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SCENIC PINES ESTATES JSP 18-76 
Consideration at the request of Singh Development for Final Site Plan approval. The 
subject properties are approximately 9.44 acres and are located south of South Lake 
Drive, on the south side of Pembine Drive (Section 3). The applicant is proposing to utilize 
the One-family Cluster Option to develop a site condominium with 25 single family 
detached homes.  
 
Required Action 
Approval of the Final Site Plan with One-Family Clustering Option 
  

REVIEW RESULT DATE COMMENTS 

Planning Approval 
recommended 4-29-20 

• Planning Commission findings and 
approval of the following granted 
9/25/19:  
o Clustering of one-family dwelling may 

be permitted for this subject parcel 
based on Section 3.28.1.B 

o Approval of the Special Land Use 
permit based on section 6.1.2.C. 

o Reduction of minimum distance 
between clusters. 

o Reduction of front building setback 
from the streets.  

o Determination of the future use of the 
Parcel 50-22-03-327-004 fronting on 
the Walled Lake.  

• Area undeveloped will be preserved in 
a permanent easement. 

• Items to be addressed on the Electronic 
Stamping Set submittal. 

Engineering Approval 
recommended 1-8-20 

• Administrative variance for not having 
15 feet from back of curb to outside 
edge of sidewalk; 

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

Landscaping Approval 
recommended 12-13-19 

• Landscape waivers for not providing street 
trees along Pembine and for not proposing 
trees between curb and the sidewalk 
granted 9/25/19 

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

Wetlands Approval 
recommended 12-31-19 

• City of Novi Non-Minor Wetland Permit 
and an Authorization to encroach the 
25-Foot Natural Features Setback 
approved 9/25/19 

• Items to be addressed on the final site 



plan submittal 

Woodlands Approval 
recommended 4-27-20 

• City of Novi Woodland Permit approved 
9/25/19 

• Items to be addressed on the final site 
plan submittal 

Traffic Approval 
recommended 1-3-20 

• Planning Commission waiver for not 
meeting the minimum driveway spacing 
for opposite side driveways granted 
9/25/19 

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

Facade Not Applicable   

Fire Approval 
recommended 

 
 12-16-19  



MOTION SHEET 
 
Approval  
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Final Site Plan with 
One-family clustering option and the Site Condominium based on and subject to the 
following: 

1. The previous conditions of the Planning Commission approval for the Preliminary 
Site Plan; 

2. The bridge design shall receive approval by AECOM prior to the approval of the 
Final Stamping Set; 

3. The utility enclosure and landscape screening details for the necessary grinder 
pump and generator located south of Pembine Drive shall be included on the 
plans prior to approval of the Final Stamping Set; 

4. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant 
review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters, with these items 
being addressed prior to Final Stamping Set approval; and 

5. (additional conditions here if any) 
(This motion is made because the plan is otherwise in compliance with Article 3, Article 4 
and Article 5 of the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable provisions of the 
Ordinance.) 
 
 
-OR- 
 
 
Denial – Final Site Plan with One-family clustering option and the Site Condominium 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to deny the Final Site Plan Open 
Preservation and the Site Condominium … (because the plan is not in compliance with 
Article 3, Article 4 and Article 5 of the Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable 
provisions of the Ordinance.) 
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SITE PLAN 
(Full plan set available for viewing by emailing bmcbeth@cityofnovi.org) 
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PLANNING REVIEW 



PETITIONER 
Singh Development, LLC 

REVIEW TYPE 
Revised Final Site Plan with One-Family Cluster Option 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
Section 3 

Site Location 50-22-03-378-008; 50-22-03-378-009 and 50-22-03-378-010 
South of South Lake Drive, Southside of Pembine Drive 

Site School 
 

Walled Lake Consolidated School District 
Current Zoning R-4 One-Family Residential District 
Adjoining 
Zoning North 

R-4 One-Family Residential District 

East R-4 One-Family Residential District 
West R-4 One-Family Residential District 
South RA Residential Acreage 

Current Site 
 

Two existing residences, mostly vacant 

Adjoining Uses 

North Single Family Homes 
East Single Family Homes 
West Single Family Homes 
South Public Park (Lakeshore Park) 

Site Size 9.44 acres 
Plan Date March 24, 2020 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant is proposing to utilize the One-family Cluster Option to develop a site condominium with 
25 single family detached homes. Each home is proposed to be detached and clustered into two to 
four unis on each side of the proposed Pristine Lane and Noble Trail. Approximately 53% of existing 
wetlands and woodlands on subject property are proposed to be preserved in order to develop a 
cluster option.  

RECOMMENDATION 
Approval for the Final Site with One-Family Cluster option is recommended with additional information 
to be provided in a response letter prior to Final Site Plan approval by the Planning Commission.  

PROJECT HISTORY 
January 15, 2019, a pre-application meeting for this project was conducted. 

On September 25, 2019, the Planning Commission approved the Preliminary Site Plan with One-Family 
clustering option, Site Condominium, Special Land Use, Wetland Permit, Woodland Permit and 
Stormwater Management Plan Approval. Action summary is attached at the end of this letter.  

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 
April 29, 2020 

Planning Review 
SCENIC PINES ESTATES 

JSP 18-76 
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On November 19, 2019, the Zoning Board of Appeals approved a variance to allow the absence of a 
landscape berm on east, west, and south property lines. Action summary is attached at the end of this 
letter. 

ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS 
This project was reviewed for conformance with the Zoning Ordinance with respect to Article 3 (Zoning 
Districts), Article 4 (Use Standards), Article 5 (Site Standards), and any other applicable provisions of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Please see the attached chart for information pertaining to ordinance requirements. 
Items in bold below must be addressed and incorporated as part of the response letter prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting: 

1. One-Family Cluster Option: All Woodlands and Wetlands used to qualify for this option shall be
left in their natural state so as to remain in excess of 50% of the net site area (excluding right-of-
way). The site plan indicates 4.92 acres (53%) to be preserved.

2. Preservation of Open Space (Sec. 3.28.8.C): The areas to be dedicated as open space and
recreational use, showing access, location and any improvements. Assurance of the
permanence of the open space and its continued maintenance shall be submitted for review
and approval by the City Attorney. The applicant indicates the open space can be preserved
either through a conservation easement established by the Master Deed, or in a separate
instrument. The City Attorney has indicated the areas to be protected under a conservation
easement should be reflected in the Master Deed for the development, but should be
permanently protected by a separate Conservation Easement or Open Space Preservation
Easement. Sample templates for these documents are available on the City’s website.

3. Planning Commission Conditions: The approval shall be subject to the following conditions at this
time: 
a. The Planning Commission finding that Parcel ID No. 22-03-327-004, mentioned in the notes to

the site plan, located on the north side of South Lake Drive, is not part of this development
and shall not become or be made part of this development, as it does not comply with Sec.
36-62, Lakefront use standards, of the City Code of Ordinances as relates to lakefront
recreational parks; This is noted on Sheet 2.

b. Maintenance and reconstruction of the roads during and after construction, dust
maintenance control and the stipulation that the roads be videotaped before and after
construction to determine reconstruction requirements; This is noted on Sheet 2.

c. Limit Construction times with respect to elementary school bus schedule; This is noted on
Sheet 2.

d. The applicant shall revise the woodland replacement plan at the time of final site plan to
avoid the conflict between the proposed tree replacement locations and the existing
overhead electric line along the western property boundary; This has been addressed.

e. The applicant shall obtain necessary approvals from all related outside agencies for the
proposed location of storm water pond and related landscape under the existing overhead
lines prior to approval of Final Site Plan; The applicant has noted they will submit applications
for these approvals.

f. Assurance of the permanence of the open space and its continued maintenance shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City Attorney at the time of final site plan
approval. The City Attorney shall review and render an opinion with respect to:

i. The proposed manner of holding title to the open space.
ii. The proposed manner of payment of taxes.
iii. The proposed method of regulating the use of open land.
iv. The proposed method of maintenance of property and the financing thereof.
v. Any other factor relating to the legal or practical problems of ownership and

maintenance of the open land.
See comments in (2) above.
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4. Proposed Patio and Woodlands: The applicant has indicated that the construction of decks and 
patios will not result in additional woodland removals.  
 

5. Lighting and Photometric plan: The site plan includes a lighting and photometric plan.  
a. Foot-candle values at the property line is now indicated to be zero.  
b. Hours of operation for the lights is now indicated to be dusk to dawn.  
 

6. Generator for grinder pump: Provide information regarding the following items with the required 
response letter prior to the next Planning Commission meeting:  

i. A generator is required per the Engineering review letter. The location and screening is 
subject to planning approval. Provide related information on the plans – while the location 
is noted, details of the screening/enclosure are not found in the plan set.  

ii. Sound barriers are required due to proximity to residential areas. Information about decibel 
levels for the generator and grinder pump should be provided in order to determine 
whether sound attenuating measures are required.  

 
7. Planning Legal Acceptance Documents: Drafts for the following documents require staff review 

and administrative approval and/or City Council acceptance: 
a. Master Deed drafts and exhibits 
b. Conservation easements 

 
8. Proposed Bridge:  A review of the structural engineering of the proposed bridge was done by 

the City’s traffic consultant, AECOM.  Those comments and questions have been forwarded to 
the applicant separately, and will require revisions to be submitted for further review. The bridge 
design must be finalized in order to be approved in the Final Stamping Set.  

 
OTHER REVIEWS 
The following reviews previously recommended approval of the final site plan. Additional comments 
should be addressed with electronic stamping set submittal:  

1. Engineering 
2. Landscape 
3. Wetlands 
4. Traffic 

The following reviews are currently recommending approval or approval with conditions of the revised 
Final Site Plan:  

1. Planning (Approval recommended) 
2. Woodlands (Approval recommended) 
3. Fire (Approved) 

 
NEXT STEP: PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
In their motion to approve the Preliminary Site Plan, the Planning Commission included a condition that 
the Final Site Plan shall be brought back before the Planning Commission for Final Approval. Therefore, 
this Site Plan is scheduled to go before the Planning Commission for consideration on May 20, 2020 at 
7:00 p.m. Please provide via email the following by noon on May 14, 2020, if you wish to keep this 
schedule: 
  

1. Site Plan submittal in PDF format (maximum of 10MB). NO CHANGES MADE. (This has been 
received.) 

2. A response letter addressing ALL the comments from ALL the review letters and a request for 
waivers as you see fit.  

3. A color rendering of the Site Plan (Optional to be used for Planning Commission presentation).   
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REMAINING STEPS TO CONSTRUCTION 

1. Electronic Stamping Set Submittal and Response Letter
After receiving Final Site Plan approval from all the reviewers and the Planning Commission, please
submit the following for Electronic stamping set approval:
a. Plans addressing the comments in all of the staff and consultant review letters in PDF format,

including AECOM comments on the bridge design.
b. Response letter addressing all comments in ALL letters and ALL charts and refer to sheet numbers

where the change is reflected.
c. Legal acceptance documents as listed in the attached Planning and Engineering legal transmittal. A

electronic submittal is acceptable for the initial submittal.

2. Stamping Set Approval
Stamping sets are still required for this project.  After having received all of the review letters from City
staff the applicant should make the appropriate changes on the plans and submit 10 size 24” x 36”
copies with original signature and original seals, to the Community Development Department for final
Stamping Set approval.  

3. Pre-Construction Meeting
A Pre-Construction meeting is required for this project. Prior to the start of any work on the site, Pre-
Construction (Pre-Con) meetings must be held with the applicant’s contractor and the City’s consulting
engineer. Pre-Con meetings are generally held after Stamping Sets have been issued. No work on the
site may be commenced before a pre-construction meeting is held.   There are a variety of
requirements, fees and permits that must be issued before a Pre-Con can be scheduled.  If you have
questions regarding the checklist or the Pre-Con itself, please contact Sarah Marchioni [248.347.0430 or
smarchioni@cityofnovi.org] in the Community Development Department.

CHAPTER 26.5  
Chapter 26.5 of the City of Novi Code of Ordinances generally requires all projects be completed within 
two years of the issuance of any starting permit.  Please contact Sarah Marchioni at 248-347-0430 for 
additional information on starting permits.  The applicant should review and be aware of the 
requirements of Chapter 26.5 before starting construction. 

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

___________________________________________________ 
Lindsay Bell, AICP – Senior Planner 

mailto:lbell@cityofnovi.org
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION SUMMARY 
On September 25, 2019, the Planning Commission approved the Preliminary Site Plan with One-Family 
clustering Option, Site Condominium, Special Land Use, Wetland Permit, Woodland Permit and Storm 
water Management Plan Approval.  

