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BEACON HILL JSP15-08 with Rezoning 18.710 
Public hearing at the request of The Ivanhoe Companies for Planning Commission’s 
recommendation to the City Council for rezoning of property in Section 12, located on 
the northeast corner of Twelve Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road from RA (Residential 
Acreage) to R-4 (One-Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business), with a Planned 
Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The subject property is approximately 21.13 acres. The applicant 
is proposing a 42-unit single-family residential development with frontage on and access 
to Meadowbrook Road, up to 22,000 square feet of commercial space with frontage 
and two access drives on Twelve Mile Road, and an open space/park area at the 
corner of the intersection.  
 
REQUIRED ACTION  
Recommend to the City Council approval or denial of rezoning request from RA to R-4 
and B-3 with a Planned Rezoning Overlay. 
  
REVIEW RESULT DATE COMMENTS 

Planning Approval 
Recommended 3-18-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 

Engineering Approval 
Recommended 4-15-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 

Landscaping 
Approval 
Recommended 
with reservations 

4-15-16 

• Landscape waivers requested are 
not consistent with the Landscape 
Ordinance. 

• Items to be addressed on the 
Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 

Traffic Approval 
Recommended 3-18-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 

Wetlands Approval 
Recommended 3-21-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 

Woodlands Approval 
Recommended 4-19-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 
Facade No Review   

Fire Approval 
Recommended 4-15-16 Items to be addressed on the 

Preliminary Site Plan submittal. 



MOTION SHEET 
 
Approval  
In the matter of the request of The Ivanhoe Companies for Beacon Hill JSP 15-08 with 
Zoning Map Amendment 18.710 motion to recommend approval to the City Council to 
rezone the subject property RA (Residential Acreage) to R-4 (One-Family Residential) and 
B-3 (General Business) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO).   
 
The recommendation shall include the following ordinance deviations for consideration 
by the City Council: 

a. Reduction in the required minimum lot size and minimum lot width for one-family 
detached dwellings  reviewed against R-4 Zoning standards to allow for smaller 
lots (10,000 square feet and 80 feet required, 6,000 square feet and 50 feet 
provided); 

b. Reduction in minimum front yard setback for one-family detached dwellings  
reviewed against R-4 Zoning standards (30 feet required, 20 feet provided); 

c. Reduction in minimum side yard setback and aggregate side yard setback for 
one-family detached dwellings reviewed against R-4 Zoning standards (10 feet 
with 25 feet aggregate required, 7.5 feet with 15 feet aggregate  provided);  

d. Reduction in minimum rear yard setback for one-family detached dwellings 
reviewed against R-4 Zoning standards (35 feet required, 30 feet provided); 

e. Deviation of ordinance standards to allow proposed upsizing of Woodland 
Replacement Trees (evergreens) throughout the site in an amount not to exceed 
33 percent of the evergreen trees provided (102 on the concept plan), as 
recommended in the Landscape Review letter, and based on the standards of 
the Landscape Design Manual, which does not allow additional credit for 
upsizing of Woodland Replacement Trees; and 

f. Deviation from landscaping ordinance standards for the following areas due to 
the proposed heavily landscaped design, and the proposed improvements to 
the pond and wetlands: 

i. Deviation for the required landscape berm, and the required trees and 
subcanopy trees to be planted on the berm, along the residential frontage 
of Meadowbrook Road due to the existing wetlands and heavy vegetation 
in this area;  

ii. Deviation for the required greenbelt landscaping south of the residential 
area (approximately 540 feet) due to the existing wetlands, and other 
heavy plantings proposed for this location; and 

iii. Deviation from the required greenbelt landscaping along the western 235 
feet of the Twelve Mile Road frontage due to the existing wetlands and 
other heavy plantings proposed for this location. 

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

a. Applicant’s offer to dedicate 3.28 acres to the City for the establishment of a 
public park with the following improvements made by the developer: 



i. Mass and fine grading of 5.63 acres, including topography enhancement, 
wetland and woodland replacement plantings, and seeding on upland 
park. 

ii. Augmenting the creek, removal of damaged culverts, and realignment of 
creek. 

iii. Creation of a weir system to effectuate a waterfall/spillway to be viewed 
from the bank of the park. 

iv. Enhanced design for landscaped retention ponds. 
v. Habitat restoration. 
vi. Installation of wetland enhancement plantings. 
vii. Applicant to construct six parking spaces, a bench, and bike racks. 

b. A minimum of 42% or 8.8 acres of open space as shown on the Concept Plan. 
c. Limiting the number of dwelling units to 42, in accordance with the Concept Plan. 
d. Limiting the commercial square footage to 22,000 square feet or less. 
e. A maximum of two drive-through establishments in the commercial area. The 

applicant offers to exclude many of the more intense uses permitted in the B-3 
District including fast food restaurants, fueling stations, produce sales, day care 
centers, business schools and colleges, private clubs, motels, veterinary hospitals 
and clinics, auto washes, bus passenger stations, new and used car salesrooms, 
tattoo parlors, outdoor space for automobile sales, and automobile service 
centers. 

f. Preservation of a 10 foot wide wooded buffer along the east property line, and a 
minimum of a 50 foot wide buffer along Meadowbrook Road, as shown on the 
proposed Concept Plan. 

g. At the time of Preliminary Site Plan Review, the Landscaping and Façade plans 
for the commercial phase shall meet minimum Zoning Ordinance standards.   

h. Woodland Replacement Trees shall not be used in place of the required Street 
Trees along Meadowbrook and Twelve Mile Roads, per the recommendations of 
the Landscape Review Letter, with modifications to be shown on subsequent 
submittals. 

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

 
This motion is made for the following reasons: 

a. The proposed density shown on the PRO Concept Plan is generally consistent with 
the proposed density recommendation in the Master Plan for Land Use (currently 
in Draft form). 

b. The proposed development is consistent with several objectives of the Master 
Plan for Land Use, as detailed in the Planning Review Letter. 

c. While the proposal calls for a significant departure from the vision of the 2010 
Master Plan, which is to provide for a maximum of 0.8 dwelling units to the acre 
north of Twelve Mile Road, both east and west of Meadowbrook road, the 
submitted PRO Concept Plan displays sensitivity to the adjacent large lot RA 
properties in the area through the use of buffering along the edges of the site, 
including preservation of existing vegetation. 

d. The proposed Concept Plan shows the preservation and enhancement of 
wetlands on the site. 

e. The applicant has worked cooperatively with the Tollgate Education Center to 
create landscaping along Meadowbrook Road that presents a more natural look 
that blends well with the Tollgate frontage.  

f. The site will be adequately served by public utilities. 
g. The Traffic Impact Statement that was submitted with the rezoning request was 

found to be acceptable and the Level of Service (LOS) at study intersections is 
expected to remain at acceptable levels.  



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

 
 
-OR- 
 
 
Denial 
In the matter of the request of The Ivanhoe Companies for Beacon Hill JSP 15-08 with 
Zoning Map Amendment 18.710 motion to recommend denial to the City Council to 
rezone the subject property RA (Residential Acreage) to R-4 (One-Family Residential) and 
B-3 (General Business) with a Planned Rezoning Overlay… because the proposed 
concept plan for residential use is not consistent with maximum residential density 
recommended by the Master Plan for Land Use, and the commercial use is not 
consistent with the Master Plan for Land Use recommendation for single-family residential 
uses on the subject property. 
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CONCEPT PLAN 
(Full plan set available for viewing at the Community Development Department) 
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PREVIOUS PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
September 9, 2015 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
  
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Present: Member Anthony, Member Greco, Member Giacopetti, Member Zuchlewski     
Absent: Member Baratta (excused), Member Lynch (excused), Chair Pehrson (excused) 
Also Present: Barbara McBeth, Community Development Deputy Director; Sri Komaragiri, Planner; Rick 
Meader, Landscape Architect; Jeremy Miller, Engineer; Pete Hill, Environmental Consultant; Matt Klawon, 
Traffic Engineering Consultant; Rod Arroyo, Planning Consultant; Gary Dovre, City Attorney 
  
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Moved by Member Zuchlewski and seconded by Member Anthony    
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
1.   BEACON HILL JSP15-08 with Rezoning 18.710 

Public hearing at the request of The Ivanhoe Companies for Planning Commission’s 
recommendation to the City Council for rezoning of property in Section 12, located on the 
northeast corner of Twelve Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road from RA (Residential Acreage) to 
RM-1 (Low Density, Low-Rise Multiple-Family Residential) and B-3 (General Business), or any 
appropriate zoning district, with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO). The subject property is 
approximately 21.13 acres and the applicant is proposing a 42 unit single family residential 
development with frontage on and access to Meadowbrook Road, up to 22,000 square feet of 
commercial space with frontage and two access drives on Twelve Mile Road, and an open 
space/park area at the corner of the intersection. 
 

Deputy Director McBeth presented a brief overview of the project.  Staff has been meeting with the 
applicant on this property for about 18 months or so.  The property is current zoned RA – Residential Acreage 
and the planned residential density is 0.8 units per acre. The applicant stated that he will be seeking an 
alternative to the Master Plan.  Over the 18 months multiple plans were discussed.  A multiple family 
development with approximately 200 units was shown initially.  Later plans showed detached single family 
homes and various iterations with commercial uses along the Twelve Mile Road frontage.  Each time the staff 
met with Mr. Shapiro we received additional detail from the applicant and then provided additional 
responses to the applicant.   
 
Deputy Director McBeth said there is a creek that runs through the property and the natural features that exist 
on the property.  Our environmental consultant has walked the site with the applicant’s consultants and 
taken a look at the habitat features that are there.  Staff recommended that the plan be presented to the 
Master Plan and Zoning Committee.  The Committee reviewed the plan that was submitted at that time and 
provided comments.  Staff also recommended earlier this year that a Land Use study be prepared for this 
property as well as two other properties in the city, for review of rezoning requests that are not consent with 
the Master Plan.  We presented this request to the City Council for assistance from an outside consultant, but 
the request was declined at that point.  We have been proceeding with reviews that we would typically 
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provide for the Planning Commission’s consideration.  Due to the workload and amount of projects coming 
in, we asked Rod Arroyo from Clearzoning to prepare a Planning review on this project.  Since this plan is a 
Concept Plan associated with the rezoning request we do not see all the details that we would typically see 
with a Preliminary Site Plan.  A lot of this information was highlighted in the review letters that are included in 
the Planning Commission packet.   As you hear the presentations from Mr. Arroyo and Planner Komaragiri you 
will hear that there is some additional information that staff and consultants suggest could be provided 
before the project moves forward with the Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council.    

 
Rod Arroyo provided highlights from his review letter regarding the PRO Overlay and Concept Plan request. 
The zoning to the north, east and west as well as the subject property is Residential Acreage.  The area on the 
north side of Twelve Mile Road on both sides of Meadowbrook is Master Planned for  0.8 dwelling units per 
acre in terms of residential density.  Property on the south side of Twelve Mile Road is Master Planned and 
zoned for Office Service Technology.  To the east, the property is zoned RA, Residential Acreage to M-5.  
 
The gross size of this site is just over 21 acres. The applicant is asking to rezone the property to two zoning 
classifications with the Twelve Mile Road frontage being rezoned to B-3 and the remainder of the parcel 
being rezoned to RM-1, low density multiple family.  The intent on the residential portion is to build single family 
detached units in a cluster format.  This is the seen in the concept plan.  The proposal is for commercial 
development along Twelve Mile Road. At the northeast corner of the intersection, the applicant is proposing 
to dedicate land and also partially construct improvements for a trail head as well as an expanded park 
area.   The balance of the property is residential with 42 units that are proposed as part of this development. 
 
Mr. Arroyo explained the PRO process.  Essentially a Concept Plan is submitted with an application for 
rezoning.  The applicant is requesting a change in zoning but at the same time there is a Concept Plan that 
would be approved along with the rezoning.  With that there is a specific Development Agreement where 
the applicant will offer certain community benefits and if ultimately the City Council finds that it is consistent 
with the ordinance standards, and that the proposal is meeting the objectives of the PRO, and Zoning 
Ordinance as a whole the City Council can potentially approve the rezoning.  What is attached to it is the 
concept plan and the limitations that go along with it.  In this particular instance if they are asking for RM-1 
which is multiple family development they can’t build traditional multiple family units, because the concept 
plan shows detached single family homes, showing the maximum number of units in the general layout. The 
process is that it comes here first for a Public Hearing, the Planning Commission makes a recommendation, 
and the City Council makes the ultimate decision on the concept plan and the rezoning.  The PRO 
Agreement would go through final Approval.  The Planning Commission would then have site plans submitted 
for approval.     
 
This is property is currently zoned RA-Residential Acreage, allowing 0.8 units per acre.  The net site area for 
residential is just over 16 acres, allowing for 13 single family homes on this property.  The portion that the 
applicant is looking at for residential zoning is about 14.5 acres.  This would result in about 11 homes under the 
current zoning.  The applicant is looking for 2.9 dwelling units per acre vs 0.8 units per acre currently allowed.  
This is a significant departure from the Master Plan. This type of process is important to get public input and 
evaluate in terms of neighborhood compatibility.  There are lots in the area that are 1 acre or larger in size. 
There is another development that is located to the north in to a much more dense area.  The proposed 
density is closely tied with the R-4 zoning district.  They are asking for RM-1. The R-4 zoning district allows for 3.3 
dwelling units per acre.  The density as proposed is 2.9 dwellings per acre.  The point is that if the R-4 was 
granted with the PRO plan, the same density could be achieved as long as the relief was granted for the lot 
size, lot width and setbacks. 
 
Mr. Arroyo said, the applicant is requesting B-3, General Business zoning, but this is not an area planned for 
commercial.  On the Concept Plan, there is a potential for two drive-through facilities.  There are some 
ordinance deviations that are being requested as part of the PRO process which allows the applicant to 
request  deviations.  The applicants are looking to reduce the lot size and lot width. The ordinance reads that 
if you have RM-1 zoning and you want single family you have to use the R-4 standards.  With R-4 you would 
have to have 10,000 square feet as a minimum lot size and 80 feet for the minimum lot width.  The proposed 
calls for 6000 square foot lot size and a 50 foot lot with.  R-4 setbacks are 30 feet for the front yard setback.  
Side yards are 10 feet setback with 20 feet aggregate.  The applicant’s proposal calls for a 20 front yard 
setback and a 15 side yard setback. 



  
 

 
Mr. Arroyo recommended that the Planning Commission’s action should be postponed at this time allowing 
time for more information to be submitted.  

 
Planner Komaragiri stated that this property includes a total of seven individual wetland areas, including an 
open water/emergent wetland and a headwater stream which is tributary to the Walled Lake Branch of the 
Rouge River. The site contains City- regulated Woodland mapped across approximately the northern half of 
the project site.  As mentioned, the applicant is using the PRO option to develop the subject property with 
both residential and commercial components.  
 
Engineering was unable to recommend approval due to key information missing from the submittal. The 
applicant is requested to provide additional information on stormwater runoff calculations, provide one stub 
street every 1300 feet. The current plan does not propose one and would require a DCS variance. The reasons 
provided by the applicant in his response letter do not meet the requirements to support a DCS variance at 
this time. The current plan proposes pathways along Twelve Mile and Meadowbrook Road ROW. Engineering 
also requested internal pathways connections between subject property and surrounding properties.  
 
Landscape identified a City Council waiver for the lack of the required separation between residential and 
non-residential uses. Landscaping is willing to support a waiver if the applicant establishes a proper 
alternative screening for the required berm or separation. Proposed landscaping should provide significant 
opacity between the uses.  The applicant can demonstrate that using some illustrative renderings. 
Landscape recommends approval with additional comments to be addressed during the next submittal. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said, of the seven individual wetland areas located on the site, only two of these wetland 
areas will be preserved as part of this proposed Plan. The other wetlands will be filled for the purpose of 
construction, or impacted as part of the stream channel relocation/abandonment, etc. The Plan appears to 
propose encroachment into several of these setback areas. This would require a City of Novi Non-Minor 
Wetland Use Permit and a City of Novi Authorization to encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback. A 
plan to replace or mitigate for any permanent impacts to existing wetland buffers should be provided by the 
Applicant. Due to deficiencies in the Plan with regard to proposed wetland impacts, the Wetlands consultant 
currently does not recommend approval of the Concept Plan. 
 
It appears as if the proposed site development will involve a significant amount of impact to the regulated 
woodlands and will include a significant number of tree removals. The applicant intends to provide a tree 
survey with the next submittal. ECT was unable to determine how many trees are being preserved, removed 
and replaced. Wetlands and Woodlands currently do not recommend approval of the Concept/PRO Plan.  
 
Planner Komaragiri said the applicant requested a waiver for the required Traffic Impact Study prior to the 
Concept Plan approval and provided preliminary traffic information, but there was insufficient information to 
complete the review. The City’s Traffic Engineering consultant did not support the waiver and requested 
additional information along with the Traffic Impact Study to be provided during the next submittal.  
 
Façade drawings were not provided with this submittal. Fire recommends approval noting that the secondary 
emergency access shall meet the Fire code requirements.  The Planning Commission is asked tonight to hold 
a public hearing and postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO and Concept Plan to allow 
the applicant time to address concerns and consider making further modifications to the Concept Plan.  The 
applicant Gary Shapiro from The Ivanhoe Companies is here with his design team.    
 
