the applicant is not required to provide left- or right-turn 
lanes or tapers for this development, nor would additional left and right turn lanes be warranted onto Wainright 
Street and Linhart Street as a result of the development.  

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS 
The following comments relate to the on-site design and traffic flow operations. 

1. Parking Facilities 



Memo 
 

  

 

 

AECOM 
 

 
3/3 

 

a. The applicant has provided two parking spaces for each of the single-family detached homes via garages, 
which is in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  

2. Sidewalk Requirements 
a. The applicant is proposing eight foot wide sidewalk along the west side of Old Novi Road, which is in 

compliance with the Non-motorized Master Plan. 
b. The applicant is proposing a six foot wide sidewalk along the east side of Old Novi Road north of Linhart 

Street, which is in compliance with the Non-motorized Master Plan. 
c. The applicant is proposing a five foot wide sidewalk along the north and south side of Wainwright Street 

and along the north side of Linhart Street. 
d. The applicant should indicate additional details with respect to sidewalk/pathway facility locations and 

design to ensure compliance with the City’s Engineering Design Manual, Section 7.4.  
e. All sidewalk facilities shall be designed in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

3. There are two (2) mail kiosk locations on the site plan rendering. More detail needs to be provided in regards to the 
kiosks and how they will operate, particularly if accessed by vehicles stopping in the adjacent roadways to gather 
mail. Additionally, the applicant should identify how mail delivery services will be handled from a mail delivery vehicle 
parking perspective.  

4. The applicant should remove the “CURB NOTE” on sheet SP1, as it is no longer applicable. 

SIGNING AND STRIPING 
1. All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices (MMUTCD). The following is a discussion of the proposed signing and striping. 
a. The applicant has not provided signing and striping details, and should do so as early as possible on future 

submittals, at a minimum by the final site plan submittal. 
b. The applicant should review existing signs along Old Novi Road, Wainwright Street and Linhart Street to 

ensure that signing that is in conflict with proposed driveways or site amenities are relocated. 
 

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

Sincerely,  

AECOM 

 

Maureen N. Peters, PE 
Senior Traffic/ITS Engineer 
 

 

 

Paula K. Johnson, PE 
Senior Traffic Engineer 
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November 27, 2018 
 
City of Novi Planning Department 
45175 W. 10 Mile Rd.  
Novi, MI      48375-3024 
 
Attn:  Ms. Barb McBeth – Director of Community Development 
 
Re:  FACADE ORDINANCE – PRO Conceptual Plan  
 Lakeview Detached Residences, JSP18-0016 
 Façade Region: 1,     Zoning District: R-4 & B-3  
  
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
The following is the Facade Review for the above referenced project based on the 
drawings provided by Robertson Brothers Homes. This project is subject to the Similar / 
Dissimilar Ordinance Section 3.7, and the Planned Rezoning Overlay Ordinance (PRO) 
Section 7.13. The percentages of materials proposed for each façade are as shown in the 
tables below. Materials in non-compliance are highlighted in bold.  
 
Similar Dissimilar Ordinance Section 3.7 (Detached Units) – The single family units 
will be subject to the Similar Dissimilar Ordinance (Section 3.7). This Ordinance requires 
a variation in appearance in the front elevations of adjacent homes (Sec.3.7.2), and 
requires that homes within the larger development be consistent in design quality based 
on certain criteria; size (square footage), types of material, and overall architectural 
design character (Sec. 3.7.1). The applicant has provided 4 models with a total of 12 front 
elevations. Based on our experience on similar projects we believe that compliance with 
the Similar / Dissimilar Ordinance can readily be achieved assuming approximately equal 
distribution of these models and elevations.   
 
Planned Rezoning Overlay Ordinance (PRO) Section 7.13 (Townhomes & Detached 
Units) – The homes are subject to the PRO Ordinance. Section 7.13.2.D.ii.a requires that 
“Approval of the application shall accomplish, among other things, and as determined in 
the discretion of the City Council…..result in an enhancement of the project area as 
compared to the existing zoning, and such enhancement would be unlikely to be achieved 
or would not be assured in the absence of the use of a PRO.”  
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Several of the models exhibit well defined front entrances, decorative columns, and 
multiple gables. However, a majority of the models have brick or stone extending only to 
the first floor window sill line and several exhibit a general lack of architectural features. 
By comparison many of the homes in the nearby neotraditional neighborhood at Saratoga 
Circle and Camden Court have extensive architectural features such as covered front 
porches with decorative railings and columns, cornices with crown and dentil moldings, 
shutters, dormers, and other features. Given the atypical front setback of the proposed 
homes we believe that greater attention to detail is warranted on the front facades. This 
would include well defined entrance, full width front porches, non-box cornices, gable 
brackets, header trellises, and multiple front-facing gables would be a minimum. The 
average square footage of the proposed homes (2,067) is slightly below the average 
square footage in Saratoga Circle (2,320).  
 
Recommendations; In comparing the proposed elevations to these and other homes 
recently constructed in the nearby area, we find that of the 12 front elevations proposed 
the majority do not achieve a higher standard than would otherwise be provided in the 
absence of the PRO Agreement.   
 
It should be noted that the review of the detached units was based on conceptual 
renderings that lacked notations as to the proposed materials. This review is based on our 
understanding of the materials as depicted pictorially. In the future submittals, all 
materials should be clearly indicated with drawing notations. Additionally, a façade 
material sample board should be provided in accordance with Section 5.15.4.D of the 
Ordinance.  
 
If you have any questions regarding this project please do not hesitate to call. We will be 
happy to discuss and make suggestions as to how compliance with the City’s Ordinance 
may be achieved. 
 
Sincerely, 
DRN & Associates, Architects PC 
 
 
 
Douglas R. Necci, AIA 
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August 14, 2018  

 

TO: Barbara McBeth- City Planner 
       Sri Ravali Komaragiri- Plan Review Center 
       Lindsay Bell-Plan Review Center 
       Hannah Smith-Planning Assistant 
        
RE: Lakeview Townes 
 
PSP# 18-0078 
PSP# 18-0124 
 
 
Project Description:  
Build 21 single family homes off of Old Novi Rd south of Thirteen Mile Rd 
(Linhart and Wainwright streets). 
 
Comments: 

• CORRECTED 8/14/18-Turning radius from the east to the north and 
south to the structures off of Linhart and Wainwright Streets do not 
meet city standards. (50’ outside turning radius and 30’ inside 
turning radius) 

• All fire hydrants MUST in installed and operational prior to any 
building construction begins. 

• CORRECTED 8/14/18-Fire hydrants and water-main sizes need to 
be added to the site plans for review. Fire hydrant spacing is 300’ 
from fire hydrant to fire hydrant NOT as the crow flies. Novi City 
Ordinance 11-68(F)(1)c. 

 
Recommendation:  
Approved 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Kevin S. Pierce-Fire Marshal 
City of Novi – Fire Dept.  
 
cc: file 
 

 

CITY COUNCIL 
 
Mayor 
Bob Gatt 
 
Mayor Pro Tem 
Dave Staudt 
 
Andrew Mutch 
 
Wayne Wrobel 
 
Laura Marie Casey 
 
Gwen Markham 
 
Kelly Breen 
 
 
City Manager 
Peter E. Auger 
 
Director of Public Safety 
Chief of Police 
David E. Molloy 
 
Director of EMS/Fire Operations 
Jeffery R. Johnson 
 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Erick W. Zinser 
 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Scott R. Baetens 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Novi Public Safety Administration 
45125 Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
248.348.7100 
248.347.0590 fax 
 
cityofnovi.org 
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ON JSP 18-16 WITH ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.723 
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1. LAKEVIEW JSP18-16 AND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 18.723 

Public hearing at the request of Robertson Brothers Homes for Planning 
Commission’s recommendation to City Council for a Planned Rezoning Overlay 
Concept Plan associated with a Zoning Map amendment, to rezone from R-4 (One 
Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density, Mid-Rise 
Multiple Family).  The subject property is approximately 3.15 acres and is located 
south of 13 Mile Road on the east and west sides of Old Novi Road (Section 10 and 
11). The applicant is proposing 21 single family homes and a storm water detention 
pond. 

 
Planner Bell said as you just stated, the applicant is proposing 21 single family homes along 
Old Novi Road, south of Thirteen Mile. The surrounding properties are single family 
neighborhoods to the south, east, and west. There are business uses north of the area: the 
Lakeview Bar & Grill, a Veterinary office, and Lakeview grocery store. These areas are 
zoned B-3, and the surrounding residential neighborhoods are zoned R-4.  
 
The Future Land Use Map identifies this property and parcels to the north as Pavilion Shore 
Village, which is called out in the Master Plan as a Redevelopment Site. To quote the 
Master Plan: “It is envisioned that redevelopment of this area could establish a unique 
sense of place at the corner of Old Novi Road and Thirteen Mile Road by providing 
housing and commercial uses that are inspired by the natural and recreational features of 
the park and lake.”  
 
The City is working with a consultant to develop Zoning Ordinance language for a new 
overlay or its own district to address the goals of the Master Plan based on comments 
received from a public workshop that was held last month. That new district or overlay has 
not been completed and the applicant desires to move forward. Therefore, they’ve 
applied for adapting an existing zoning district to the site through the use of the Planned 
Rezoning Overlay option. 

 
The applicant has held meetings with community members and with staff over the past 
year. Based on feedback received, the applicant has modified their proposal to reduce 
the density and rework the design a couple of times. Originally the plans proposed all 
townhomes with a density of 18 du/ac, which was later reduced to 32 townhomes and 6 
single family homes for an overall density of 12 du/ac. A concept plan was submitted in 
May, and went before the Master Planning and Zoning Committee, largely because the 
density proposed by the applicant at that time (9.9 du/ac) conflicted with the residential 
density map in the Master Plan, which calls for 7.3 du/ac. The applicant has further scaled 
back their proposal to 21 single family lots, which results in an overall density of 6.67 du/ac, 
and is within the Master Plan guidelines.  

 
Planner  Bell said the PRO Concept Plan before you shows 10 single family homes on the 
east side of Old Novi Road with driveways off Linhart and Wainwright Streets. Eleven single 
family homes are proposed to front on the west side of Old Novi Road. Each single family 
home has a two-car garage, either attached or detached. The Concept Plan also 
includes pedestrian walks along Old Novi Road to connect the existing and proposed 
homes to the Pavilion Shore Park to the north on Walled Lake. A storm water detention 
pond is shown just south of the existing Lakeview Bar & Grill.  

 



Rezoning to the RM-2 category requested by the applicant would accommodate the 
single family housing density proposed, with individual lots evaluated by R-4 standards. 
The applicant is requesting 6.67 dwelling units per acre, which is under the maximum 
density allowed with RM-2 for 3-bedroom units (maximum 15.6 DUA). A high density multi-
family residential district is not the logical extension to single family residential. However, 
with the PRO process the conditions and requirements placed on the development could 
make it compatible with the existing area. Many deviations to the R-4 standards are 
requested due to the depth of the lots and fitting the density into the area available. The 
proposed layout creates a moderately dense development in order to maximize the 
number of units on site. However there is little room to provide transitions to the 
commercial uses to the north, as well as leaving little space for some elements, such as 
driveways.  
 
Erma Street on the north side of the proposed development west of Old Novi Road was 
previously vacated. However, the City Council motion from June 5, 2000 shows that the 
City reserved an easement over the entire width of the vacated area, so this area is not 
buildable.  The applicant has formally requested this 50’ easement be abandoned by the 
City, and a new 20’ easement over the proposed utility locations would be established. If 
the City does not agree to abandon the easement, the home on lot 11 would not be able 
to be built as currently shown on the plans.  
 
The ordinance requires a 6 to 8 foot berm or wall as a buffer between residential and 
commercial uses. The applicant has proposed a 6 foot vinyl fence as an alternate way to 
provide a buffer. City staff believe a solid masonry wall would provide a more appropriate 
visual and noise buffer between the proposed lot on the west side of Old Novi Road and 
the convenience store to the north. However either a fence or wall would conflict with the 
easement required over the utilities in this area.  
 
Planner Bell said a vinyl fence would be acceptable to provide at the rear lot line 
adjacent to the existing homes, and perhaps north of the stormwater detention basin to 
provide visual screening of the existing bar & grill.  
 
The applicant has submitted public benefits being offered to meet the objective of the 
benefits to the public for PRO. Staff comments on those are included in the packet and 
addressed in the motion sheet.  
 