In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Special Land Use Permit based 
on and subject to the following: 

1. The proposed use will not cause any detrimental impact on existing thoroughfares (based on the
Traffic review);

2. The proposed use will not cause any detrimental impact on the capabilities of public services
and facilities;

3. The proposed use is compatible with the natural features and characteristics of the land
(because the applicant is proposing to preserve 53% of qualifying area that includes regulated
woodlands and wetlands);

4. The proposed use is compatible with adjacent uses of land (because the subject property is
surrounded by single family residential uses.  Façade review notes that the proposed elevations
portray an overall architectural standard equal or higher than the existing homes in the
surrounding neighborhood);

5. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, objectives, and recommendations of the City's
Master Plan for Land Use (because the development is age-targeted. The proposed floor plans
indicate first-floor master);

6. The proposed use will promote the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner;
7. The proposed use is (1) listed among the provision of uses requiring special land use review as set

forth in the various zoning districts of this Ordinance, and (2) is in harmony with the purposes and
conforms to the applicable site design regulations of the zoning district in which it is located;

8. The approval shall be subject to the following conditions at that time:
g. The Planning Commission finding that Parcel ID No. 22-03-327-004, mentioned in the notes to

the site plan, located on the north side of South Lake Drive, is not part of this development
and shall not become or be made part of this development, as it does not comply with Sec.
36-62, Lakefront use standards, of the City Code of Ordinances as relates to lakefront
recreational parks;

h. Maintenance and reconstruction of the roads during and after construction, dust
maintenance control and the stipulation that the roads be videotaped before and after
construction to determine reconstruction requirements;

i. Limit Construction times with respect to elementary school bus schedule;
j. Construction traffic to comply with the City load limits; and

9. Final Site Plan shall come back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.

In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Preliminary Site Plan with One-
family clustering option and the Site Condominium based on and subject to the following: 

1. Planning Commission’s finding per Section 3.28.1.B, that in all one-family residential districts, the
clustering of one-family dwellings may be permitted, provided that the land consists of an
unsubdivided area and the proposed site plan and, that the conventional approach to
residential development would destroy the unique environmental significance of the site, and
that the use of the cluster option is a desirable course of action to follow based on the following
condition.
a. The majority (fifty (50) percent) of the net site area (defined as the area which is delineated

by parcel lines, exclusive of rights-of-way as shown on the adopted master plan) is
composed of lands that are within jurisdiction of Woodland Protection Ordinance, as
amended, Chapter 37 of the Code of Ordinances, or within the jurisdiction of the Wetland
and Watercourse Protection Ordinance, as amended, Chapter 12, Article V of the Code of
Ordinances, or any combination of such lands. The applicant is proposing to permanently
preserve up to 53% of qualifying area on site.

2. Planning Commission approval for reduction of minimum distance between the clusters, based
on the finding, subject to conditions listed in Section 3.28.5., that the strict application of the
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distance in this instance would destroy a natural amenity such as regulated wetlands and 
woodlands. This is required for the Units 1-2-3 cluster and the Units 22-23-24-25 cluster.  A minimum 
of 85 feet is required, approximately 78 feet is proposed; 

3. Planning Commission approval of reduction of front building setbacks from the streets as listed in
Section 3.28.4.D. A minimum of 30 feet is required from the edge of Private drive, the plans
currently propose 25 feet in order to protect regulated woodlands in the back yards; this is
based on the following findings listed in Section 3.28.6.C:
a. All the conditions listed in Section 3.28.6.C. from i thru iv are met with the exception as noted

below;
b. A Zoning Board of Appeals variance from Section 3.28.6.C.iv.a to allow absence of required

berm along the east, west and south property boundaries adjacent to other single-family
residential districts;

4. Planning Commission waiver  for reduction of the minimum distance for opposite-side spacing
requirement, Design and Construction Standards Section 11-216(d),  for the roadway spacing
between Pristine Lane and Henning Street( A minimum of 200 feet is required, 117 feet is
proposed, due to estimated low volume of vehicles expected from the proposed development,
which is hereby granted;

5. A landscape waiver for absence of  three required street trees  along Pembine Street Frontage ,
as listed in 5.5.3.E.i.c and LDM 1.d., due to lack of space between the edge of pavement and
the future Right-of-way ad conflicts with other required proposed utilities and swales, which is
hereby granted;

6. A landscape waiver from Section 2.1 of Landscape Design Manual to allow some of the
proposed trees to be located outside of the space between the sidewalk and the curb due to
conflicts with proposed utilities, which is hereby granted. This waiver is supported as most of the
proposed trees are located within 15 feet from the curb, with an exception of three trees;

7. Administrative approval from Engineering for variance from Engineering Design Manual Section
7.4.2.C.1 for not meeting the minimum distance of 15 feet from back of curb to outside edge of
sidewalk;

8. The applicant shall revise the woodland replacement plan at the time of final site plan to avoid
the conflict between the proposed tree replacement locations and the existing overhead
electric line along the western property boundary;

9. The applicant shall obtain necessary approvals from all related outside agencies for the
proposed location of storm water pond and related landscape under the existing overhead
lines prior to approval of Final site plan;

10. Assurance of the permanence of the open space and its continued maintenance shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City Attorney at the time of final site plan approval.

11. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review letters,
and the conditions and items listed in those letters, as well as all of the terms and conditions of
the PRO Agreement as approved, with these items being addressed on the Final Site Plan; and

12. The Final Site Plan shall come back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.

In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Wetland Permit based on and 
subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review 
letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.  

In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Woodland Permit based on and 
subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant review 
letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan.   

In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Stormwater Management Plan, 
based on and subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and 
consultant review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being addressed on the 
Final Site Plan; and the Final Site Plan must come back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.  . 
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS ACTION SUMMARY 
On November 19, 2019, the Zoning Board of Appeals approved a variance based on the following 
motion:  

The motion to approve case PZ19-0042 for variance to allow the absence of a landscape berm on east, 
west, and south property lines was approved. The property is unique because of the location, 
topography, and existing woodland and wetland. The petitioner did not create the condition because 
the woodland has long been present. The relief granted will not unreasonably interfere with adjacent or 
surrounding properties 53% of the existing wetland/woodland will be left undisturbed and there are no 
residential properties on the affected sides. The relief is consistent with the spirit and intent of the 
ordinance because it will support the safety of young children and is a minimum request 



ENGINEERING REVIEW 



_______________________________________________________________________ 

Applicant 

Singh Development, LLC 

Review Type 

Final Site Plan 

Property Characteristics 

 Site Location: South of Pembine Street, East of West Park Drive 

 Site Size: 9.44 acres 

 Plan Date: 11/27/2019  

 Design Engineer: Diffin-Umlor and Associates 

Project Summary 

 Construction of twenty-five detached single family homes, and the demolition of

two single family homes and associated garages on the north end of the property.

Site access would be provided via Pembine Street.

 Water service would be provided by an 8-inch extension from the existing 8-inch

water main along Buffington Drive.

 Sanitary sewer service would be provided by an 8-inch extension into the

development from a proposed pump station. A 4-inch force main connects the

pump station to the existing 8-inch sanitary sewer at the intersection of Henning and

Pembine Street.

 Storm water would be collected by a storm sewer collection system and

conveyed/discharged to a detention basin in the northwest region of the

development and an underground detention basin underneath Pristine Lane.

Recommendation 

Approval of the Final Site Plan is recommended contingent on Oakland County’s 

approval of the pump station. 

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 
January 8, 2020 

Engineering Review 
Scenic Pines Estates 

JSP18-0076 



Engineering Review of Final Site Plan 01/08/2020 

Scenic Pines Estates Page 2 of 8 

JSP18-0076 

Comments: 

The Final Site Plan meets the general requirements of Chapter 11 of the Code of 

Ordinances, the Storm Water Management Ordinance and the Engineering Design 

Manual. The following must be addressed prior to submittal of the Electronic Stamping 

Set: 

General 

1. Provide a traffic control plan for the proposed road work activity on Henning

Drive, Pembine Street, and Buffington Drive.

2. The traffic sign tables on sheets 2 and 30 do not match. Please revise to

correct any discrepancies.

3. An additional 15 feet of half-width right-of-way is shown on sheet 2 to be

dedicated to the City.

4. A right-of-way permit from the City of Novi is required and the permit

application is currently under review.

5. On sheet 15, under “Sanitary Sewer” on the Utility Quantities table, “4-inch

DR11 Sanitary Sewer Forcemain” should read “4-inch SDR11 Sanitary Sewer

Forcemain”.

6. Provide a construction materials table on a Paving Plan sheet clearly listing

the quantity and material type for each pavement cross-section being

proposed.

7. On sheet 10, the easement plan, specify the widths of all easements. Clarify

what utilities would be placed in the 10-foot wide public utility easement.

a. If applicable, extend the water main and sanitary sewer easements that

are required off-site.

8. If an irrigation system will be constructed, please provide a backflow

prevention device on all irrigation systems.  The backflow prevention device

shall be an RPZ, or another approved device based on site conditions such as

irrigation head heights (pop-ups), grade changes, berms etc. Please contact

Kevin Roby in the Water and Sewer Division at 248-735-5640 with any

questions.

9. Revise the north arrow on all sheets where it is incorrect.

10. The City standard detail sheets are not required for the Final Site Plan

submittal.  They will be required with the Stamping Set submittal.  They can be

found on the City website (www.cityofnovi.org/DesignManual).

Water Main 

11. Show the right-of-way boundaries on the utility plans to ensure that the water

main extension will be constructed in dedicated, public right-of-way and will

not require any easements.

12. Three (3) sealed sets of revised utility plans along with the MDEGLE permit

application (06/12 rev.) for water main construction and the Streamlined

Water Main Permit Checklist should be submitted to the Engineering Division

for review, assuming no further design changes are anticipated.  Utility plan

http://www.cityofnovi.org/DesignManual
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sets shall include only the cover sheet, any applicable utility sheets and the 

standard detail sheets. 

Sanitary Sewer 

13. Revise the basis of design to have a peak factor of 4 and use a value of 2.38

people per unit.

14. Three (3) sealed sets of revised utility plans along with the MDEGLE permit

application (01/18 rev.) for sanitary sewer construction and the Streamlined

Sanitary Sewer Permit Certification Checklist should be submitted to the

Engineering Division for review, assuming no further design changes are

anticipated.  Utility plan sets shall include only the cover sheet, any

applicable utility sheets and the standard detail sheets.  Communicate with

the Engineering Department if an expedited review is requested.

Sanitary Sewer Pump Station 

15. A sanitary sewer grinder pump is proposed to connect to the force main at

the intersection of Henning Drive and Pembine Street.  The system should be

designed to meet Oakland County Water Resources Commission standards,

which are understood to be an actual pump station with a separate valve

vault.  Include all appropriate Oakland County detail sheets with the plans

and incorporate all comments made by OCWRC.

16. A sound attenuation enclosure is required for the generator.

17. Either completely remove the partially covered up labels on the

Power/Control Equalization and Disposal System diagram (sheet 27) or make

the labels legible.

18. Show the location of the generator and any other applicable pump station

details on the utility plan (sheet 15).

a. If necessary, revise the sanitary sewer easement to encompass the entire

pump station.

b. If necessary, revise any conflicts with the landscaping plan.

Storm Sewer 

19. Exhibit ‘A’ on sheet 24 shows all storm sewer in an easement that the City of

Novi would be responsible for. The SDFMEA exhibit ‘A’ should only include

access easements to the basins and treatment units.

20. The minimum pipe sizes for storm sewer receiving surface runoff shall be 12-

inches in diameter. Revise the plans accordingly.

21. Revise all 12-inch storm sewers that do not meet the minimum 0.32% slope

requirement.

22. Label the storm sewer lead sizing and slope on the utility sheets.

23. 2-foot manholes are only allowed when followed by a catch basin within 50

feet. Upsize all manholes to at least 4 feet in diameter.

24. All 8-inch storm sewer leads must be SDR 26. Revise the plans accordingly.
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Storm Water Management Plan 

25. The Storm Water Management Plan for this development shall be designed in

accordance with the Storm Water Ordinance and Chapter 5 of the new

Engineering Design Manual.

26. The underground storage system shall have 4-foot diameter manholes at

each corner of the unit for maintenance purposes.

27. Update the piezometer readings on the underground detention detail on

sheet 21 and reference the date that they were read.

28. The piezometer readings from December indicate that the groundwater

elevation near the bottom of the underground detention unit will not interfere

with its function. Thus, no further piezometer readings will be requested during

the plan review process.

29. Specify the width of the access easement for maintenance over the storm

water detention system. It should be a minimum of 15 feet wide with a

maximum running slope of 1-foot vertical to 5-feet horizontal.

30. Provide an access easement to the pretreatment structure.

Paving & Grading 

31. For clarification, label the interior roads as private or public on all sheets.

32. Extend the sidewalk across the entire Pembine Street frontage.

33. Sidewalks on private roadways should be located such that the outside edge

of the sidewalk is a minimum of 15 feet from back of curb. Any distance less

than 15 feet will require approval from the City Engineer who is currently

supporting this deviation.

34. Show noted guard rail on the Culvert Cross-Section and include its detail on

plan.

35. The separate submittal of bridge details will be sent to a consultant for review.

An invoice will be sent to the applicant when the fee has been determined.

36. Provide a note on the Grading Plan stating that the proposed pathway within

the Pembine Street right-of-way shall match existing grades at both ends.

37. Provide top of curb/walk and pavement/gutter grades to indicate height of

curb adjacent to drive areas.

38. Provide a plan view and cross-section of the retaining wall.

39. The entire width of Buffington, Henning and Pembine shall be removed and

replaced where water main and/or the sanitary sewer extension occurs to

ensure the road is in better than or equivalent condition to that in which it

was prior to construction.

Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 

40. A SESC permit is required and the application is currently under review.

Off-Site Easements 

41. Any off-site utility easements anticipated must be executed prior to final

approval of the plans.  If you have not already done so, drafts of the
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easements and a recent title search shall be submitted to the Community 

Development Department as soon as possible for review, and shall be 

approved by the Engineering Division and the City Attorney prior to 

executing the easements. 

The following must be submitted with the Electronic Stamping Set: 

42. A letter from either the applicant or the applicant’s engineer must be

submitted with the Final Site Plan highlighting the changes made to the plans

addressing each of the comments listed above and indicating the revised

sheets involved. Additionally, a statement must be provided stating that all

changes to the plan have been discussed in the applicant’s response letter.

43. A revised, itemized construction cost estimate must be submitted to the

Community Development Department for the determination of plan review

and construction inspection fees. This estimate should only include the civil

site work and not any costs associated with construction of the building or

any demolition work.  The estimate must be itemized for each utility (water,

sanitary, storm sewer), on-site paving (square yardage), right-of-way paving

(including proposed right-of-way), grading, and the storm water basin (basin

construction, control structure, pre-treatment structure and restoration).

a. Include the quantity and cost of all proposed sidewalks.

The following must be submitted with the Stamping Set: 

(Please note that all documents must be submitted together as a package with the 

Stamping Set submittal with a legal review transmittal form that can be found on the 

City’s website.  Partial submittals will not be accepted.) 