Gary Shapiro from The Ivanhoe Companies along with Brad Strader, Andy Wozniak and Greg Obloy.  Mr. 
Shapiro shared his history regarding the property and the history of the zoning.  He states that this project is 
perfect for the future master plan of the area.   Mr. Shapiro referenced the Commercial part of the project.  
He stated that it is needed in this area.  There is a mile stretch between M-5 connector and Novi Road.  This 
location can intercept people that are already on the road traveling to their destination.  The current plan is 
for 22,000 square feet of boutique commercial.  This would include two drive-through facilities which would 
yield only 12,500 square feet.  For this location there is a tremendous amount of demand.  The options would 
be either a bank or 1 or 2 restaurants. 
 



  
 

Mr. Shapiro reviewed the changes in the marketplace since 2008.  There is a certain amount demand for 
locations for boutique restaurants that look for drive throughs and outside seating.  An example is Panera 
Bread.  The template now is a drive through with outside seating.  Andiamos and Noodles are opening up 
those types of facilities.  Their vision for this corner is to donate 2.46 acres to the city.  The balance of the two 
ponds and redoing all the wetland and the creek.  So from the corner to Novi you would look at a pond, a 
creek a waterfall. It will be a five acre park and it is right at the apex where your bike paths intersect.   
 
Mr. Strader recaped the project overview.  There are 4 major components to this project.  The city park and 
trailhead which has 5.46 acres overall.  The park was selected because there is a natural barrier that 
separates what we are proposing as commercial and residential.  The current plan is for 41% open space 
along with single family homes and neighborhood commercial.   For this site they feel that the Master Plan 
does not fit with the development trends in the area.   
 
For the residential plan, it has 50 foot wide lots, looking to appeal to millennials, young professionals and also 
independent seniors.  Separating the commercial and residential is a connecting pathway.  The buffer that is 
along Meadowbrook and to the east and especially the 100 foot buffer to the north. A park and trailhead 
has 5.46 acres total with some public and some private land.  It would be 2.46 acres of high value land that 
would be dedicated to the city and it would be seeded and ready to develop.  It would provide the 
trailhead connection that the city has been looking for.  As identified in the Parks and Recreation Plan there is 
need for some additional trailhead amenities and parkland in this area.  The developer feels that with this 
plan they will meet all the requirements in the PRO as regards to the benefits to the residents and to the 
public within the city.  
 
Chairperson Greco opened the Public Hearing for this project. 

Marie Jackson, 41528 Thoreau stated that she is opposed to the rezoning.  She said that traffic is already 
congested.  She disagrees that there is need for more commercial development.    
 
Greg Bartanian a member of the St. Sarkis Board of Trustees and owner of the property to the east.   They 
have no objection and feel that it will be great development for their community.  
 
David Sass 28680 Summit Court said that his property directly abuts the proposal.  He is not in favor of the 
rezoning.  He stated that there is enough commercial. 
 
Walter Everett, Tollgate Ravines stated that there is enough commercial development and does not see the 
need for this proposal. 
 
Tom O’Neil, 28350 Meadowbrook said that his property is one property to the north of this proposed 
development.  For 25 years he has watched the changes that have occurred on Meadowbrook.   He is 
concerned about the traffic on Meadowbrook Road.   
 
Dennis Fitzgerald, resident in the Tollgate Ravines stated that he would like to see the developer and the City 
make this proposal work.  It will be good for the area. 
 
Roy Prentiss 28115 Meadowbrook, Farm Manager of the Tollgate Education Center stated that is present as a 
resident of Novi.  He has lived on the property since 1993.   Mr. Prentiss stated that he feels that the area 
should be developed with the current zoning that is already in place.  The character of the neighborhood is 
outlined in the Master Plan.  He mentioned that with the additional home sites, the amount of traffic would 
increase on Meadowbrook Road. 
 
David Shahrigian, a member of the St. Sarkis Church that owns the property next door and also a Novi 
resident for over 20 years.  He has been involved with building various homes in the area as well as the 
Tollgate Woods Development.  He stated that of what he has seen of Gary Shapiro’s work in other 
communities it has always been top notch.   He stated that this is a tough site to develop and is impressed 
that Mr. Shapiro has found a way to develop the site.  Mr. Sharhrigian feels that this is the best use of this site.   
 
Gary Rentrop attorney representing American Foundation and MSU stated that he has been involved with 
this 160 acre property on the northwest corner of Twelve Mile and Novi Road since the 1970s.  The goal has 



  
 

been to keep this as an agricultural farm and open space or everyone.  It is an educational facility that is 
important to this community.   Mr. Rentropp’s first concern is with the wording of the public hearing notice.  
The ordinance is not permitted with the term “or any appropriate zoning district with a planned rezoning 
overlay (PRO)”.  The applicant is supposed to select the zoning classification and then work from there to 
identify what the benefits are.  There seems be some procedural defects.   
 
Mr. Rentrop referenced the items that have already been discussed in regards to density, traffic, woodlands 
and wetlands.  He would like to see Novi make the decision on whether this zoning is out of date rather than 
Mr. Shapiro makes that decision.  The process is: first comes planning then comes zoning, not allowing zoning 
to drive planning.  He requested that the Planning Commission move slow and research what they have 
before making the final decision. 
 
Seeing no one else wishing to speak, Chair Greco asked if there was any correspondence 
 
Member Anthony read the correspondence from Tom O’Neill, 23850 Meadowbrook, which stated that the 
traffic on Meadowbrook has increased signifantly. Meadowbrook, as a “natural beauty road” will be 
degraded and Tollgate Farms deserves a better neighboring development to maintain its distinct character. 
 
Chair Greco closed Public Hearing and referred the item to the Planning Commission.   
 
Member Anthony questioned Mr. Shapiro regarding the targeting the young professional families to get that 
price point. In Novi we already have those areas to support that market.  Some examples are in the Eight Mile 
and Meadowbrook area; Village Oaks, Turtle Creek, and Orchard Hills.  The reasons those work is because 
they are integrated with parks, schools and the non-motorized master plan.   The parks are integrated where 
you can really live as a family and take your kids to the parks, and to the elementary schools.  This is vitally 
important to professional families with kids. The Novi schools attract families.   He is concerned about the type 
of resident that this proposal will attract.  It does not have all of the same features that the Meadowbrook 
and Eight Mile areas have.   
 
Member Anthony asked why the applicant would want to waive the required traffic study. 
 
Mr. Strader responded to the question that they were deferring the taffic study until later in the approval 
process.  Twelve Mile Road is what they believe to be Level Service B.   They will do the traffic study but they 
would like to wait until they get further in the process.   
 
Member Anthony was not certain if they had done wetlands study or was that left to the city and their 
consultants to take a look at?  How would overlay with the timing of the development?   
 
Mr. Shapiro responded that they did a wetlands study, and are proposing a very, very comprehensive 
enhancement and cleaning up problems found with the creek.  The water goes in an easterly direction.  Mr. 
Shapiro said that he is an environmentally-sensitive developer.     
 
Member Anthony talked about the wetlands and woodlands all being interconnected through the city.  He 
asked Mr. Shapiro if he would be willing to work with staff when it is time to finalize the plan so that it would be 
consistent with the goals of our community. 
 
Mr. Shapiro responded that they would absolutely work with the staff to meet the goals of the community.   
He further mentioned that what they have planned is well beyond the enhancement that is required by your 
ordinance and your consultants.   
 
Member Zuchlewski asked the price range of the homes. 
 
Mr. Shapiro responded that the price range will be in the high $390,000 to the mid $400,000 range. 
 
Member Zuchlewski questioned the amount of traffic coming off of Meadowbrook and the widening of 
Meadowbrook.  Member Zuchlewski also asked about the type of tenants expected for the commercial 
center.    
 



  
 

Mr. Shapiro responded that the tenants he is looking for are high quality restaurants that would have a drive 
though and a patio with outdoor seating.  He reminded the citizens and the Commission that whatever 
comes in as commercial would go through the plan review process and the Commission would see the full 
architectural plans then.  There will be over 130 feet of park in front of the boutique commercial center.  There 
will be 1000 feet of frontage that will be a mass of landscaping.  You will see through the landscaping to the 
boutique commercial wrapping around on Meadowbrook Road.   
 
Member Giacopetti questioned the City Attorney regarding whether the procedure of the Public Hearing 
Notice notification was adequate and whether the PRO wording is vague.   
 
City Attorney Dovre responded that the PRO by itself allows the applicant to change their proposal during the 
process.  If this wasn’t a concern regarding the PRO but rather just the rezoning.  As long as the zoning ends 
up being approved as advertised then there is no problem.  There was no mention about changing the 
zoning other that what was advertised.  Attorney Dovre doesn’t see a problem with the procedure regarding 
the public hearing.   
 
Member Giacopetti asked Mr. Shapiro if his market analysis is contrary with some of the studies that other 
developers have shared recently.  Other developers are telling the Commission that there is no place for 
commercial development.  Member Giacopetti wondered if Mr. Shapiro’s study showed favorable for 
commercial because it is so close to M-5.  
 
Mr. Shapiro responded that this area is different than the 13 Mile and Novi Road corridor.  This area is much 
different. The proximately to M-5 with people traveling to Twelve Oaks or other destinations nearby indicates 
there is a demand for commercial here.      
 
Member Giacopetti asked Mr. Shapiro about his statement that this property has been zoned incorrectly for 
75 years.  Given the wetland migration concerns it is also not a very marketable site.  That might be part of 
the reason it hasn’t been developed. 
 
Mr. Shapiro stated that it has been zoned for big lots.  That is not something that someone wants now that you 
have two major roads and M-5 nearby.  Large lots no longer make sense in that location.  Mr. Shapiro 
understands the PRO in Novi is like a contract that holds him accountable to do what it says he will to do.  
Bottom line here is he wants to zone it to put 2.9 units per acre for a total of 42 units.  If the Planning 
Commission wants R-4 zoning, we will request R-4 zoning, and we will do what we say we will do under the 
PRO Agreement.   
 
Member Giacopetti stated in terms of the PRO, limits can be structured on the use of the B-3 development.  
We could strike some of the special uses.  The drive-through concept is contrary to the recommended land 
use.  Member Giacopetti asked the applicant, if the drive-through were off the table would you still be 
interested in this concept?  
 
Mr. Shapiro stated that they can better define the use, although he thinks that it would be a mistake to 
preclude the high-end restaurants that would augment their success, as an exceptional drive-through.    
 
Member Giacopetti questioned that, should the City not want to maintain the donated land had Mr. Shapiro 
considered donating the land to MSU as opposed to the City. 
 
Mr. Shapiro said that had not been a consideration thus far. 
 
Member Anthony asked Planner Komaragiri if she felt comfortable with the information that has been provided. 
 
Planner Sri Komaragiri stated that she believes that the applicant has provided comprehensive information with 
regard to planning and density.  As approving a concept plan, additional information in regard to landscape and 
traffic is being requested so that any deviation can be identified and included in the PRO agreement.  We would 
rather identify the deviations before the Concept plan has been recommended and/or approved and before 
proceeding with further reviews.   
 



  
 

Chair Greco commented on why the process has taken 18 months is because the concept that has been 
requested is a drastic change.  He stated that while he feels that the plan is unbelievably attractive it is too drastic 
of a change.   
 
Member Anthony made the motion, seconded by Member Zuchlewski: 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO POSTPONE MAKING A RECOMMENDATION ON THE PROPOSED PRO AND CONCEPT PLAN, 
BEACON HILL JSP15-08 WITH REZONING 18.710 BY MEMBER ANTHONY AND SECONDED BYMEMBER ZUCHLEWSKI 
 

In the matter of the request of The Ivanhoe Companies for Beacon Hill JSP 15-08 with Zoning 
Map Amendment 18.710 motion to postpone making a recommendation on the proposed PRO 
and Concept Plan to allow the applicant time to address concerns and consider making 
further modifications to the Concept Plan and that if that process results in the applicant 
changing the requested rezoning to a district other than RM-1 or B-3, that the recommendation 
be after a Public Hearing with notice of the requested districts as changed. This recommendation 
is made for the following reasons: 

 
a. Additional discussion is needed regarding the proposed development density, offered 

public benefits and conditions of approval, and the neighborhood compatibility 
issues raised in the staff and consultant review letters. 

b. Applicant should address the following concerns highlighted in the Engineering 
Review letter on a subsequent submittal: 
Provide stub streets to the subdivision boundary at intervals not to exceed 1300 feet, or 
seek a DCS variance/deviation from the ordinance standards for this requirement; 

• Provide a pathway connection to the parcel to the east and the parcel to the north 
outside of the public right of way; and 

• Provide additional information regarding water main and sanitary sewer stubs, storm 
water runoff and detention volume calculations, and additional details regarding 
secondary emergency access. 

c. Applicant has requested a waiver of the required Traffic Impact Study, but the City’s Traffic 
Engineering Consultant is not in favor of the requested waiver at this time. Additional 
information is needed for review before the next submittal. 

d. Further information is needed to quantify and gauge potential woodland and wetland 
impacts, and presentation of alternative plans to reduce impacts. 

Motion carried 3-1(Greco) 
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Clearzoning, Inc.  28021 Southfield Road, Lathrup Village, Michigan 48076  248.423.1776   
Planning  Zoning  Transportation  

www.clearzoning.com

March 20, 2016 

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

SUBJECT:  Review of Beacon Hill Park 
JSP15‐0008 Rezoning 18.710 with a PRO Concept Plan 

Dear Ms. McBeth: 

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

Applicant 
Ivanhoe Meadowbrook, LLC 

Review Type 
Rezoning from RA Residential Acreage to R‐4 One‐Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay 
(PRO) 

Property Characteristics 

 Site Location: Northeast corner of 12 Mile and Meadowbrook 

 Site Zoning: RA Residential Acreage 

 Adjoining Zoning: North, east and west: RA Residential Acreage; south and southwest: OST 
Office Service Technology District 

 Current Site Use: One single family home on one small lot; otherwise vacant 

 Adjoining Uses: North, northeast:  single  family homes; east, vacant  (proposed  church); 
south: vacant; west: MSU Tollgate Center;  southwest: South University 
Novi 

 School District: Walled Lake Community School District  

 Site Size: 21.13 gross acres 

Project Summary 
The applicant is requesting a Zoning Map amendment for a 21.13‐acre property currently comprised of 
three existing parcels at the northeast corner of 12 Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road (Section 12). 
The rezoning sought is from RA Residential Acreage to R4 Single Family and B‐3 General Business, 
utilizing the City’s Planned Rezoning Overlay (PRO) option. The applicant requests the rezoning in order 
to develop a 42‐unit single‐family residential development with frontage on and access to 
Meadowbrook Road, up to 22,000 square feet of commercial space with frontage and two access drives 
on 12 Mile Road, and an open space/park area at the corner of the intersection. The applicant proposes 
to dedicate the open space/park area at the corner of the intersection, and commits to building vehicle 
and bicycle parking for a trailhead. 
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The residential portion of the concept plan is arranged as a cluster, with open space dedicated to parks, 
buffers, wetlands, and detention; homes are arranged along a ring road with a single access point on 
Meadowbrook Road. Secondary access for emergency vehicles and pedestrians is provided at the rear 
of the development by a semi‐paved access path. The proposed commercial area includes two 
driveways onto 12 Mile Road, as well as a small parking lot adjacent to the park and trailhead. 
 
The letter and site plan indicate that this is a preliminary site plan. However, we note that this is a 
conceptual PRO plan.  
 
Summary of PRO Agreements 
The PRO option creates a “floating district” with a conceptual plan attached to the rezoning of a parcel. 
As part of the PRO, the underlying zoning is proposed to be changed (in this case from RA to R4 and B‐
3) 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. 
 

Amendments to Initial Proposal 
This  is an amended version of an earlier concept plan. Generally, this version of the proposal reduced 
overall  residential  density  and  increases  the  amount  of  land  dedicated  as  open  space,  including  an 
increase in the amount of land donated for a park.   
 
Potential Development with Existing Zoning 
The existing zoning, RA, permits 0.8 dwelling units per acre. Under current zoning, the full 21.13 acres 
of  the  site  could  be  developed with  16  single  family  homes, while  the  16.88  net  acres  devoted  to 
residential development on the concept plan could be developed with 13 single family homes. Homes 
are proposed to be clustered; the open space preservation option, however, does not offer a density 
bonus  for  clustered  homes.  The  sole  existing  use  of  the  site  is  a  single  family  home  fronting  on 
Meadowbrook  Road.  Single  family  development  of  these  16.88  acres  to  the  maximum  density 
permitted in the R4 district would result in approximately 55 units on the site.1  
 
Master Plan for Land Use 
The Future Land Use Map of the 2010 City of Novi Master Plan for Land Use identifies this property and 
all adjacent  land north of 12 Mile as Single Family, with a density of 0.8 dwelling units per acre. This 
designation matches the existing zoning of the site. The Master Plan designates land to the south across 
12 Mile as Office Research Development and Technology, matching existing zoning (see planned density 
map next page).  
 