Staff and consultants are recommending approval of the Concept Plan. Additional 
information has been provided by the applicant to address specific requests in the review 
letters. The proposal helps fulfill objectives contained in the Master Plan for Land use, as 
well as other positive outcomes, such as the following: providing an update to the visual 
aesthetic in a unique area of the City; removing non-conforming structures from the Right-
of-Way; the proposed single family homes are consistent with the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods; the density proposed is within the density recommended in the Master 
Plan; the traffic impacts have been evaluated to be less than what would be expected if 
the properties were to develop under the current B-3 and R-4 zoning; submittal of a 
Concept Plan and any resulting PRO Agreement, provides assurance to the Planning 
Commission and the City Council of the manner in which the property will be developed, 
and offers benefits that would not be likely be offered under standard development 
options. 
 



Planner Bell said although staff recommends approval of the Concept Plan to move 
forward, we still have unanswered questions about certain details of the plan, which will 
need to be worked out before Final Site Plan approval. These include: how the necessary 
screening on the west side of Old Novi Road can be accomplished given the need for 
utility easements; a full delineation of the wetland area on the rear side of Lots 20 and 21, 
as well as a pre- and post-construction analysis to ensure the existing and planned homes 
that are adjacent to the wetland area are not negatively impacted in a severe storm 
event; related to that are concerns with the Stormwater Management Plan details, which 
Darcy can further address, especially if the Commissioners have questions. Further 
detailed analysis would need to be reviewed to determine whether the stormwater plan 
will work adequately; driveways are supposed to observe a three foot setback from the 
property line, which does not appear to be the case on many of the proposed lots. The 
applicant has not requested this as a deviation, however it has been added to the 
motion sheet.  

 
Tonight the Planning Commission is asked to hold the scheduled public hearing and make 
a recommendation for approval or denial to the City Council.  
 
The applicant, Tim Loughrin, is here from Robertson Brothers to tell you more about their 
proposal. Staff and the City’s consultants are also here to answer any questions you may 
have. Thank you. 
 
Tim Loughrin, the Land Acquisition Manager for Robertson Brothers Homes, said thank you 
for being here tonight. I’m a fellow Planning Commissioner so I know that you don’t get 
thanked too often, so thank you. I’ll try to be as brief as possible, I’d much rather answer 
your questions.  
 
Just quickly, the history of Robertson Brothers. It’s a family owned company, professionally 
run organization that’s been in business for about 70 years. We’ve actually pulled the 
second most permits in Oakland County to date this year. We’ve won HBA awards both 
for builder and developer of the year in the past couple of years. We have not done too 
much in Novi, you may have known that we did the Charneth Fen development – that 
was a failed condominium project that we came in and we finished it up nicely with 
townhomes at Twelve and a Half Mile just west of Novi Road.  
 
I don’t really want to belabor the fact, but we have worked very diligently with staff and 
the surrounding property owners and we’re excited to bring a quality development that 
everybody will be proud of. The site, as Lindsay had mentioned, is just over three acres on 
both sides of Old Novi Road just south of Thirteen Mile. 21 single family lots, just under the 7 
dwelling units per acre, I think it’s 7.3 in the Master Plan, so we’re under that Master Plan 
density designation. Homes will be ranging between 2,100 and 2,900 square feet. We are 
proposing a Planned Residential Option, and specifically the proposed project is unique in 
that it represents an opportunity to improve an area that has been identified by the City 
as a potential redevelopment area, as well as a site – the fact that the western parcels 
are only 100 feet in depth – which really requires a creative approach to development, 
given the nature of single family lots rather than townhomes or stacked apartments. We 
will be constructing a pond in large to accommodate the historic stormwater flows from 
the City’s roadway, and an established HOA will be maintaining all of the common open 
space areas.  
 



The Pavilion Shore plan identifies a need for housing in the redevelopment area 
specifically as cottage court style homes, which we are proposing that style. We believe 
the proposed use will provide for single transition from existing residential to commercial 
that are envisioned in the area plan to be located closer to the park and the lake. We 
feel this is appropriate land use, this is clearly demonstrated and conveyed from several 
meetings with surrounding property owners, as well as the Master Planning and Zoning 
Committee which was a couple of months ago.  
 
Mr. Loughrin said we have addressed all Staff comments. We did follow up, as Lindsay 
had mentioned, we do realize and recognize that there will be further follow-up if we do 
get passed tonight as we go toward Final Site Plan. We feel the site plan as proposed will 
be in the best interest of the City, as it addresses most of the concerns of the neighboring 
properties while still meeting the intent of the Pavilion Shore Village overlay and the Master 
Plan provisions. Further, the plan will clean up several dilapidated buildings and stabilize 
home prices in an improving neighborhood.  
 
So, in closing, there are several public benefits to the project, such as development of an 
otherwise undevelopable property under current zoning regulations; development of a 
unique site configuration with significant development challenges; meeting the intent of 
the City’s Pavilion Shore Village planning area; meeting the maximum density 
requirements of the City’s Masters Plan; inclusion of ADA accessible sidewalks to provide 
for neighborhood access to the Pavilion Shore Park; public parking spaces along Old Novi 
Road for overflow park parking; landscape and amenity improvements to an oversized 
Right-of-Way; new housing options for residents that are currently underserved; the 
elimination of several non-conforming buildings and uses that are in disrepair; storm 
detention in an area that currently has no structured storm system and a combination of 
road water stormwater flow; and quality architecture and design that will provide a 
catalyst for retail amenities in the Pavilion Shore Village area. So with that, again I want to 
be brief, I’m happy to answer any questions, as I’m sure they’ll be many. 
 
Chair Pehrson asked if there was anyone in the audience that wished to address the 
Planning Commission regarding this project. 
 
Rachel Sines, 2219 Austin Drive, said my house just happens to back up to this 
development. And first, I want to thank you all for listening to us over the past year. I know 
you’re just as tired of hearing from us as we are of being up here. Everything we’ve been 
saying and doing has led to this moment right now.  
 
First, I want to mention that my frustration and displeasure about the situation lies with the 
City of Novi and not necessarily Robertson Brothers. Back in July of 2017, the City 
approved changes to the Master Plan which increased the density of our area from 3.3 
units per acre to 7.3 without informing or including the residents. However, Robertson 
Brothers was informed and involved in that process and you can see from this letter, they 
were asking for approval of the Master Plan. Obviously, they were playing a game that 
we didn’t know we were involved in, and they played it well. And unfortunately for us, we 
were told about the game too late. As a community, we gathered signatures from over 
70% of the residents living within 100 feet of Pavilion Shore Village and presented our 
petition against the City to the City Council. Yet, here we are today.  
 
The City has recently held a workshop asking residents for their vision of Pavilion Shore 



Village. Overwhelmingly, the vision of the community was the country cottage concept 
that would blend in and enhance existing neighborhoods. The same Master Plan that 
granted the increased density also mentioned preserving the feel of the area. Robertson 
Brothers originally submitted plans that had over 70 three-story units on just a little over 
three acres of land. With the outrage of the community, the City and Robertson listened, 
so we have the plan submitted tonight of 21 single-family homes. While this is much better, 
there are still some issues. The largest one for me is that on the west side of Parcel A is 1.3 
acres, and under the 7.3 units per acre, only nine homes should be permitted. Yes, 21 
homes is the correct number for each parcel if it’s treated as individual, which they are. 
They are separated by streets and not contiguous. It is less expensive to build an above-
water detention pond than the underground water system originally discussed. My 
neighbors and I shouldn’t have to take on the burden of extra houses because it’s less 
expensive for the developer. The City of Novi has even stated that the houses per acre in 
this area is five. At 7.3 units, this is already a significant increase but Robertson Brothers is 
suggesting 8.5 homes per acre on the west side.  
 
I truly want to support this project and I want Robertson Brothers to do it, but it needs to be 
done correctly. The amount of deviations would be greatly reduced if nine houses were 
built instead of eleven. Put the other two houses back on Parcel C, so there will still be 21 
homes. Here are some of the things that I would like to see happen. I would like to see 
attached, front-entry garages. This would be possible if the appropriate number of nine 
houses were permitted. At the very least, I would like front-entry garages at least six feet 
from the property line.  
 
Ms. Sines said and most importantly, I would like to see one or one-and-a-half story houses 
on the west side. This would satisfy a number of issues listed in the Master Plan, such on 
page 8 and 10 for the aging population and young professionals, both seeking smaller 
homes and smaller lots; pages 40, 55, and 114, the preservation of existing neighborhoods 
and the way of life; and what the residents want to see as part of the results from the 
Pavilion Shore workshop. I would even be willing to compromise the number of homes if 
one or one-and-a-half stories would be ensured. This would be less invasive to the homes 
impacted by this development. I know that some of the neighbors support this plan and 
for that, I am happy. We have come a long way from 70 plus units. But as someone this 
directly affects because it is literally happening in my backyard, I cannot and do not 
support the plan as it is now. 
 
Gary Zack, 359 South Lake Drive, said I’d like to echo several comments that the previous 
speaker just made from a little bit different angle. I think when you drive down Old Novi 
Road, this is going to be primarily what you see is what’s on the west side. And it has a little 
bit of a look of a barracks, with a bunch of homes that are all very similar, although nice. 
But I’d like to see a little bit more changing it up and as the previous speaker mentioned, if 
the density were reduced over there then perhaps you could do that. Maybe some single 
story, I like the idea of single story. Most of the homes in the Shawood area, a lot of them 
are single story. But the one thing that is there is there’s a lot of variety, so you’ve got some 
that are tall, some that aren’t so tall, some that are wider lots, some that aren’t so wider 
lots – it’s not this regimented, where everything looks like a cookie cutter.  
 
I also believe that we should look at the density separately in the separate segments, and 
consider that this side is getting a little overbuilt. The other concerns I have are the 
stormwater management, just to make sure. We’ve got two lakes right there, we’ve had 



issues recently from the development going on down the street, which is not Robertson, 
with sediment getting into the lake and a lot of issues there. So we have to be cognizant 
that we have the proper control of the runoff from all the lawns and the fertilizer and all 
this from this area.  
 
My last point I’d like to make is not with Robertson, it’s really with the City. I don’t 
understand why we have a system where we have to go to a density that’s twice what 
even the Master Plan is and then reduce it with a PRO, rather than coming up from R-4 
and increasing the density. It’s just a little unnerving as a citizen. And I hope that the way 
this is written, is that this PRO and this rezoning only applies to these properties that 
Robertson has, not anything else in this Pavilion Shores Village area. And if something were 
to happen to this development and Robertson can’t complete it, this is all undone so that 
somebody doesn’t come in and build a five-story apartment building, which is what the 
RM-2 zoning is really there for. Now I understand the PRO and I don’t know all the details 
of how that works, but I would rather see R-4 with an exception to say there can be more 
density, because then you may not miss something that you might miss like a 65-foot tall 
building. Thank you very much. 
 
Michael Davis, 2345 Austin Drive, said I but up to lot number 1 there, the one that is sitting 
on the angle. My grade at the back of that house and to where that proposed garage 
sits is 12.6 foot above grade. They’re above me, twelve feet above me. And they’re going 
to cut into that hill, they’re going to have to to make that livable or buildable, and my 
fear is flooding. You’re going to flood me out. Oh no, Mr. Davis, we won’t, we’re 
engineering. Yeah well the house beside me, on the north side of me, the City allowed 
that to be built and they built into that hill, and it flooded me. And the City required the 
homeowner to put a trench down through there and he failed to do that and I flooded 
again. So they put a drain on Old Novi Road that drains across the street into the creek.  
 
We’re going to fight water, and I can’t do it. I’m a disabled vet, 100% disabled vet and 
you’re going to force me to sell. I built that home in ‘99, I’ve been in Novi for a long time. 
We followed every building code that they had and my home had to be similar dissimilar. 
You guys held my feet to the fire on that, and look now what you’re building – the 
barracks as the one man alluded to. And it’s no doubt they’re going to build, and we 
know that in Novi. But that Twelve and a Half Mile, that building, the water just ran down 
Old Novi Road and just flooded into the radiator shop, and right in into the attorney’s 
office there. And it’s going to happen to me, beyond a doubt. And so you’re going to 
force me either to sell at a reduced price, move – where am I going to move to? Where 
am I going to go at my age and 100% disabled? What am I going to do?  
 
So I ask that you guys really take a look at the elevation and the water, the water runoff, 
and my god I can’t get down Old Novi Road to get to CVS Pharmacy to get a 
prescription filled anymore. The traffic is just horrendous. And this really needs to be 
thought out about the traffic pattern. And Robertson Brothers has indicated that on-street 
parking on Old Novi Road, have you people been down Old Novi Road? You can’t on-
street park, there’s no way in the world. A fire truck will never get down through there. If 
my home starts on fire and I need an ambulance to come and resuscitate me from a 
heart attack, they’ll never get down through there. So I just ask that you guys really take a 
look at this configuration. Thank you. 
 
Michel Duchesneau, 1191 South Lake Drive, said I’ve submitted a letter to the Planning 



Commission as well as to the builder and I would like to have that as part of the record for 
this meeting minutes. Not to go and read it to you tonight, but I support the concept plan 
with one recommendation. You just heard a gentleman talk about the drainage, and my 
recommendation pertains to the drainage. Basically, there’s many advantages to this 
development, it does minimize the traffic compared to other alternatives and that has 
been our concern, my personal concern.  
 