44. A draft copy of the Storm Drainage Facility Maintenance Easement

Agreement (SDFMEA), as outlined in the Storm Water Management

Ordinance, must be submitted to the Community Development Department.

Once the agreement is approved by the City’s Legal Counsel, this

agreement will then be sent to City Council for approval/acceptance. The

SDFMEA will then be recorded at the office of the Oakland County Register of

Deeds.  This document is available on our website.

45. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the water main to be

constructed onsite must be submitted to the Community Development

Department.  This document is available on our website.

46. A draft copy of the 20-foot wide easement for the sanitary sewer to be

constructed onsite must be submitted to the Community Development

Department.  This document is available on our website.

47. A draft copy of the warranty deed for the additional proposed right-of-way

along Pembine Street must be submitted for review and acceptance by the

City.
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The following must be addressed prior to construction: 

48. A pre-construction meeting shall be required prior to any site work being

started. Please contact Sarah Marchioni in the Community Development

Department to setup a meeting (248-347-0430).

49. A City of Novi Grading Permit will be required prior to any grading on the site.

This permit will be issued at the pre-construction meeting (no application

required).  No fee is required for this permit.

50. Material certifications must be submitted to Spalding DeDecker for review

prior to the construction of any onsite utilities.  Contact Ted Meadows at 248-

844-5400 for more information.

51. Construction inspection fees in an amount that is to be determined must be

paid to the Community Development Department.

52. Legal escrow fees in an amount that is to be determined must be deposited

with the Community Development Department.  All unused escrow will be

returned to the payee at the end of the project. This amount includes

engineering legal fees only. There may be additional legal fees for planning

legal documents.

53. A storm water performance guarantee in an amount equal to 120% of the

cost required to complete the storm water management facilities, as

specified in the Storm Water Management Ordinance, must be posted at the

Community Development Department.

54. Water and Sanitary Sewer Fees must be paid prior to the pre-construction

meeting.  Contact the Water & Sewer Division at 248-347-0498 to determine

the amount of these fees.

55. A street sign financial guarantee of $400 per traffic control sign must be

posted at the Community Development Department.  Signs must be installed

in accordance with MMUTCD standards.

56. A Soil Erosion Control Permit must be obtained from the City of Novi.  Contact

Sarah Marchioni in the Community Development Department, Building

Division (248-347-0430) for forms and information.  The financial guarantee

and inspection fees will be determined during the SESC review.

57. A permit for all proposed work activities within the road right-of-way must be

obtained from the City of Novi.  This application is available from the City

Engineering Division or on the City website and can be filed once the Final

Site Plan has been submitted.  Please contact the Engineering Division at 248-

347-0454 for further information.  Please submit the cover sheet, standard

details and plan sheets applicable to the permit only.

58. A permit for water main construction must be obtained from the MDEGLE.

This permit application must be submitted through the Engineering Division

after the water main plans have been approved.  Please submit the cover
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sheet, overall utility sheet, standard details and plan/profile sheets applicable 

to the permit. 

59. A permit for sanitary sewer construction must be obtained from the MDEGLE.

This permit application must be submitted through the Engineering Division

after the sanitary sewer plans have been approved.  Please submit the cover

sheet, overall utility sheet, standard details and plan/profile sheets applicable

to the permit.

60. An NPDES permit must be obtained from the MDEGLE since the site is over 5

acres in size.  The MDEGLE may require an approved SESC plan to be

submitted with the Notice of Coverage.

61. An inspection permit for the sanitary sewer tap must be obtained from the

Oakland County Water Resource Commissioner (OCWRC).

62. Permits for the construction of each retaining wall exceeding 48 inches in

height (measured from bottom of the footing to top of the wall) must be

obtained from the Community Development Department (248-347-0415).

63. The amount of the incomplete site work performance guarantee for this

development is equal to 1.2 times the amount required to complete the site

improvements, excluding the storm water facilities, as specified in the

Performance Guarantee Ordinance.  This guarantee will be reduced prior to

the Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (TCO), at which time it will be

based on the percentage of construction completed.

The following must be addressed prior to issuance of building permits: 

64. All easements and agreements referenced above must be executed,

notarized and approved by the City Attorney and Engineering Division.

65. A Bill of Sale for the utilities conveying the improvements to the City of Novi

must be submitted to the Community Development Department.  This

document is available on our website.

66. The City’s consultant Engineer Spalding DeDecker will prepare the record

drawings for this development.  The record drawings will be prepared in

accordance with Article XII, Design and Construction Standards, Chapter 11

of the Novi Code of Ordinances.

67. Submit to the Community Development Department Waivers of Lien from any

parties involved with the installation of each street as well as a Sworn

Statement listing those parties. The Waivers of Lien shall state that all labor

and material expenses incurred in connection with the subject construction

improvements have been paid.

68. Submit to the Community Development Department, Waivers of Lien from

any parties involved with the installation of each utility as well as a Sworn

Statement listing those parties and stating that all labor and material
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expenses incurred in connection with the subject construction improvements 

have been paid. 

69. Submit a Maintenance Bond to the Community Development Department in

an amount that is equal to 25 percent of the cost of the construction of the

utilities to be accepted.  This bond must be for a period of two years from the

date that the Utility Acceptance Permit is issued by the City of Novi

Engineering Division.  This document is available on our website.

70. Submit an up-to-date Title Policy (dated within 90 days of City Council

consideration of acceptance) for the purpose of verifying that the parties

signing the Easement and Bill of Sale documents have the legal authority to

do so.  Please be sure that all parties of interest shown on the title policy

(including mortgage holders) either sign the easement documents

themselves or provide a Subordination Agreement.  Please be aware that the

title policy may indicate that additional documentation is necessary to

complete the acceptance process.

To the extent this review letter addresses items and requirements that require the 

approval of or a permit from an agency or entity other than the City, this review shall 

not be considered an indication or statement that such approvals or permits will be 

issued. 

Please contact Kate Richardson at (248) 347-0586 with any questions. 

_______________________________ 
Kate Richardson, EIT  

Plan Review Engineer 

cc: Sri Komaragiri, Community Development  

Ben Croy, PE; Engineering 

Victor Boron, Engineering 

Angela Sosnowski, Community Development 

Tina Glenn, Treasurers 

Kristin Pace, Treasurers 

T. Meadows, T. Reynolds,; Spalding DeDecker 
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Review Type Job # 
Final Site Plan Landscape Review JSP18-0076 

Property Characteristics 
• Site Location: Pembine Street  
• Site Acreage: 9.3 acres 
• Site Zoning: R-4 
• Adjacent Zoning: North, east, west: R-4; South: RA 
• Plan Date: 11/27/2019 

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

Recommendation 
This project is recommended for approval for Final Site Plan.  Please make all revisions requested 
below in the electronic stamping set. 

LANDSCAPE WAIVERS GRANTED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON 9/25/2019: 
1. 3 street trees are planted more than 15 feet behind the curb, and not between the sidewalk

and curb. 
2. Absence of 3 required street trees along Pembine street frontage that can’t be planted due

to a lack of space between the sidewalk and road.  

Please copy the above granted waivers, along with the Planning Commission meeting date, to 
Sheet L-1. 

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

Provided 

Existing and proposed overhead and underground utilities, including hydrants (LDM 2.e.(4)) 
1. Provided
2. The utilities and street trees were adjusted as much as possible to meet the requirements

for the trees to be located within 15 feet of the road.  Only 3 trees do not meet this
spacing and a waiver for this deficiency was granted by the Planning Commission.

Existing Trees (Sec 37 Woodland Protection, Preliminary Site Plan checklist #17 and LDM 2.3 (2) ) 
1. The entire site is occupied by regulated woodland.
2. Tree survey, tree chart, and designation of trees to be removed are provided.

PLAN REVIEW CENTER REPORT 
December 13, 2019 

Final Site Plan - Landscaping 
Scenic Pines Estates 
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Adjacent to Residential - Buffer (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii and iii) 
The ZBA granted a variance to not provide berms.  

Adjacent to Public Rights-of-Way – Berm/Wall, Buffer and Street Trees (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.B.ii, iii) 
1. The required greenbelt and greenbelt plantings are proposed.
2. The required 4 foot tall berm is proposed but the contours and labels are not clearly

visible on the Landscape Plan or Grading Plan.
3. 3 of 8 required street trees along Pembine are not proposed due to a lack of room in the

right-of-way for those trees.  A landscape waiver was granted by the Planning
Commission for this deviation from the ordinance.

Lot Street Trees (LDM 2) 
As no lots are proposed on the site, and there are no established standards for a site of this 
type, the requirement for street trees is based on the table in Section 2.a.(2) of the 
Landscape Design Manual, or 1 per dwelling unit.  As 25 units are proposed, 25 trees are 
required, and 25 are provided.  These have all been located close to the units. 

Parking Lot Landscaping (Zoning Sec. 5.5.3.C.) 
No parking areas are proposed. 

Plant List (LDM 2.h. and t.) 
1. Provided
2. 16 of 19 species used (84%) are native to Michigan.
3. The tree diversity standard is sufficiently met.

Planting Notations and Details (LDM) 
1. Provided
2. Please add maintenance instructions for the native seed mix areas that includes the

need for mowing during the 2 year maintenance period to keep the height of the seeded
area between 6-9” and the need for spot weeding of invasive and weedy species.

3. Please add a note stating that the landscape contractor shall send me (via email is fine –
rmeader@cityofnovi.org) a photo of the label on the seed bag to confirm that the correct
mix is used.  Include in the note that failure to use the specified mix or a substitute
approved by the city may require the area to be re-prepared and re-seeded with the
correct mix).

Storm Basin Landscape (Zoning Sec 5.5.3.E.iv and LDM 1.d.(3) 
1. Provided
2. No Phragmites was found on the site.

Irrigation (LDM 1.a.(1)(e) and 2.s) 
1. The proposed landscaping must be provided with sufficient water to become established

and survive over the long term. 
2. Please provide an irrigation plan or note how this will be accomplished if an irrigation

plan is not provided on Final Site Plans. 
3. An irrigation system plan should be provided in electronic stamping sets at the latest.

Snow Deposit (LDM.2.q.) 
1. A note indicates that snow will be deposited along the drive.
2. An additional note should state that snow must not be piled on the sidewalk as multiple

sections of sidewalk are immediately behind the curb.  The current note does not
indicate that.
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Corner Clearance (Zoning Sec 5.9) 

Provided 
 

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

 

____________________________________________________ 
Rick Meader – Landscape Architect 

mailto:rmeader@cityofnovi.org
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2200 Commonwealth 
Blvd., Suite 300 

Ann Arbor, MI 
48105 

(734) 
769-3004 

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

www.ectinc.com

ECT Project No. 190181-0600 

December 31, 2019 

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 

Re:  Scenic Pines Estates (JSP18-0076) 
Wetland Review of the Final Site Plan (PSP19-0170)  

Dear Ms. McBeth: 

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Preliminary Site Plan for 
the proposed Scenic Pines Estates project located on Parcel No. 50-22-03-378-008 (approximately 9.5 
acres), south of South Lake Drive and east of West Park Drive.  The entrance to proposed development 
will be off of Pembine Street near Buffington Street (Section 3).  The Plan includes the construction of a 
twenty-five (25) unit residential development (detached single-family homes), entrance drive, utilities, and a 
stormwater detention basin. 

This included a review of the Final Site Plan prepared by Diffin-Umlor & Associates dated November 27, 
2019 and stamped “Received” by the City of Novi Community Development Department on December 6, 
2019 (Plan).  The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse 
Protection Ordinance and the natural features setback provisions in the Zoning Ordinance.   

ECT currently recommends approval of the Final Site Plan for Wetlands.  The Applicant shall 
address the items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland 
approval of the Final Stamping Set Site Plan. 

The following wetland and woodland related items are required for this project: 

Item  Required/Not Required/Not Applicable 

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

Wetland Mitigation Not Required  

Wetland Buffer Authorization Required 

EGLE Wetland Permit 
Likely required.  The project proposes impacts to wetland 
that appears to be MDEQ regulated. 

Wetland Conservation Easement Not Required 

Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, City of Novi Official Wetlands and 
Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1), and on-site Wetland Boundary Verification conducted on January 8, 2019, 
this proposed project site contains City-Regulated Wetlands and City-Regulated Woodlands.  The site 
contains and is directly adjacent to wetland areas that are regulated by the City of Novi as well as likely by 
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the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE; formerly MDEQ).  Areas 
mapped as Regulated Wetland are located along the western and southern sides of the parcel, and portions 
of these wetlands are indicated on the property in the northwest and southeast corners (see Figure 1).  A 
large portion of the project site consists of mature upland woods containing a variety of tree species 
including white oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Quercus rubra), basswood (Tilia americana), red maple (Acer rubrum), 
black cherry (Prunus serotina), pignut hickory (Carya glabra), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), sassafras 
(Sassafras albidum), ironwood (Ostrya virginiana) and several other species.  Based on the City of Novi 
Regulated Wetlands & Woodlands mapping, the majority of the site is mapped as City-Regulated Woodland. 
The Plan includes proposed impacts to both Regulated Wetlands and Regulated Woodlands. 

The proposed project site contains three (3) main areas of existing wetland that were flagged on-site by the 
Wilson Road Group.  These on-site wetland areas total approximately 1.70 acres.  The wetlands are subject 
to regulation by the City of Novi and likely by EGLE.  Permits will likely be required from EGLE and will 
be required from the City of Novi for construction activities involving on-site regulated wetland areas.   

On-Site Wetland Evaluation 
ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Watercourse 
map (see Figure 1), USGS topographic quadrangle map, NRCS soils map, USFWS National Wetland 
Inventory map, and historical aerial photographs (from Oakland County and Google Earth).  Based on our 
review of this information it appears as if this proposed project site contains areas mapped as City-Regulated 
Wetlands/Watercourses.  The site appears to contain wetland/watercourse areas that are regulated by the 
City of Novi as well as the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), as the on-site wetland 
areas appear to be part of a larger wetland complex that extends west, south, and east off the project site 
and appears to be larger than 5 acres in size.  ECT conducted an on-site wetland boundary verification for 
the parcel on January 8, 2019.   