The Master Plan establishes numerous goals and supporting objectives for the City. This concept plan 
supports several objectives and conflicts with others: 
 

                                                       
1 Based on a density of 3.3 dus/acre. 
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Objective: Encourage  the use of  functional open  space 
in  new  residential  developments.  The  concept  plan 
includes functional open space in the form of a park and 
non‐motorized, off‐street pathways. 
 
Objective: Attract new residents to the City by providing 
a  full  range of quality housing opportunities  that meet 
the housing needs of all demographic groups,  including 
but  not  limited  to  singles,  couples,  first  time  home 
buyers,  families,  and  the  elderly.  The  development 
would  provide  small‐lot  single  family  dwelling  units, 
which  is  a  generally  desirable  type  of  unit  based  on 
general observations of the existing market. 
 
Objective:  Encourage  residential  developments  that 
promote  healthy  lifestyles.  The  concept  plan’s 
integration  of  the  park  and  potential  trailhead  (if 
developed  by  the  City),  as well  as  a  direct  pedestrian 
connection between the residential and commercial developments, provides opportunities for residents 
to access non‐motorized infrastructure and run certain errands without driving.  
 
Objective: Protect and maintain open  space  throughout  the  community.  It  could be argued  that  the 
concept plan both supports and conflicts with this objective. The provision of 42 percent of the site as 
open  space,  some  functional,  and  some  not,  supports  the  goal  of  preserving  open  space. However, 
development of  the  site  to a much higher  intensity  than  existing  zoning permits preserves  less open 
space  (considering both public and private open  space)  than developing  it  to  the  currently permitted 
density.  Large open lots, which are a characteristic of the RA district, would not be provided under the 
proposed development.  Under RA zoning, it is likely that far less public open space would be provided. 
 
Objective:  Continue  to  strive  toward making  the  City  of  Novi  a more  bikeable  and more walkable 
community.  The  provision  of  the  property  that  could  be  utilized  as  a  trailhead,  combined with  the 
proposed connections to existing non‐motorized paths, as well as the extension of sidewalks along 12 
Mile Road, support this objective.  
 
The proposal notes  that  the development would  create a  transitional district between more  intense 
land uses along Twelve Mile Road and less dense single family development to the north. While this is 
consistent with  the  broadly  stated  goal  to  “Provide  for  planned  development  areas  that  provide  a 
transition  between  high  intensity  office,  industrial  and  commercial  uses  and  one‐family  residential 
uses,” we note that the objective supporting this goal was the impetus for the City’s creation of its PSLR 
Planned Suburban Low‐Rise Overlay District, which is not the designation sought here.  
 
The proposal calls for a significant departure from the vision of the Master Plan, which is to provide for 
0.8 dus/acre north of Twelve Mile, both east and west of Meadowbrook Road (see below for addition 
density discussion). Neighborhood compatibility with existing large lot RA properties in the area should 
be considered. The PRO concept plan displays sensitivity to this adjacency through the use of buffering 
along the edges of the site, including preservation of existing vegetation. 

City of Novi Master Plan for Land Use  
Planned Residential Densities (dus/acre) 
 
Subject site shown with pink oval 
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Proposed Residential Density 
The  applicant  is  proposing  42  units  on  16.88  net  acres  for  a  net  density  of  2.49  units  per  acre. As 
mentioned above,  the Master Plan calls  for a density of 0.8 dwelling units per acre on  this  land and 
surrounding sites. The proposed density exceeds the Master Plan recommendation for the site. 
 
Proposed density  is most consistent with the R‐3 One‐Family Residential District (maximum density of 
2.7 units per acre). The applicant is seeking a relaxation of the required minimum lot size under the PRO 
to an average of approximately 6,000 square feet. 
 
Compatibility with Surrounding Land Use 
 

Summary of Land Use and Zoning of Subject and Adjacent Properties 

  Existing Zoning Existing Land Use Master Plan Designation

Subject Property  RA Residential Acreage 
Mostly Vacant; 1 Single 

Family Home 
Single Family, 0.8/acre 

To the North  RA Residential Acreage Single Family Home Single Family, 0.8/acre

To the East  RA Residential Acreage Vacant Single Family, 0.8/acre

To the South 
OST Office Service 

Technology 
Vacant  Office Research 

To the West  RA Residential Acreage MSU Tollgate Farms Single Family, 0.8/acre

 
The  surrounding  land  uses  are  detailed  in  the  table  above.  In making  its  recommendation  to  City 
Council,  the  Planning  Commission  should  consider  the  compatibility  of  the  PRO  concept  plan with 
existing adjacent land uses and zoning. 
 
In general,  standard  construction noise during development and  increased  traffic after development 
are the most  likely negative effects of this development on surrounding properties. The availability of 
some local commercial and a new park could provide some convenience shopping and a new space for 
recreation  for nearby  residents and office workers. The primary  step  taken on  the plan  to minimize 
negative externalities from the property is the preservation of the woodland strip at the northern end 
of the site to provide screening of adjacent single family homes.  
 
Comparison of Zoning Districts 
 
  RA Zoning (Existing)  R4 Zoning (Proposed) B‐3 Zoning (Proposed)

Principal Permitted 
Uses 

1. One‐family dwellings  
2. Farms and greenhouses  
3. Publicly owned and 
operated parks  

4. Cemeteries  
5. Schools  
6. Home occupations  
7. Accessory buildings and 
uses  

8. Family day care homes  

1. One‐family detached 
dwellings 

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

4. Home occupations 
5. Keeping of horses and ponies  
6. Family day care homes 
7. Accessory buildings and uses 
customarily incident to any of 
the above uses 

1. Retail business uses  
2. Retail business service uses  
3. Dry cleaning establishments  
4. Business establishments which 

perform services on the premises 
5. Professional services  
6. Professional and medical offices  
7. Fueling station  
8. Auto wash  
9. Bus passenger station  
10. New and used car salesroom, 

showroom or office 
11. Similar uses  
12. Tattoo parlors  
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13. Publicly owned and operated 
parks, parkways and outdoor 
recreational facilities  

14. Accessory structures and uses  
15. Public or private health and 

fitness facilities and clubs  
16. Microbreweries  
17. Brewpubs  

Special Land Uses 

1. Raising of nursery plant 
materials  

2. Dairies  
3. Keeping and raising of 

livestock  
4. All special land uses in 

Section 402  
5. Nonresidential uses of 

historical buildings  
6. Bed and breakfasts  
 

1. Places of worship  
2. Public, parochial and private 

elementary, intermediate or 
secondary schools  

3. Utility and public service 
buildings and uses (without 
storage yards)  

4. Group day care homes, day 
care centers, and adult day 
care 

5. Private noncommercial 
recreational areas, 
institutional or community 
recreation centers, nonprofit 
swimming pool clubs  

6. Golf courses  
7. Colleges, universities and 

other such institutions of 
higher learning  

8. Private pools  
9. Cemeteries  
10. Railroad right‐of‐way, but 

not including terminal 
freight facilities, transfer and 
storage tracks 

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

customarily incident to any 
of the above permitted uses 

1. Outdoor space for exclusive sale 
or rental of new or used 
automobiles, etc.  

2. Motel  
3. Drive‐in or open front store  
4. Veterinary hospital or clinic  
5. Plant materials nursery  
6. Public or private indoor and 

private outdoor recreational 
facilities  

7. Mini‐lube or oil change 
establishment  

8. Sale of produce and seasonal 
plant materials outdoors  

9. Restaurant in the character of a 
fast food carryout, drive‐in, fast 
food drive‐through or fast food 
sit‐down  

  RA Zoning (Existing)  R4 Zoning (Proposed) B‐3 Zoning (Proposed)

Minimum Lot Size 

43,560 sq ft (1 acre)  10,000 sq. ft.   Determined by off‐street parking, 
loading, greenbelt screening, yard 
setback or usable open space 
requirements  

Minimum Lot 
Width 

150 ft  80 feet for single‐family 
dwellings 

Determined by off‐street parking, 
loading, greenbelt screening, yard 
setback or usable open space 
requirements  

Building Height 
2.5 stories or 35 ft  35 feet or 2.5 stories, whichever 

is less 
30 ft 

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

Front: 30 ft 
Side: 10 ft (aggregate 25 ft) 
Rear: 35 ft 

Front: 30 ft 
Side: 15 ft  
Rear: 20 ft 
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Infrastructure 

Water and sanitary sewer are available at the site. The Subdivision Ordinance requires a stub street at 

intervals of 1,300 feet unless either 1) the extension is impractical because of topography, the 

dimensions of the property subdivided, or other natural features, including but not limited to, regulated 

woodlands and wetlands; or 2) The extension will result in the creation of undesirable traffic patterns 

not customarily found in residential areas. With a place of worship proposed to the east and a large 

natural buffer proposed to the north, it does not appear that a stub street is warranted.  This 

determination should be addressed by the Planning Commission in its recommendation. 

 
Natural Features 
The northern portion of the site contains significant regulated woodlands. A swath of this woodland is 
proposed to be preserved as an open space buffer between the development and the adjacent homes 
to  the  north  and  northeast. Mitigation  is  required  for  any  regulated  woodlands  impacted  by  the 
proposed development. 
 
A regulated wetland consisting of a creek and pond exists on the site near 12 Mile Road. The applicant 
proposes  to  enhance  these  features  as  a  public  benefit  of  the  development;  this would  include  a 
relocation of a portion of the creek and the construction of a weir over which water would fall into the 
existing pond.  
 
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’s submittal  includes conditions  for  the  rezoning, summarized as such  in  the applicant’s 
letter accompanying the plans (quoted from the letter): 
 

1. Park and Open Space 
a. Developed in accordance with the PRO plan, including the donation of the park with six 

parking spaces, a bench and bike racks 
b. 42% of the site to remain open space 

2. Residential‐ R4 
a. Up to 42 single family residences, density of 2.49 units per acre 
b. Lot dimension minimums are modified: 

i. Minimum 50 foot width 
ii. Minimum 7.5 foot side yard setback 
iii. Minimum 20 foot front yard setback 
iv. Minimum 30 foot rear yard setback 

3. Commercial‐ B3 
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a. The size shall be  limited to 12,000 square feet  if there are two drive‐through uses and 
22,000 square  feet  if there  is one or no drive‐through, with details on the tenant mix, 
parking, drive‐through operations to be described at the time of final site plan review. 

b. Rezoning  to B3 with an agreement  that  the developer will prohibit  the  following uses 
that would otherwise be permitted, including: fast food restaurants (a change from the 
previous plan),  fueling  stations, produce  sales, day care centers, business  schools and 
colleges,  private  clubs,  motels,  veterinary  hospitals  and  clinics,  auto  washes,  bus 
passenger stations, new and used car salesrooms, tattoo parlors, outdoor space for car 
sales, and automobile service centers. 

4. Woodlands and Landscaping 
a. Substitution of a wide, well‐landscaped open space corridor instead of the typical berm 

between the commercial and residential areas. This wide open space complements the 
park and wetland habitat restoration area, and provides more benefit to the public. 

b. Upsizing woodlands replacement to provide a more immediate screening benefit and to 
expedite  the  landscape  aesthetics  along Meadowbrook Road.  Instead  of planting  the 
minimum size trees, tree “Credits” will be provided for the larger trees as follows:  

i. Each of the 196 3‐inch caliper new trees counts as 1.5 trees and 4‐inch caliper 
new  tree  counts  as  two  trees  (instead  of  the  typical minimum  2‐inch  caliper 
tree) 

ii. Each  of  the  114  9  to  10‐foot‐tall  evergreen  trees  shall  be  counted  as  1.5 
evergreen trees and each of the 34 twelve‐foot‐tall new evergreen trees shall be 
counted as  two evergreen  trees  (instead of planting  the minimum  seven‐foot‐
tall evergreens) 

 
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.  
 
Deviations from the Zoning Ordinance on the concept plan are listed below: 
 

1. Minimum lot size and width: 10,000 square feet and 80 feet required, 6,000 square feet and 50 
feet proposed. 

2. Building setbacks: 30 foot front yard, 35 foot rear yard and 10 foot side yard (25 feet aggregate) 
required; 20 foot front yard, 30 foot rear yard and 15 foot aggregate side yard proposed.  

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

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

 
Public Benefit under PRO Ordinance 
Section 7.13.2.D.ii states that the City Council must determine that the proposed PRO rezoning would 
be in the public interest and the public benefits of the proposed PRO rezoning would clearly outweigh 
the  detriments.  The  applicant  has  identified  the  public  benefits  listed  below  at  this  time.  These 
proposed  benefits will  be weighed  against  the  proposal  to  determine  if  they  clearly  outweigh  any 
detriments of the proposed rezoning. 
 

1. Donation of  3.28  acres  to  the City  for  the  establishment of  a public park with  the  following 
improvements made by the developer: 

a. Enhanced wetland and creek 
b. Preparation of trailhead and parking lot, including bike parking and a bench 
c. Entire park area graded and seeded 

2. 42 percent of gross site preserved as open space.   This  includes 3.28 acres of park, 4.54 acres 
residential open space, and 0.98 acres of commercial open space area (8.8 total acres). 

3. The applicant notes that the provision of commercial services  in this  location will complement 
changing development in the area, and that the overall site will function as a transition between 
non‐residential uses to the south and single family uses to the north. 

4. Development is consistent with several Master Plan objectives. 
5. Trailhead serves City’s non‐motorized transportation goals.  

 
Submittal Requirements 

 
 Rezoning signs must be erected along the property’s frontage in accordance with submittal 

requirements and in accordance with the public hearing requirements for the rezoning request. 
The signs should be erected no later than 15 days prior to the scheduled public hearing. The 
concept plan does not show the proposed locations of the two required rezoning signs. 

 A traffic study has been submitted and reviewed by the City’s Traffic Consultant.  
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Other Notes on the Concept Plan 

 The  commercial  layout  is  speculative  and  it  is  implied  in  the  submittal materials  that  it will 
change on the basis of the needs of tenants.  

 
Planning Commission Options 
The Planning Commission has the following options for its recommendation to City Council: 

1. Recommend City Council conditionally approve the request to rezone the parcel to B‐3 General 
Business and R4 One‐Family Residential with a Planned Rezoning Overlay (APPLICANT 
REQUEST); OR  

2. Recommend City Council deny the request to rezone the parcel to B‐3 and R4 with a PRO, with 
the zoning of the property to remain RA; OR  

3. Recommend City Council rezone the parcel to a zoning district other than RA, B‐3 or R4 (an 
additional public hearing may be required); OR  

4. Recommend City Council conditionally approve only a portion of the request for rezoning (such 
as the B‐3 portion) while recommending denial of the rezoning request for the rest of the site; 
OR 

5. Postpone consideration of the request for further study or consideration of another alternative.  
 
Recommendation 
The applicant has made significant improvements to the PRO plan and is presenting a concept that is 
sensitive to the unique character and location of this area. It also provides for public benefits and 
buffering that would not be provided through conventional development. The City’s Master Plan is 
currently undergoing a review and amendment. The proposed density in the PRO concept plan is 
generally consistent with what we will be recommending to the Planning Commission for this site. We 
recommend that the Planning Commission consider making a positive recommendation to the City 
Council.  
 
Sincerely, 
CLEARZONING, INC. 

 
 
 
 

Rodney L. Arroyo, AICP         
President   
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Review Type        Job # 
Revised Conceptual/PRO Landscape Review   JSP15-0008 
 
Property Characteristics 
• Site Location:   Northeast corner of 12 Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road 
• Site Zoning:   RA – Residential Acreage – seeking PRO 
• Site Size:   19.93 acres 
• Adjacent Zoning: RA – Residential Acreage N&E, OST across 12 Mile, RA across 

Meadowbrook 
• Plan Date:    4/13/2016 
 
Ordinance Considerations 
This project was reviewed for general 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 part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal. Underlined items will need to be 
addressed in Final Site Plans.  Please follow guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance and Landscape 
Design Guidelines. This review is a summary and not intended to substitute for any Ordinance.  
 
Recommendation: 
This conceptual plan is recommended for approval, with reservations.  The overall plan as 
proposed meets most of the requirements and provides very attractive landscaping throughout 
the development.  The residential area appears to meet all landscape requirements except 
some minor count differences.  The area between the commercial and residential appears to 
provide sufficient screening despite the lack of the required berm. The applicant has worked 
with representatives from the Tollgate Education Center to create a more natural look along the 
Meadowbrook frontage which will provide a more pleasant experience along that stretch of 
road. 
 
There are two main areas of concern with the plan.  The first is that the commercial area is very 
deficient in terms of meeting the landscape requirements.  The applicant has indicated that the 
tenants for the commercial buildings have not been determined, and as such the layout may 
change significantly.  It is impossible to approve that portion of the project as proposed given 
that and/or the current layout and landscaping. 
 
The other main area of concern relates to woodland replacement trees on the plan - 
specifically, the use of replacement trees in place of required street trees along Meadowbrook 
and Twelve Mile, and the use of upsized evergreen trees for additional woodland replacement 
credits.  We understand that the applicant has worked with the Tollgate Education Center to 
develop a very attractive alternate streetscape along Meadowbrook, and support that 
streetscape concept, as well as the use of woodland replacement trees and shrubs to 
supplement the required trees along Meadowbrook, but do not support the replacement of 
required street trees with replacement trees.  A more detailed discussion of this situation follows 
below.   
 