And then the second item was the three-story townhouses, those are gone. That was our 
second biggest concern. The appearance of a townhouse would not fit in this 
neighborhood. This proposal does remove poorly maintained rental houses and rental 
buildings. It brings City water to areas that are on wells. And it does have the potential to 
improve the water, runoff and drainage. And since this is a Concept Plan, not a 
Preliminary Site Plan, I want you to consider that. If you look at the drainage plan that they 
have, basically for the west side of the property, going through the back half of five 
through eleven, water drains to the west towards the houses and the backyards on Austin, 
and then it goes north to divert to the retention pond. One of the variances requested by 
the developer is to make that five foot rear yard setback for the accessory buildings – the 
garages – as opposed to six that our Ordinance requires. My recommendation is that we 
hold them to six. However, I’m in support if that means moving all the houses east towards 
Old Novi Road and giving them a six foot setback to the property line as opposed to 
seven. I support that. It will help, especially since their drainage is a swale behind the 
houses, behind the garages. This is basically a swale. People tend to push snow down the 
driveways to the backyards toward the property line, at least that’s what I would do. And I 
know there’s an HOA that has to be incorporated as far as the maintenance of that swale 
in the agreement, the PRO agreement that the City has to present with them. There’s also 
a short list of other items that might support not giving them the six foot variance.  
 
I recognize this is a lengthy plan, the developer has met with the residents in a manner 
that I would hope that other developers do. They were very proactive, seeking to meet 
our recommendations and expectations. I’m good with 21 houses, I don’t have issue with 
that. I may have some other recommendations, but this is a lengthy process and this is a 
Concept Plan, not a Preliminary Site Plan. The letter that I have that I’ve asked to include 
in the minutes basically says my one remaining area of recommendations is drainage, 
which you just heard the gentleman who spoke before me has an exceptionally bad 
condition. He is at the bottom of a hill and the houses on this side drain down the hill, he 
lives out in this area. This plan proposes drainage to go down the hill to a retention pond in 
the corner to get back to the retention pond, so those areas need to be looked at very 
carefully when this thing gets to Preliminary Site Plan. So basically that’s the main thing 
that I have, and just so you know these are not off the cuff comments and particularly my 
letter talks about how I have looked at the reviews of the drawings many times, I’ve 
looked at the narratives, the physical site, the Master Plan, the tax records, the Novi 
Zoning Ordinances, the similar developments that Robertson Brothers have done in other 
locations, as well as presented. So I hope that you can consider my recommendation, but 
I do support the Concept Plan to move forward. 
 
Letter from Michel Duchesneau, 119 South Lake Drive, to the Planning Commission: 
Attn: Novi Planning Commission 
Re: JSP18-0016 Lakeview Concept Plan Review – Public Hearing 
I support the Lakeview concept plan with one recommendation, per the following: 
As you know, many residents have expressed interest in having input on what is 



developed in Pavilion Shore Village. In my opinion, the major concerns on the 
development direction are addressed with the concept plan. 
The concept plan: 

1. Minimizes the traffic increase to the hundreds of people living on South Lake, East 
Lake, Thirteen Mile, Wainwright, and Old Novi roads. These are all residential areas 
with a strong preference for single family detached homes. 

2. Does not add townhomes, apartments, or commercial businesses to a traditional 
residential community. 

3. Supports the three existing businesses with badly needed additional parking. 
4. Removes poorly maintained rental houses and vacant buildings. 
5. Brings city water to an area on wells. 
6. Has the potential to reduce water runoff and standing water for adjacent 

homeowners. 
Thus, I support the concept plan with one recommendation based on reviews of the 
drawings, narratives, physical site, master plan, tax records, Novi zoning ordinances, similar 
developments by Robertson Brothers, and resident input. 
Novi has very stringent zoning ordinances when it comes to building setbacks. Specifically, 
accessory buildings (garages and sheds) require a minimum six feet setback to the 
property line in an R-4 district (4.19.1.G). The concept plan reduces this to five feet. I 
support the setback reduction for structures within the boundaries of the development. I 
recommend maintaining the six feet rear yard setback for the new garages to the 
western property line (lots 1 thru 11). Novi property owners expect a minimum ten feet side 
yard setback to a new house in an R-4 district and a minimum six feet setback to any 
garage or shed. 
I also propose reducing the minimum front yard setback for the houses on lots 1 to 11 from 
seven feet to six feet to make up for the reduced rear yard. All houses, garages and drives 
can move one foot closer to Old Novi Road to compensation. Please consider this. 
Maintaining the six feet minimum rear yard setback for the garages has other mutual 
benefits. The drainage plan has the water from the northern half of lot 5 all the way to lot 
11 flowing west towards the rear yard property line and then north to a storm drain via a 
swale. The extra foot will allow this to be a more viable plan with fewer maintenance 
issues for the swale and fewer complaints from adjacent property owners. 
The extra foot will allow vehicles to more easily use the driveway ‘T’ to turn around when 
side entry garages are built.  
There are few places to stack snow on site and people with side entry garages will push 
the snow to the end of the driveway. It will sit there until the “great thaw” occurs. 
Hopefully the drainage design carries it north. 
High voltage power lines and fiber optic cables run over the western property line of lots 6 
to 11 and there may be easements or other restrictions. 
Surveyors for these 1920’s subdivisions made lots of mistakes and the current property line 
can vary significantly based on who does the surveying. 
People have over the years built sheds, garages, and houses on or beyond the property 
lines. The Novi Land Records Map shows multiple potential conflicts for the subject 
property perimeter and existing accessory buildings. 
Thank you, 
Michel Duchesneau 
 
Dorothy Duchesneau, 125 Henning, said Robertson has to be given credit for being up 
front and meeting with the residents back in February with their intention to develop and 
even to let the residents see what was being proposed at that time. I give them a lot of 



credit for revising the first plan and even finally dropping the three-story townhomes 
options. Meeting with all the residents early on, with or without someone from Planning, 
should be a requirement for the developers in the future. It could save time, money, and 
effort from being wasted and this may involve making some changes in how certain plans 
go through the development process.  
 
I, too, support the Concept Plan, but I have a couple little minor beefs and tweaks. I 
totally disagree with the side entry garages on the west side of Old Novi Road. They make 
absolutely no sense from a security standpoint – you’re in the house, how do you know 
when the garage door is open? How do you know what is happening in your garage? As 
was said earlier, where is somebody going to push snow? Right to the end of that 
driveway. I understand the object is to be able to turn around the car and head nose out, 
but if you look at other plans and other options that Robertson has in other communities, 
you drive straight into the garage. No headlights for the person behind you. You have a 
big backyard. Yes, you can make your T-return and come back out so that you have your 
nose facing out. I don’t know why many of Robertson’s developments are nose-in 
garages and this one ended up being side entry. But Old Novi Road is 25 miles per hour.  
 
My second comment is with regards to the sidewalk. According to the plans, it looks like 
the sidewalk is going to be totally relocated from where that sidewalk currently is along 
Old Novi Road. There’s nothing wrong with it as close to the road as that sidewalk is now. 
It does not have to be set that much farther west. Give these people some front yards, 
move the houses a little farther east if you have to. But where the sidewalk is now is 
perfectly fine for a 25 mile per hour road. It doesn’t need to be 30 feet away from the 
road. Those are my comments, thank you. 
 
Todd Keene, 2300 Austin Drive, I’ve lived here for about 25 years. I also appreciate 
Robertson Brothers, they seem like they’re doing a pretty good job and are definitely 
getting better with the residents. My thing is that I still think it’s too dense. I think if they 
removed houses 15 and 16 from the east side and spread those out, and then 10 and 11 
on the west side and spread that out, I think that would definitely improve things. I don’t 
understand, as we read over the agenda for tonight, I was looking at a lot of stuff and I still 
don’t understand the RM-2 high density. I don’t understand why we can’t just keep it R-4 
and do variances to try to accommodate some of the stuff that’s going on here.  
 
In my neighborhood – I live in Shawood Heights subdivision – I’m just throwing a number 
out there but it’s probably pretty close, somewhere between 70 and 80 percent of the 
homes in that area are on double lots. And this doesn’t really fit in with our community 
and keeping with that style of neighborhood. So I think, like I said, if we took off 10 and 11 
or persuaded Robertson Brothers to do that, and 15 and 16 and spread things out, and 
tried to make it less like a cookie cutter situation. But we’re moving in the right direction. 
I’m proud of them and I’d like to support them to build something. I just hope they can 
get with our needs. 
 
Jerilynn Meldrum, 2027 Austin Drive, said if you look at the illustration, I’m adjacent to 11 
and flooding is my major concern. The field behind my house is elevated higher than my 
house and on the downslope of the hill, flooding and stormwater is a really big concern of 
ours. In my opinion, it’s still a little bit too dense. If you look at the houses that are backing 
up the development, there’s like three houses for six or seven houses. We do have nice 
yards, nice kind of like laid back country feel, which is why everyone really wanted the 



country style court buildings. The majority of our homes are one level ranches, and they’re 
modest. So for them to stack three houses for each one of our modest homes really just 
gives you some perspective of how tight these will be.  
 
I agree with the people before me in saying that these driveways and the garages – I’m 
right on the property line so that’s going to be like headlights right into my living room 
making that turn. And if they are pushing the snow back, it will add to the runoff that I’m 
already going to have to face. So thank you, Robertson Brothers, actually, for scaling it 
back from that first rude awakening at 57 condominiums being proposed. This is a nice 
concept, but it’s still too dense. And it still has a long of things to factor for us existing 
people who have a great community, and to put this cookie cutter, high density housing 
into our little neat sprawling neighborhood doesn’t conform. So thank you for hearing us. 
 
Chair Pehrson asked if there was anyone else that wished to address the Planning 
Commission at this time. When no one else responded, he said I think we have some other 
correspondence. 
 
Member Lynch said yes we do, and everything will be put into the public record. We’ve 
got letters from Michel Duchesneau, 1191 South Lake Drive, and Dorothy Duchesneau; 
we’ve got an objection from Kelly Butherford, 125 Austin; an objection from Greg Baber, 
115 Linhart Street; objection from Patricia Keene, 2300 Austin Drive; objection from Todd 
Keene, 2300 Austin Drive; objection from Brian Damron, 129 Wainwright Street, and 
another from the same person; an objection from Jane Vaiciunas, 2214 Austin Drive; an 
objection from Daniel Kevin Toma and Kayla Melinda Toma, 2154 Austin Drive; an 
objection from Susan Cova, 111 Austin Drive; an objection from Michael Davis, 2345 Austin 
Drive; an objection from Terry Davis, 2345 Austin Drive. And a support from Mark Robbins, 
2230 Old Novi Road; a support from Mark Robbins, 2293 Austin Drive; and two more from 
the same person. 
 
Chair Pehrson closed the public hearing and turned it over to the Planning Commission for 
their consideration. 
 
Member Lynch said just briefly, I did drive out to the site and I spent some time out there. 
One thing that I was concerned about was right now, the drainage seems to be a 
prevalent issue. I think that on the east side, that section on the east side, will help 
because especially the person who lives next to Lot 21, it looks like everything drains down 
in there and it’s all asphalt, so I think this may help. But it’s unclear to me on the west side 
of Old Novi Road, and I guess for the developer – how are we going to handle the 
stormwater? Let me finish for a second because I looked at it and it looks like, we don’t 
have lawns there and it’s not absorbing although this may absorb some. Is the plan to 
slope towards Old Novi for Lots 1-11 or is there some sort of drainage strategy behind that 
development that it’s not going to make a made condition? Because right now, it does 
look bad. I was out there when it was raining and I did see flooding, but it wasn’t raining 
all that hard. But I can see how the water, especially down Austin Drive, kind of flows and 
then from Old Novi Road it looks like there already is an issue. My question is, is there some 
kind of strategy that you guys have that you’re going to mitigate some of that drainage 
issue that we’re currently having? 
 
Mr. Loughrin said through the Chair, so I’m looking at the grading plan right now and it’s 
similar to what the gentleman had mentioned before about the northern lots through the 



back going towards the north. So we have the same proposal to have a storm drain on 
the west side where the property line is in structured storm pipe that would then go to a 
drainage structure, so a catch basin if you will, and then that would bring everything out 
to a catch basin right along Old Novi Road. Right now, there is nothing. So it’s a 
combination of two things, so we will be grading what you see today – obviously we’re 
going to need to grade and tabletop in some respects. So we will control the drainage 
that way. And then again everything will go down to basically the bottom corner and 
then out to the east to a pipe. 
 
Member Lynch said so what you’re doing, and it doesn’t exist now, is putting in a drain 
pipe? 
 