The focus of the site inspection was to review site conditions in order to determine whether City-regulated 
wetlands are found on-site.  Diffin-Umlor and Associates had provided a map of the surveyed wetland flags 
(flags A1 through A25, B1 through B11, and C1 through C49).  The on-site wetlands were flagged by the 
Wilson Road Group, Inc.  Pink wetland boundary flagging was in place at the time of this site inspection. 
ECT reviewed the flagging and agrees that overall the wetland boundaries were accurately flagged in the 
field. 

The following is a brief description of the on-site wetland features: 

Wetland A – Forested and emergent wetland located along the west side of the subject site and continues 
off site to the west.  The dominant wetland vegetation includes sedges (Carex spp.), reed canary grass (Phalaris 
arundinancea), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), American elm (Ulmus americana), red maple (Acer rubrum), 
and some silver maple (Acer saccharinum).  The wetland area immediately off-site to the west consists of 
mainly emergent wetland with cattail (Typha spp.) and common reed (Phragmites australis).   

Wetland B – Mainly forested wetland located in the southeastern corner of the site and continues offsite to 
the northeast and south.  The dominant wetland vegetation includes eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), 
American elm (Ulmus americana), red maple (Acer rubrum), and some silver maple (Acer saccharinum).   

Wetland C – Mainly forested wetland located throughout the central portion of the site (extends from 
southwest section of the site to the northeast).  This wetland continues off site to the north, east and south 
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and connects to the same wetland complex offsite as Wetlands A and B.  Like in Wetland B, the dominant 
wetland vegetation includes eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), American elm (Ulmus americana), red 
maple (Acer rubrum), and some silver maple (Acer saccharinum).    
 
Proposed Wetland Impacts 
The proposed impacts to wetlands and 25-foot wetland setbacks are indicated on Sheets 7 (Wetlands Impact 
Plan).  The Plan proposes one (1) direct impact to Wetland C for the purpose of constructing the entrance 
road (Pristine Lane), including a proposed bridge with wing walls, as well as proposed storm sewer and 
water main.   
 
The Plan also includes the construction of a storm water management basin located in the northwest portion 
of the site.  This proposed detention basin has a proposed outfall to the existing wetland on the west side 
of the site (i.e., Wetland A).  No direct impacts to Wetland A are proposed for this construction.    
 
The following table summarizes the proposed wetland impacts as listed on the Demolition Plan: 
 
              Table 1. Proposed Wetland Impacts 

Wetland  City Reg? MDEQ 
Reg? 

Wetland 
Area (On-

Site) 

Impact Area 
Impact Area 

Impact 
Volume 

 

Acre Square 
Feet Acre Cubic 

Yards 

C 
Yes, City 

Regulated 
/Essential 

Likely 1.28 3,315 0.07 602 

TOTAL -- -- 1.28 3,315 0.07 602
 
With regard to the 25-foot wetland setbacks, the Plan appears to propose encroachment into several of the 
wetland setback areas for the purpose of the construction of the outfall from the stormwater detention 
basin and the wetland crossing for the construction of Pristine Lane.  Two (2) small wetland buffer impacts 
are indicated for rear yard grading in the areas of Units 6/7 and 16.  All but one (1) of these wetland buffer 
areas is proposed as a permanent impact.  The area behind proposed Units 6/7 is listed as a temporary 
impact.  Subsequent plan submittals shall indicate how this impact area will be restored.  Specifically, the 
landscape plan shall indicate what seed mix will be used to restore this area (sod or common grass seed 
cannot be used in temporary wetland or wetland buffer impact areas. 
 
The following table summarizes the proposed wetland setback impacts as listed on the Plan:    
          
        Table 2. Proposed 25-Foot Wetland Buffer Impacts 

Wetland 
Buffer   City Regulated? 

Existing Wetland 
Buffer Area 

Buffer 
Impact 

Area 

Buffer 
Impact Area Purpose of 

Impact 
Square 

Feet Acre Square Feet Acre 

A 
Yes, City Regulated 

/Essential 
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
218 0.005 

Stormwater 
outfall from 

basin 
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Wetland 
Buffer   City Regulated? 

Existing Wetland 
Buffer Area 

Buffer 
Impact 

Area 

Buffer 
Impact Area Purpose of 

Impact 
Square 

Feet Acre Square Feet Acre 

B 
Yes, City Regulated 

/Essential 
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
None None N/A

C 
Yes, City Regulated 

/Essential 
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
44 0.001 

Grading for 
Units 6 & 7 

C 
Yes, City Regulated 

/Essential 
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
5,264 0.121 

Construction 
of Pristine 

Lane 

C 
Yes, City Regulated 

/Essential 
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
131 0.003 

Grading for 
Unit 16 

TOTAL --
Not 

Provided
Not 

Provided
5,657 0.130 --

Wetland Mitigation Review 
In general, it can be noted that in those cases where an activity results in the impact to wetland areas of 
0.25-acre or greater that are deemed essential under City of Novi Ordinance subsection 12-174(b) mitigation 
shall be required.  The applicant shall submit a mitigation plan which provides for the establishment of 
replacement wetlands at a ratio of 1:1 through 2:1 times the area of the natural wetland impaired or 
destroyed, if impacts meet or exceed the 0.25-acre threshold (emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands are 
generally mitigated at a 1.5-to-1 ratio, forested wetlands are mitigated for at a 2.0-to-1 ratio, and open water 
areas are mitigated for at a 1.0-to-1 ratio).  EGLE’s threshold for the requirement of wetland mitigation is 
0.3-acre of wetland impacts.  As currently proposed, the project does not require compensatory wetland 
mitigation.  

Regulatory Status - EGLE 
ECT has evaluated the on-site wetland areas and believes that the wetlands are considered to be 
essential/regulated by the City of Novi as Wetlands A, B, and C are larger than 2 acres in size as they extend 
off-site and are part of a larger wetland complex, and they are likely regulated by EGLE as the wetland 
complex that they all appear to be connected to exceeds five (5) acres in size.  The overall wetland complex 
also appears to be within 500-feet of Walled Lake.  As noted, overall, the wetlands appear to accurately 
flagged in the field and appear to be generally indicated accurately on the site plans provided by Diffin-
Umlor & Associates.  

The Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) generally regulates wetlands 
that are within 500 feet of an inland lake, pond, or stream, or within 1,000 feet of a Great Lake, Lake St. 
Clair, the St. Clair River, or the Detroit River.  Isolated wetlands five (5) acres in size or greater are also 
regulated.  EGLE may also exert regulatory control over isolated wetlands less than five acres in size “…if 
the department determines that protection of the area is essential to the preservation of the natural resources 
of the state from pollution, impairment, or destruction and the department has notified the owner”.   

It is the applicant’s responsibility to contact EGLE in order to confirm the regulatory authority with respect 
to the on-site wetland areas.  ECT does not yet have a copy of this permit.   
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Regulatory Status – City of Novi 
The City of Novi Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance (City of Novi Code of Ordinances, Part 
II, Chapter 12, Article V.; Division 2.) describes the regulatory criteria for wetlands and review standards 
for wetland permit applications.  The City of Novi regulates wetlands that are: (1) contiguous to a lake, 
pond, river or stream, as defined in Administrative Rule 281.921; (2) two (2) acres in size or greater; or (3) 
less than two (2) acres in size but deemed essential to the preservation of the natural resources of the city 
under the criteria set forth in subsection 12-174(b).  Wetlands deemed regulated by the City of Novi require 
the approval of a use permit for any proposed impacts to the wetland.   

The on-site wetlands appear to be located directly adjacent to area depicted as regulated wetland on the City 
of Novi Regulated Wetland and Watercourse Map (Figure 1).  ECT has evaluated the on-site wetlands 
(Wetlands A, B, and C) and believes that the wetlands are regulated by the City’s Wetland and Watercourse 
Protection Ordinance as these wetland areas are all part of an overall wetland complex that is greater than 
2 acres in size (i.e., extends off site).  

The applicant shall provide information on subsequent plans that clearly indicates the areas of all of the 
existing on-site 25-foot setbacks/buffers (i.e., provide sizes in square feet or acres).  The plans have provided 
the overall on-site wetland areas as well as all wetland and wetland buffer impacts (both area and volume of 
all wetland impacts).  

As noted above, any proposed use of the wetlands will require a City of Novi Wetland Use Permit as well as 
an Authorization to Encroach the 25-Foot Natural Features Setback for any proposed impacts to the 25-foot 
wetland buffers.  The applicant is urged to minimize impacts to on-site wetlands and wetland setbacks to 
the greatest extent practicable.  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”.  

Wetland Comments 
ECT recommends that the Applicant address the items noted below in subsequent site plan submittals: 

1. The Wetland Buffer Disturbance Area #4 (for the detention basin outlet) quantity varies between
the Wetland & Buffer Table and the plan view on Sheet 7 (Wetlands Impact Plan).  The impact area is
shown as 44 square feet on the Plan but indicated as 218 square feet in the Wetland and Buffer Table.
Please review and revise the Plan as necessary.

2. The Total Buffer Impact is indicated as 0.013-acre in the Wetland & Buffer Table (Sheet 7) however
this quantity should read 0.130-acre.  Please revise this quantity on Sheet 7.

3. It should be noted that it is the Applicant’s responsibility to confirm the need for a Permit from
EGLE for any proposed wetland impacts.  Final determination as to the regulatory status of any
on-site wetlands (if applicable) shall be made by EGLE.  A copy of the Draft Wetland Permit from
EGLE (WRP018204v.1) has been provided with the Final Site Plan submittal.  The Applicant
should provide a copy of the approved EGLE Wetland Use Permit to the City (and our office)
upon issuance.  A City of Novi Wetland Permit cannot be issued prior to receiving this information.
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4. On future site plan submittals, the applicant shall indicate, label and quantify the areas (square feet
or acres) of all of the existing 25-foot setbacks/buffer areas.  Currently, the existing on-site wetland
areas have been provided however the existing 25-foot wetland buffer areas have not been
provided.

5. The Plan should address how any temporary impacts to wetland or 25-foot wetland buffers shall
be restored, if applicable.  All but one (1) of these wetland buffer areas is proposed as a permanent
impact.  The area behind proposed Units 6/7 is listed as a temporary impact.  Subsequent plan
submittals shall indicate how this impact area will be restored.  Specifically, the landscape plan shall
indicate what seed mix will be used to restore this area (sod or common grass seed cannot be used
in temporary wetland or wetland buffer impact areas.

Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Final Site Plan for Wetlands.  The Applicant shall address the 
items noted in the Wetland Comments Section of this letter prior to receiving Wetland approval of the Final 
Stamping Set Site Plan. 

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

Respectfully submitted, 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING & TECHNOLOGY, INC. 

Pete Hill, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer 

cc:  Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner (lbell@cityofnovi.org) 
Sri Komaragiri, City of Novi Planner (skomaragiri@cityofnovi.org) 
Madeleine Kopko, City of Novi Planning Assistant (mkopko@cityofnovi.org) 
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect (rmeader@cityofnovi.org) 

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

Photo 1. Looking southwest at Wetland A in the northwest section of the proposed site (near area of 
proposed stormwater detention basin).  ECT, January 8, 2019. 

Photo 2. Looking northeast at Wetland B located in the southeast section of the site (ECT, January 8, 
2019). 
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Photo 3. Looking northeast at Wetland C in the central portion of the proposed site (ECT, January 8, 2019). 

Photo 4. Looking north at Wetland C and existing homes south of Pembine Street on the north side of 
the proposed site (ECT, January 8, 2019). 
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ECT Project No. 190181-0800 

April 27, 2020 

Ms. Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Novi 
45175 W. Ten Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 

Re:  Scenic Pines Estates (JSP18-0076) 
Woodland Review of the Revised Final Site Plan (PSP20-0026)  

Dear Ms. McBeth: 

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. (ECT) has reviewed the Revised Final Site Plan (PSP20-
0026) for the proposed Scenic Pines Estates project located on Parcel No. 50-22-03-378-008 (approximately 
9.5 acres), south of South Lake Drive and east of West Park Drive.  The entrance to proposed development 
will be off of Pembine Street near Buffington Street (Section 3).  The Plan includes the construction of a 
twenty-five (25) unit residential development (detached single-family homes), entrance drive, utilities, and a 
stormwater detention basin. 

This included a review of the Revised Final Site Plan prepared by The Umlor Group dated March 24, 2020 
(Plan). The Plan was reviewed for conformance with the City of Novi Woodland Protection Ordinance 
Chapter 37.     

ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Final Site Plan for Woodlands.  ECT 
recommends that the applicant address the remaining items noted in the Woodland Comments 
Section of this letter prior to receiving Woodland approval of the Final Stamping Set Plan. 

The following woodland related items are required for this project: 

Item  Required/Not Required/Not Applicable 

Woodland Permit Required 

Woodland Fence Required 

Woodland Conservation Easement Required (For any proposed Woodland 
Replacement Tree Material) 

Based on our review of the Plan, Novi aerial photos, Novi GIS, City of Novi Official Wetlands and 
Woodlands Maps (see Figure 1), and on-site Woodland Evaluation conducted on January 8, 2019, this 
proposed project site contains City-Regulated Wetlands and City-Regulated Woodlands.  The site contains 
and is directly adjacent to wetland areas that are regulated by the City of Novi as well as likely by the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).  Areas mapped as Regulated Wetland are located along 
the western and southern sides of the parcel, and portions of these wetlands are indicated on the property 
in the northwest and southeast corners (see Figure 1).  A large portion of the project site consists of mature 
upland woods containing a variety of tree species including white oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Quercus rubra), 
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basswood (Tilia americana), red maple (Acer rubrum), black cherry (Prunus serotina), pignut hickory (Carya 
glabra), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), sassafras (Sassafras albidum), ironwood (Ostrya virginiana) and 
several other species.  Based on the City of Novi Regulated Wetlands & Woodlands mapping, the majority 
of the site is mapped as City-Regulated Woodland.  The Plan includes proposed impacts to both Regulated 
Wetlands and Regulated Woodlands. 