 
PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 

April 15, 2016 
Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 

Beacon Hill 
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The other concern is the large benefit the applicant is seeking with regard to upsized evergreen 
trees.   40% of the proposed evergreen trees are upsized from 7 feet to 10 feet.  For planting trees 
3 feet taller, they are requesting 1.5 credits per tree instead of 0.67 credits which are normally 
allowed per the Woodland Protection ordinance.  This works out to an additional 85 credits on 
102 trees planted.  This seems unreasonable.  As this is a PRO, there could be some flexibility in 
terms of allowing extra credits for the use of upsized trees which is normally not allowed by the 
Landscape Design Manual.  In light of this, I support the use of some upsized evergreens to 
provide more interest along Meadowbrook, and more screening between the residential lots 
“fronting” the commercial, but I don’t believe that the total benefit in credits for this should be 
more than 33% of the trees planted (in other words 33, not 85).  As ECT is officially responsible for 
reviewing plans for the Woodlands, I defer to their review on this matter. 
 
General Note: 
If at all possible, the reconfigured stream should be re-graded to allow more floodplain room.  As 
designed, it appears to be a narrow streambed with little to no room for the stream to develop a 
more natural meandering course, or to allow for flooding over the banks in times of heavier flow.  
Also, some sort of protection for the streambank where the Meadows detention pond outlets to 
the stream should be provided.   
 
Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2) ) 

1. A full tree survey has been provided on the site plans and a woodland analysis has been 
provided in the accompanying project manual. 

2. Calculations for the trees removed and required woodland replacements have been 
provided. 

3. While ECT will provide the woodland review, it should be noted that the Landscape 
Design Manual specifically forbids the use of upsizing credits for Woodland Replacement 
Trees (Section 3.c.(2)).  The applicant can request a deviation as part of the PRO 
agreement, and staff supports the use of some upsizing with credit within the PRO to 
provide additional interest and screening along Meadowbrook, and along the south 
edge of the residential part of the development to provide additional screening from the 
commercial part of the development.  That being said, the number of credits sought 
seems excessive, as noted in the discussion above.  

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

MEADOWBROOK  
A 50’ wide greenbelt (minimum) is proposed along the Meadowbrook frontage adjacent to 
the residential units.  This exceeds the requirement for a 40’ non-access easement. 

BERM 
a. The frontage along Meadowbrook (1336 less 86’ ROW for Hummingdale) is required 

to have an undulating berm with a minimum height of 4’ and a 4’ wide crest. 
b. A landscape waiver for the berm could be sought for the wetland just north of the 

residential entry (approximately 170 lf) and the wet areas south of the residential area 
(approximately 420 lf).  This waiver would be supported by staff. 

c. If the developer wishes to not build berms along the remaining frontage, this would 
require a deviation as part of the PRO.  Given the heavy vegetation proposed within 
the greenbelt and right-of-way, this would also be supported by staff. 

 
PLANTINGS 
a. The frontage along Meadowbrook (1336 less 86’ ROW for Hummingdale) is required 

to have 1 large evergreen tree or deciduous canopy tree per 35’ lf of frontage and 1 
subcanopy tree per 20 lf of frontage.  

b. A landscape waiver could be sought for the required trees and subcanopy trees in 
the wetland areas described above for the berms.  This waiver would be supported 



Revised Conceptual Landscape Plan #3  April 15, 2016 
JSP 15-0008: BEACON HILL  Page 3 of 5 
 
 

 

by staff. 
c. No required greenbelt landscaping is proposed for the 540 lf of frontage south of the 

residential section.  Some of this deviation is due to the existing wetland areas, and 
some is due to the heavy plantings of woodland replacement trees.  Normally, 
required trees cannot be replaced with woodland trees.  However, in this case, the 
Planning Commission is allowed leeway in allowing a waiver for the greenbelt 
plantings if it finds that “the site would be enhanced by an alternate design solution” 
As the park area will be heavily landscaped and protected with a conservation 
easement, and much of the existing natural area will be enhanced through 
restoration, a waiver for the required greenbelt trees in this section can be requested 
and will be supported by staff. 

d. The required plantings for the remaining 540lf of frontage (1336lf – 540lf – 86lf – 170lf) 
should be provided.  Existing trees may be able to meet some or all of the 
requirements for that section of frontage, but their size and identity need to be shown 
with size and identity on the plan.  They need to be acceptable size and acceptable 
species to count. 

 
TWELVE MILE ROAD 
1. A 42’ wide greenbelt (minimum) is proposed along the Twelve Mile Road frontage 

adjacent to the commercial units.  This exceeds the requirement for a 20’ greenbelt 
adjacent to parking. 

2. An undulating berm at least 3’ tall with a 2’ crest is required between the road and the 
parking lot.  No berm is proposed.  A privet hedge is proposed, but this does not provide 
the same screening of automobile headlights as a berm would.  A landscape waiver 
may be requested from the Planning Commission, but would not be supported by staff as 
there is no topographical reason for not providing this berm.  Also, while allowed by 
ordinance, privet is known to be an invasive plant that invades area woodlands and 
should be substituted with another non-invasive species if the applicant elects to pursue 
the hedge as screening. 

3. In addition to the berm, one large evergreen or deciduous canopy tree per 35 lf frontage 
and 1 subcanopy tree per 20 lf frontage is required along the parking lot.  The 
calculations and trees provided need to be revised. 

4. The total frontage for Twelve Mile Road should be included in the calculations.  A 
landscaping waiver for the western 160’ can be sought and will be supported for the 
same reason described in 3.c. above. 
 

Screening Between Residential and Non-residential – Berm (Wall) & Buffer  (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.A) 
1. A landscaped berm 6-8’ high is required between residential and commercial uses.  As 

the commercial area is below the residential area, and the detention ponds are 
between the two uses, a berm of that height is not feasible. 

2. The applicant has proposed an attractive mix of dense landscaping between the 
residential and commercial parts of the development and in the proposed park area, 
most of which are woodland replacement trees. 

3. It appears that the proposed landscaping will provide the required screening, despite the 
difference in height, but a section view from Meadowbrook should be added to show the 
proposed buffering capability of that landscaping, showing the buildings at proposed 
elevations and the landscaping at a height that can be expected after 2 years of growth. 

4. If that section reveals that the screening is insufficient, additional screening in the form of 
dense evergreens, a landscaped berm high enough to provide the required buffering, or 
other screening will be required. 

5. The seed mixes are identified through callouts, and a diverse upland seed mix is 
proposed for the upland areas to be densely planted. 
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Street Tree Requirements (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.E.i.c and LDM 1.d.) 
RESIDENTIAL INTERIOR: 
1. Street tree requirements appear to have been calculated correctly, and the trees 

placed correctly. 
2. An additional street tree needs to be added to the plan to match the numbers shown as 

provided in the calculations.   
MEADOWBROOK AND TWELVE MILE ROADS: 
1. Please break out the frontage by road in the calculations (1336lf less 86lf for 

Meadowbrook and 607 lf for Twelve Mile Road). 
2. 1 deciduous canopy tree per 35 lf is required along areas facing parking, and 1 tree per 

45 lf is required along other right-of-way frontage for commercial, and 1 tree per 35 lf is 
required for residential.  1 tree per 45 lf can be used for the Meadowbrook frontage south 
of the residential areas. 

3. Woodland replacement trees can’t replace required street trees.  Excess trees can be 
counted toward replacements.  Please revise the woodland replacement trees 
accordingly. 

 
 
COMMERCIAL – Please see discussion at start of this review.   
 
Parking Lot Landscape (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.) – Commercial only 

1. Parking lot interior landscaping was not calculated correctly.  The non-parking space 
vehicular use area landscape area should have been calculated at 5% of the area, not 
1%.  Please revise the calculations and provide the correct number of trees. 

2. Islands and/or planting areas need to be at least 10’ wide in parking areas and 300sf in 
area.  There are numerous trees in planting areas that are much less than 300sf and/or 10 
feet wide.  These trees can’t be counted toward the total.  Please enlarge the islands that 
are to have trees in them. 

3. Parking lot trees must be deciduous canopy trees, not evergreen trees or subcanopy 
trees.  Please replace the above with deciduous canopy trees.  Per the ordinance 
definition, deciduous canopy trees must have a mature canopy width of at least 20’ to 
provide shading effect for adjacent spaces. 

4. The replacement trees shown along the parking lots’ perimeters must be changed to be 
interior or perimeter parking lot trees to provide the greatest number of trees possible 
toward meeting those requirements.  Replacement trees can only be used along the 
perimeter if the other requirements are met. 

 
Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.(3) Chart footnote)   

1. Perimeter calculations have been provided as requested.  Please check to see that the 
perimeter length is correctly measured.  Once the replacement trees along the perimeter 
are converted to perimeter or interior trees as noted above and the parking lot is 
reconfigured to provide a greater number of interior trees in acceptable islands, the 
shortage of trees may be considered acceptable. 

2. Parking lot perimeter trees are required to be deciduous canopy trees.  Please replace 
any evergreen perimeter trees with deciduous canopy species. 

 
Transformer/Utility Box Screening (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.) 

1. When transformers/utility boxes are added to the plans, be sure to screen them per the 
city standard detail. 

2. Please include the utility box screening detail on the plans if actual plantings are not 
proposed. 
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Building Foundation Landscape  (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.D.) 
1. Building foundation landscaping is calculated as the entire building perimeter * 8 feet.  I 

calculated the total perimeters of the two buildings as approximately 584 feet.  This 
would result in a requirement for a total of 4672 square feet of foundation landscape 
area.  The basis of calculation does not appear to be correct.  Please correct that and 
the required area. 

2. 60% of the frontage visible from Twelve Mile Road should be landscaped.  As proposed, 
there is no foundation landscaping proposed along the Twelve Mile frontage of either 
building.  Landscaping needs to be added along the south elevation of the two buildings 
and needs to be adjacent to outdoor patios. 

3. If, because of the nature of the operations, all of the required foundation landscaping 
cannot be located immediately adjacent to the building, a landscape waiver can be 
requested, but the balance of the required space must be provided elsewhere on the 
commercial area of the site. 

4. Please label all landscape areas in SF on site plans. 
 
GENERAL/OTHER 
Planting Notations and Details (LDM) 

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

1. Storm basin shrubs are provided per the ordinance in terms of coverage. 
2. The proposed seed mixes have a good diversity. 

 
Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s) 

Irrigation plans for landscaped areas are required for Final Site Plan. 
 

Proposed topography. 2’ contour minimum (LDM 2.e.(1))  
Proposed topography has been provided for the site. 

 
Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 

Snow deposit areas have been proposed.  The areas may need to be adjusted to provide 
more areas for trees (for example, the island along the eastern edge of the commercial 
parking lot that only has a fire hydrant in it). 

 
Proposed trees to be saved (Sec 37 Woodland Protection 37-9, LDM 2.e.(1))  

1. Trees scheduled to be removed are shown on both the plan and tree chart. 
2. Please leave the labels for trees to remain on the landscape plan. 

 
Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 

Corner clearance is provided for both the residential and commercial sections of the 
property. 

 
 

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
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March 21, 2016 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
Deputy Director of Community Development 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
 
Re:   Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 

Wetland Review of the Revised Concept Plan (PSP16‐0018) 
   
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental  Consulting  &  Technology,  Inc.  (ECT)  has  reviewed  the  Revised  Concept/Planned 
Rezoning Overlay  Plan  for  the  proposed  Beacon Hill  Park  project  prepared  by  Zeimet‐Wozniak & 
Associates, Inc. dated January 11, 2016 (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  has  previously  visited  the  site  for  the  purpose  of  a  woodland 
verification as well as a wetland boundary verification with the applicant’s wetland consultant King 
and MacGregor Environmental, Inc. (KME). 
 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Concept Pan for Wetlands.   ECT recommends 
that the Applicant address the items noted in the Wetland and Watercourse Comments section of 
this letter prior to approval of the Final Site Plan. 
 
The  proposed  development  is  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Twelve  Mile  Road  and 
Meadowbrook Road, in Section 12.  The Plan continues to propose both single‐family residential lots 
(42 lots on 13.60 acres) as well as a commercial, restaurant and retail center (3.05 acres).  An area of 
park trailhead is also proposed on the Plan totaling 3.28 acres.  In addition the Plan proposes two (2) 
storm water detention basins as well as associated roads, parking and utilities.  The total site acreage 
is approximately 20 acres.   The proposed development has been divided  in  the  following  three  (3) 
development areas: 
 

 Beacon Hill Meadows (Residential); 

 The Shoppes at Beacon Hill (Commercial); 

 Beacon Hill Park Trailhead. 
 
Based  on  our  review  of  the  application,  Novi  aerial  photos,  Novi  GIS,  the  City  of  Novi  Official 
Wetlands and Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1, attached), and a previously‐completed on‐site wetland 
boundary verification,  it appears as  if  this proposed project site contains both Regulated Wetlands 
and  Regulated Woodlands.    This  property  includes  a  total  of  seven  (7)  individual wetland  areas, 
including an open water/emergent wetland and a stream/drain which is tributary to the Walled Lake 
Branch of the Rouge River.    
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On‐Site Wetland Evaluation & Proposed Wetland Impacts 
ECT has previously completed a wetland boundary verification  for this property.   At  that  time, ECT 
verified the on‐site wetland boundaries with the applicant’s wetland consultant, King & MacGregor 
Environmental, Inc. (KME).   The nine (9) existing wetland areas that were flagged on‐site (Wetlands 
A, B, C, D, E, EE, F, G, and H) are  indicated on the current Plan along with the wetland flag number 
information.   The wetlands appear to be accurately portrayed on the Plan.   Wetland A  is a forested 
wetland.   Wetland  B  is  a  scrub‐shrub wetland.   Wetland  C  is  an  emergent/scrub‐shrub wetland 
located along Meadowbrook Road.   Wetlands D, E, G and H are emergent/wet meadow wetlands.  
Wetland  EE  is  a  larger  emergent/open  water  wetland  located  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
proposed development site, and Wetland F is an emergent/open water wetland associated with the 
drain  that runs  from west  to east within  the southern portion of  the site.    It should be noted  that 
emergent Wetlands D, G, and H are of marginal quality and offer  little  in  terms of environmental 
benefit (i.e., habitat and storm water storage capacity appear to be minimal/limited).   
 
The  emergent  wetland  area  associated  with  the  existing  drain  (Wetlands  EE  and  F)  is  currently 
dominated by invasive species including common reed and reed canary grass.  The adjoining upland 
is also dominated by invasive species such as common buckthorn.  The Plan proposes a plan to treat 
some of these areas for invasive species and restore with native wildflower and plant species.   
 
Currently, the Plan appears to indicate impacts to seven (7) of the nine (9) on‐site wetlands.  Based 
on the Wetland and Wetland Buffer Impact Table, Wetlands A and C will not be impacted.  The other 
wetlands will be filled for the purpose of construction, or otherwise impacted as part of the stream 
channel relocation/abandonment, etc.  
 
The  Plan  also  proposes  to  abandon  approximately  350  lineal  feet  of  the  existing  stream  channel 
(Wetland F).   The stream will be relocated via approximately 485  lineal  feet of constructed stream 
channel design.   The  following  table  summarizes  the existing wetlands and  the proposed wetland 
impacts as listed on the Wetland & Buffer Impact Plan (Sheet SP‐14): 
 
Table 1. Existing Wetlands and Proposed Wetland Impacts 

Development  
Area 

Wetland 
ID 

Wetland 
Area 

Impact Area 
Estimated 
Impact 
Volume  

City 
Regulated? 

MDEQ 
Regulated?

Sq. Ft. 
(Acres) 

Sq. Ft. 
(Acres) 

(cubic 
yards) 

Meadows 

  A  4,572 (0.10)  N/A  N/A  YES  No 

  B  382 (0.009)  382 (0.009) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

  C  5,903 (0.14)  N/A  N/A  YES  No 

  D  770 (0.02)  770 (0.02) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 
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Development  
Area 

Wetland 
ID 

Wetland 
Area 

Impact Area 
Estimated 
Impact 
Volume  

City 
Regulated? 

MDEQ 
Regulated?

Shoppes 

  G  783 (0.02)  783 (0.02) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 

  H  876 (0.02)  876 (0.02) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 

Park Trailhead 

  E  4,477 (0.10)  3,092 (0.07) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 

  EE  48,121 (1.10)  3,223 (0.07) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 

  F  1,411 (0.03)  1,411 (0.03) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  YES 

TOTAL  ‐‐  67,295 (1.54)  10,537 (0.24) 
Not 

Indicated 
‐‐  ‐‐ 

 
It should be noted that the Plan indicates an impact to Wetland E, however no wetland impact hatch 
is shown on the Wetland & Buffer Impact Plan (Sheet SP‐14).  The applicant should review and revise 
as necessary on the Plan.  Currently, the Plan proposes impacts to 0.24‐acre of the total 1.54 acres of 
on‐site wetland (i.e., approximately 16% of the existing wetlands).   
 