Mr. Loughrin said that’s correct. 
 
Member Lynch said that’s going to collect the water runoff, granted you’re adding some 
asphalt or concrete, and you have the rooftops too. It’s probably a wash on drainage, 
what’s there now to what you’re going to put in there. So you’re going to guide it to a 
drain pipe, ok. 
 
Mr. Loughrin said and just to follow up on that, we don’t just build the houses and walk 
away. So we don’t want to have drainage issues any more than anyone else. We come 
and fix them anyway, so it’s in our best interest to make sure we don’t have any issues for 
homeowners, nor our neighbors. We fix that, as well. We stand by our product, we have a 
good reputation and we’re not going to create a situation where it’s just going to be a 
continual headache for us or homeowners. 
 
Member Lynch said I did look at the drainage plan, my purpose was to have that on the 
record. Also, if you guys walk away, my understanding – to the counsel – is that once this 
PRO agreement is signed if this gets approved, if for some reason the developer decides 
they don’t want to do it anymore, is it true that it all goes back to the way that it was? In 
other words, one of the gentleman came up and said they’re worried about changing 
the zoning with the PRO agreement and what happens if Robertson for some reason 
decides to walk away? Does that nullify the PRO Agreement or does the Agreement stay 
with that property in perpetuity?  
 
City Attorney Schultz said so the PRO, I believe, it’s two years without development then it 
would expire or terminate of its own accord. But just to clarify, this is a PRO approval for 
this development only. So whether it expires or the parties walk away from it, nobody can 
come in and say they’re going to just amend this agreement to do something more 
intense. It’s just for this project, and if this project isn’t built, then they have to move on to a 
different plan and a different approval process. 
 
Member Lynch said ok. And I only spent about 25 minutes out there because I didn’t want 
somebody shooting at me because I’m looking in the houses, but I was looking at the 
diversity of housing and I was trying to picture in my mind – if we were to leave it as 
General Business, does that make sense? And my opinion is no, it doesn’t make sense. 
And I don’t see how a business would survive.  
 
And then the second question is, looking at the neighborhood, will this fit into the 
character of the neighborhood? And I guess my opinion is, I think it will based on the 



diversity of housing in various other neighborhoods where they have anything from 
townhomes to million dollar homes. I think this will be a good addition, in my opinion, to 
this neighborhood. I wasn’t out on Old Novi Road that much, but I didn’t see a lot of 
traffic. Maybe I was there at the wrong time, but Old Novi Road looks like a nice 
residential area. My opinion, I’ve seen this in other places, is by putting residential there 
instead of commercial, it will calm the road and calm the traffic. I think that Thirteen Mile 
might be a traffic issue, but this isn’t going to change that.  
 
But overall, I like this idea better than what I’ve heard of the other plans. This is the first time 
I’ve had a chance to actually look at this plan and I know there are some issues that 
need to be ironed out, but I do see that fitting into the character of that neighborhood. I 
do think that based on my assessment of the engineering drawings, I think that the water 
problem should improve if it’s built to those prints. The drain pipe goes in, I think it might 
not resolve all of the water problems because there’s a lot of other reasons for the water 
problems, but I think that for the most part this will fit into that particular area. And I 
appreciate you working with the homeowners, it becomes very personal. It’s difficult for 
everyone, it’s difficult for the homeowners, certainly difficult for you, and I appreciate you 
spending the time and doing that. Based on where we were to where we are now, I think 
this is a pretty good plan. 
 
Member Avdoulos said I’d like to echo the previous comments about having all of the 
residents involved and keeping us informed for this long, it’s been a long time. When we 
were first hearing of this at audience participation, we had no clue what anybody was 
talking about. And then slowly the story became a little bit more evident and so we 
actually spoke to a lot of the residents and kept encouraging them to participate and 
keep us informed and have their voices be heard. And low and behold, here we are, this 
is real now. And the developer has done a great job in taking the time to meet with the 
residents and try to iron out as many of the concerns as possible.  
 
Member Lynch had touched base on a few of the concerns I had, one with the flooding. 
And I would even be in favor of some of the adjustments that were recommended by Mr. 
Duchesneau about if there’s some additional setbacks that can be bargained with in 
order to maybe alleviate some flooding concerns or drainage concerns, especially 
around that Lot 1. I think that would be something that we like to see, anything that would 
not create a hardship for the neighbors is something that I think would be really important.  
 
The other question that was brought up and keeps being brought up is the cookie cutter 
façade. I saw elevations that were presented, different types of variations. If I could have 
our consultant, Doug, come up and maybe walk through what you’ve seen. It was 
mentioned by one of the residents, the similar dissimilar. And Novi really does take a look 
at that, although you can only do so much. I think some of these are taking the same plan 
but being a little bit more unique. But if you could walk through what you’ve been seeing 
and how the applicant has been responding to your comments, that would be helpful. 
 
Façade Consultant Necci said the applicant submitted I think nine models with a total of 
36 different front elevations, and the City Similar Dissimilar Ordinance prohibits cookie 
cutter type architecture. It actually requires that adjacent homes have a different front 
façade, it even goes so far as requiring rear façades that are visible from the main road 
be dissimilar as well, although that doesn’t apply to this project. So essentially, adjacent 
homes and the second house, so two on the left and two on the right, have to be 



different facades. In addition, any ones across the street have to be different. So the 
theory is that if you’re standing in any one spot, all the homes within plain sight have to 
have differing façade. And that’s a review that’s done on every single house in Novi.  
 
So we looked at the elevations that they had provided, those have been in the package 
for quite some time now. I don’t know if they’re all still in the package but with 36 
elevations, they can meet the Similar Dissimilar Ordinance readily. There shouldn’t be any 
issue with it whatsoever. There’s always a tendency for a few models to be more popular, 
so that happens, but we watch over that pretty well. 
 
Member Avdoulos said I appreciate it. The concerns with the detached garages or the 
garages in the rear – when I look at it, if you put a garage up front of a house and then 
you have a house, it actually makes the house look bigger. I think the way the houses are 
set and designed as in the image keeps them a little bit more downscale to sort of work 
with the rest of the area, being a little bit more contextual with the site and giving it more 
of a neighborhood  character along Novi Road and the area to the east. So personally, I 
don’t have an issue. I do understand the concern, especially the residents along the west 
side of Old Novi Road 1-11, where lights may be shining into their homes. That one, if 
Robertson Brothers could take a look at maybe offsetting the garages instead of side 
entry to maybe have them straight in similar to 12-16 where you can drive right in. If you 
could take a look at possibly doing that, although I know at the same time that it affects 
drainage and grading. 
 
Mr. Loughrin said if I can answer, really the only reason why it’s different than any of the 
other ones that we’ve done is really just because we figured Old Novi Road functions 
more as a collector street than residential, we were just concerned that there might be 
concern from the City’s standpoint of having cars back onto that. That’s the only reason – 
by putting it on the side orientation, you’re able to back out and then go out front. So that 
was the sole reason. For us, frankly, it really doesn’t matter too much. We will get bigger 
backyards, which is great. And it would reduce any kind of impacts to our neighbors. So 
we’re okay if that’s the decision, to go front-in. It’s really just if there’s any concern with 
backing out onto Old Novi, that was our only reason of doing that. 
 
Member Avdoulos said okay, and maybe take that into consideration and walk it through 
with the City to see what the balance is. 
 
Mr. Loughrin said we’re also fine with the six foot rear setback, particularly if we could go 
six feet in the front just to justify that and make sure we have enough space. We would be 
okay with that. 
 
Member Avdoulos said my concern is to have enough room to allow the grading to do 
what it needs to do, so if we have to sacrifice a little bit on the setbacks I have no issue 
with that. I think right now, that answers some my questions. I appreciate it. 
 
Member Maday said you guys pretty much covered what I was going to ask but I just 
wanted to restate that with the side entry garages, I know it doesn’t seem like a big deal 
in the grand scheme of things to a lot of us, but those few houses that are affected, it’s a 
huge deal going in and out as many times as somebody might every day. So if you could 
work with the City, that would be great. I just wanted to extend my appreciation and 
thank you’s to the citizens of the community, as well as to the developer. You guys 



showed your voice and did what makes our country and the City great, and your voices 
were heard. I think this is going to be a great development for this area. It gets rid of some 
unsightly buildings and it may very well be able to bring some businesses that you local 
residents have been hoping for. It might draw some people that want to come in there. 
So I am encouraged by what I see, when I think about where we were before to where 
we are now and just seeing you guys happy and the developer happy and the City 
happy – it’s a huge accomplishment. I’m just really happy with everything that has been 
done. 
 
Member Greco said I just have a question for the Staff. Does the Staff have a position or 
has considered any issue regarding the positioning of the garages? Because that is an 
issue, and I know that we do have in the requirements a screening fence or landscaping 
should be provided along the rear lot lines of the properties on the west side of Old Novi 
Road, which I assume is to address that. But the headlights issue is definitely an issue, just in 
my experience being a lawyer dealing with other communities and with commercial and 
residential issues. It becomes kind of maddening for some of the individuals that are trying 
to watch a movie on Netflix and they keep getting lit up. So does the City have a position 
on that? We heard from the applicant about why they addressed it. 
 
Planner Bell said our Traffic Consultant wasn’t able to be here tonight, but I don’t recall 
that being a major issue that they were concerned with. 
 
Member Greco said okay, thank you. With regard to a screening fence or landscaping, 
what’s the position of the applicant with regards to that? 
 
Mr. Loughrin said we’ve already agreed to that. That was a follow up with Staff as far as 
the western perimeter and putting up a fence of some sort. And we’re open to that, yes. 
 
Member Greco said and that, of course, is something that needs to be kept up once it is 
put in, right? 
 
Mr. Loughrin said yes. 
 
Member Greco said thank you. 
 
Chair Pehrson said Lindsay and Darcy, if we give up a little bit on the front yard setback 
and move things a little bit further to the east, is there concern for the current position 
shown on the rendering of the sidewalk relative to Novi Road if we move that closer? 
 
Staff Engineer Rechtien said I don’t think there’s any concern with it being closer to the 
roadway. The existing sidewalk is closer. I’m not sure exactly how it was placed where it’s 
shown there, but I don’t see any concern. 
 
Chair Pehrson said I don’t see any dimensions on it, I’m just assuming that if we go further 
to the east with the setback we still have the option to move the sidewalk a little bit 
forward and still maintain safety. Okay, great. I agree that I am in support of the proposal 
as it stands right now. I think we’ve come a long way from what we did want and what 
has been now worked out. I think this will be a great change to that area for the positive. 
I’ll look for someone to make a motion. 
 



Member Greco said I can make a motion, and I think with regard to the motion sheet 
concerning what we’re approving today, some of the issues regarding the screening and 
the positioning of the garages, and the sidewalk, we can deal with at the time of site 
plan. So with that, I will make a motion. 
 
Motion made by Member Greco and seconded by Member Avdoulos. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF REZONING MOTION MADE BY MEMBER 
GRECO AND SECONDED BY MEMBER AVDOULOS. 
 
In the matter of Lakeview JSP18-16 with rezoning 18.723, motion to recommend approval 
to the City Council to rezone the subject property from R-4 (One Family Residential) and B-
3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density, Mid-Rise Multiple Family)  with a Planned 
Rezoning Overlay Concept Plan, based on the following: 
 
1. The recommendation shall include the following ordinance deviations and additional 

information requested by staff for consideration by the City Council: 
a. Planning Deviations for Single-Family (R-4 standards): 

i. Reduction of minimum lot area by 5,000 square feet (10,000 sf required, 
5,000 sf provided); 

ii. Reduction of minimum lot frontage by 32 feet (80 ft required, 48 ft provided); 
iii. Reduction of the minimum required building front setback by 23 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 7 feet); 
iv. Reduction of the minimum required building principal side setback by 5 feet 

(Required 10 feet, provided 5 feet); 
v. Reduction of the minimum required building side total setback by 10 feet 

(Required 25 feet, provided 15 feet); 
vi. Reduction of the minimum required building rear setback by 15 feet 

(Required 35 feet, provided 20 feet); 
vii. Reduction of the exterior side yard required building setback by 20 feet 

(Required 30 feet, provided 10 feet); 
viii. Reduction of the side and rear yard setback for accessory buildings (Section 

4.19.1.G) by 1 foot (Required 6 feet, providing 5 feet); 
ix. Exceeding the maximum lot coverage percentage by 20% (25% allowed, 

45% provided); 
 
b. Engineering DCS deviation for the width of storm sewer easements (10 feet 

requested); 
c. Engineering DCS deviation for the driveways less than 3 feet from the property 

line; 
d. Traffic deviation for driveway width of 10 feet (16 feet standard) which is within 

the acceptable range and may be granted administratively; 
e. Landscape deviation for no screening berm provided between the B-3 

commercial district and the residential properties to the south on both sides of 
Old Novi Road (6-8 feet tall landscaped berm required) with alternative 
screening with fence/wall and/or landscaping to be provided; 

f. Landscape deviation for street trees located in front yards of single family 
homes on Wainright and Linhart, rather than within the right-of-way due to the 
presence of utilities; 



g. Landscape deviation for subcanopy trees used as street trees due to the 
presence of overhead power lines on Old Novi Road; 

h. Landscape deviation for fewer subcanopy trees substituted for canopy street 
trees than required, due to the number of driveways and the 10 foot spacing 
requirement from driveways; 

i. Landscape deviation for landscaping and decorative fence proposed within the 
right-of-way due to the width of Old Novi Road right-of-way; 

j. Façade waiver under Section 5.15.9 for underage of brick and overage of 
horizontal siding on certain elevations; 

k. Subdivision Ordinance deviation for site condominium unit boundaries 
extending into wetland area for lots 20 and 21; and 

l. Planning deviations for lots 50-22-10-231-019 and 50-22-10-231-008 (remainder 
of lots fronting on Austin maintaining R-4 zoning designation) as follows:  

i. 21 foot rear setback where 35 foot is required; 
ii. Lot area of 6,500 square feet where 10,000 sf is required; 
iii. Lot coverage of 30% where 25% is permitted. 