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.

What follows is a summary of our findings regarding on-site woodlands associated with the proposed 
project. 

On-Site Woodland Evaluation 
ECT has reviewed the City of Novi Official Woodlands Map and completed an onsite Woodland Evaluation 
on January 8, 2019.  ECT's in-office review of available materials included the City of Novi Regulated 
Woodland map and other available mapping.  The subject property includes area that is indicated as City-
Regulated Woodland on the official City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map (see Figure 1).  As 
noted above, the majority of the development area is within area mapped as City Regulated Woodland.   

The surveyed trees have been marked on-site with metal tree tags allowing ECT to compare the tree 
diameters reported on the Tree List & Tree Calculations Plan (Sheet 7 of 38) to the existing tree diameters in 
the field. ECT previously found that the Plan appears to accurately depict the location, species composition, 
size, and condition of the existing trees.  ECT took a sample of diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) 
measurements and found that the data provided on the Plan was consistent with the field measurements. 

The majority of the on-site trees are of good quality.  In general, the on-site trees consist of northern red 
oak (Quercus rubra), basswood (Tilia americana), red maple (Acer rubrum), sassafras (Sassafras albidum), black 
cherry (Prunus serotina), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), pignut hickory (Carya glabra), ironwood (Ostrya 
virginiana) and several other species. 

In terms of habitat quality and diversity of tree species, the overall subject site consists of good quality trees. 
In terms of a scenic asset, wildlife habitat, windblock, noise buffer or other environmental asset, the forested 
area located on the subject site is considered to be of good quality.  It should be noted that although the 
woodland areas contain some degree of invasive species such as buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), areas of the 
existing woodlands are relatively open and free of dense undergrowth that deters some species of wildlife 
such as white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  The applicant was previously asked to depict  accurate critical 
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root zones on the site plan for all regulated trees within fifty (50) feet of proposed grading or construction 
activities.  The critical root zone (CRZ) means a circular area around a tree with a radius measured to the 
tree's longest dripline radius plus one (1) foot.  The drip line means an imaginary vertical line that extends 
downward from the outermost tips of the tree branches to the ground.  The Critical Root Zone information 
has been graphically shown on the demolition plans (Sheets 4, 5, and 6). 

The Plan (Sheet 7 – Tree List & Tree Calculations) continues to include a ‘Saved trees with impact to critical root 
zone’ table that indicates that a total of twenty-five (25) trees are proposed to be saved however the proposed 
limits of disturbance lies within the CRZ of these 25 trees.  Previously, the Plan noted that these 25 trees 
will be bonded.  These trees require a total of 59 Woodland Replacement Credits if the limits of disturbance 
cannot be moved outside of the CRZ of these trees.  It should be noted that the Woodland Ordinance, 
Section 37.9.a.1 (Tree Protection During Construction) notes: 

This barrier shall be installed at the critical root zone (CRZ) perimeter of the onsite trees to be protected prior to initiating 
project construction. Should it not be possible to place the protection fencing at the CRZ of a regulated tree due to practical 
hardship, the applicant may provide replacement value for the tree into the city tree fund. The applicant may also choose to allow 
the tree in question to remain at his or her option. Accurate critical root zones must be depicted on the site plan for all regulated 
trees within fifty (50) feet of proposed grading or construction activities. 

The Plan has been updated to incorporate the 59 Woodland Replacement credits required for the 25 
regulated trees whose CRZs fall within the limits of disturbance of the project. 

Proposed Woodland Impacts & Replacements 
The Tree List & Tree Calculations plan (Sheet 7) notes the following: 

Trees Tagged 8” DBH and Greater =         481 
Trees Preserved =      262 (54% of surveyed trees) 
Trees Removed =            219 (46% of surveyed trees) 
Woodland Replacement Trees Required = 438 

As noted above, a total of twenty-five (25) trees are proposed to be saved however the proposed limits of 
disturbance lies within the CRZ of these 25 trees.  These trees require a total of 59 Woodland Replacement 
Credits as the limits of disturbance have not been moved outside of the CRZ of these trees.  

Woodland Replacement Trees Required for CRZ Impacts = 59 
Total Woodland Replacement Tree Credits Required = 497 

The Plan (Sheet 7 – Tree List & Tree Calculations) indicates that a total of 88.6 credits of Woodland 
Replacement material will be planted on-site (17.8% of the required Woodland Replacement Credits). The 
Landscape Plan (Sheet L-1) indicates that 84 - 2.5” caliper deciduous trees at 1 credit/tree and 7 - 6-foot tall 
evergreens at 0.67 credit/tree) will be provided.  The following Woodland Replacement trees are proposed: 

 41 red maple (Acer rubrum) – 41 Credits;
 16 swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor) – 16 Credits;
 14 red oak (Quercus rubra) – 14 Credits;
 13 basswood (Tilia americana) – 13 Credits;
 7 white pine (Pinus strobus) – 4.6 Credits;
 TOTAL 88.6 On-Site Woodland Replacement Credits 
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The tree species currently proposed for Woodland Replacement Credits all appear to be acceptable species 
consistent with the City of Novi Woodland Tree Replacement Chart (see attached).  The applicant will be 
required to pay the remaining 408.4 required Woodland Replacement Credits to the City of Novi Tree Fund. 

The majority of the proposed Woodland Replacement Trees are to be located in the northern portion of 
the site; behind Units 1 through 3 and Units 23, 24, 25 and around part of the proposed stormwater 
detention basin.  However, a number of the Woodland Replacement Trees are proposed along Pristine Lane 
and adjacent to some of the Units.  The location of some of the proposed Woodland Replacement trees 
may not be consistent with the intent of the Woodland Ordinance in mitigating for the loss of woodland 
tree canopy.  In addition, it is not clear how these replacement trees will be protected in perpetuity through 
a landscape or woodland easement.  ECT suggests that these proposed Woodland Replacement Trees be 
relocated to another area of the site that can more easily be placed into such an easement.  The Ordinance 
states that the location of replacement trees 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, 
Section 2509.  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. 

An alternate location for these Woodland Replacement plantings could be within the existing 25-foot 
wetland buffers on the property.  Trees can be planted within the wetland buffer as long as impact to existing 
vegetation within the regulated 25-foot setback is minimized by placing and planting the trees using the least 
disruptive means possible (i.e., hand tools or rubber tracked small equipment when not feasible to plant by 
hand).  As noted, the Woodland Replacement trees shall be protected through the granting of a conservation 
or landscape easement. 

Woodland Review Comments  
The following are repeat comments from our Woodland Review of the Final Site Plan (PSP19-0170) letter 
dated December 31, 2019. The current status of the comments follows in bold italics: 

1. The current Plan appears to propose a total of 88.6 on-site Woodland Replacement Credits (17.8% of
the required Woodland Replacement Credits) through on-site planting of deciduous and coniferous tree
plantings.  ECT suggests that the applicant work to provide as many of the required 497 Woodland
Replacement Credits through on-site plantings.  It should be noted that in addition to acceptable 2.5”
caliper deciduous trees as well as 6-foot tall acceptable evergreen tree species, the City allows applicant’s
to meet Woodland Replacement Credit requirement plantings through planting of other types of
approvable, native vegetation (as indicated in the Reforestation Credit Table contained in the Woodland
Ordinance):
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This comment has not been addressed. The on-site Woodland Replacement quantities remain 
unchanged from the previous plan submittal. 

2. Accurate critical root zones have now been depicted on the site plan for all regulated trees within fifty
(50) feet of proposed grading or construction activities.  The Tree List and Replacement Calculations plan
which was not included with the Final Site Plan submittal indicated that a total of twenty-five (25) trees
are proposed to be saved however the proposed limits of disturbance lies within the CRZ of these 25
trees.  These trees require a total of 59 Woodland Replacement Credits if the limits of disturbance
cannot be moved outside of the CRZ of these trees.  The total required Woodland Replacement quantity
is therefore 497 (438 for tree removals + 59 for encroachment within CRZ of 25 trees).

This comment still applies. The proposed Woodland removal and replacement quantities 
remain unchanged from the previous plan submittal. 

3. A Woodland Replacement financial guarantee for the planting of replacement trees will be
required.  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 the current Plan, the Woodland
Replacement Financial Guarantee would be $35,440 (88.6 On-Site Woodland Replacement Credits x
$400/Credit).

This comment still applies. 

4. Based on a successful inspection of the installed on-site Woodland Replacement trees, the Woodland
Replacement financial guarantee will be returned to the Applicant.  A Woodland Maintenance financial
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guarantee in the amount of twenty-five percent (25%) of the original Woodland Replacement financial 
guarantee will then be provided by the applicant.  This Woodland Maintenance financial guarantee will 
be kept for a period of 2-years after the successful inspection of the on-site woodland replacement tree 
installation.  Based on the current Plan, the Woodland Maintenance Financial Guarantee would be 
$8,860 (88.6 On-Site Woodland Replacement Credits x $400/Credit x 0.25).   

This comment still applies. 

5. 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.  Currently, this payment would be
$163,360 (408.4 Woodland Replacement Credits x $400/Credit).

This comment still applies. 

6. The Applicant shall provide preservation/conservation easements as directed by the City of Novi
Community Development Department for any areas of woodland replacement tree planting outside of
existing Regulated Woodland Boundaries.  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.  This language shall be submitted to the City Attorney
for review.  The executed easement must be returned to the City Attorney within 60 days of the issuance
of the City of Novi Woodland permit.  The Woodland Conservation Easement shall be indicated on
the Plan.

This comment still applies. 

7. It should be noted that the proposed tree protection fence shall be installed at the Critical Root Zone
(CRZ) perimeter (i.e., 1 foot outside of the tree’s drip line) of all on-site trees to be preserved during
the site development.  Should it not be possible to place the protection fencing at the CRZ of a regulated
tree, the applicant may provide replacement value for the tree into the City of Novi Tree Fund.  ECT
or a City representative will inspect the staking and note all trees to be removed or negatively impacted
by the proposed construction.  If any trees with a diameter-at-breast-height (DBH) of 8-inches or
greater that are not already included in the schedule of removals will be removed or negatively impacted
by the construction, ECT will add those trees to the associated woodland permit.  Payment for these
trees will need to be made immediately or no later than prior to issuance of the first building permit.

Previously, the applicant has provided a table on Sheet 6 (Tree List and Replacement Calculations) that
indicated that a total of twenty-five (25) trees are proposed to be saved however the proposed limits of
disturbance lies within the CRZ of these 25 trees.  These trees require a total of 59 Woodland
Replacement Credits if the limits of disturbance cannot be moved outside of the CRZ of these trees.

This comment has been addressed. The current has been updated to incorporate the 59
Woodland Replacement credits required for the 25 regulated trees whose CRZs fall within the 
limits of disturbance of the project. 
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Recommendation 
ECT currently recommends approval of the Revised Final Site Plan for Woodlands.  ECT recommends that 
the applicant address the remaining items noted in the Woodland Comments Section of this letter prior to 
receiving Woodland 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. 

Pete Hill, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer 

cc:  Lindsay Bell, City of Novi Planner (lbell@cityofnovi.org) 
Madeleine Kopko, City of Novi Planning Assistant (mkopko@cityofnovi.org) 
Rick Meader, City of Novi Landscape Architect (rmeader@cityofnovi.org) 

Attachments: Figure 1 – City of Novi Regulated Wetland and Woodland Map 
Woodland Tree Replacement Chart 
Site Photos 
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Figure 1. City of Novi Regulated Wetland & Woodland Map (approximate project boundary shown in red). 
Regulated Woodland areas are shown in green and Regulated Wetland areas are shown in blue. 
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Site Photos 

Photo 1. Looking south at Regulated Woodland area (and forested Wetland A) in the northwest section of 
the site (ECT, January 8, 2019). 

Photo 2. Looking northeast from the southwest corner of the project site (ECT, January 8, 2019). 
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Photo 3. Looking west along forested Wetland C in the central section of the site (ECT, January 8, 2019). 

Photo 4. Forested area in the southeast section of the site (near Wetlands B and C).  ECT, January 8, 2019. 
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To: 
Barbara McBeth, AICP 
City of Novi 
45175 10 Mile Road 
Novi, Michigan 48375 

CC: 
Sri Komaragiri, Lindsay Bell, Kate Richardson, 
Madeleine Kopko, Victor Boron 

AECOM 
27777 Franklin Road 
Southfield 
MI, 48034 
USA 
aecom.com 

Project name: 
JSP18-0076 Scenic Pines Estates Final Site 
Plan Traffic Review 

From: 
AECOM 

Date: 
January 3, 2020 

Memo 
Subject: JSP18-0076 Scenic Pines Estates Final Site Plan Traffic Review 

The final 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, Danovi, LLC, is proposing a 25 detached single-family residential development located on the south

side of Pembine Street, south of South Lake Drive.
2. Pembine Street is under the jurisdiction of the City of Novi.
3. The parcel is currently zoned R-4, One Family Residential.
4. Summary of traffic-related waivers/variances:

a. The applicant has received a waiver for the minimum distance for opposite side street spacing between
Pristine Lane and Henning Street from the Planning Commission on 9/25.

b. The applicant received an administrative variance for minimum sidewalk offset from Engineering, reported
in Planning Commission minutes on 9/25.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
1. AECOM performed an initial trip generation estimate based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, as

follows:

ITE Code: 210 – Single-Family Detached Housing
Development-specific Quantity: 25 Units
Zoning Change: N/A

Trip Generation Summary 

Estimated Trips 
Estimated Peak-
Direction Trips 

City of Novi 
Threshold 

Above 
Threshold? 