The  following  table  summarizes  the  existing  wetland/watercourse  setbacks  and  the  proposed 
wetland/watercourse setback impacts as listed on the Plan:             
 
Table 2. Proposed 25‐Foot Wetland/Watercourse Buffer Impacts 

Development  
Area 

Wetland 
Buffer ID 

Wetland 
Buffer Area 

Buffer 
Impact Area 

Estimated 
Impact 
Volume  

City 
Regulated? 

MDEQ 
Regulated?

Sq. Ft. 
(Acres) 

Sq. Ft. 
(Acres) 

(cubic 
yards) 

Meadows 

  A  6,753 (0.16)  N/A  N/A  YES  No 

  B  3,985 (0.09)  3,985 (0.09) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

  C  12,456 (0.29)  1,775 (0.04)  N/A  YES  No 

  D  5,347 (0.12)  5,347 (0.12) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

Shoppes 

  G  *  * 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 
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Development  
Area 

Wetland 
Buffer ID 

Wetland 
Buffer Area 

Buffer 
Impact Area 

Estimated 
Impact 
Volume  

City 
Regulated? 

MDEQ 
Regulated?

  H  8,950 (0.21)  8,950 (0.21) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

Park Trailhead 

  E  **  ** 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

  EE  48,516 (1.11)  23,285 (0.53) 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

  F  **  ** 
Not 

Indicated 
YES  No 

TOTAL  0.02  86,007 (1.98)  43,342 (0.99) 
Not 

Indicated 
‐‐  ‐‐ 

 
*Included in buffer area for Wetland H. 
**Included in buffer area for Wetland EE. 

 
Currently,  the Plan proposes  impacts  to 0.99‐acre of  the  total 1.98 acres of on‐site wetland buffer 
(i.e.,  approximately  50%  of  the  existing  wetland  buffer).    It  should  be  noted  however  that  the 
applicant  proposes  a  total  of  28,636  square  feet  (0.66‐acre)  of  restoration  within  these  areas.  
Therefore 0.66‐acre of the 0.99‐acre of wetland buffer disturbance is essentially temporary in nature.  
The Plan proposes: 
 

 28,636 square feet (0.66‐acre) of temporary buffer impacts (67% of all buffer impacts); 

 0.33‐acre of permanent buffer impacts (33% of all buffer impacts). 
 
As noted above, the Plan proposes to restore the degraded  functions of both the wetland and the 
stream located on the southern end of the site.  The following restoration activities are proposed: 
  

 Approximately 350‐feet of the existing stream channel will be abandoned; 

 A  relocated  stream  channel  (approximately  480‐feet)  will  be  constructed  using  natural 
channel design; 

 The  applicant  proposes  to  improve  plant  species  diversity  within  the  existing  open 
water/emergent wetland through mechanical and chemical treatment of common reed and 
reed canary grass.   These areas will be replanted with native species,  including wildflowers 
and trees. 

 The  applicant  proposes  to  restore  the  25‐foot  natural  features  setback  in  all  areas  of 
temporary impact.  A 25‐foot watercourse setback is also proposed along the drain that is to 
be relocated.  It should be noted that the area of proposed seed mix does not appear to be 
graphically  indicated on  the Stream Relocation Plan  (Sheet W‐3).   The hatching associated 
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with  the proposed  seed mix does not  appear  to be  indicated on  the Plan.    The  applicant 
should review and clarify this information on the Plan. 

 
The current Plan does  include the construction of two (2) storm water management basins  located 
adjacent to the existing stream/proposed relocated stream channel.  As indicated on the Preliminary 
Utility Plan, there will be proposed storm water outlets to the relocated stream/wetland.  
 
Wetland Permit Requirements 
It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit, a City of Novi Non‐Minor Wetland Use Permit and a 
City Authorization  to  Encroach  the  25‐Foot Wetland  Setback would be  required  for  any proposed 
impacts  to  site  wetlands.    In  a  letter  from  the Michigan  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(MDEQ) dated January 20, 2016, it is stated that Wetlands D, E, EE, F, G, and H are regulated by the 
MDEQ  as  they  are  either  directly  connected  or  contiguous  (i.e., within  500  feet)  to  the  stream.  
Wetlands A, B, and C are not  regulated by  the MDEQ as  they are greater  than 500  feet  from  the 
stream/drain and otherwise isolated and less than five acres in size. 

 

Regarding  the  stream,  DEQ  and  the  applicant’s  wetland  consultant  (KME)  agreed  upon  a 
representative  cross  section, bankfull bench and  stream  reach  slope  that  can be used  to measure 
morphological data for the relocated channel.  The bankfull bench must be at least three (3) bankfull 
widths wide to maintain a stable floodplain.  The MDEQ notes that by applying these dimensions and 
maintaining  a  slope  greater  than  or  equal  to  0.2%  the  stream  work  will  meet  MDEQ  permit 
requirements for the stream relocation. 

 

In addition, the MDEQ states that the proposed wetland restoration would be an improvement over 
the dense common reed (Phragmites australis) vegetation that currently surrounds the pond on site.  
Treatment of the Phragmites to the west, was also discussed and encouraged in order to help ensure 
the restoration will be successful on the project site.  

 

As noted above, 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.   

 
Wetland and Watercourse Comments  
The  following  are  repeat  comments  from  our Wetland  Review  of  the  Concept/Planned  Rezoning 
Overlay Plan  (PSP15‐0108)  letter dated August 3, 2015.   The current status of each  follows  in bold 
italics: 
 
1. It appears as though a MDEQ Wetland Permit and a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit would be 

required for any proposed  impacts to site wetlands.   The wetlands associated with the existing 
stream are  likely regulated by MDEQ due to their proximity to an  inland stream.   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. 



Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 
Wetland Review of the Revised Concept Plan (PSP16‐0018) 
March 21, 2016 
Page 6 of 12 

 

   

 
This comment still applies.  As noted in the applicant’s wetland consultant’s (KME) plan review 
comments response letter dated January 11, 2016, an on‐site pre‐application meeting was held 
with MDEQ staff members Sue Tepatti and Patrick Durack on December 3, 2015.   The MDEQ 
confirmed  that  the Agency would have  jurisdiction over  the stream and wetlands within 500 
feet of  the  stream and  that a MDEQ permit will be  required  for  the proposed development.  
KME states that the applicant intends to apply for all necessary wetland related approvals from 
the City of Novi. 
 
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 Wetland 
and Watercourse Permit cannot be issued until this information has been provided. 
 

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

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

   
This comment has been addressed.   The applicant’s wetland consultant (KME) has noted that 
the wetlands and wetland buffers proposed  for  impact are primarily emergent/wet meadow 
wetland habitats  that are  largely dominated by non‐native wetland plant  species.  The Plan 
proposes the establishment of open space adjoin the wetlands to remain.  The Plan appears to 
propose wetland and watercourse buffers/setbacks equal to or greater than 25 feet. 
 
It should be noted that the area of proposed seed mix associated with the wetland buffers does 
not  appear  to  be  graphically  indicated  on  the  Stream  Relocation  Plan  (Sheet  W‐3).    The 
hatching associated with the proposed seed mix does not appear to be  indicated on the Plan.  
The applicant should review and clarify this information on the Plan. 

 
3. While the Plan appears to  involve proposed  impacts to on‐site wetlands and the associated 25‐

foot wetland setbacks, these  impacts do not appear to be  indicated, quantified and  labeled on 
the Plan.    In addition,  the overall on‐site acreage of wetlands and wetland setbacks should be 
included on the Plan.  The Plan should be reviewed and revised as necessary. 
 
This comment has been addressed.   As noted  in Comment #2, the area of proposed seed mix 
associated with the wetland buffers does not appear to be graphically indicated on the Stream 
Relocation Plan  (Sheet W‐3).   The hatching associated with  the proposed  seed mix does not 
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appear to be indicated on the Plan.  The applicant should review and clarify this information on 
the Plan. 
  

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

  This comment has been addressed.  See Comments #2 and #3 above. 
 

5. The City’s threshold for the requirement of wetland mitigation is 0.25‐acre of proposed wetland 
impact.  This should be taken into account on subsequent site Plan submittals, if necessary. 

 
This comment still applies.   The Plan currently proposes  impacts to 0.24‐acre of the total 1.54 
acres of on‐site wetland (i.e., approximately 16% of the existing wetlands).   The MDEQ states 
that the proposed wetland restoration would be an improvement over the dense common reed 
(Phragmites australis) vegetation that currently surrounds the pond on site.   ECT agrees with 
the MDEQ’s  comments and believes  that  the proposed Plan and  the associated wetland and 
wetland  buffer  restoration  aspects will  provide  an  improvement  to  the  natural  features  to 
remain on‐site.   

 
6. The Applicant  should  demonstrate  that  alternative  site  layouts  that would  reduce  the  overall 

impacts to wetlands and wetland setbacks have been reviewed and considered. 
 

This comment has been addressed.  The Plan proposes impacts to four small, isolated wetlands 
(B, D, G, and H) and a small portion of the  largest wetland on‐site; Wetland EE.   Many of the 
areas of impact are dominated by invasive wetland plant species.  The applicant has provided 
an acceptable wetland and wetland buffer restoration plan.  
 

7. The  Applicant  is  encouraged  to  provide  wetland  conservation  easements  for  any  areas  of 
remaining wetland or 25‐foot wetland buffer. 

 
The applicant’s wetland  consultant  (KME) notes  that  that  the applicant  is willing  to provide 
conservation easements for remaining areas of wetland, wetland buffer setback and woodland 
areas which will  not  conflict with  future  use  of  the  property  by  residents  and  visitors.    All 
proposed  conservation  easements  shall be graphically  indicated on  the Plan.   Please  review 
and revise the Plan as necessary. 
 

8. 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.   
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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.   Based on a search of the 
MDEQ’s Coastal and  Inland Waters Permit  Information System (CIWPIS), there does not appear 
to be an active file associated with this project location.  This information is required before the 
City of Novi can issue a Wetland Permit. 
 
This comment still applies.  As noted in Comment #1, 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 Wetland and Watercourse Permit cannot be issued until 
this information has been provided. 

 
Please also consider the following additional comment: 
 
9. The MDEQ has noted that the treatment of the Phragmites to the west of the property (i.e., at 

Tollgate Farms) was also discussed and encouraged  in order to help ensure the restoration will 
be  successful on  the project  site.    The  applicant  should  address  this  request  from MDEQ  and 
provide any associated restoration details on the Plan as necessary.  Applicable notes should be 
added to the Wetland Restoration Plan as necessary.  
 

Conclusion 
In  general,  the  small,  isolated  wetlands  that  are  proposed  to  be  impacted  provide  minimal 
environmental benefit  in  terms of wildlife habitat and/or stormwater storage capacity, etc.   These 
wetlands and wetland buffers are primarily emergent/wet meadow wetland habitats that are largely 
dominated by non‐native wetland plant species. The Plan does propose  the establishment of open 
space  adjoining  the wetlands  to  remain.    The  Plan  appears  to  propose wetland  and watercourse 
buffers/setbacks equal to or greater than 25 feet.  ECT agrees with the MDEQ’s comment stating that 
the  proposed  wetland  restoration  would  be  an  improvement  over  the  dense  common  reed 
(Phragmites australis) vegetation that currently surrounds the pond on site.   

 
Recommendation 
ECT currently  recommends approval of  the Revised Concept Pan  for Wetlands.     ECT  recommends 
that  the Applicant address  the  items noted  in  the Wetland and Watercourse Comments section of 
this letter prior to approval of the Final Site Plan. 
 
   



Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 
Wetland Review of the Revised Concept Plan (PSP16‐0018) 
March 21, 2016 
Page 9 of 12 

 

   

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

 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Peter Hill, P.E.                                            Matthew Carmer 
Senior Associate Engineer                                Senior Scientist 
                                                Professional Wetland Scientist #1746 
 
 
cc:   Sri Komaragiri, AICP, City of Novi Planner 
  Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
  Rick Meader, City of Novi, Landscape Architect 
  Kirsten Mellem, City of Novi Planner 
 
 
Attachments: Figure 1 & Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate property boundary shown 
in red).   Regulated Woodland areas are shown  in green and regulated Wetland areas are shown  in 
blue). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 
Wetland Review of the Revised Concept Plan (PSP16‐0018) 
March 21, 2016 
Page 11 of 12 

 

   

Site Photos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1.  Looking southeast at open water wetland (Wetland EE) on 
South side of the subject property (July 24, 2015). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

           Photo 2.  Looking north at forested wetland (Wetland A) along 
      northern edge of the subject property (July 24, 2015). 
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Photo 3.  Looking east at emergent wetland (Wetland C) on the 
west side of the subject property (July 24, 2015). 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 4.  Looking south towards Wetland E on the west side 
of the subject property (July 24, 2015). 

 



 
 

WOODLANDS 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

 

  

April 19, 2016 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
Deputy Director of Community Development 
City of Novi 
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI   48375 
 
Re:   Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 

Woodland Review of the Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 (PSP16‐0036) 
   
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Preliminary Site Plan for Beacon 
Hill Park, Beacon Hill Meadows, The Shoppes at Beacon Hill, and Beacon Hill Park Trailhead prepared 
by  Zeimet‐Wozniak  &  Associates,  Inc.  dated  April  13,  2016  (Plan).    The  Plan  was  reviewed  for 
conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance Chapter 37.   ECT has previously 
visited the site for the purpose of a woodland and wetland verification.  The purpose of the Woodlands 
Protection Ordinance is to: 
 

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

2) Protect  the woodlands,  including  trees and other  forms of  vegetation, of  the  city  for  their 
economic  support  of  local  property  values  when  allowed  to  remain  uncleared  and/or 
unharvested and  for  their natural beauty, wilderness character of geological, ecological, or 
historical significance; and  
 

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

ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 for Woodlands.     ECT 
recommends that the Applicant address the items noted in the Woodland Comments section of this 
letter prior to approval of the Final Stamping Set Plan. 

 
The proposed development is located at the northeast corner of Twelve Mile Road and Meadowbrook 
Road, in Section 12.  The Plan continues to propose both single‐family residential lots (42 lots on 13.60 
acres) as well as a commercial, restaurant and retail center (3.05 acres).  An area of park trailhead is 
also proposed on  the Plan  totaling 3.28 acres.    In addition  the Plan proposes  two  (2) storm water 
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detention  basins  as  well  as  associated  roads,  parking  and  utilities.    The  total  site  acreage  is 
approximately  20  acres.    The  proposed  development  has  been  divided  in  the  following  three  (3) 
development areas: 
 

 Beacon Hill Meadows (Residential); 

 The Shoppes at Beacon Hill (Commercial); 

 Beacon Hill Park Trailhead. 
 

The applicant has noted that the  total number of trees being removed  for the site development  is 
unchanged from the last submittal.  The number of Woodland Replacement trees required did increase 
as the applicant was not correctly calculating the Woodland Replacement credits required for trees 
containing multiple stems.  This oversight has been corrected on the current Plan. 
 
In  addition,  to working with City  Staff  and Consultants  the  applicant has been working  to have  a 
proposed development that will be complimentary to the Tollgate Education Center property directly 
to the west.  The applicant notes that this collaboration has resulted in an open space running north 
and  south  the  entire  length  of  Meadowbrook  Road,  adjacent  to  the  5‐acre  park  within  the 
development and the deeper open space park area in front of the commercial section of the property.  
The community is now designed to have 42% open space.  The applicant has specifically revised the 
Plan  to  include an additional 50‐foot  landscaped natural  corridor along Meadowbrook Road.   The 
Tollgate Education Center has strongly recommended that the applicant propose landscaping on the 
east side of Meadowbrook Road that presents a natural progression of plantings from low shrubs to 
medium understory plantings to canopy trees, in order to provide a natural appearance.  In order to 
accomplish this, the applicant will require flexibility in the proposed landscaping along Meadowbrook 
Road.  The Plan proposes to move some of the required landscaping into the Meadowbrook Road right‐
of‐way in order to preserve the existing vegetation and provide a natural buffer while maintaining site 
distance visibility.  
  
Onsite Woodland Evaluation 
ECT  has  reviewed  the  City  of  Novi  Official Woodlands Map  and  completed  an  onsite Woodland 
Evaluation on July 24, 2015.  Previously, the applicant’s engineer, Zeimet Wozniak & Associates (ZWA), 
noted in a supplemental letter dated June 22, 2015 that the locations of the regulated trees shown on 
previously‐submitted plans are depicted with a tree symbol and that this  information was obtained 
from an old tree survey.  They stated that a new tree survey, meeting the requirements of the City of 
Novi  Woodland  Ordinance/Code  of  Ordinances,  would  be  addressed  on  subsequent  site  plan 
submittals.  The tree identification and sizing list was updated by King & MacGregor Environmental, 
Inc. (KME) in October of 2015.  
 
It should be noted that the surveyed trees were marked with white spray paint in the field (see Site 
Photos).  The current Plan now includes a Tree Removal List (Sheet SP‐4).  Based on field notes recorded 
in July 2015, ECT was able to verify the specific information with regard to tree location, species and 
diameters of trees observed in the field.  In general, the tree survey and Tree Removal List appear to 
accurately represent the on‐site trees. 
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The entire site is approximately 20 acres, with City‐regulated Woodland mapped across approximately 
the northern half of the project site (see Figure 1).  A portion of the southern half of the site contains 
previously‐disturbed/cleared land located along Twelve Mile Road.  The highest quality woodlands on 
site are found in the northern section of the site.  Some of these areas also contain regulated wetlands 
(i.e. forested wetland area located along the northern project boundary).  It appears as if the proposed 
site development will involve a significant amount of impact to regulated woodlands and will include 
a significant number of tree removals.  
 