 
2. If the City Council approves the rezoning, the Planning Commission recommends the 

following conditions be requirements of the Planned Rezoning Overlay Agreement: 
 
a. A homeowner’s association shall be established as part of the development and 

the City shall review the Master Deed and Bylaws prior to recordation. A separate 
maintenance agreement to be assigned to the homeowner’s association is 
proposed to meet the intent of this provision. 

b. The use of the property will be for single family homes meeting the standards 
spelled out in the development agreement. 

c. The maximum number of single family units shall be 21. 
d. The maximum density of the development shall be 6.67 DUA. 
e. Use easement extending 15 feet into the Old Novi Road ROW for the parcels along 

the west side of the road. The use easement would be used as front yard space for 
the homes, including landscaping features and decorative fences to be 
maintained by the home owners association established in a Master Deed. 

f. The small wetland area on the northeast corner of the site shall be minimally 
impacted only as permitted by MDEQ and City Wetland Permit, and the applicant 
has indicated that the Master Deed for Lakeview will provide for a conservation 
easement for these two properties such that the wetlands will not be disturbed.    

g. Screening fences and/or landscaping shall be provided along the rear lot lines of 
the properties on the west side of Old Novi Road. 

h. On both sides of Old Novi Road, in lieu of the required berm separating the 
residential uses from the non-residential uses to the north, the applicant shall 
provide alternate screening in the form of a fence or wall and/or landscaping to be 
approved by the City’s landscape architect. Consideration shall be given to 
limiting noise and visual impacts for the residents, as well as impacts to wetlands 
and buffer areas. 

i. The two lots north of Wainwright, east of Old Novi Road, shall have front entry 
garages due to the presence of the wetland in the rear yards that shall be 
preserved. The remaining 19 lots shall be constructed with detached or rear 
attached garages. 

j. The applicant shall provide 10 on-street parking spaces along the east side of Old 
Novi Road, as recommended by the Master Plan. 



k. The city shall abandon the 50 feet of the utility easement within the previously 
vacated Erma Street, but shall require a 20 foot water main easement. 

l. Applicant complying with the conditions listed in the staff and consultant review 
letters. 

 
This motion is made because: 

1. The proposed plan meets several objectives of the Master Plan, as noted in the 
review letter, including: 
a. The Pavilion Shore Village area is identified in the Master Plan for 

redevelopment with a vision for a cohesive mixed use village that 
complements the surrounding neighborhood. (Bringing additional residents 
and investment into the area could drive development interest in the other 
areas of  Pavilion Shore Village, and the community has strongly expressed 
single family uses are preferred on these parcels). 

b. Provide and maintain adequate transportation facilities for the City’s needs. 
Address vehicular and non-motorized transportation facilities (Pedestrian 
improvements are proposed along Old Novi Road including building a 
segment of planned sidewalk on the east side of the road, which includes a 
bench seating area with landscaping).  

c. Provide residential developments that support healthy lifestyles. Ensure the 
provision of neighborhood open space within residential developments. (The 
homes are set in a walkable context with sidewalks leading to the nearby 
parks.) 

d.  Provide a wide range of quality housing options. Attract new residents to the 
City by providing a full range of quality housing opportunities that meet the 
housing needs of all demographic groups including but not limited to 
singles, couples, first time home buyers, families and the elderly. (The homes 
include characteristics of the “missing middle” housing option with medium 
density, well-designed units with smaller footprints that will appeal to many 
types of demographic groups.) 

2. The proposed detention pond provides improved management of storm water in 
an area not currently detained. 

3. The redevelopment of this site provides an update to the visual aesthetic in a 
unique area of the City with underutilized parcels. 

4. The redevelopment of the subject parcels will remove non-conforming structures 
from the Right-of-Way.  

5. The proposed single family homes are consistent with the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

6. The topography and parcel configuration are such that single family home 
development under the existing zoning would not be possible without similar 
variances for lot depth, lot area, lot coverage and setbacks. 

7. The density proposed is within the density recommended in the Master Plan. 
8. Submittal of a Concept Plan and any resulting PRO Agreement, provides assurance 

to the Planning Commission and the City Council of the manner in which the 
property will be developed, and offers benefits that would not be likely to be 
offered under standard development options.  

Motion carried 5-0. 
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November 13, 2018 
Re: Lakeview, Novi, MI 
 
 
Summary of Landscape Revisions, per Sheet, on Submission dated November 13, 2018 
 
 

Sheet L-1: 

• The Location Map and Location Address has been added to the landscape set on this sheet. 

This still appears on the Engineer Drawings as well. 

• The requested Landscape Deviations have been updated to reflect the revised landscape plan. 

• A site visit was conducted on November 2, 2018 to check for existing Phragmites australis. It 

was determined during this visit that none exists on site. The note was added on this sheet 

stating such. 

• The Landscape Requirements have been updated to the revised number of proposed lots and 

proposed landscape. 

• The Tree Legend has been updated to reflect the proposed landscape. 

• All required Woodland Replacement Trees have been relocated to the proposed Conservation 

Easement around the Detention Pond. 

 

Sheet L-2: 

• The proposed Detention Pond Seeding and Landscape Plan has been updated to reflect the 

new size and location of the proposed pond. 

• The Pond Zone seeding area has been removed as the pond will not be permanently holding 

water. 

 

Sheet L-3: 

• Tree Save/Remove List and calculations have been updated per the site revisions. 

 

Sheet L-4: 

• Tree Save/Remove List and calculations have been updated per the site revisions. 

 

 



 

Sheet L-5: 

• The Old Novi Rd. Frontage Landscape scheme has been updated to reflect the revised lot 

layout and relocation of the proposed public sidewalk. This will no longer include the cottage-

style fence and the proposed landscape will be clustered around the proposed front walks. 

• A detail has been added for the proposed 6’ ht. Screen Fence that is proposed in various 

locations around the site (see sheet L-1 for locations). 

• A proposed 15’ Use Easement has been added within the R.O.W. to allow the proposed 

landscape within the R.O.W. 

 

Sheet L-6: 

• The style and quantity of mailbox has been revised to more efficiently serve the proposed 

community. 

• A detail has been added for the proposed retaining wall. This still appears on the Engineer 

Drawings as well. 

 

Sheet L-7: 

• Sheet L-7 has been added to the set to detail the alternative screening proposed in lieu of the 

required berm.  



APPLICANT LETTER TO COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 

  



 
 

November 12, 2018 
 
Novi City Council Members 
45175 Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
Re:     Lakeview PRO Development Proposal 

Old Novi Road Properties 
 
 
Honorable Council Members, 
 

Robertson Brothers Homes is pleased to present a revised PRO Rezoning and Site Plan 

request for vacant properties on Old Novi Road just south of 13 Mile Road, within the 

newly defined Pavilion Shore Village area.  At the October 22nd City Council hearing, this 

body provided further direction that has led to revisions to the plan, which we feel has 

created a better fit for the community and provided an adequate buffer between proposed 

and existing structures. The following changes have been made: 

 

- One lot was eliminated from the west side of Old Novi Road. These 10 lots have 

now increased to an average of 5,500 square feet with a minimum lot width of 55’, 

and overall density has been reduced to 6.4 units per acre from 6.67 units per 

acre. 

- Due to the additional width of these lots, we are proposing to build all lots with the 

front-entry home product, which was previously planned for only the two lots 

proposed to be located north of Wainwright Street east of Old Novi Road.    

- This redesign is a significant improvement and offers the following advantages: 

o Each lot will have a much deeper back yard, providing an appropriate buffer 

to existing homes 

o Rear garages are eliminated, which removes all structures from the rear 

setback as well as the possibility of headlights onto neighboring properties  



 
 

o Grading and drainage can be designed to be more efficient due to the 

elimination of the rear garages 

o A 5’ step back from the porch to the face of the garage will be included on 

every plan and elevation. 

o The entry price point can be reduced, as the smallest plan (Charleston) is 

smaller than the previous smallest offering (Princeton).  This is significant as 

we enter a market that has simply become unaffordable for many would-be 

home buyers. 

o There is less overall impervious surface due to the elimination of the long 

paved driveway to rear garages.  This has also led to a reduction of the 

pond which in turn has increased the proposed detention buffers. 

o Homebuyers will be able to enjoy their backyards due to the increased width 

and elimination of the rear garage and driveways. 

o Homebuyers have proven, that when given an option, they prefer to have an 

attached garage as opposed to one that is detached. 

o A ranch option (Richmond) will still be offered for sale in the project. 

- The driveway for the home adjacent to the retail establishment on the northwest 

portion of the property has been flipped to the south side in order to reduce 

vehicular conflict. 

- The two lots north of Wainwright have been revised to remove the portion of the 

reconfigured wetland that was originally designed to be in the lots’ backyards.  

Ownership of the wetland area will remain with the homeowner’s association which 

will provide for maintenance in perpetuity through the site condominium 

documents. 

- Fencing is proposed adjacent to all existing neighboring residential lots. 

- The sidewalk has been increased to 8’ on the east side of Old Novi Road to reduce 

conflict with the on-street parking spaces. 

- Seven additional trees have been added to the detention pond parcel as required 

by the City. These trees will be placed in a proposed conservation easement as 

shown on the plans. 



 
 

- The pond has been resized based on the reduction of impervious surfaces, and the 

required 25’ detention buffer line to what is now lot 19 has now been provided for.   

- A draft use easement agreement for the 15-foot area along the west side of Old 

Novi Road has been included with the most recent submittal for review by the City 

Attorney.  Due to the use of the wider home plans, a 5-foot use easement is 

proposed for the lots on east side of Old Novi Road as an additional protection to 

those homebuyers on lots 11 and 18. 

- In addition to City staff, our title company and attorney have researched the history 

of the home located at the southeast corner of Wainwright and Old Novi Road. 

While the information seems to be inconclusive as to the age of the structure, 

Robertson is amenable to working with the City to allow documentation of the 

home prior to demolition, as well as replacing the proposed bike repair station to 

be located on the east side of Old Novi Road with a memorialization plaque. 

 

Robertson Brothers Homes is pleased to present the Lakeview site plan for PRO 

consideration by the City.  We believe the development will ultimately become a point of 

pride for responsible development in an improving area and will provide for a housing 

need in the community.   

 

Please let me know if any additional information is required at this time.  

 
Thank you. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

  
Tim Loughrin | Manager of Land Acquisition 
Robertson Brothers Homes 
6905 Telegraph Rd, Suite 200, Bloomfield Hills, MI  48301 
Direct Dial: 248.282.1428 | Mobile: 248.752.7402 
tloughrin@robertsonhomes.com  

mailto:tloughrin@robertsonhomes.com


 
 

Lakeview Schedule of Regulations and Modifications 

    

 

 

R4 

 

Proposed Single 
Family  

Deviations 

Min. Lot Area 10,000 sf 5,000 sf 5,000 sf 

Lot Frontage    80’ 51’ 29’ 

Principal Building Height to Midpoint 2.5 stories/35 feet 2 stories/35 feet None 

Min. Building Setbacks       

  Front Setback 30’ 6’* 23’ 

  Side Min. Principal 10’ 5’ 5’ 

  Side Total Principal 25’ 13’ 12’ 

  Rear Setback Principal 35’ 20’** 15’ 

Minimum Floor Area  1,000 sf 1,000 sf In Conformance 

Maximum Dwelling Unit Density 3.3 du/ac 6.4 du/ac 3.1 du/ac 

Maximum Lot Coverage Percentage 25% 45% 20% 

Parking Requirement 2 spaces per home 2 spaces per home In Conformance 

*   Lots 1-10 shall have a 6’ min. front setback due to the oversized width of the Old Novi Road right-of-way requiring 

a use easement for the frontage. Lots 11-20 shall have a 20’ min. front setback. 