AM Peak-Hour 
Trips 

23 17 100 No
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PM Peak-Hour 
Trips 

27 17 100 No 

Daily (One-
Directional) Trips 

290 N/A 750 No

2. The number of trips does not exceed the City’s threshold of more than 750 trips per day or 100 trips per either the

AM or PM peak hour. AECOM recommends performing the following traffic impact study in accordance with the

City’s requirements.

Trip Impact Study Recommendation 

Type of Study: Justification 

None N/A 

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

1. The applicant has provided width and radii information for the proposed new intersection of Pembine Street and
Pristine Lane which meets City standards.

a. The applicant has received a waiver for the roadway spacing between Pristine Lane and Henning Street.
Proposed spacing is 117 feet where 200 feet is required.

b. The applicant has indicated sight distance on the plans.
2. A 5’ sidewalk is proposed along Pembine Street for the length of the site. The applicant has provided the applicable

sidewalk ramp details.
3. Noble Trail ends on each side directly into residential driveways. The applicant has dimensioned the length of each

side of Noble Trail to be 150’, and therefore, turnarounds will not be required per Section 5.10.1.B of the City’s
Zoning Ordinance.

a. Fire truck travel patterns have been included to ensure adequate access and turn around capability for fire
trucks on Noble Trail.

b. The applicant has indicated that the proposed configuration meets International Fire Code (IFC)
requirements and included the IFC hammerhead configuration.

INTERNAL SITE OPERATIONS 
The following comments relate to the on-site design and traffic flow operations. 

1. General Traffic Flow

a. The applicant has provided widths and turning radii for all roads and are in compliance with the

requirements.

b. The applicant has indicated that the width of Pristine Lane is to be 28’ from back of curb to back of curb

which is in compliance with Section 11-198 of the City’s Code of Ordinances.

c. The applicant has indicated that on-street parking will be permitted on the northbound side of Pristine

Lane.

2. Parking Facilities

a. The applicant has indicated each driveway has sufficient area for two (2) vehicles to park and each garage

is capable of housing two (2) vehicles.
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b. The applicant has indicated mountable curb throughout the development with type F4 curb within the

Pembine/Henning right-of-way. A detail for the mountable curb is included on sheet 14.

c. The applicant has indicated a proposed retaining wall around the bridge and woodland areas.

3. Sidewalk Requirements

a. The applicant is proposing 5’ sidewalk along both sides of Pristine Lane and Noble Trail and has provided

ramp locations.

b. The applicant has provided the latest Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) sidewalk ramp

detail.

4. The City requires the outside edge of sidewalks to be located a minimum of 15 feet from the back of curb. the

applicant has received an administrative variance for this requirement.

SIGNING AND STRIPING 
1. All on-site signing and pavement markings shall be in compliance with the Michigan Manual on Uniform Traffic

Control Devices (MMUTCD).

a. The applicant has provided a signing quantities table.

i. Sign AR-222 is not a standard MMUTCD sign code. The applicant should revise this to

utilize a sign from the R7 or R8 series from the MMUTCD.

2. The applicant has indicated proposed signing on site and has provided notes and details related to the proposed

signing.

a. Single signs with nominal dimensions of 12” x 18” or smaller in size shall be mounted on a galvanized 2 lb.

U-channel post. Multiple signs and/or signs with nominal dimension greater than 12” x 18” shall be

mounted on a galvanized 3 lb. or greater U-channel post as dictated by the weight of the proposed signs.

b. The applicant should indicate a bottom height of 7’ from final grade for all signs installed.

c. The applicant should indicate that all signing shall be placed 2’ from the face of the curb or edge of the

nearest sidewalk to the near edge of the sign.

3. The applicant has proposed crosswalk pavement markings on Pristine Lane at Pembine Street and Noble Trail. A 

detail for the crosswalks as well as color for all proposed markings should be provided.

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

Sincerely,  

AECOM 

Josh A. Bocks, AICP, MBA 
Senior Transportation Planner/Project Manager 

Patricia Thompson, EIT 
Traffic Engineer
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December 16, 2019 

TO: Barbara McBeth- City Planner 
 Sri Ravali Komaragiri- Plan Review Center 
 Lindsay Bell-Plan Review Center 
 Madeleine Kopko-Planning Assistant 

RE: Scenic Pines Estates 
PSP#19-0170 
PSP#19-0124 
PSP# 19-0091 
PSP# 19-0039 
PSP# 18-0203 

Project Description:  
New subdivision development w/24 new residential homes, and 2 
new paved streets, extending off Pembine St – between Buffington 
Dr & Henning St.  
This proposal was first reviewed by the Fire Marshal’s office back in 
Aug 2002 (SP01-63B).  
This proposal was reviewed for a second time on 02-26-2015 by the 
Fire Marshal’s office (PSP#15-0024). 

Comments: 
• CORRECTED 8/2/19 KSP-Hydrant spacing is 500’ from

fire hydrant to fire hydrant. (Not as the crow flies) (Novi
City Ordinance 11-68(F)(1)C.) Hydrant from old
subdivision to new subdivision.

• All fire hydrants MUST in installed and operational prior to
any building construction begins.

• CORRECTED 3/4/2019-Water mains MUST be put on the
plans for review. 

• CORRECTED 8/2/19 KSP-Fire access roads MUST designed
and maintained to support a 35 ton weigh requirements.
IFC 503.2.3.

• CORRECTED 12/16/19 KSP-MUST provide documentation
regarding the bridge. Documentation MUST be provided
prior to or at final site plan review.

• CORRECTED 3/4/2019-Must provide road dimensions on
plans for review. 

Recommendation:  
APPROVED  
Sincerely, 

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

CITY COUNCIL 

Mayor 
Bob Gatt 

Mayor Pro Tem 
Dave Staudt 

Andrew Mutch 

Laura Marie Casey 

Kelly Breen 

Hugh Crawford 

Justin Fischer 

City Manager 
Peter E. Auger 

Director of Public Safety 
Chief of Police 
David E. Molloy 

Fire Chief 
Jeffery R. Johnson 

Assistant Chief of Police 
Erick W. Zinser 

Assistant Chief of Police 
Scott R. Baetens 

Assistant Fire Chief 
John B. Martin 

Novi Public Safety Administration 
45125 Ten Mile Road 
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248.348.7100 
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Specification sheet 

 
 

Quiet ConnectTM  
Series - RS13A, 
RS17A, RS20A, & 
RS20AC 
 

 

Features and benefits 

Robust Design – The generator is designed 
to operate in cold weather with performance 
down to 0 °F (-18 °C) out of the box. Cold 
Weather accessories allow for even colder. It 
is tested and certified per the latest EPA, UL, 
and CSA standards. The generator meets 
NFPA 37 which allows it to be installed 18 
inches from a building. The generator 
enclosure has been evaluated to withstand 
180 MPH wind loads in accordance with 
ASCE7-10. It has powerful motor starting 
ability and can easily start and run a 5 ton 
A/C¹ under full pre-load. 
 

Intelligent Load Management - The 
generator can control up to 4 loads and 
continuously monitors how much power is 
required independently for each load. It then 
controls each load for maximum utilization of 
generator power by only restoring loads the 
generator has capacity to run. 

 

Flexible Exercise Modes - Exercise modes 
can be set for time, date, and frequency that 
suits the owner. Our patented ‘Crank only’ 
exercise mode allows the generator to crank 
the engine and run diagnostics without 
starting the engine. This reduces wear and 
tear on the engine, fuel costs, and further 
reduces the sound of an already quiet 
generator. 

 

Remote Monitoring - Remote monitoring is 
built into every generator. Using a computer, 
tablet, or smart phone, an operator can 
monitor, change exercise modes, and 
manually run the generator remotely. 

 
Generator and ATS packaged sets – The 
RS20AC comes with a 20 kW generator and 
200A service entrance rated ATS in one box 
to make ordering more convenient.   

Weight, size and sound level 

Size:        Length  34.1 in (865 mm), width  36.0 in (915 mm), height  27.3 in (694 mm) 

Sound:    65 dB(A) at 23 ft. (7 m) at normal load2 

Series Model 
Part 

number 
Voltage 

(V) 
Frequency 

(Hz) 
Rated amp3 
(NG / LPV) 

Weight 
Lbs. / Kg 

RS13A C13N6H A054E399 120 / 240 60 54.2 / 54.2 479 / 217 
RS17A C17N6H A054E397 120 / 240 60 70.8 / 70.8 531 / 241 
RS20A C20N6H A054E395 120 / 240 60 75 / 83.3 531 / 241 
RS20AC C20N6HC A054X497 120 / 240 60 75 / 83.3 596 / 271 

 

¹   Air-conditioners vary by type, efficiency, operational conditions, etc.  Consult with a qualified HVAC specialist or Cummins Power 
Generation distributor/dealer for proper sizing. 

²   Quietest point at a normal load. Sound performance may be affected by installation. Normal load is defined as typical household 
consumption of 3kW. 

³   Derating guidelines:  Maximum wattage or maximum current are subject to and limited by such factors as fuel Btu content, ambient 
temperature, altitude, engine power and condition, etc.  Full rated power available at the following: 

 
RS20A & R20AC – at 15 °C (60 °F) and 0 m (0 ft.). Derate 3.5% for each increase of 300 m (1000 ft.) and 1% for each 
increase of 5.5 °C (10 °F) 
RS17A - at 25 °C (77 °F) and 300 m (1000 ft.). Derate 3.5% for each increase of 300 m (1000 ft.) and 1% for each 
increase of 5.5 °C (10 °F) 
RS13A – at 25 °C (77 °F) and 2100 m (6900 ft.). Derate 3.5% for each increase of 300 m (1000 ft.) and 1% for each 
increase of 5.5 °C (10 °F) 

myarlagadda
Highlight
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Product Features 

Engine 
• Natural gas/propane 

• Engine air cleaner 

• Engine oil (Synthetic) 

• Oil drain extension tube 

• Low oil pressure shutdown 

• Low oil level warning or monitoring 

Fuel System 
• Single fuel – natural gas or propane vapor, field selectable 

(Set to Natural gas from factory) 

Alternator 
• 60 Hz, 1 phase, < 5% THD (total harmonic distortion) 

• Long life electrographic DC brushes 

• Slip ring heater 

Control 
• Display language – English 

• Under hood built in display 

Electrical 
• Single 100A circuit breaker, UL certified 

(On all models) 

• Battery charging alternator 

• Battery charger – 4 Amps 

Cooling 
• Single direct drive blower 

Enclosure 
• Aluminum exterior, galvanized steel interior 

Code Compliance 
• UL 2200 

• CSA 22.2 and B149-2 

• EPA emissions 

• NFPA 37 – 18 inches 

Warranty 
• Base: 5 years / 2000 hours 

• Extended warranties available 

Generator Set performance 

Governor regulation class 

Voltage regulation, no load to full load: ±1.25%  

Steady state voltage variation: ±1.25% 

Frequency regulation: Isochronous 

Motor starting kVA (30% voltage dip): 40 for RS20A/AC, 

34 for RS17A, and 26 for RS13A 
Steady state freq. variation: ±1.25% (±1.5% @ No load) 

Operating temperature: 122 °F (50 °C) to 0 °F (-18 °C) 

Additional accessories are available to allow for operation below 

0 °F. See Accessories section for details. 

 

Engine 
Model: QSJ999G 

Design: Naturally aspirated, V twin air cooled 

Bore: 3.54 in (89.9 mm) 

Stroke: 3.09 in (78.5 mm) 

Displacement:  60.96 inch3 (999 CC) 

Cylinder block: Aluminum 

Battery capacity: Group 51R, 450 CCA at ambient 

temperature of 32 °F (0 °C) 
Starting voltage: 12 volt, negative ground 

Oil Filter type: Spin-on 

Rated speed: 3600 rpm 

  
Fuel supply pressure 
Minimum - in H2O (kPa): 

NG   3.5 (0.87) 

LP    6.0 (1.49) 
Maximum - in H2O (kPa):  

NG   13.0 (3.2) 

LP    13.0 (3.2) 
 

Average fuel consumption 

RS13A Fuel consumption – natural gas                                                         RS13A Fuel consumption – LP vapor 

Load: ¼ 1/2 3/4 Full  Load: 1/4 1/2 3/4 Full 

Ft3 / hr. 121 143 171 203  Ft3 / hr. 51 60 71 87 

M3 / hr. 3.4 4.0 4.8 5.8  M3 / hr. 1.5 1.7 2.0 2.5 

BTU / hr. 121000 143000 171000 203000  Gal / hr. 1.4 1.7 2.0 2.5 
 

RS17A Fuel consumption – natural gas                                                         RS17A Fuel consumption – LP vapor  

Load: ¼ 1/2 3/4 Full  Load: 1/4 1/2 3/4 Full 

Ft3 / hr. 125 159 201 263  Ft3 / hr. 53 66 86 109 

M3 / hr. 3.5 4.5 5.7 7.4  M3 / hr. 1.5 1.9 2.4 3.1 

BTU / hr. 125000 159000 201000 263000  Gal / hr. 1.5 1.9 2.4 3.1 
 

RS20A & RS20AC Fuel consumption – natural gas                                      RS20AC Fuel consumption – LP vapor  

Load: ¼ 1/2 3/4 Full  Load: 1/4 1/2 3/4 Full 

Ft3 / hr. 127 168 210 278  Ft3 / hr. 54 71 98 126 

M3 / hr. 3.6 4.8 5.9 7.9  M3 / hr. 1.5 2.0 2.8 3.6 

BTU / hr. 127000 168000 210000 278000  Gal / hr. 1.5 2.0 2.8 3.6 

 

Nominal fuel rating – 1000 BTU / ft3 (37 MJ / M3)  

 

 

 

Conversion factor: 
8.58 ft³ = 1 lb 
0.535m³ = 1 kg 
36.39 ft³ = 1 gal 

Conversion factor: 
8.58 ft³ = 1 lb. 
0.535m³ = 1 kg 
36.39 ft³ = 1 gal 
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Easy service and installation 
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Basic dimension 

 
 

Note:  This outline drawing provides general reference only and is not intended for use in design or installation. 
For more information, see Operators and Installation manuals or contact your distributor or dealer for assistance. 
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Accessories 

• RS In-home display (A053K028) - Additional 
interface and display to monitor generator 
performance from a second location. 