On‐site woodland within  the  project  area  consists  of  species  including  box  elder  (Acer  negundo), 
Norway maple  (Acer platanoides), silver maple  (Acer saccharinum), bitternut hickory  (Carya ovata), 
white ash (Fraxinus americana), black walnut (Juglans nigra), eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), 
apple (Malus pumila), eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), common pear (Pyrus communis), American 
basswood  (Tilia americana), Scotch pine  (Pinus sylvestris), eastern cottonwood  (Populus deltoides), 
black cherry  (Prunus serotina), choke cherry  (Prunus virginiana), American elm  (Ulmus americana), 
Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), and red elm (Ulmus rubra).  Based on the existing tree data provided by 
KME, about 50% of  the on‐site  tree  species  consist of American basswood, Scotch pine and black 
walnut.      
 
Based on the information provided on the Plan, the maximum size tree diameters on the site are a 63‐
inch diameter‐at‐breast‐height (DBH) white willow (Tree No. 603) and a 51‐inch dbh white willow (Tree 
No. 764).   Both of  these  trees will be  removed  for  the proposed  site development.    The  average 
diameter of the surveyed trees is 13 inches.  In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree species, 
the on‐site areas of mapped City regulated woodlands are of fair quality.  Although many areas of the 
site  have  been  previously  disturbed,  the  wooded  areas  (i.e.,  approximately  the  north  ½  of  the 
development  site)  provide  a  fair  level  of  environmental  benefit.    As  the  on‐site  woodlands  are 
connected to a  larger wooded system that extends both east and north of the subject property.   In 
terms of a scenic asset, wind block, noise buffer or other environmental asset, the woodland areas 
proposed for impact are considered to be of good quality.   
 
After  our woodland  evaluation  and  review  of  the  tree  survey  information  provided  by  KME  the 
applicant’s woodland consultant, there are nineteen (19) trees on‐site that meet the minimum caliper 
size for designation as a specimen tree.  These trees include: 
 

 Tree #60, 24” silver maple (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #743, 24” silver maple (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #703, 24.3” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #707, 24.8” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #251, 25.3” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #169, 25.4” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #23, 26”/17” black cherry (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #737, 26” Norway maple (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #171, 27.3” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #700, 27.4” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 
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 Tree #268, 28.2” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #283, 28.3” American basswood  (measures  ≥24”,  the minimum  caliper  size  for  specimen 
trees); 

 Tree #702, 28.4” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #252, 28.8” American basswood  (measures  ≥24”,  the minimum  caliper  size  for  specimen 
trees); 

 Tree #168, 29.8” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #20, 30.5” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #676, 34.2” black walnut (measures ≥24”, the minimum caliper size for specimen trees); 

 Tree #300, 35.2” American basswood  (measures  ≥24”,  the minimum  caliper  size  for  specimen 
trees); 

 Tree #170, 38.0” American basswood  (measures  ≥24”,  the minimum  caliper  size  for  specimen 
trees); 

 
Of these nineteen (19) potential specimen trees, two (2) of these trees (11% of the potential specimen 
trees) will be saved (Tree No. 268 and No. 283) and seventeen (17) are proposed for removal (89% 
removal of the potential specimen trees).  The Applicant should be aware of the City’s Specimen Tree 
Designation as outlined in Section 37‐6.5 of the Woodland Ordinance.  This section states that:  
 

“A person may nominate a tree within the city for designation as a historic or specimen tree 
based upon documented historical or cultural associations. Such a nomination shall be made 
upon that form provided by the community development department. A person may nominate 
a tree within the city as a specimen tree based upon its size and good health. Any species may 
be nominated as a specimen tree for consideration by the planning commission.  
 
Any tree designated by the planning commission as an historical or specimen tree shall be so 
depicted  on  an  historic  and  specimen  tree  map  to  be  maintained  by  the  community 
development department. The removal of any designated specimen or historic tree will require 
prior approval by the planning commission. Replacement of the removed tree on an inch for 
inch basis may be required as part of the approval”. 

 
Proposed Woodland Impacts and Replacements 
It appears as  if  the proposed development will cover a  large portion of  the  site and will  involve a 
considerable number of tree removals.  The current Plan, however has incorporated some revisions to 
the site design that have resulted in the removal of fewer total regulated trees.  The current Plan now 
includes several areas of woodland preservation.  This includes areas along the northern section, the 
northwest section and a section in the center of the Beacon Hill Meadows section of the development.    
 
It should be noted that the tree survey information provided by KME appears to include a total of 577 
total trees surveyed on the development site.  Of these existing trees, some are non‐woodland trees 
(i.e., not located within City of Novi Regulated Woodland per the City’s Regulated Woodland Map).  It 
should be noted that the City of Novi replacement requirements pertain to regulated trees with DBH 
greater than or equal to 8 inches located within areas mapped as regulated woodland on the City of 
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Novi Regulated Woodland Map.  The woodland replacement requirements also pertain to any tree 36” 
inches or greater DBH. 
   
The following table (Table 1) summarizes the proposed Woodland Impacts.  This information is from 
Sheet LS‐7 of 7: 
   
Table 1. Proposed Woodland Impacts and Required Replacements 

  Meadows  Shoppes  Trailhead  Total 

Total No. of existing trees to be removed  432  22  6  460 

No. of exempt trees (dead or poor 
condition) to be removed 

55  3  ‐  58 

No. of regulated trees removed  377  19  6  402 

Trees 8”‐11” DBH removed 183  3  1  187 

Trees 11”‐20” DBH removed 144  9  4  157 

Trees 20”‐29” DBH removed 17  3  ‐  20 

Trees 30” or greater DBH removed 4  1  1  6 

No. of trees with multi‐trunk 29  3  ‐  32 

         

Total No. of tree replacement credits 
required 

657  48  13  718 

187 – (8”‐11” DBH) x 1‐Tree Credit  183  3  1  187 

157 – (11”‐20” DBH) x 2‐Tree Credit  288  18  8  314 

20 – (20”‐29” DBH) x 3‐Tree Credit  51  9  ‐  60 

6 – (30” DBH or greater) x 4‐Tree Credit  16  4  4  24 

32 – (Multi‐trunk) 954.3”/8”  1191  14  ‐  133 

         

Total No. of tree replacement credits 
provided 

422.5  15  280.5  718 

351 – 2 ½” deciduous tree @ 1.0 credits  174  15  162  351 (49%) 

151 – 7’ evergreen @ .67 credits  75  ‐  26  101 (14%) 

102 – 10’ evergreen @ 1.5 credits  109.5  ‐  43.5  153 (21%) 

681 – 30” shrubs @ 6:1 credits  64  ‐  49  113 (16%) 

 
For multi‐stemmed trees, Woodland Replacements required are calculated by summing the d.b.h. of 
each  stem greater  than or equal  to 8  inches and dividing  the  total by 8.   All  fractional Woodland 
Replacements required are rounded up to the nearest whole tree replacement.  This calculation was 
not calculated properly on the previous plan submittal but has been corrected on the current Plan.   
 
The current plan also includes a Tree Replacement Plan Material List on Sheet LS‐7 of 7.  This applicant 
has provided a list of proposed deciduous and coniferous trees as well as shrubs that are intended to 
meet  the Woodland  Replacement  credit  requirements.    The  proposed  species  all  appear  to  be 
acceptable.   
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The current Plan does appear to quantify the proposed number, location and species of the trees that 
are intended to satisfy the total required Woodland Replacement Tree credits.  As noted in the City’s 
Landscape Review of the Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 letter dated April 15, 2016, the applicant has 
proposed the use (in some areas of the site) of Woodland Replacement Trees in place of the required 
Street Trees along Meadowbrook Road and Twelve Mile, and the use of upsized evergreen trees (i.e., 
10‐foot height) for additional Woodland Replacement credits.  Like the City’s Landscape architect, ECT 
supports the alternate streetscape landscaping that the applicant has developed through coordinated 
work with the Tollgate Education Center.  ECT supports the use of Woodland Replacement Trees and 
shrubs as currently proposed in order to supplement the required trees along Meadowbrook Road but 
we do not support the replacement of Street Tree requirements with Woodland Replacement Trees.  
Please see the specific comments in the Landscape Review letter dated April 15, 2016. 
 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  City’s  Landscape  Design Manual  specifically  forbids  the  upsizing  of 
Woodland Replacement Trees  for additional Credits  (Section 3.c.(2)).   The applicant can, however, 
request a deviation as part of the PRO agreement.  ECT and the City Landscape Architect support the 
use of some upsizing with credit within the PRO in order to provide additional landscape interest and 
screening  along Meadowbrook  Road  and  along  the  south  edge  of  the  residential  portion  of  the 
development  to provide additional screening  from  the commercial part of  the development.   That 
being said, the number of additional credits through the use of upsized Woodland Replacement trees 
(i.e., 10‐foot evergreen trees) seems excessive. 
 
As noted  in the Landscape Review, 40% of the proposed evergreen trees are upsized from 7’ to 10’ 
height (i.e., 102 of 253 total evergreens are proposed as 10’ tall trees).  Consistent with the Landscape 
Design Manual, the applicant is requesting 1.5 credits per 10’ tree instead of the 0.67‐credit per tree 
that is normally allowed for a 7’ tall evergreen per the Woodland Ordinance.  The result is an additional 
85 Woodland Replacement Credits on 102 replacement trees provided.  As this is a PRO, there can be 
some flexibility in terms of allowing extra Woodland Replacement credits for the use of upsized trees 
which are normally not allowed by the Landscape Design Manual.  ECT does support the use of some 
upsized evergreens in this development in order to provide more interest along Meadowbrook Road 
and more screening between the residential and commercial portions of the site.  ECT concurs with 
the  Landscape Review  in  that  the  amount of  credits  for  the providing upsized evergreen  trees  as 
Woodland Replacement trees should be limited.  The total benefit in credits derived from the “upsized” 
Woodland Replacement material should not be more than 33% of the total number of “upsized” trees 
planted. 
With regard to the location of woodland replacement trees, the Woodland Ordinance states: 
 

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

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

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

The  applicant  shall  demonstrate  that  the  all  proposed  Woodland  Replacement  Trees  will  be 
guaranteed to be preserved as planted with a conservation easement or  landscape easement to be 
granted to the city. 
 
City of Novi Woodland Review Standards and Woodland Permit Requirements 
Based on Section 37‐29 (Application Review Standards) of the City of Novi Woodland Ordinance, the 
following standards shall govern the granting or denial of an application for a use permit required by 
this article: 
 

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

 
In addition, “The removal or relocation of trees shall be limited to those instances when necessary for 
the location of a structure or site improvements  and when no feasible and prudent alternative location 
for the structure or improvements can be had without causing undue hardship”. 
 
There are a significant number of replacement trees required  for the construction of the proposed 
development.  Some degree of impact to on‐site woodlands is deemed unavoidable if this property is 
to be developed for the proposed use, however, the current Plan appears to clear all proposed lots of 
existing trees.  The current site development plan appears to propose the removal of 460 of the 577 
total on‐site trees.  Of these removals, 402 are regulated trees.  
 
Woodland Comments                                                         
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ECT  recommends  that  the Applicant  address  the  items noted  below prior  to  submitting  the  Final 
Stamping Set Plan: 

 
1. ECT supports the use of Woodland Replacement Trees and shrubs as currently proposed in 

order to supplement the required trees along Meadowbrook Road but we do not support the 
replacement of Street Tree requirements with Woodland Replacement Trees.  Please see the 
specific comments in the Landscape Review letter dated April 15, 2016. 
 

2. The  City’s  Landscape  Design  Manual  specifically  forbids  the  upsizing  of  Woodland 
Replacement  Trees  for  additional  Credits  (Section  3.c.(2)).    The  applicant  can,  however, 
request a deviation as part of  the PRO agreement.   ECT and  the City  Landscape Architect 
support the use of some upsizing with credit within the PRO  in order to provide additional 
landscape interest and screening along Meadowbrook Road and along the south edge of the 
residential portion of the development to provide additional screening from the commercial 
part of the development.  That being said, the number of additional credits through the use of 
upsized Woodland Replacement trees (i.e., 10‐foot evergreen trees) seems excessive. 
 
As noted in the Landscape Review, 40% of the proposed evergreen trees are upsized from 7’ 
to 10’ height (i.e., 102 of 253 total evergreens are proposed as 10’ tall trees).  Consistent with 
the Landscape Design Manual, the applicant  is requesting 1.5 credits per 10’ tree  instead of 
the 0.67‐credit per  tree  that  is normally allowed  for a 7’  tall evergreen per  the Woodland 
Ordinance.  The result is an additional 85 Woodland Replacement Credits on 102 replacement 
trees provided.  ECT concurs with the Landscape Review in that the amount of credits for the 
providing upsized evergreen  trees as Woodland Replacement  trees should be  limited.   The 
total benefit in credits derived from the “upsized” Woodland Replacement material should not 
be more than 33% of the total number of “upsized” trees planted.  
 

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

4. The  Applicant  is  encouraged  to  provide woodland  conservation  easements  for  any  areas 
containing woodland replacement trees, if applicable.  It is not clear how all of the proposed 
replacement trees will be guaranteed in perpetuity.  As stated in the woodland ordinance: 
 
Where replacements are installed in a currently non‐regulated woodland area on the project 
property, appropriate provision shall be made to guarantee that the replacement trees shall 
be preserved as planted, such as through a conservation or landscape easement to be granted 
to the city.  Such easement or other provision shall be in a form acceptable to the city attorney 
and provide for the perpetual preservation of the replacement trees and related vegetation. 
 

5. A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required for proposed impacts to any trees 
8‐inch d.b.h. or greater.  Such trees shall be relocated or replaced by the permit grantee.  All 
replacement trees shall be two and one‐half (2 ½) inches caliper or greater deciduous trees or 
6‐foot tall (minimum) coniferous trees.   Deciduous replacement trees shall be provided at a 
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1:1  replacement  ratio  and  coniferous  replacement  trees  shall  be  provided  at  a  1.5:1 
replacement  ratio.    See  the Woodland  Tree  Replacement  Chart  (attached)  for  acceptable 
replacement tree species. 
 

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

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

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

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

Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 for Woodlands.     ECT 
recommends that the Applicant address the items noted in the Woodland Comments section of this 
letter prior to approval of the Final Stamping Set Plan. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact us.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Peter Hill, P.E.                                            Matthew Carmer 
Senior Associate Engineer                                Senior Scientist 
                                                Professional Wetland Scientist #1746 
 
 
cc:   Sri Komaragiri, AICP, City of Novi Planner 
  Richelle Leskun, City of Novi Planning Assistant 
  Rick Meader, City of Novi, Landscape Architect 
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  Kirsten Mellem, City of Novi Planner 
   
   
Attachments: Figure 1 and Site Photos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1. Looking southwest towards southwest corner of site. 
Site is relatively open and previously disturbed (ECT, July 24, 2015). 

 
 

 
 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 2. Looking west along north side of existing drain area. 
(ECT, July 24, 2015). 

 



Beacon Hill (JSP15‐0008) 
Woodland Review of the Revised Conceptual Site Plan #3 (PSP16‐0036) 
April 19, 2016 
Page 12 of 12 

    

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Photo 3. Tree No. 251 (25.3” black walnut) located in the north‐central 
section of the site.  This potential specimen tree is proposed for removal 
(ECT, July 24, 2015). 

 
Photo 4. Higher quality trees located in the northern section of the site; 
near existing forested wetland area (ECT, July 24, 2015). 
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Site Photos 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1. Looking southwest towards southwest corner of site. 
Site is relatively open and previously disturbed (ECT, July 24, 2015). 

 
 

         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 2. Looking west along north side of existing drain area. 
(ECT, July 24, 2015). 
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Photo 3. Tree No. 251 (25.3” black walnut) located in the north‐central 
section of the site.  This potential specimen tree is proposed for removal 
(ECT, July 24, 2015). 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Photo 4. Higher quality trees located in the northern section of the site; 
near existing forested wetland area (ECT, July 24, 2015). 
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\ AECOM 
27777 Franklin Road 
Suite 2000 
Southfield, MI 48034 
www.aecom.com 

248 204 5900 tel 
248 204 5901 fax 

Memorandum 

  
The revised 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. The applicant, Ivanhoe Companies, is proposing to develop a 21 acre parcel in the northeast 

quadrant of 12 Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road. The proposed development would be 
mixed-use and could include 42 residential lots, retail/restaurant and recreation/park 
elements. 

2. The parcel is currently zoned RA (Residential Acreage) and the applicant is requesting a 
PRO approval to accommodate the proposed mixed-use development (B-3, General 
Business, and RM-1, Multiple Family Residential). 

 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

 
1. A full-scale Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) was included with the most recent submittal. 

Comments regarding the TIS can be found in a separate letter intended to specifically 
summarize and address the TIS.  