**   Lots 1-10 shall have a 25’ min. rear setback with the exception of Lots 4 and 5 having a 20’ min. rear setback.  

Lots 11-18 shall have a 35’ min. rear setback.  Lots 19 and 20 shall have a 25’ min. rear setback. 

 

 



 
 
 

EXHIBIT ______  
TO PLANNED REZONING OVERLAY  

(USE RESTRICTIONS) 
 
 

 Pursuant to Section _____ of the Planned Rezoning Overlay (“PRO”) to which this 
Exhibit is attached, the City and the Developer agree as follows:  
 
Background: 
 

1. Developer is the fee simple owner of the real property located in the City of Novi, 
Oakland County, Michigan and more particularly described in Exhibit A to the PRO 
(“Developer’s Parcel”) an which Developer is establishing a residential condominium 
development (“Condominium”).  

 
2. Developer’s Parcel fronts on the public right-of-way commonly known as Old 

Novi Road. 
 
3. In connection with establishment of residential building sites on Developer’s 

Parcel adjacent to Old Novi Road (“Old Novi Road Sites”), City and Developer have agreed that 
the Old Novi Road Sites located on the west side of Old Novi Road will benefit from a 15 foot 
wide easement and those on the east side of Old Novi Road will benefit from a five foot wide 
easement, which easements are described in Section _______ of the PRO (hereafter 
collectively referred to as “Easement”).  

 
 

City and Developer agree that use of the Easement is subject to the conditions as follows:  
 

A. Permitted uses of the Easement are as follows:  
 

i. The right to install, maintain, repair and replace sidewalks 
within the Easement at the location depicted on the approved Site Plan for 
the Condominium. 

 
ii. The right to mass grade/grade. 

 
iii. The right to grade the units in the Condominium to allow for 

surface water drainage to flow from the front yards of the units into the 
Easement, in accordance with the engineering plans for the Condominium 
that are approved by the City. 

 
iv. The right to establish perpetual easements for the 

installation, operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of utility 
easements, including without limitation, to utilize, tap, tie into, extend and 
enlarge all utility mains to service the Condominium, including, but not 
limited to, water, gas, telephone, electrical, cable television, fiber optics, 



2 

storm and sanitary sewer mains and to install a transformer(s) and/or 
pedestals as may be needed to service the Condominium.  

 
v. The right to grant easements for utilities over, under and 

across the Easement area to appropriate governmental agencies or public 
utility companies, and  grant any other easements that do not adversely 
affect the Easement, and to transfer title of utilities to governmental 
agencies or to utility companies. Any such grants of easement or transfers 
of title may be made without the consent of the City. 

 
vi. The right to install, maintain and replace lawns and to plant 

trees and vegetation. 
 

vii. The right to install, maintain, repair and replace driveways to 
serve the residences to be built on the Old Novi Road Sites. 

 
 

B. Prohibited uses of the Easement are as follows:  
 

i. Alteration of the topography, subject to the permitted right to grade 
as reserved above. 

 
ii. Creation of roads or expansion of Old Novi Road. 
 
iii. Construction or placement of any structure, except as provided 

herein. 
 
iv. Use or storage for off-road vehicles including, but not limited to, 

snowmobiles, dune buggies, all-terrain vehicles, and motorcycles. 
 
v. Placement of billboards or signage. 
 
vi. Placement of street lights and other poles, including poles or 

structures used for telecommunication or cable purposes. 
 

C. Maintenance Obligations. The owner of each individual Old Novi Road 
Site will be required to maintain that portion of the Easement immediately adjacent to the 
owner’s individual Old Novi Road Site, which maintenance shall include without 
limitation, mowing the lawn, maintaining all landscaping therein and the sidewalk, which 
includes the removal of snow from the sidewalk installed for public use.  

 
In the event an owner of an Old Novi Road site fails, to properly and adequately 

maintain the portion of the Easement for which it is responsible, the homeowners 
association established to administer the Condominium (“Association”) shall have the 
right, and all necessary easements in furtherance thereof, (but not the obligation) to take 
whatever action or actions it deems desirable to undertake the maintenance obligations 
of the owner, all at the expense of the owner. Failure of the Association to take any such 
action shall not be deemed a waiver of the Association's right to take any such action at 
a future time.  All costs incurred by the Association in performing any responsibilities 
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which are required, in the first instance, to be borne by an owner, shall be assessed 
against such owner and shall be due and payable with his monthly assessment next 
falling due per the Condominium documents; further, the lien for non-payment shall 
attach as in all cases of regular assessments under the Condominium documents, and 
such assessments may be enforced by the use of all means available to the Association 
under the Condominium documents and by law for the collection of the costs paid by the 
Association, without limitation, legal action, foreclosure of the lien securing payment and 
imposition of fines as permitted under the documents that established the Condominium. 
 
 D. Limitation.  The City cannot impose restrictions on the Easement that 
would in any way limit or curtail the enjoyment of the Easement by the owners of the Old 
Novi Road Sites. 
 
 E. Future Reduction in Width of Old Novi Road.  If in the future the width of 
the right-of-way for Old Novi Road is reduced, the intent is that the Easement will be 
extinguished and the land within the Easement area will be conveyed to each of the 
immediately adjacent Old Novi Road Sites, respectively. Likewise, if only a portion of the 
land within the Easement area is part of the right-of-way reduction, then only the portion 
of the corresponding Easement will be extinguished and that portion of the land for the 
corresponding Easement area will be conveyed to each of the immediately adjacent Old 
Novi Road Sites, respectively.  



MEMO:  
HISTORY OF CORNELIUS AUSTIN HOUSE 



 

    TO:  PETE AUGER, CITY MANAGER 
    FROM: LINDSAY BELL, PLANNER 

    THROUGH: BARBARA MCBETH, AICP, CITY PLANNER 
    SUBJECT:  HISTORY OF CORNELIUS AUSTIN HOME 

    DATE: NOVEMBER 26, 2018 

 
 

In the initial appearance of the Lakeview PRO Concept Plan before the City 
Council in October, questions were raised about the historical significance 
of the Cornelius Austin home, which is located within the project area, and is 
proposed to be demolished as a part of the development plans. Through 
online sources, library holdings, and the Novi Historic and Architectural 
Survey (1994), we were able to learn a bit more about Cornelius Austin and 
his life in Novi. Staff is pleased to present our findings in this memo, with 
several attachments included that provided the resource for much of the 
information included in this memo.  
 
According to Henry O. Severance, who wrote The Story of a Village 
Community (1931), a history of the Walled Lake community, Walter Hewitt 
was the first white settler of the Village of Walled Lake in Commerce 
Township. He arrived from Farmington in 1825 and began the settlement. 
Bela Armstrong arrived in 1826, but died the following year. His widow 
remained in the village for many years. William Tenny arrived shortly 
thereafter, establishing his farm on the west side of the lake. He also 
became the postmaster; carrying mail on horseback between Walled Lake 
and Farmington. Benjamin Hance and Henry Harrington joined the Village in 
1826. Two unmarried men, Mr. Prentice and Mr. King, arrived in 1830 from 
Maine and established a trading post. 
 
Cornelius Austin, a veteran of the War of 1812 and originally from New York, joined the other white 
settlers of the Village of Walled Lake in 1829. Mr. Austin later established his 160-acre farm on the south 
side of Walled Lake in Novi Township. Mr. Austin and his wife Clarissa Bartlett Austin, had fourteen 
children, although it was reported that only 4 may have survived. Mrs. Austin died in 1888 at the age of 
97.  

MEMORANDUM 

2205 Old Novi Road, photo date unknown 2205 Old Novi Road, photo taken November 20, 2018 



The home Mr. Austin built in approximately 1840, which sources say still stands today at 2205 Old Novi 
Road, at the southeast corner of Old Novi Road and Wainwright, is a 1.5 story Greek Revival structure. 
Greek Revival was a dominant residential style of the time, which followed the previous log cabin 
structures of the earlier pioneers. The style employed New England building methods, with stone 
foundations and wood structures. As described by architect Dane Archer Johnson in the Novi Historic 
and Architectural Survey in 1994, the home has end gables and ornamentally detailed trim. Square 
pilasters adorn the corners. Later additions on the north and south have concealed much of the original 
elevations, including the front, which likely faced Walled Lake. The original windows and wood siding 
appear to have been replaced as well. Some of the architectural details appear to have been 
removed when vinyl siding was added. The extent of modifications to the interior of the home is 
unknown, but through internet research it appears that the building has been rented as three separate 
units for many years. 

Other examples of Greek Revival homes from that time in Novi include Lincoln Place at 47133 West Nine 
Mile (ca 1838), the Samuel White House at 46040 West Nine Mile Road (ca 1839), the Bassett House (aka 
Tollgate Farm, ca 1856), and the Sally Thornton Residence (ca 1860).   

 

Lincoln Place, 47133 West Nine Mile (ca 1838) 

 

Samuel White House, 46040 West Nine Mile Road (ca 1839) 

 

Bassett House (aka Tollgate Farm, ca 1856) 

 

Sally Thornton Residence (ca 1860) 

 



Another nearby home at 302 S. Lake Drive 
(built ca. 1890), was thought to be Cornelius 
Austin’s last residence. This 2-story lakefront 
home reflects Homestead style architecture 
with front gable configurations, but has also 
been altered with additions, asbestos siding, 
and metal windows and storms.  Mr. Austin 
lived in Novi until his death in 1888 at age 97. 
His final resting place is the Novi Cemetery 
south of Grand River Avenue on Novi Road. 

The Story of a Village Community describes 
an Indian burial ground predating the white 
settler’s arrival in the area on or around Mr. 
Austin’s farm. Ojibwa and Pottawatomi tribes 
are thought to have both inhabited 
settlements in the Walled Lake area in the 

early 1800s, although exactly where they lived and over what time period is not recorded. There is 
indication of overlap between the native and non-native settlers living in the area. One source states 
Mr. Austin was known to have said of the Native people, “for neighbors, you could have none better.” 

It is reported that several families pre-dated Mr. Austin’s arrival in the township of Novi, including Erasus 
Ingersoll and John Gould in 1825. Benjamin Brown, Pitts Taft, Joseph Eddy and William Yerkes soon 
followed with their families.  A post office was established in 1827 near Walled Lake and Novi Road 
where it crossed the old Grand River Trail, to serve the growing community. Around the same time as Mr. 
Austin’s arrival in Walled Lake, businesses such as a general store and taverns, were being established in 
“The Corners” area of Novi (near the intersections of Sections 14, 15, 22 and 23) at Grand River and Novi 
Road. The local Methodist Church was established in 1830. In 1834 the state legislature created the 
territorial road known as Pontiac Trail which further fueled growth in the area of Walled Lake.  

We found no record what Mr. Austin’s farm produced or whether he ever returned to his pre-war trade 
of iron work. In fact little information exists about Mr. Austin and his family’s life in Novi beyond what has 
been mentioned here.  

The home at 2205 Old Novi Road is not listed on the Novi Historical Commission’s list of historic 
landmarks, nor is it on the National Register of Historic Places. The Novi Zoning Ordinance does not 
address the evaluation or preservation of historic resources in the rezoning or site plan review process. 
Chapter 17 of the City’s Code of Ordinances states that “No permit for construction, alteration or 
demolition in an historic district or landmark shall be issued without approval of the historic district 
commission.” It does not appear the Historic Commission would have jurisdiction to approve or deny 
demolition of the Austin home because it does not appear to be a designated historic landmark or 
within an historic district.  

Robertson Brothers has offered to allow members of the Novi Historical Commission to do a walk-through 
of the Austin home for the purposes of documenting the property, if the Commission has an interest in 
seeing the interior of the building. The developer would also be amenable to working with the City to 
design and erect an interpretive historical marker in the area, which could be included in the PRO 
Agreement.  