• Extreme Cold Weather Kit (A054B984) – For 
locations where the generator will be in climates that 
can go below 0 °F (-18 °C) 

• Enclosure Paint Touchup Kit (A043J735) 

• Preventative Maintenance Kit (A054H068) – Parts 
for scheduled maintenance intervals 

• Load Add/Load Shed Device (A051C329) – Allows 
generator to control up to 2 - 50A loads 

• Integrated ATS & Load Panel (A051C991) – 
Combines an 100A Non-Service Entrance (NSE) 
ATS with a load panel in an NEMA 1 box 

• Concrete Composite Mounting Pad - 3” thick, 1” 
overhang composite pad for mounting the generator 
on (A057M349 for 5 and A057M351 for 10) 

• E-stop Kit (A044Z051) - Externally mounted 
emergency stop button allows for additional safety 

• Battery (A052Y816) - Group 51R, 450 CCA 
 

 

 

                     

 

 
 
 
 

Transfer switch (also sold separately) 
• Automatic Transfer Switches available in various 

amperages. 

• Service Entrance and Non-Service Entrances models 
are available. 

• Available for both Indoor and Outdoor applications. 

• All models UL listed to UL 1008 standard. 

• Compatibility with the Cummins generator set helps 
reduce the installation time for the complete 
application. 
 

Warranty policy 

The Cummins Power Generation RS13A, RS17A, 
RS20A, and RS20AC generators come standard with 
a 5 year / 2,000 hour limited warranty. RA Automatic 
Transfer Switches come standard with a 2 year 
warranty. Extended warranty options available. See 
warranty statement for additional details. 

 

After sale support 
Largest distributor/dealer support network 
Cummins Power Generation generator sets are 
supported by the largest and best trained worldwide 
certified distributor/dealer network in the industry. 
This network of knowledgeable distributor/dealers 
will help you select and install the right generator set 
and accessories to meet the requirements of your 
specific application. This same network offers a 
complete selection of commonly used generator set 
maintenance parts, accessories and products plus 
manuals and specification sheets. Plus, they can 
answer your questions regarding proper operation, 
maintenance schedules and more.  

Manuals: Operation and installation manuals ship with 
the generator set. To obtain additional copies or other 
manuals for this model, see your distributor/dealer. To 
easily locate the nearest certified distributor/dealer 
for Cummins Power Generation generators in your 
area, or for more information, contact us at 1-800-
888-6626 or visit power.cummins.com. 

 

Contact your distributor/dealer for more information. 
 

  WARNING: 

Standby rating based on: Applicable 
for supplying emergency power for the 
duration of normal power interruption. 

No sustained overload capability is 
available for this rating. (Equivalent to 

fuel stop power in accordance with 
ISO3046, AS2789, DIN6271 and BS5514 

nominally rated.) See T030. 

  WARNING: 

Back feed to a utility system 
can cause electrocution 

and/or property damage. Do 
not connect to any building 
electrical except through an 

approved device or after 
building main breaker is 

open. 

! ! 
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Have grades been
resolved in all four
quadrants of the
bridge? It wasn't clear
the extend of walls or
slopes to solve grades
between top of
proposed roadway and
existing ground.

sallen
Text Box
Yes.  Detailed grading is shown on sheet 14 of the last submitted plan set
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I've never seen "plates"
used as footings for
these types of
structures

Wall seems a bit thin
for what looks to be an
8 foot tallish wall. #5
bars at 12" may not be
enough given the wall
thickness. Is there a
footing to support the
wall?

Is there a geotechnical
report that
recommends the stone
mat?

sallen
Text Box
Wall will be a segmented block retaining wall, not poured concrete.  Wall design by McDowell & Associates has been previously provided.  Plan has been updated to reflect the segmented block retaining wall.

sallen
Text Box
Geotech did not specifically recommend the stone mat, but will be on site for testing.  Contech utilizes this footing design for many arch pipe installations.

sallen
Text Box
Contech regularly utilizes the "plates" (labeled "footing pad" on the Contech specifications shown on our updated drawings  



doug.parmerlee
Callout
Who is responsible for the design of the headwall?  What material is used for the headwall?

sallen
Text Box
McDowell & Associates designed a segmented block retaining wall.  Design previously submitted.



doug.parmerlee
Callout
What material is this?

doug.parmerlee
Callout
How is channel attached to the foundation?

sallen
Text Box
see attached email from Ryan Loeprich @ Contech 

sallen
Text Box
mdot 6AA stone compacted in place



doug.parmerlee
Callout
Site plane shows "plates".  I don't see that as one of the options shown here.

sallen
Text Box
footing pad = plates

sallen
Line



 
PLANNING COMMISSION  

MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 25, 2019 
EXCERPT 

 



Commission meeting.  Motion carried 6-0. 
 

2. SCENIC PINES ESTATES JSP 18-76 
Public hearing at the request of Singh Development for Preliminary Site Plan With 
One-Family clustering Option, Site Condominium, Special Land Use, Wetland 
Permit, Woodland Permit and Stormwater Management Plan Approval. The 
subject properties are approximately 9.44 acres and are located south of South 
Lake Drive and south side of Pembine Drive (Section 3). The applicant is proposing 
to utilize the One-family Cluster Option to develop a site condominium with 25 
single family detached homes.  

 
Planner Komaragiri said the subject property is currently zoned R-4 and surrounded by R-4 
on all sides with RA to the south.  The Future Land Use Map identifies this property and the 
surrounding properties as single family use and a public park to the south for the area 
shown in green on the map.  The applicant is proposing to combine three existing parcels 
for this development.  The site is predominantly undeveloped.  However, it does contain 
two single family homes which are proposed to be demolished.  The properties to the 
West are developed with single family homes and there are some vacant parcels of land 
to the West.  To the North are also single family homes that are within the Lakewood 
Subdivision.  To the Northwest is the Lilley Pond Subdivision.  To the East are the South 
Pointe Condominiums.  To the South is vacant land which is part of the City’s Lakeshore 
Park.   
 
The site frontage spans the entire length of Pembine Street.  There is no outlet from the 
side.  All existing single family homes to the North are all legal non-conforming with smaller 
lot frontages and setbacks.  Buffington Drive, Henning Drive, and Pembine Street are 
public roads with a width of eighteen to twenty-one feet with a fifty foot wide right-of-
way.  They are paved with chip seal pavement and are not planned for asphalt. 
 
The site is surrounded by and has a significant amount of regulated wetlands and 
woodlands.  Our Zoning Ordinance provides a one-family clustering option for similar sites 
as an alternate development option.  The intent of that section is to allow flexibility in 
single family developments where conventional developments would destroy the unique 
environmental significance of the site.  This option does not allow additional density, but 
does allow relief in certain developments standards such as setbacks and yard 
requirements.  To be able to use this option, the applicant has to preserve a minimum of 
50% natural features to qualify.  The current plan proposes to preserve about 53%. 
 
Just a little bit of background, Planning Commission has approved a Preliminary Site Plan 
for a similar development on this property in 2003, subject to a number of conditions.  The 
current layout is similar and is also using the same option with a slightly different road 
layout.  The applicant has referred to that Site Plan approval and a couple of locations in 
their response letter.  However, the current review is independent from that approval.  
Staff did recommend some conditions that were a part of their approval which are still 
applicable at this time.  I wanted to share this slide which gives a brief overview of existing 
site conditions and the proposed impacts before we get into other details.  As you can 
see on the slide, the area highlighted in the blue boundaries are the existing regulated 
wetlands and everything south of the green line shown on the map is all regulated 
woodlands on site.  The applicant is proposing to clear the woodlands within the shaded 
area in green shown on the map to propose the twenty-five unit development.  The 
wetland impacts are in the area shown in dark green on the map and the wetland buffer 



impacts are in the area shown in red on the map.  The impact shown on the map is mainly 
because of the bridge that is proposed.  All the other impacts are because of the grading 
for the new units.  The plan proposes about 0.07 acres of wetland impacts and 0.129 acres 
of buffer impacts as part of them are temporary.  Currently, they are proposing about 219 
trees to be removed within the green shaded area on the map.  That would require about 
438 replacement woodland credits and only seventy-four are proposed to be replaced 
on site.   
 
The applicant has performed soil boring tests at twelve different locations.  The soil type 
mostly includes clay type with layers of sand.  Storm water is proposed to be detained on 
site with an above ground storm water pond in the North West corner and an 
underground retention pond south of Pristine Lane (proposed street name).  
Approximately 2.15 acres of the northern portion of the development will drain to the on-
site detention basin and about 1.7 will drain to the underground retention to the south.  
Engineering staff had some concerns originally that the ground water elevation may be 
within three feet from the bottom of the underground detention unit however, after 
reviewing the soil borings and meeting with the applicant and discussing in detail, we are 
at a comfort level where they are recommending approval with some conditions.  The 
plans that are in the packet are good enough for a level of detail for Preliminary Site Plan, 
but we will continue monitoring the piezometer readings where requested near the 
underground detention to be provided with each future Site Plan submittal. 
 
The landscape review notes two landscape waivers that would be required.  One of 
which is completely supported by staff, which is lack of street trees along Pembine Street.  
The other one is the engineering review requires that the sidewalk to be placed fifteen 
feet from the edge of the road and then the street trees are expected to be planted 
between the curb and the sidewalk, however, given the cluster development plan trying 
to protect the woodlands in the back, the sidewalk is pushed closer to the curb in certain 
locations and less than fifteen feet in some locations due to which the street trees which 
are expected to be along the road are pushed farther away.  Our landscape review 
recommends support of the deviation as long as the trees are kept within 15 feet from the 
road right-of-way. 
 
Traffic review does not note any major concerns, just asks for a few details at the time of 
Final Site Plan application.   
 
The applicant has provided about twelve different elevations for the proposed units.  They 
are proposing a first floor master bedroom to gear towards older senior citizens.  Our 
façade review notes, they include adequate variations to comply with similar and 
dissimilar Ordinance requirements which would be reviewed at the time of plot plan 
review.   
 
The fire review noted some additional comments to be addressed at the time of Final Site 
Plan which the applicant indicated will be addressed.   
 
Due to the close proximity with the single family homes, the Site Plan has gathered a lot of 
public interest.   The applicant has held two public meetings on their own to gather 
comments from the surrounding residents.  They also noted they met with a few of the 
immediate neighbors multiple times to address their concerns.  There’s a resident who lives 
on the opposite side of Pristine Lane, she was bothered by the headlights shining into her 
house and the applicant has agreed to provide additional screening on her property to 
protect her from the shining headlights.  Staff also met with the residents and immediate 



neighbors multiple times to address their concerns and explain the review and process 
and a majority of the concerns relate to the site drainage.  Engineering review agrees 
with most of the public comments, but they note the comments can be addressed 
adequately with detailed engineering drawings at the time of Final Site Plan submittal.  
Our engineers are available here tonight if you have any questions.  The Planning 
Commission is asked to hold the public hearing today and make a decision on the Site 
Plan, special land use, and other items.  I do want to point out that the motion sheet that 
was posted online has been revised and the one in front of you is the revised motion 
sheet.  The changes mainly refer to two deviations that the Site Plan would require which 
refer to the reduction of distance between the clusters and reduction of front building 
setbacks from the street.  There was a little confusion as what the Planning Commission 
can approve and what would need to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  The one you 
have in front of you is the final clarified version of the motion sheet.  Planning Commission 
can approve the reduction of distance between the clusters if they can make a finding 
that the strict allegation of the distance would destroy a natural amenity such as 
regulated wetlands and woodlands.  This deviation is only requested for one set of 
clusters, not all.  The other one where the Planning Commission can approve a reduction 
of building setbacks from the streets provided that the applicant met certain conditions 
that is listed in the Ordinance, which the applicant is meeting with an exception of one 
which would require a landscape berm on all sides abutting single family districts.  Staff 
would not support a berm because of the existence of the wetlands and woodlands so 
they have to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals to get a relief from that.  But, Planning 
Commission, if they make a finding that the other conditions are met they can provide a 
conditional approval subject to ZBA approval.  The other two options the Planning 
Commission needs to make a finding and make a motion is the approval of the one 
family clustering option.  The applicant as noted earlier is proposing to permanently 
preserve up to 53% of the qualifying area and then a special land use based on Section 
6.1.2.C and this is where staff has included certain conditions which were part of the 
previous approval but are still applicable at this time.  We have Todd Rankine from Singh 
Development with his engineer Mike Noles if you have any questions for them.  Thank you.   
 
Chair Avdoulos asked if the applicant would like to address the Planning Commission? 
 
Mike Noles, Diffin-Umlor, said good evening.  I’m representing Singh Development tonight.  
I’m pleased to be back in front of the Novi Planning Commission with another fantastic, 
luxury development.  Scenic Pines is a wonderful opportunity to develop a unique 
property with significant natural features.  As Sri indicated, we are in the R-4 Zoning and 
we’re utilizing the one-family clustering option in Section 3.2A, which provides a 
framework to allow certain innovations, constraints, and also departures and whose goal 
is to cluster the homes closely together to preserve and permanently protect the 
abundant natural resources on this site.  The cluster option is not easy to navigate.  I’m 
grateful for Singh Development’s patience and understanding while we spent the last 
year perfecting the plan before you.  We are pleased to have secured unanimous 
recommendations for approval from your diligent staff and consultants.  We look forward 
to discussing the details for our project tonight.   
 