 
EXTERNAL SITE ACCESS AND OPERATIONS 
 
The following comments relate to the external interface between the proposed development and the 
surrounding roadway(s). 
 

1. Provide dimensions for the nose offset, boulevard length, and entering and exiting radii of the 
divided entrance at Hummingdale Blvd.  

2. Provide dimensions for the entering and exiting radii of the two driveways of the commercial 
development along 12 Mile Road.  

3. Tapers are required at both driveways to the commercial development on 12 Mile Road, 
based on the volumes indicated in the TIS. 

a. The west driveway already has a taper. 
b. The east driveway is close to the property line and may require additional right-of-

way to install a properly designed taper.  

To  Barbara McBeth, AICP  Page 1 

CC Sri Komaragiri, Kirsten Mellem, Brian Coburn, Jeremy Miller, Richelle Leskun 

Subject JSP 15-0008 – Beacon Hill – Revised Concept – Traffic Review  

    

From Matt Klawon, PE  

Date March 18, 2016  



 

4. Provide sight distance measurements at the driveway entrances along Meadowbrook Road 
and 12 Mile Road.  

5. Driveway spacing meets the requirements provided by the City's Code of Ordinances.  
6. The number of site access drives is adequate. 
7. The emergency access gate does not meet the required widths shown in Figure VIII-K of 

Chapter 11 of the City's Code of Ordinances.  
 
INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS 
 
The following comments relate to the on-site design and traffic flow operations. 
 

1. General traffic flow 
a. Provide turning radii in order to confirm that large trucks and emergency vehicles are 

able to access and maneuver throughout the site.  
b. Please provide details describing the location and dimensions of the proposed 

loading zones for the commercial portion of the development.  
c. Provide additional dimensions for drive-thru lanes including turning radii and the 

amount of stacking spaces provided.  
2. Parking facilities 

a. The amount of parking spaces provided is generally in compliance with the City of 
Novi standards. Additional review will be required once the tenant is determined and 
the number of spaces is finalized.  

b. Please provide:  
i. Additional parking space dimensions, such as width. 
ii. Additional details and dimensions to the handicap accessible parking area.  
iii. Width, length, and radii of parking end islands. 
iv. Clarification on the proposed locations of the various curb & gutter designs.  

c. Consider providing bicycle parking for the commercial area in addition to the bicycle 
parking provided for the proposed park.  

3. Road and aisle widths meet City requirements; however, turning radii dimensions are needed 
for most curves (including the eyebrow designs) through the development. 

4. Sidewalk Requirements 
a. Provide details such as width, ADA compliant ramp design, and connections and 

stubs for the proposed sidewalks in both the residential and commercial 
development.  

5. Proposed signing and pavement markings were not included in this submittal and will be 
reviewed in detail when provided.  

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



 

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

 
 
 
 

Matthew G. Klawon, PE 
Manager, Traffic Engineering and ITS Engineering Services 



 
 

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REVIEW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

AECOM 

27777 Franklin Road 

Suite 2000 

Southfield, MI 48034 

www.aecom.com 

248.204.5900 tel 

248.204.5901 fax 

March 18, 2016 

 

Barbara McBeth, AICP 

Deputy Director of Community Development 

City of Novi 

45175 W. 10 Mile Road 

Novi, MI 48375 

 

 

SUBJECT: Beacon Hill Park Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) Review 

  JSP15-0008 

 

Dear Ms. McBeth, 

 

The traffic impact statement (TIS) 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 TIS Comments: 

 

1. Analysis was performed for three separate scenarios. The three different scenarios accounted 
for different land uses of the commercial section of the development. Scenario one was used 
for analysis based upon the highest number of trips.  
 

Table 1: Trip Generation Scenarios 

Scenario ITE Code Land Use Unit Units Daily Trips 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 
Trips 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 
Trips 

1 

934 Fast-Food with Drive Thru 1000 SF GFA 2.2 1091 100 72 

210 Single-Family Detached Housing Dwelling Units 42 473 39 48 

826 Specialty Retail Center 1000 SF GFA 3.7 164 N/A 10 

912 Drive-in Bank 1000 SF GFA 3.25 481 39 79 

932 High Turnover (sit down) Restaurant 1000 SF GFA 2.4 305 26 24 

TOTAL 2,514 204 233 

2 

934 Fast-Food with Drive Thru 1000 SF GFA 2.5 1091 100 72 

210 Single-Family Detached Housing Dwelling Units 42 473 39 48 

826 Specialty Retail Center 1000 SF GFA 16.5 714 N/A 44 

TOTAL 2,444 153 175 

3 

210 Single-Family Detached Housing Dwelling Units 42 473 39 48 

826 Specialty Retail Center 1000 SF GFA 22 975 N/A 60 

TOTAL 1,448 39 108 

 



 

2. For estimating the number of PM peak hour trips for a specialty retail center the average rate 
was used over the fitted curve equation. However, the fitted curve equation would be valid and 
also more conservative in each given scenario yielding roughly a 30% increase in the amount 
of estimated trips.  

3. There are inconsistancies between the trip generation values from letters dated February 18, 
2016 and January 8, 2015. The values for Table 3 Concept 1 in the older letter, do not align 
with Scenario 1 from the newest letter. Callouts and comments can be found in a mark-up 
version of the letters attached to this letter.  

4. The PM peak hour EB volumes are incorrect in Table 1. The correct volumes can be found in 
Attachment C of the TIS. Analyses were performed using the correct volumes and ratios.  

5. For the largest scenario (Concept C), the site is expected to generate 2,209 daily trips with 204 
trips during the AM peak hour and 233 trips during the PM peak hour. 

6. Traffic counts over the past 10 years were used to determine background growth. Traffic 
volumes in the vicinity of the development fluctuated from year to year. Ultimately a growth rate 
of 1% was used for three years as the full buildout date is late 2017. The growth rate was 
applied over three years because the most recent volume data was from 2014.   

7. Peak hour turning movement counts were collected on June 10, 2014. The peak hours from 
the turning movement counts were determined to be 7:45-8:45 AM and 4:45-5:45 PM.  

8. Trips were distributed onto 12 Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road by the ratio of approach 
volumes to total intersection volume per each peak hour.  

9. Synchro was used to produce the Level of Service (LOS) for each approach of every impacted 
intersection for existing, background, and future traffic. Analysis was only performed on the 
largest trip generator of the three scenarios, which was scenario number one in Table 1 above.   

a. Typically, the lowest acceptable LOS rating for an intersection is a LOS of D.  
i. All existing, background, and future LOS conditions were acceptable. 
ii. The northbound right turn movement is LOS D for both existing and future 

conditions during the AM peak hour. 
iii. Both the northbound right turn and through movements are LOS D for existing 

and future conditions during the PM peak hour.  
iv. Generally, intersection approaches operated at LOS C or above for existing 

and future conditions.  
10. A right turn taper at both of the site driveways on 12 Mile Road are required. 

 
 

In conclusion, the TIS was found to be acceptable and the LOS at study intersections is expected to 

remain at acceptable levels under proposed conditions. Should the City or applicant have questions 

regarding this review, they should contact AECOM for further clarification. 

 

Sincerely, 

AECOM 

 

 
Sterling J. Frazier, E.I.T. 

Reviewer, Traffic/ITS Engineer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Matthew G. Klawon, PE 

Manager, Traffic Engineering and ITS 

Engineering Services

 



 
 

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY FROM APPLICANT 
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FIRE REVIEW 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 
 
 

April 15, 2016 

 

TO: Barbara McBeth- Deputy Director of Community Development 
       Sri Komaragiri- Plan Review Center 
        
 
RE: Beacon Hill 
 
PSP# 16-0036 
 
Project Description: A 42 single family and commercial 
development at Meadowbrook and Twelve Mile 
Comments: 
Emergency drive must meet city standards. 
 
Recommendation: 
  

1) A secondary access driveway shall be a minimum of twenty 
(20 feet in width and paved to provide all-weather access 
and shall be designed to support a vehicle of thirty-five (35) 
tons. Minimum easement width for secondary access 
driveways shall be twenty-five (25) feet. A permanent "break-
away" gate shall be provided at the secondary access 
driveway's intersection with the public roadway in 
accordance with Figure VIII-K of the Design and 
Construction Standards. To discourage non-emergency 
vehicles, emergency access roads shall be designated by 
signage as for emergency access only, shall be separated 
from the other roadways by mountable curbs, and shall 
utilize entrance radii designed to permit emergency vehicles 
while discouraging non-emergency traffic. (D.C.S. Sec 11-
194 (a)(19)) 

Recommendation 
Approved 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Kevin S. Pierce-Acting Fire Marshal 
City of Novi – Fire Dept.  
 
cc: file 

CITY COUNCIL 
 
Mayor 
Bob Gatt 
 
Mayor Pro Tem 
Dave Staudt 
 
Gwen Markham 
 
Andrew Mutch 
 
Wayne Wrobel 
 
Laura Marie Casey 
 
Brian Burke 
 
 
City Manager 
Pete 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 
Jerrod S. Hart 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Novi Public Safety Administration 
45125 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 
248.348.7100 
248.347.0590 fax 
 
cityofnovi.org 



 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE LETTER 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 8, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park rezoning with a PRO, JSP15-0008 
 Response to Planning Review 
 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank Community Development and Clearzoning for the recommendation to 
the Planning Commission to consider a positive recommendation to the City Council. 
 
We have reviewed the Clearzoning report dated March 18, 2016 and are prepared to address 
any comments on subsequent submittals. 
 
Should you need any additional information please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 20, 2016 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park PRO 
 Response to Engineering Review 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank Engineering for their recommendation for approval of the Revised 
Concept Plan and Concept Storm Water Management Plan. 
 
We have reviewed their letter dated April 15, 2016 and will address additional comments 
detailed in their review letter dated March 21, 2016 during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 
Should you need any additional information please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 21, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park rezoning with a PRO, JSP15-0008 
 Response to Landscape Review 
 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank City staff for their landscape review the recommendation for approval 
with reservations of the revised site plan. 
 
We have reviewed the landscape report dated April 15, 2016 and will address the comments 
during Final Site Plan submittal. We are requesting five deviations/waivers pertaining to this 
review, all of which are supported by City staff. 
 
We offer the following response to the review comments. 
 

Existing Trees 
 

“As this is a PRO, there could be some flexibility in terms of allowing extra credits for 
the use of upsized trees which is normally not allowed by the Landscape Design 
Manual. In light of this, I support the use of some upsized evergreens to provide more 
interest along Meadowbrook, and more screening between the residential lots 
“fronting” the commercial, but I don’t believe that the total benefit in credits for this 
should be more than 33% of the trees planted (in other words 33, not 85). As ECT is 
officially responsible for reviewing plans for the Woodlands, I defer to their review on 
this matter”. 

 
3. While ECT will provide the woodland review, it should be noted that the Landscape 

Design Manual specifically forbids the use of upsizing credits for Woodland 
Replacement Trees (Section 3.c.(2)). The applicant can request a deviation as part of 
the PRO agreement, and staff supports the use of some upsizing with credit within the 
PRO to provide additional interest and screening along Meadowbrook, and along the 
south edge of the residential part of the development to provide additional screening 
from the commercial part of the development. That being said, the number of credits 
sought seems excessive, as noted in the discussion above. 



 
With the support of City Staff, Tollgate Education Community and MSU 
Horticulture staff, we are proposing larger trees along the Meadowbrook Road 
Frontage and between the commercial and residential developments. As City 
staff suggests and everyone agrees, larger trees will “provide additional 
landscape interest and screening along Meadowbrook Road and along the 
south edge of the residential portion of the development to provide additional 
screening from the commercial part of the development”.  
 
We are proposing to upsize only evergreen trees as suggested by Toll Gate 
Educational Community and MSU Horticulture Department staff to maximize the 
impact of the upsizing and to create a more natural landscape.  Upsizing only 
evergreen trees was discussed and supported by City staff at our meeting on 
April 13, 2016.  
 
A total of 604 replacement trees and 681 replacement shrubs are proposed to 
satisfy 100% of the required replacement credits. It’s important to note that only 
102 trees will be upsized. We believe that the proper way to analyze the 
requested upsizing is to look at the total amount of Woodland Replacement 
Trees, not just the evergreen trees. We are proposing to upsize 153 of the total 718 
required woodland replacement tree credits which is only 21% of the total. 
 
Larger trees cost more money and we are requesting credit for upsizing these 
trees. We will plant Woodland Replacement Trees and shrubs that are not upsized 
to satisfy the requirements, but feel that this will not achieve the effect that 
everyone desires.   
 
Thank you for your support to “use of some upsized evergreen trees to provide 
more interest along Meadowbrook, and more screening between the residential 
lots “fronting” the commercial” We are requesting a deviation from the PRO to 
receive credit for upsizing 102 Woodland Replacement Trees as part of the 
Woodland review.  
 

Meadowbrook 
 

b. A landscape waiver for the berm could be sought for the wetland just north of the 
residential entry (approximately 170 lf) and the wet areas south of the residential area 
(approximately 420 lf). This waiver would be supported by staff. 
 
A berm cannot be provided due to topography, existing vegetation and 
topography. 
 
Thank you for your support of our request for a waiver to not provide a berm just 
north of the residential entry (approximately 107 lf) 
 
c. If the developer wishes to not build berms along the remaining frontage, this would 
require a deviation as part of the PRO. Given the heavy vegetation proposed within 
the greenbelt and right‐of‐way, this would also be supported by staff.  
 
A berm cannot be provided due to existing vegetation.  
 
Thank you for your support of our request for a deviation as part of the PRO to not 
build a berm along the remaining residential frontage of Meadowbrook Road. 



 
Plantings 
 

b. A landscape waiver could be sought for the required trees and subcanopy trees in 
the wetland areas described above for the berms. This waiver would be supported by 
staff. 
 
A berm and the required trees cannot be installed due to existing vegetation and 
topography. 
 
Thank you for your support of our request for a waiver for the required for the 
required trees and subcanopy trees required to be installed on the berms. 

 
c. No required greenbelt landscaping is proposed for the 540 lf of frontage south of the 
residential section. Some of this deviation is due to the existing wetland areas, and 
some is due to the heavy plantings of woodland replacement trees. Normally, required 
trees cannot be replaced with woodland trees. However, in this case, the Planning 
Commission is allowed leeway in allowing a waiver for the greenbelt plantings if it 
finds that “the site would be enhanced by an alternate design solution” As the park 
area will be heavily landscaped and protected with a conservation easement, and 
much of the existing natural area will be enhanced through restoration, a waiver for 
the required greenbelt trees in this section can be requested and will be supported by 
staff. 
 
We are proposing to heavily landscape the Meadowbrook Road frontage. 
Additional landscaping should not be required since this parcel is not being 
developed and is being donated to the City.  
 
Thank you for your support of our request for a waiver for installation of the 
greenbelt landscaping along the Meadowbrook Road frontage south of the 
residential development (approximately 540 feet). 
 
d. The required plantings for the remaining 540lf of frontage (1336lf – 540lf – 86lf – 
170lf) should be provided. Existing trees may be able to meet some or all of the 
requirements for that section of frontage, but their size and identity need to be shown 
with size and identity on the plan. They need to be acceptable size and acceptable 
species to count. 
 
We are proposing to heavily landscape the Meadowbrook road frontage which 
will be supplemented by existing trees and vegetation.  The size and identity of 
the existing trees is show on sheet SP-4 but will be clarified on the landscape plans 
during Final Site Plan submittal.  
 

Twelve Mile Road 
 

2 An undulating berm at least 3’ tall with a 2’ crest is required between the road and the 
parking lot. No berm is proposed. A privet hedge is proposed, but this does not provide 
the same screening of automobile headlights as a berm would. A landscape waiver 
may be requested from the Planning Commission, but would not be supported by staff 
as there is no topographical reason for not providing this berm. Also, while allowed by 
ordinance, privet is known to be an invasive plant that invades area woodlands and 



should be substituted with another non‐invasive species if the applicant elects to 
pursue the hedge as screening. 

 
A berm has been provided along Twelve Mile Road on the revised plans. 
 

3 In addition to the berm, one large evergreen or deciduous canopy tree per 35 lf 
frontage and 1 subcanopy tree per 20 lf frontage is required along the parking lot. The 
calculations and trees provided need to be revised. 

 
The required trees will be provided during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

4 The total frontage for Twelve Mile Road should be included in the calculations.  
A landscaping waiver for the western 160’ can be sought and will be supported for the 
same reason described in 3.c. above. 

     
We are providing extensive landscaping along the entire Twelve Mile Road 
frontage. We suggest that the western 160 feet of the Twelve Mile Road frontage 
should not require additional landscaping and should not be included in the 
calculation for the commercial development since this parcel is not being 
developed and is being donated to the City.  
 
Thank you for your support of our request for a deviation for landscaping along 
the western 160 feet of the Twelve Mile Road frontage. 

 
Screening Between Residential and Non-residential – Berm (Wall) & Buffer  
 

3 It appears that the proposed landscaping will provide the required screening, despite 
the difference in height, but a section view from Meadowbrook should be added to 
show the proposed buffering capability of that landscaping, showing the buildings at 
proposed elevations and the landscaping at a height that can be expected after 2 
years of growth. 