 

302 South Lake Drive, photo taken November 20, 2018 
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 AUDIENCE COMMENT:  
 
Rachel Sines, 2219 Austin Dr., Novi thanked Council for putting up with her the last year. 
She said the plans submitted by Robertson Brothers consist of three separate parcels. The 
Planning Department has stated that the max units allowed for this development is 21. This 
is how 21 units were determined; if you do the math, Parcel A only permits nine houses. 
Parcel C is allowed four, but only two have been submitted. Their previous plan had seven 
units on Parcel C so there is no reason they cannot put four. Currently there are two pages 
of deviations requested. She said the deviations would be greatly reduced if the proper 
number of homes were permitted on the west side. The City would not have to give up its 
easement rights. This City Council approved a consultant for more than $16,000 to come 
in and ask the residents what they wanted see done with that area. She was told by MKSK 
that they asked Robertson brothers to wait for the results of this workshop, but they 
declined to do so. As you can see the residents overwhelming wanted to see cottage 
style homes. She noted that on page 11.5 of their packet it states that the proposed single 
family homes are consistent with their surrounding neighborhoods, but that is not true. Of 
the existing eight houses on Austin Drive that back up to the development, only one 
house is a true 2-story. The rest are either 1-story or 1 1/2 - story. If the plan is to put 2- story 
or 2 ½- story we would like to see less invasive 1-story to 1 ½-story on the west side because 
this development is so close to existing neighborhood. She asked that the please limit 
Parcel A to nine houses. If nine houses were used instead of 11 there would be room for 
front facing attached garages. Move some of the landscaping from the front to back as 
a buffer. Lastly they would like a solid masonry wall to limit noise and light pollution. During 
the Planning Commission, Mr. Loughrin agreed to the changes requested. Moving the 
orientation of the garages from side facing to front facing for a number of reasons, such 
as headlights shining, less concrete and snow run off not being pushed into swale or 
existing neighborhoods downhill from the development. Six foot garage setback and 
moving houses closer to Old Novi Road and fencing between the neighborhoods in the 
development. In a letter addressed to City Council from Robertson Brothers in preparation 
to of this meeting, included in your packet, Mr. Loughrin suggested that changing the 
orientation of the garages this comment was made well after the changing of the 
garages was agreed upon. She wanted to make it clear that they want front facing 
garages and a fence. Obviously there are cost cutting measures taking place at the 
expense of the residents. Please put the residents first.  
 
Josephine Sines 2219 Austin Dr., said her issue is with the City of Novi. Back in June 2016, 
the Master Plan was updated and changed. The City Council approved those changes 
with increased the density of their area from 3.3 units per acre to 7.3 units per acre without 
informing or including residents. However, Robertson Brothers was informed and involved 
in the process. The residents were not aware and did not hear about it or the creation of 
Pavilion Shore Park until months later with the presentation with a new development. The 
City Council and every board heard from angry residents for months. She said they put 
together a petition and got signatures of over 70 percent of the residents within 100 feet 
of the Pavilion Shore Village concept and presented it to the City that fell on deaf ears. 
Apparently you can only petition a developer and not a Master Plan. A few weeks ago 
Robertson Brothers made their formal presentation to the Planning Commission only tone 
member of the Commission admitted to coming to look at the area that they were voting 
on that night. Resident after resident made comments about the issues with the 
development. The most common concern being was the increased density on the west 



side. The Planning Commission made a concerted effort to not address that issue. The 
Council needs to come up with a better way to inform its residents when major changes 
are made that will affect them, such as sending out letters as they got when this issue was 
before the Planning Commission. Please do not let other neighbors be blindsided. 
Robertson Brothers has been gifted because if residents were informed, there’s a good 
chance we wouldn’t be here tonight. Hold them to the proper number of homes per 
parcel.  
 
Todd Keene, 2300 Austin Dr., Novi said he has been a resident there for 25 years. He’s 
been here about this issue before. His biggest concern was that it’s still too dense. It has 
come a long ways, but if they could convince Robertson Brothers to put a maximum of 
nine houses on the west side and also take off two houses on the east side. He thought 
that everything else looked good.  
 
Colleen Crossey, 22279 Brockshire St., Novi said she was sorry for the loss of their friend, 
Wayne Wrobel. She echoed one of the previous speakers regarding people in the 
neighborhoods would like to be informed and involved in the process of the changing of 
the Master Plan. She agreed that their largest investment is their home and it’s very 
important that the home retains its value. That includes the neighborhood as well. She 
appreciated that the builders did negotiate on their initial plan. It would be helpful for the 
citizens to work with the City just like the Police Department says they are partners in the 
community. The residents would like to be considers as partners in their community. For 
example she thought maybe a timeline of when you would the residents could see the 
Planning Commission. That way the residents would know when to provide their input on 
different matters. She also pointed out that every new building project that will happen in 
Novi will prompt the same question. She said one would be congestion and traffic. How 
will they be handled? 
 

5. Consideration for tentative approval of the request of Robertson Brothers Homes, 
for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with Zoning Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone from R-4  
(One-Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High Density Multiple 
Family Residential) subject to a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Agreement, and 
corresponding PRO Concept Plan. The property is located in Sections 10 and 11, on 
both the west and east side of Old Novi Road south of Thirteen Mile Road and totals 
approximately 3.15 acres. The applicant is proposing a new development with 21 
single-family detached homes for an overall density of 6.67 dwelling units per acre.  

 
City Manager Auger noted that the project has changed immensely since the developer 
first brought this. The developer worked very well with the residents around the area and 
City staff to get a final project here.  
 
Tim Loughrin, Manager of Land Acquisition with Robertson Brothers Homes. He said that 
Robertson Brothers Homes is a family company around for over 70 years. Currently this 
year they are second overall in permits pulled in Oakland County. The have been both 
the HBA Builder and Developer of the Year for the past couple years. They built Charneth 
Fen. That was a failed condominium that they took over and they finished it up nicely. 
They worked diligently with City staff and homeowners. They originally started down the 
path of proposing medium density townhome development to meet the component of 
the Lakeshore Pavilion Overlay. That was met with a resounding thud from the 
neighborhood. They believe the current plan is a quality compromise that still meets the 



intent of the plan. It has significant challenges based on the physical geometry of the site. 
They needed a creative approach to provide what would seem to be the best 
development approach to the site. If you asked neighbors, they have gone far to find 
resolutions. Some neighbors want nothing there. There are many neighbors not there that 
evening that do appreciate what they have proposed. The Planning Commission 
recognized that and gave them unanimous approval of the project. He explained that 
part of the uniqueness of the site is due to the fact that the western parcels are only 100 
feet in depth, which requires a creative approach to development. He said given the 
nature of building on single family lots rather than townhomes which were originally 
proposed. They will be constructing a pond large enough to accommodate the historic 
storm water flows from the City’s roadway and an established HOA will maintain all 
common open space areas. The Pavilion Shore Village plan identifies a need for housing 
plan for redevelopment areas especially cottage court homes which is what they are 
proposing. They believe the proposed use of land will provide for a seamless transition 
from existing residential to commercial areas which are envisioned in the plan to be 
located closer to the park. This is appropriate land use. He said there are several benefits 
to public such as development to an otherwise un-developmental property under current 
zoning regulations. The development has a unique site configuration with significant 
development challenges. It is meeting the intent of the Pavilion Shore Village planning 
area and is meeting the maximum density of the City’s Master Plan. It has ADA accessible 
sidewalks to provide for neighborhood access to Pavilion Shore Park. Public parking 
spaces along Old Novi Road to allow for overflow park parking. It has landscape and 
amenity improvements to an oversized ROW. It offers new housing options for residents 
that are currently under served. It includes limitation of several non-conforming buildings 
and uses that are in disrepair. It will off storm detention in that area that currently has no 
structured storm and accommodation of roadway storm water flow. It offers quality 
architecture and design that will provide a catalyst for more retail amenities in the Pavilion 
Shore Village area. He was happy to answer any questions that Council would have.  
 
Member Breen thanked him for working diligently with the community and City staff. A lot 
of her neighbors have strong opinions on what should be done there. She felt they have 
come a long way from where they started. She wondered what the starting price point 
was for these proposed homes. Mr. Loughrin said it was too early to tell. They are trying to 
hit an affordable price point as much as they can. They will probably start in the mid to 
high 300’s. The product will be about 2100 to 2600 square feet, both single story and two-
story homes. Member Breen asked about Parcel C which will have two homes that have 
wetlands behind it. She wondered if they have been out there to look at it to see how 
much of wetland encompasses that area. Mr. Loughrin said yes, they have a wetland 
consultant, they flagged it. He believed it was there from historically run-off stormwater 
from Old Novi Road. It was his understanding that it normally wouldn’t be a significant 
wetland other than the fact that it is within 500 feet of a watercourse which would be 
Shawood Lake. He proposed keeping as much of it undisturbed as possible. He said 
adding the pond in particular would take flow from our development but also from offsite 
roadway flow. It would act as a first flush into that wetland. In many respects fixing the 
area storm drain issues that have been out there historically. Member Breen said that 
some residents along Austin Dr. have concerns of drainage. What measures have been 
taken to address these concerns? Some already have flooding in their yard. Can you 
improve or prevent additional? Mr. Loughrin stated that they looked at this very closely. 
We do have structured storm on the rear or the property line on the west side of Old Novi 
Road. The backs of those lots, there is structured storm meaning that they will have catch 



basins. Everything will funnel down north and across to the pond. Or there is a break in the 
middle of those lots as it comes south it will come down to the very corner which is Unit 1 
and through structured storm there is a catch basin and come out into Old Novi Road. 
The City staff vets this and they have a professional engineer. They can’t add any 
stormwater to neighboring properties. Member Breen wondered what the height of 
buildings on west side. Those are single story family homes. Are you able to keep homes to 
1 1/2 to 2 story homes? Mr. Loughrin said they are proposing three plans. One of the 
products looks like single story but is 1 1/2 story. He said they would open it up to buyers to 
choose. They have added that plan. They are building in Royal Oak and Milford. There is a 
25 to 33 percent take rate on those. He believed this would be popular on the west side, a 
Cape Cod style home with a first floor master suite. Member Breen asked if there was 
anything to guarantee the people on Austin wouldn’t end up with the 2 to 2 1/2 story 
homes behind them. He replied no, they weren’t proposing anything. She mentioned the 
concern about the density. You are taking a parcel as a whole to determine density. She 
lives in area and is concerned about the density. She felt it should keep in compliance 
with what they have now. She wasn’t happy with the addition of the homes on the west 
side. She didn’t know if there was any wiggle room to reduce that? Mr. Loughrin said it 
always works with a couple less units, but from his standpoint, they have already lost 49 
lots. That what townhome type of units, but they feel that is considering what the Village 
Shore Plan calls for, the most appropriate use. He said they have spent a lot of time with 
the City and neighborhood to come up with this plan. He said it always comes down to 
compromise and they have more than they typically do. They are looking at overall 
density. We do have to include a pond for the whole project. At this point the project in 
his estimation works as shown. This is the best plan. Member Breen said she appreciated all 
of the work they put into this. She agreed that it was challenging. She personally was not 
comfortable proceeding without knowing the price point, and not knowing the exact 
plan for the wetlands area. She said this may meet their plan, but she didn’t think it met 
the resident’s plans. She appreciated the fact that they were adding sidewalks. Personally 
wanted to see something else with l fewer homes, and to make sure she has an 
understanding about the wetlands impact.  
 
Member Markham mentioned there is on street parking, 10 spaces, this is a City road. She 
said she is thinking of winter, these are parallel parking? It will get plowed by the City? If 
there’s a snow day, those spaces won’t be able to have cars in them? City Manager 
Auger replied that all City streets are plowed for parking, we don’t act on snow 
emergencies. Member Markham commented about when we talked about Pavilion 
Shore zoning category, as part of that was small commercial development. The idea up in 
this part of the City there would be small shops as part of development like a coffee shop, 
maybe a paddle board shop, etc. She said part of this is about walkability and having 
amenities and features without getting in car. As it relates to density, if some of this area 
ended up with commercial, then density would be less of an issue. Just throwing it out 
there because they put it in the ordinance because it’s something they wanted. She said 
she was sorry to see that. Mr. Auger said that was one of the things that we looked at. 
Can we put in mixed use? The issue becomes part of the density. You need density to 
make those shops thrive. So with less density, you lessen the chance of those shops. There 
is still room for a couple lots to be refurbished. You need density to make it work.  
 
Member Mutch said he was trying to understand where things are located and arranged. 
You’ve been through Planning Commission and Master Plan and Zoning Committee. For 
City Council this is the first time they are seeing it. This gives Council some opportunity to 



have feedback. He started with the west side with 11 units. One point raised, he thought it 
was valid point, he wished there was a fix for it was the issue of 120 foot ROW. In his 
perspective, that width of ROW doesn’t make sense in that part of town. He said that it 
works against what the developer is trying to achieve which is a neighborhood feel. Old 
Novi Road will never be the Main Street to north end of City. It really doesn’t make sense 
from a planning perspective. If you go into our existing neighborhoods, they have 60 foot 
wide streets or 86 foot wide streets on collector roads. He was sympathetic to what he’s 
trying to accomplish. He was trying to understand the impact to ROW. If we aren’t 
vacating that, we have to set up a mechanism for the developer to utilize that. He 
wondered what their expectations for that area. Mr. Loughrin said the biggest challenges 
in going to single family. Originally it was proposed as townhomes. This is very challenging 
to do single family within 100 foot. They are proposing 15 foot use easement within ROW. 
He said because it’s on original plats, it was not feasible. No way to do single family 
because of lot depth. Taking some of that and making it feel like it is part of the front of 
homes. He said part of the request was to have 6 foot front setback, no one wants that. 
He said they are hoping that can have 15 foot use easement. He said realistically is a 
landscape area to make it part of front yard. It makes it more residential with planting and 
fence. That was holding them back for a long time. Member Mutch stated that it would 
essentially be equivalent to a common area. No use agreement with each owner, just a 
common area held with HOA. Mr. Loughrin said it would depend on how they worked out 
the legal ramifications of it, but makes sense as one easement with HOA. Member Mutch 
asked City Attorney Schultz if we had ever done this anywhere in the City to this scale? 
Member Mutch said we have allowed people to do a brick paver driveway, but like this? 
Mr. Schultz said he didn’t believe we have done anything like this to this scale or nature. 
The concept is the same. He said if it’s required to allow the development of the property. 
We will find a way to write it and make sure the City is held harmless insured, and there is 
an entity, not just an individual homeowner that is responsible for that. He said that is the 
intention, they haven’t written anything yet. Member Mutch wondered about the 
taxing/assessing viewpoint because it is just an easement, it’s not taxed. Mr. Schultz 
replied that he was correct, it is still our property. Member Mutch said they would get free 
use of that property? Mr. Schultz said that piece is probably not the significant portion of 
value. Member Mutch said it’s a significant benefit to them to utilize City ROW in that way. 
He stated that it would be a permanent use upon which they wouldn’t pay taxes. Mr. 
Schultz said it would not be in their legal description. Member Mutch wondered in terms of 
residents along Austin Dr., the proximity of the home to the garages to their property. Is 
there any reason they can’t be moved up to the front of the property line assuming this 
use easement is in place? Mr. Loughrin said that was a great question, he thought it was 
more of a perception. There is no magic number. He said they are proposing 6, originally it 
was 7. Since the Planning Commission they have moved garages to allow 6 foot 
separation in the back which would help the drainage and also provide more of a buffer. 
He said they are proposing to make this front setback 6 feet. Their thought of selling home 
with 0 front setbacks that is where that came from. Member Mutch said from his 
perspective was the further you move houses the forward, it offsets concerns of residents 
and for future homeowners it shifts that open space from front to back where they want 
to utilize it. Most folks will use backyards. In regards to the garages, he knew there have 
been conversations at Planning Commission. Does this show the current understanding of 
how the garages will be arranged? Mr. Loughrin showed a revised plan. The neighbors 
were concerned about headlights. They wanted area to back out and on to Old Novi 
Road. Member Mutch said he did not see it as a concern for the 11 homes to have to 
back up unto Old Novi Road; he does it on Taft every day. He thought the garage 



arrangement would be preferable for folks on both sides. In terms of sidewalk location he 
wondered how far that is from roadway. Mr. Loughrin said in this version they relocated or 
offered the relocation or the sidewalk to east. That would allow a 12 foot separation to 
curb. If they want that, they can. He said there are power lines that they would have to 
work around. He said right now it’s closer to homes. He said it looked like it was at the 15 
foot. He said it was another 10 feet back. It was about 22 feet from curb originally. It’s their 
option. Member Mutch thought the sidewalk was close to the home. He said he would 
lean towards something closer to road. You have to strike that balance. We want it to be 
walkable but not have sidewalk right up by the house. He said to further the setback is his 
preference. He touched on the drainage issue was a concern to residents. He asked Mr. 
Loughrin to address the comments related to rear portion of yards in terms of screening. 
He read the same things as residents. Mr. Loughrin said the original proposal was to have 
side garages and put up a fence or landscape screening or something to that nature to 
protect from the headlights. They moved to the head-in. They are proposing not doing the 
fences. He didn’t want that to be a hold up of the development. He said losing units is 
one thing, putting up a neighborly fence is another thing. It is up to Council’s direction. If 
they do the head-in and still provide screening or fence. Member Mutch said the 
difference is that they are presenting a single family development, but also asking for R2 
zoning which has a different set of screening requirements. He said because they are 
asking for them to be allowed to put a lot more units then R4 would allow as far as density 
and frontage. These are a lot smaller units than you could build otherwise if you were just 
putting in single family homes here. He said that it would be on the developer in terms of 
some of the issues to step up and do a higher level of screening then we would otherwise 
request from a single family development. If it were a single family R4 homes he wasn’t 
sure if we could legally request a fence. He also touched on the wetlands on lots 20 and 
21. Historically the City has not allowed developers to plat wetlands into their lots. People 
have perception that it’s their property they can do what they want. It’s harder to enforce 
than when it’s a common element. What’s the reasoning? Mr. Loughrin said it just easier to 
have on lots themselves than to do a conservancy easement. It would be put in the 
master deed. These lots are deeper and bigger, they are 143 foot deep and 56 feet wide. 
They are bigger than normal. If we moved that out and made it part of HOA, he hasn’t 
engineered it. It might be able to have potential to have lots less in depth and have HOA 
maintain pond and that area if that is how Council would like to see it. They were looking 
at it from simplicity. He would have to look at rear setback to that property line. Member 
Mutch said what we are discussing; they threw setback standards out the window in terms 
of what we are approving. Just to understand, the detention basin the flows will go from 
there into the wetland. He mentioned the sidewalks on east side of road. He said it was 
the reverse. These are right up to edge of the road. There is some topography there and 
also some on street parking and the sidewalks would serve that. Mr. Loughrin said since 
the Planning Commission this would be agreed on to extend from a 6 foot to 8 foot 
sidewalk to allow car doors to open that was intent. The grade jumps up there. It is to 
service on road parking. They agreed to widen to 8 feet. Member Mutch had concerns 
with sidewalks that close to the road is in winter is that the snow plows cover it. The City will 
plow parking areas; there is nowhere for snow to go. That affects walkability. In regards to 
the detention basin he said City staff said he would maintain 25 foot buffer. He said in an 
engineering letter it said they would maintain the 25 foot buffer, and now staff said they 
were not sure at this point. Mr. Loughrin said he wasn’t sure to what he was referring to. Mr. 
Loughrin said sites like this require a creative approach. He said they feel they are taking 
quite a bit of the off-site drainage which makes pond larger. The had proposed a 14 foot 
setback, 9 foot to north and west and 20 foot from south. No, that’s not 25 feet. He stated 



a lot of it is compromise. He understands they get things out of PRO. They felt it was 
adequate. That was a comment that came up late. There are maybe some options to it if 
they wanted to go down that route. There is a lot of ROW; perhaps they could extend into 
that. This setback is meaningless because there is landscaping. Maybe there are areas to 
shift it around. He said we are at a 1 in 6 slope. He believed a 1 in 4 slope could be 
approved by the City. There are options they can discuss with engineering to get closer to 
the requirement. Not sure why or what requirement. Who is affected since its commercial 
parking and new residents? Member Mutch said he was trying to understand challenges 
they are facing and what are the trade-offs that are taking place in terms of number of 
units, size of lots, where lots are placed, as well as question of use easement. To him this is 
a huge public benefit in the opposite direction. In terms of process, residents are here, he 
said they could have done a better job with the whole Pavilion Shore Village area, not 
only for residents, but also the developer. They felt that they got put through the ringer in 
terms of vision of that area. Going forward, from planning perspective, when we are 
doing a specific planning concept, we need to have residents involved from the get go. 
It didn’t happen. The residents need the opportunity to provide input at the beginning. 
That didn’t happen. It came out and was presented to them and already approved and 
in the Master Plan. Then we asked for their input. If this moves forward, 80% of the area in 
consideration essentially has already been approved for. We gathered public input but it 
was too late. He apologized to the residents, we could have done better. He did agree 
that the developer made effort to solicit input. At least it provided public to share their 
view, which we didn’t give them. In terms of what they are considering tonight, it’s close 
to what he saw as what made sense and was reasonable for this area. He wasn’t sure 
about the density. When you look at west side, there aren’t as many homes backing up. 
Those lots tend to be larger. These are smaller units. He also was disappointed about the 
Cornelius Austin house at the corner of Wainwright and Old Novi Road. It is the oldest 
home in the City of Novi and is still standing. It was built by Veteran of the War of 1812. His 
name was Cornelius Austin who lived until the age of 97. He was one of the earliest white 
settlers in what was then Novi Township which is part of our history. Most of the history of 
that part of the City has been lost. He has a real problem with losing a piece of City’s 
history in that location. There are some areas that would be helpful to have more 
information and more detail. He stated that he was not ready to approve this proposal as 
presented.  
 
Member Casey thanked him. She said they have done a lot of work to work with residents 
and to gain their feedback. We have seen good progress since first plan they saw. She 
asked City Planner McBeth what the landscaping requirements were. What is allowed, 
what is required? Ms. McBeth said if it were RM2, a taller apartment building, we would 
expect significant landscaping. They’ve chosen to go single family detached homes. In 
this area, It would be nice to have solid buffer or landscape buffer between the new 
homes and the existing homes. It would not a berm. She said it should have some screen 
wall or a fence with some additional landscaping trees. Member Casey asked Mr. 
Laughrin about the east side. She asked about the side yard setback between the units 
proposed on the east side, both property lines to the houses to the east of the existing 
houses. Is that still 15 feet from a side yard setback? Mr. Loughrin said it would be a 10 foot 
set back in many areas. Many areas would be farther due to driveways, etc. Member 
Casey said she noted questions on the water issues, but her colleagues addressed those 
issues. She said she is not known as someone who gives developers direction in terms of 
what to do or not do. She said however when it comes to adding a new development 
that abuts existing residents she is very focused on the screening between them. She gave 



examples. She wanted more detail in how they will do screening against houses on Austin 
drive. She wanted to see detail. How you plan to make sure existing residents get the 
greatest privacy. She wants to see the best recommendation that you can make. She 
thought the development is interesting. On the west side, she thought they were too tall 
with 2-2 1/2 story homes. She thought they were too close to residents on Austin. She said 
there was a lot of density in that area trying to put 11 properties into that space. She said 
she would leave that thought with him. She was curious to see If they could only offer only 
certain types of housing that would be the 1 to 1 1/2 story along Austin Dr. as well. Mr. 
Loughrin brought up the density on west side. He hasn’t mentioned this yet, but this is not 
in the middle of a neighborhood. This is on a road. He said you are trying to create 
something with commercial that needs more people. This is not in neighborhood. This is 
not what you’d see a block this way or a block that way. That’s an important fact. They 
have been juggling density, product. At the end of the day, Old Novi Road is a different 
animal than Austin. That is an important factor. Member Casey said she respects that 
point of view. She is focused on west side. Not in a place where she could place tentative 
approval. She wanted more information; she was not ready to approve even the 
tentative approval. She needs more insight on screening.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Staudt stated in this case counting heads amongst his colleagues it was in 
our best interest to postpone this to a future date. It would give them an opportunity to 
come back. He said clearly you’ve worked with residents in a way they seldom see. 
Where he started and where they end up. Some like to be involved from the beginning 
and some like to wait to see the product. You’ve really listened to residents. The biggest 
thing is the density on west side. You can come back next time and probably have an 
affirmative answer if you deal with that. He isn’t interested in planning, that’s someone 
else’s job. One thing, he would like to talk to City Planner McBeth for a moment. He heard 
frequently about how Council is responsible for the Master Plan. Give us overview. He said 
in his time here, almost 11 years, he never voted on the Master Plan. He said he has never 
had an active role in it. What is Council’s role? Ms. McBeth stated that in Novi the Planning 
Commission has a Master Plan and Zoning Committee who is primarily responsible for 
development of the Master Plan. Requests do come to the City Council to send the plan 
out. They also send it to staff, the railroads, and utility companies so everyone can look at 
it. That is the extent of City Councils action. Presentations are made to City Council in 
terms of what Planning Commission has done. The Planning Commission adopts the plan 
and approves it. Mayor Pro Tem Staudt thought his was important because it comes up 
frequently. In this case Master Plan is something they dent get involved in. Maybe moving 
forward, they may want to be more active. Member Mutch had good recommendations 
about when significant changes are made; we make contact with neighbors at a much 
earlier time.  
 
CM 18-10-163 Moved by Staudt, seconded by Mutch; MOTION CARRIED: 6-0   
 

To postpone the request of Robertson Brothers Homes, for Lakeview, JSP 18-16, with 
Zoning Map Amendment 18.723, to rezone property in Section 10 and 11, located 
on the west and east side of Old Novi Road south of Thirteen Mile Road from R-4 
(One-Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business) to RM-2 (High-Density Multiple-
Family Residential) subject to a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) Agreement, and 
corresponding PRO Concept Plan.  
 
Roll call vote on CM 18-10-163 Yeas: Markham, Mutch, Gatt, Staudt, Breen, Casey  



Nays: None 
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