 
A section view will be provided during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

4 If that section reveals that the screening is insufficient, additional screening in the 
form of dense evergreens, a landscaped berm high enough to provide the required 
buffering, or other screening will be required. 
 
Noted 
 

Street Tree Requirements  
 

Residential Interior: 
 

2 An additional street tree needs to be added to the plan to match the numbers shown 
as provided in the calculations. 
 
An additional street tree will be provided during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 
 
 
 



Meadowbrook Road: 
 

1 Please break out the frontage by road in the calculations (1336lf less 86lf for 
Meadowbrook and 607 lf for Twelve Mile Road). 
 
The frontage calculations will be broken down by road during Final Site Plan 
submittal. As previously stated, the Twelve Mile Road and Meadowbrook Road 
frontage should not should not be included since this parcel is not being 
developed and is being donated to the City 
 

2 1 deciduous canopy tree per 35 lf is required along areas facing parking, and 1 tree per 
45 lf is required along other right‐of‐way frontage for commercial, and 1 tree per 35 lf 
is required for residential. 1 tree per 45 lf can be used for the Meadowbrook frontage 
south of the residential areas. 

 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

3 Parking lot trees must be deciduous canopy trees, not evergreen trees or subcanopy 
trees. Please replace the above with deciduous canopy trees. Per the ordinance 
definition, deciduous canopy trees must have a mature canopy width of at least 20’ to 
provide shading effect for adjacent spaces. 

 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

4 The replacement trees shown along the parking lots’ perimeters must be changed 
to be interior or perimeter parking lot trees to provide the greatest number of trees 
possible toward meeting those requirements. Replacement trees can only be 
used along the perimeter if the other requirements are met. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

Parking Lot Perimeter Canopy Trees 
 

1 Perimeter calculations have been provided as requested. Please check to see that the 
perimeter length is correctly measured. Once the replacement trees along the 
perimeter are converted to perimeter or interior trees as noted above and the parking 
lot is reconfigured to provide a greater number of interior trees in acceptable islands, 
the shortage of trees may be considered acceptable. 

 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

2 Parking lot perimeter trees are required to be deciduous canopy trees. Please replace 
any evergreen perimeter trees with deciduous canopy species. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

Transformer/Utility Box Screening 
 

1  When transformers/utility boxes are added to the plans, be sure to screen them per 
the city standard detail. 

 



Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 
Building Foundation Landscape 
 

1 Building foundation landscaping is calculated as the entire building perimeter * 8 feet. 
I calculated the total perimeters of the two buildings as approximately 584 feet. This 
would result in a requirement for a total of 4672 square feet of foundation landscape 
area. The basis of calculation does not appear to be correct. Please correct that and 
the required area. 

 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 

 
2 60% of the frontage visible from Twelve Mile Road should be landscaped. As proposed, 

there is no foundation landscaping proposed along the Twelve Mile frontage of either 
building. Landscaping needs to be added along the south elevation of the two 
buildings and needs to be adjacent to outdoor patios. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

3 If, because of the nature of the operations, all of the required foundation landscaping 
cannot be located immediately adjacent to the building, a landscape waiver can be 
requested, but the balance of the required space must be provided elsewhere on the 
commercial area of the site. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

4 Please label all landscape areas in SF on site plans. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 

General/Other 
 
Proposed Trees to be saved 
 

3 Please leave the labels for trees to remain on the landscape plan. 
 
Noted and will be addressed during Final Site Plan submittal. 
 
 

Again, we would like to thank you for this review and we look forward to working with you on this 
project. 

 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 21, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park rezoning with a PRO, JSP15-0008 
 Response to Woodland Review 
 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank ECT for their woodland review the recommendation for approval of the 
revised site plan. 
 
We have reviewed the ECT report dated April 19, 2016 and will address the comments on the 
Final Stamping Set as requested. We are requesting two deviations pertaining to this review. 
 
We offer the following response to the review comments. 
 

1. ECT supports the use of Woodland Replacement Trees and shrubs as currently proposed in 
order to supplement the required trees along Meadowbrook Road but we do not support the 
replacement of Street Tree requirements with Woodland Replacement Trees. Please see the 
specific comments in the Landscape Review letter dated April 15, 2016. 
 
The required number of Street Trees along the residential (Meadows) and commercial 
(Shoppes) have been provided and are shown on sheets LS-2 and LS-3 of the landscape 
plans. In addition to the required Street Trees, we are proposing to install Woodland 
Replacement Trees within the right-of-way to enhance the design as suggested by Toll 
Gate Education Community. The Woodland Replacement Trees are shown on sheets LS-
6 and LS-7. 
 
We are proposing to heavily landscape the frontage of the Park Trailhead along the 
Meadowbrook Road and Twelve Mile Road rights-of-way. These plantings would be 
Woodland Replacement Trees and are shown on sheet LS-6 and LS-7. We are proposing 
that Street Trees along the proposed frontage of the Park Trailhead should not be 
required since this parcel is not being developed and is being donated to the City.  
 
We request a deviation from this requirement if necessary. 
 
 
 



2. The City’s Landscape Design Manual specifically forbids the upsizing of Woodland 
Replacement Trees for additional Credits (Section 3.c.(2)). The applicant can, however, 
request a deviation as part of the PRO agreement. ECT and the City Landscape Architect 
support the use of some upsizing with credit within the PRO in order to provide additional 
landscape interest and screening along Meadowbrook Road and along the south edge of the 
residential portion of the development to provide additional screening from the commercial 
part of the development. That being said, the number of additional credits through the use of 
upsized Woodland Replacement trees (i.e., 10‐foot evergreen trees) seems excessive. 
 
As noted in the Landscape Review, 40% of the proposed evergreen trees are upsized from 7’ 
to 10’ height (i.e., 102 of 253 total evergreens are proposed as 10’ tall trees). Consistent with 
the Landscape Design Manual, the applicant is requesting 1.5 credits per 10’ tree instead of 
the 0.67‐credit per tree that is normally allowed for a 7’ tall evergreen per the Woodland 
Ordinance. The result is an additional 85 Woodland Replacement Credits on 102 replacement 
trees provided. ECT concurs with the Landscape Review in that the amount of credits for the 
providing upsized evergreen trees as Woodland Replacement trees should be limited. The 
total benefit in credits derived from the “upsized” Woodland Replacement material should not 
be more than 33% of the total number of “upsized” trees planted. 
 
With the support of City Staff, Tollgate Education Community and MSU Horticulture staff, 
we are proposing larger trees along the Meadowbrook Road Frontage and between the 
commercial and residential developments. As City staff suggests and everyone agrees, 
larger trees will “provide additional landscape interest and screening along 
Meadowbrook Road and along the south edge of the residential portion of the 
development to provide additional screening from the commercial part of the 
development”.  
 
We are proposing to upsize only evergreen trees as suggested by Toll Gate Educational 
Community and MSU Horticulture Department staff to maximize the impact of the 
upsizing and to create a more natural landscape.  Upsizing only evergreen trees was 
discussed and supported by City staff at our meeting on April 13, 2016.  
 
A total of 604 replacement trees and 681 replacement shrubs are proposed to satisfy 
100% of the required replacement credits. It’s important to note that only 102 trees will be 
upsized. We believe that the proper way to analyze the requested upsizing is to look at 
the total amount of Woodland Replacement Trees, not just the evergreen trees. We are 
proposing to upsize 153 of the total 718 required woodland replacement tree credits 
which is only 21% of the total. 
 
Larger trees cost more money and we are requesting credit for upsizing these trees. We 
will plant Woodland Replacement Trees and shrubs that are not upsized to satisfy the 
requirements, but feel that this will not achieve the effect that everyone desires.  
 
Thank you for your support to “use some upsizing with credit within the PRO”. We are 
requesting a deviation from the PRO to receive credit for upsizing 102 Woodland 
Replacement Trees. 
 

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



4. The Applicant is encouraged to provide woodland conservation easements for any areas 
containing woodland replacement trees, if applicable. It is not clear how all of the proposed 
replacement trees will be guaranteed in perpetuity. As stated in the woodland ordinance. 
 
Where replacements are installed in a currently non‐regulated woodland area on the project 
property, appropriate provision shall be made to guarantee that the replacement trees shall 
be preserved as planted, such as through a conservation or landscape easement to be granted 
to the city. Such easement or other provision shall be in a form acceptable to the city attorney 
and provide for the perpetual preservation of the replacement trees and related vegetation. 
 
Woodland conservation easements will be provided. Provisions to guarantee that the 
replacement trees shall be preserved as planted will be provided. 
 

5. A Woodland Permit from the City of Novi would be required for proposed impacts to any trees 
8‐inch d.b.h. or greater. Such trees shall be relocated or replaced by the permit grantee. All 
replacement trees shall be two and one‐half (2 ½) inches caliper or greater deciduous trees or 
6‐foot tall (minimum) coniferous trees. Deciduous replacement trees shall be provided at a 1:1 
replacement ratio and coniferous replacement trees shall be provided at a 1.5:1 
replacement ratio. See the Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (attached) for acceptable 
replacement tree species. 
 
Noted 
 

6. A Woodland Replacement financial guarantee for the planting of replacement trees will be 
required, if applicable. This financial guarantee will be based on the number of on‐site 
woodland replacement trees (credits) being provided at a per tree value of $400. 
Based on a successful inspection of the installed on‐site Woodland Replacement trees, 
seventy‐five percent (75%) of the original Woodland Financial Guarantee shall be returned to 
the Applicant. Twenty‐five percent (25%) of the original Woodland Replacement financial 
guarantee will be kept for a period of 2‐years after the successful inspection of the tree 
replacement installation as a Woodland Maintenance and Guarantee Bond. 

 
Noted 

 
7. The Applicant will be required to pay the City of Novi Tree Fund at a value of $400/credit for 

any Woodland Replacement tree credits that cannot be placed on‐site. 
 
Noted 
 

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

 
Noted 
 

Again, we would like to thank you for this review and we look forward to working with you on this 
project. 

 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 



The	Ivanhoe	Companies	
 

6689 Orchard Lake Road #314    West Bloomfield, MI 48322 
Office:  248‐626‐6114    Cell:  248‐520‐6980 
 

April 14, 2016 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth  
City of Novi Community Development 
45175 West Ten Mile Road  
Novi, MI 48375 
 
RE:  Beacon Hill Park  

Landscape and Woodlands: Ivanhoe; Americana Foundation; Tollgate Education Center; and the 
City of Novi Site Plan Collaboration  

 
Dear Ms. McBeth:  
 
Since the Planning Commission meeting on September 9, 2015, we have had multiple collaborative 
meetings with you, Clear Zoning, ECT and City staff to achieve our mutual goal. As you are aware, there 
have been numerous revisions accommodating the requests from the consultants’ letters.  
 
For well over a year, we have been working and adjusting the plan to have a complementary 
development to the Tollgate Education Center property directly to the west.  The key accommodation 
and collaboration resulted in an extraordinary open space running north and south the entire length of 
Meadowbrook Road, adjacent to the 5 acre park and the deeper open space park area in front of the 
commercial, effectuating a continuous buffer on the main roads whereby the community will have 42% 
open space. 
 
We redesigned the community, specifically as recommended by Tollgate Education Center, whereby the 
Beacon Hill Meadows road is located approximately 140 feet from Meadowbrook Road which will 
provide a visual extension of the farm.  We revised the plan and added an additional 50 foot landscaped 
nature corridor.  Tollgate Education Center strongly recommended and we have agreed, that the 
proposed landscaping on the east side of Meadowbrook Road should present a natural progression of 
plantings from low shrubs to medium understory plantings to canopy trees, to provide a natural 
appearance.  
 
Under the direction of the Americana Foundation and their consultants, in collaboration with our 
consultants; Felino Pascual & Associates, Zeimet Wozniak & Associates and  King & MacGregor, we have 
been working with Toll Gate Education Center staff and Michigan State University staff to revise the 
proposed landscaping plans for Beacon Hill Park along Meadowbrook Road. We have met, and revised 
the plans multiple times, with the direction of Mr. Roy Prentice, Farm Manager of the Tollgate Education 
Center and Dr. Robert Schutzki, Associate Professor with the Department of Horticulture at MSU in a 
collaborative effort to achieve our goal.  It is essential to all that the proposed landscaping not only 
provide a buffer between the farm and the proposed homes, but blends seamlessly with the existing 
features of Tollgate Education Center and the west side of Meadowbrook Road.  
 
In order to accomplish this we will require flexibility in the proposed landscaping, unique to our sites on 
Meadowbrook Road.  Rather than a single row of trees located along the proposed Meadowbrook Road 
right‐of‐way, north of the proposed entrance to Beacon Hill Meadows, we are proposing clusters of 
bushes be located nearest the sidewalk then a variation of sub‐canopy ornamental trees which finally 
give way to larger canopy trees.  Beyond the canopy trees we propose to preserve the natural 



The	Ivanhoe	Companies	
 

6689 Orchard Lake Road #314    West Bloomfield, MI 48322 
Office:  248‐626‐6114    Cell:  248‐520‐6980 
 

vegetation within the green belt area.  We are proposing to move some of the required landscaping into 
the Meadowbrook Road right‐of‐way in order to preserve the existing vegetation and provide a natural 
buffer while maintaining site distance visibility.  This will offer a natural feel for Meadowbrook Road that 
we, along with Tollgate Education Center, are hoping to achieve.  I have attached correspondence from 
Mr. Roy Prentice, Dr. Schutzki, and representatives from Americana Foundation and Tollgate Education 
Center outlining their desires that include achieving the set‐back and natural design of the project 
including tree and shrubs species.  
 
The park area located adjacent to the proposed community residential entrance has been revised to 
incorporate a natural progression from low plantings to large canopy trees.  South of the entrance park 
we are proposing that the street trees be clustered both in and adjacent to the Meadowbrook Road 
right‐of‐way to introduce the natural feel of the corridor as you proceed north from 12 Mile Road. 
 
As up are aware, we have met with Novi’s woodland consultant and responded to his comments, and 
updated him on the restoration plan as well as clarifying that over the course of two years there have 
been multiple alternative uses and revised site plans that have transpired throughout the process.  The 
Meadowbrook Road landscaped corridor was further improved by a large woodland buffer preservation 
area on the north property line.  We have also added a creative woodland restoration area in the center 
of the residential component.  We have located the placement of the trees to create a contiguous 
wooded corridor the entire length of Meadowbrook with extensive planting of trees in the trailhead 
park on the corner of 12 Mile Road that we are donating to the City.  
 
Tollgate and MSU suggested that some of the proposed trees be larger particularly along Meadowbrook 
Road. It was also suggested that larger evergreen trees will provide a more varied and natural looking 
buffer between the proposed residential (Meadows) and the commercial (Shoppes). A total of 604 
replacement trees and 681 replacement shrubs are proposed to satisfy 100% of the required 
replacement credits. It’s important to note that only 102 trees (approximately 21%) will be upsized.  As 
proposed by Tollgate and endorsed by City staff, all of the upsized trees will be evergreens, which will 
provide maximum impact. 
 
In order to achieve the desired contiguous, natural landscape, the following deviations are requested: 

1) Credit for upsizing 102 Woodland Replacement Trees. 
2) Locate street trees in clusters both in and adjacent to the Meadowbrook Road right‐of‐way.  
3) Locate replacement trees and shrubs, Meadow Brook Road street trees and greenbelt plantings 

within the Meadowbrook Road right‐of‐way. 
 

I would like to thank you, your staff, and consultants for working with us collaboratively to achieve what 
is an exemplary design that will flow seamlessly into the 5 acre open space park and the Beacon Hill 
Trailhead on the corner.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Gary Shapiro  
 
Attachments:    Beacon Hill Landscape overview from Roy Prentice, Tollgate Education Center  
    Letter of Collaboration from Gary Rentrop, Americana Foundation/Tollgate Farms 
    Copy of email regarding Native Plants 















 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 8, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park rezoning with a PRO, JSP15-0008 
 Response to Wetland Review 
 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank ECT for the recommendation to approve the revised plan for wetlands. 
 
We have reviewed the ECT report dated March 21, 2016 and will address the comments on the 
Final Site Plan submittal as requested. 
 
Should you need any additional information please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 8, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park rezoning with a PRO, JSP15-0008 
 Response to Traffic Review 
 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth: 
 
We would like to thank AECOM for the recommendation to approve the revised plan for traffic. 
 
We have reviewed the AECOM report dated March 18, 2016 and will address the comments to 
the satisfaction of the City on subsequent submittals, as requested. 
 
Should you need any additional information please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Andrew J. Wozniak 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
April 20, 2016 
 
Ms. Barbara McBeth 
City of Novi Community Development  
45175 West Ten Mile Road 
Novi, MI 48375 
 
RE: Beacon Hill Park PRO 
 Response to Fire Department Review 
 
Dear Ms. McBeth, 
 
We would like to thank the Fire Department for their recommendation for approval of the 
revised site plan. 
 
We have reviewed their letter dated April 15, 2016 and will meet the specifications for the 
required secondary access and break away gate. 
 
Should you need any additional information please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Andrew Wozniak 
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