As Sri mentioned, Scenic Pines was Final Site Plan approved in 2003, those approvals have 
since expired.  The City staff at the time, Planning Commission, and residents collaborated 
on the previously approved plan to identify and resolve many of the conflicts.  We 
carefully examined the record and identified opportunities to further improve the plan.  
The changes from the previously approved plan include 53% woodlands preservation 
which was up from 50%, a better storm water management configuration that has been 



updated to today’s stricter standards including storage for the 100-year event versus the 
10-year event, an approved entry configuration, less impact to the natural features, and 
elimination of a contentious wall.  We also engaged the neighbors to listen to and address 
their comments.  I would like to thank the thirty-five neighbors who actively and 
courteously participated in our informal meetings.  I would especially like to express my 
gratitude to Dorothy and Mike Duchesneau who helped to coordinate communication 
with the neighbors and help coordinate our informational events.  All in all, we held two 
public meetings at the Novi Public Library which lasted three hours each.  We attempted 
to answer all questions and the input helped guide the plan before you tonight.  We’ve 
exchanged over thirty emails with residents, held multiple one-on-one meetings, fielded 
over twenty phone calls, and prepared dozens of specialty exhibits to clarify and 
communicate our proposal.  We didn’t always agree on every aspect and I’m sure you’ll 
hear about that tonight, but many concerns were addressed and the process greatly 
reduced rejections to the development.   
 
I won’t belabor my remarks by reiterating Sri’s thorough report, but I do wish to highlight a 
couple of bullet points.  The density: the twenty-five units proposed are consistent with the 
previously approved plan, the Master Plan, and the cluster ordinance restrictions.  The 9.45 
acre property would technically yield thirty units under strict adherence to R-4 zoning 
rules.  The right of way: the proposed 0.17 acre Pembine Road right-of-way dedication 
associated with this plan greatly improves the configuration of the City street that was 
built long before construction standards were enforced.  The roads in the Lakewood 
Subdivision meander in and out of the prescribed right-of-way and this additional property 
dedication to the City helps resolve that issue.  The wetlands: the existing 1.7 acre on-site 
wetlands are minimally impacted under our proposal and an EGLE/MDEQ draft permit 
was issued for the site last week.  Trees: 53% of the regulated woodlands will be preserved.  
They will be protected by a conservation easement.  Interesting fact, in the last sixteen 
years since the old tree survey was done, the number of regulated trees has increased, 
but the number of trees called for removal with this proposed plan has actually 
decreased.  We are going the right way with this and we have some fantastic slides if you 
want to see how we managed to do that, we can show you that as well.  Mitigation is 
proposed in strict accordance with the City of Novi replacement requirements including a 
bond for saved but at risk trees.  The extension of the water main through the Lakewood 
Subdivision and looping of the water main is a definite benefit for all the residents of 
Lakewood.  That subdivision previously had a special assessment district that was only 
partially completed.  Singh is bringing the water main through the Lakewood Subdivision 
to serve Scenic Pines so a future dig will not be required, which eases the burden on 
residents should they one day want to hook up to the public water supply.   
 
We have spent a considerable amount of time discussing the drainage on this site and 
the surrounding properties so that our neighbors can see graphic depictions of where their 
issues really lie and how the Scenic Pines proposal helps them and in no way exacerbates 
their situation.  I can go into further detail if you wish, but the City staff has also looked at 
this proposal in detail and has also issued a recommendation for approval.  Thank you for 
your time tonight.  I hope we can count on your support and I’m available to answer any 
questions you may have. 
 
Chair Avdoulos said this is a public hearing, if there are those who wish to address the 
Planning Commission on a Public Hearing, please approach the podium.  Please state 
your name and address and please address the Planning Commission and not the 
audience.  We are here to listen to your concerns and then we’ll address it during our 
discussion.  Thank you.   



Gary Zack, 359 South Lake Drive, said on September 25, 2002 a previous developer was 
planning to develop the same sensitive wetland and woodland area and was meeting 
with the Planning Commission.  After significant discussion of citizen input, a final motion 
was made regarding Scenic Pines Estates SP01-63B to approve the Preliminary Site Plan 
with several stipulations including but not limited to the following: One, the Planning 
Commission approval for a brick screen wall in lieu of the required thirty inch tall 
landscape berm abutting Pembine Road.  Two, subject to the understanding that the Site 
Plan does not carry with it, approval of the lake access lot.  Three, conditional on no lots 
encroaching in the wetland buffer.  Final Site Plan requires additional significant detail of 
the Northwest corner, engineering issues being satisfied as well as DEQ permit being 
obtained.  Four, the Site Plan shall return to the Planning Commission for Final Site Plan 
approval and be subject to the comments on the attached review letter being 
addressed at the time of Final Site Plan review.  The concerns of the residents and 
neighbors remain the same today as they did seventeen years ago.  I recommend that 
the Planning Commission incorporate the wording of the final motion from September 25, 
2002 regarding SP01-63B and any motion made today regarding the current Scenic Pines 
Estates JSP18-76.  It is also very important that citizens have a chance to review the final 
plans and provide comment.  I do not recommend allowing administrative approval of 
the final plan.  Developers go into these projects eyes wide open and know the 
restrictions and City ordinances.  They should not receive or expect large numbers of 
deviations and variances for it defeats the intended purposes of the Ordinance.  If they 
cannot work with the guidelines they should not pursue development of the property.   
 
Howard Katz, 1155 South Lake Drive, said I am appearing on behalf of the condominium 
association to the Northwest.  One of the issues nobody has addressed yet is the wetland 
water table that extends to the northwest into South Pointe Condos.  I didn’t see any 
boring samples taken there.  The drainage according to the plans is going to the west 
and going to the north and I believe that the only water that is going to come through 
that wetland is going to come from those seven houses on the plan and they’re going to 
keep dumping more water.  We see the water level right now as pretty high, it’s just going 
to get higher because that water has no place to go.  It’s a very moist area and to quote 
the engineer, he says the borings genuinely indicate major problems for installing 
basements.  The builder is looking for trouble because this is not a suitable parcel to build.  
More importantly if you look at the plan of the development itself, they’re going to bring in 
tons of dirt.  They have to build up that whole level five to eight feet tall, where’s the water 
going to run from there?  When it runs to the Northwest, it’s going to go down into the 
wetlands and it’s going to come to the north and flood our homes. We’re a senior citizen 
development.  That water is going to come up and we have no recourse whatsoever.   
 
Mr. Katz continued, if you approve this today and administratively accept them without 
any input, you’re doing us a disservice.  You’re going to raise the ground level another 
seven to nine feet and you’re going to be driving down South Lake Road and looking at 
these towers going over the trees and you’re going to cut down all those trees anyway.  
You’re going to destroy the whole natural beauty of a piece of property you have here 
which is one in a million.  I would recommend that you see the final plan, and then you 
give us an opportunity to come back and look at the final plans because the builders 
going to have to adjust.  He’s taking advantage of a lot of zoning requirements and 
ordinances.  He’s asking you to give him a break because it’s to his benefit.  He could 
eliminate a couple of houses off the plan and not have very many variances, he chose 
not to, he wants to maximize the houses and he’s asking you to help him do it.  I just don’t 
think it’s the right thing to do. 
 



Gerald Montes, 128 Buffington, said the first thing that I want to get into is something that is 
going to affect the future owners of Scenic Pines and it’s the borings that were taken in 
place by the engineers.  The water table is so great they recommended that this is going 
to be a problem site for quite a few of the units.  According to a study, it’s in the plans, on 
page 7, this is a recommendation by the services of McDowell and Associates that they 
would be engaged for all soil and footing extractions and placements.  In order to do 
tests on each foundation setting which will include a density test after the hole is dug to 
place the foundations and that the foundations be extra-large to support the soil which is 
not be given enough time to settle.  You’re going to bring in that much fill, you need to 
have soil densities done at different levels as the soil is placed.  They’re going to have 
basement problems and cracks.  In Texas, it’s 25 years before you can build on any type 
of fill.   
 
Mr. Montes continued, the entrance for the trucks coming in to Buffington and leaving on 
Henning for the fill is another concern for me.  South Lake Drive is considered a B-class 
road with a weight limitation of 18,000 pounds for all weather conditions.  It says single 
axels are 20 tandems or 36,000.  No through traffic because of the bridge on South Lake 
Drive.  Henning and Buffington have very small entrances, there’s also a sewer cap to the 
right for the entrance into Buffington, that’s for all the main sewers that connect into South 
Lake Drive and all the remaining streets.  For the amount of trucks and that amount of fill, 
it’s probably going to be one hundred to three hundred semi-trucks.  The turning radius for 
a semi-truck single trailer is forty feet out of the corner.  As it stands now that truck 
approaching South Lake Drive having to turn on to Buffington is going to have to access 
the opposite side of the road into oncoming traffic.  Hopefully people slow down and with 
the way people drive there now, I doubt it. The trucks are going to tear out our new curbs 
that we put in this year.  It’s also going to run over the City sewer which is right at the 
corner base.  I recommend that this be denied and wait until these conditions are 
corrected. The developer says they are responsible and they will maintain the road, but 
for two to three years the residents are going to have to live with a torn up road.  For that 
reason I would ask that you would deny their request for approval.  Thank you.   
 
Michelle Werner, 135 Henning, said I live about midway down the block from the property.  
I want to talk to you today about basements and groundwater.  We have the only house 
on Henning Street with a full depth basement.  We live in a house that never should have 
been allowed to be built.  Thirty years ago, a different developer came before this 
Commission and said the same things the developer is saying now.  They were wrong thirty 
years ago and they’re still wrong now.  I and the previous owners of our property have 
been fighting a battle that’s expensive and unending for thirty years against groundwater 
encroachment because the water table is just as high as they found it to be in April.  We 
replace our sump every twelve to eighteen months because we pull that much silty water 
through our basement.  We have had to have our foundation resealed twice, it has major 
problems because fill settles harder when you have groundwater running underneath it 
and it does not settle as evenly as when you built up on dry ground.   
 
Ms. Werner continued, the developer is selling these houses as low maintenance luxury 
homes for retirees.  They are not signing up to deal with flooding basements and high 
water tables and flooded backyards and living in the middle of a swamp.  Please don’t 
let this developer dig basements on this property.  The people that are going to buy these 
homes, they’re not going to know what’s underground until they put their life savings into 
these properties.  It’s not fair to say we hope that the July numbers were right.  It’s just not 
fair to these folks who are going to be retiring and think this is an easy house to live in and 
finding that they’re pumping water constantly.  Where will the tens of thousands of gallons 



of the sump discharge supposed to go every day?  Are those tanks big enough to hold 
hundreds of thousands of gallons of sump discharge for four months a year?  Until you can 
get a full years’ worth of readings to see what’s on on that site I don’t think it’s fair to 
approve anything, because the water is there and not going away and I don’t want to 
see these folks get hurt the way we were.  Thank you.   
 
Robert Harris, 209 Henning, said I’m a lifetime Novi guy.  I’ve lived on the north side for 
about seventeen years when this project was first brought on so I’m familiar with it.  I’m not 
against the project.  What I’m against is that I live three houses in from the project off of 
Henning on the east side and my garage is sitting in thirteen inches in water three to four 
months out of the year.   As soon as the first thaw hits, it just fills.  Mike Noles, who I have 
spoken to - when he talks about the phone calls and the emails trying to work through 
things and we have still have not came up with a solution.  Todd, my neighbor, deals with 
the same thing.  All of our neighbors have flooding and when Mike tells me it’s going to 
divert the water away and I can’t understand how that is.  The engineers have no idea 
what’s going on.  I don’t know who to believe.  I’ve emailed City Council, I’ve been in 
front of them and no one can come up with a solution of what’s going on at my house 
and what’s going on with South Pointe Condos.  It’s just concerning that were building 
another project less than two hundred feet from my house.  I’m really concerned about 
my house and myself and I don’t find this to be anything that’s conducive to help me out 
until we find out why the drainage is going on.  We sit on wetlands and it’s pretty wet 
back there. I know it better than anybody, we do have to address it, the project is sitting 
on both sides of wetland preserves and they’re talking about putting it up on fill.  So it falls 
on you guys to see where it’s at before we approve this.  Thank you.   
 
Gerry Cooper, 155 Buffington, said I’m right across the street from where the developer is 
going to put the pond.  They’re running the water back towards Pembine.  There’s no 
pond there now, there’s no water there now, it sheds to the back, it runs to the south so 
were taking water and bringing it to the road.  Across the street I have a pond, if the 
proposed pond ends up being higher in elevation than what my pond is, that’s going to 
fill my pond with what’s going to end up in my basement.  There are twenty-five condos 
being put in and fifty vehicles going down the street.  You’re going to bring in all these 
giant trailers full of dirt over capacity.  It’s going to ruin the roads and the houses are going 
to get ruined that are on Buffington and Henning, they’re going to flood out and the 
liability lies with the City.  
 
Danielle Fasseel, 1185 South Lake Drive, said I live right at the end of Henning.  Mostly I’m 
here just to say I agree with most of my neighbors.  I am very concerned about the water, 
especially the runoff.  If we’re going to be building up these houses seven to eight feet 
higher, were going to get all the rain water and sump pump water, I know they’re saying 
this can be contained, but I know my neighbor’s yards flood in the spring almost all the 
way up to their houses so if this does go in and it does increase the levels, what is that 
going to do to everybody that already has houses there?  I was shocked to learn they 
were going to put in basements just because I know many of the neighbors with 
basement problems.  Because of how high the water table is, I feel like it’s just asking for 
problems for all these people who are going to be buying these houses.  I also agree with 
the fact that they should have to bring back their final plans so the neighbors can have 
final comments about what can be done so this isn’t just put straight through and 
approved.  With the water problems that are already there and how high quality these 
wetlands and woodlands are, I really recommend that they decrease the number of 
houses that they’re proposing to put in.  I don’t know if Buffington and Henning are 
actually made for an increase in traffic, those streets are crumbling already.  I know they 



have repaved them already this year, but they’re not high quality roads.  I’m also 
concerned, I know you’re only increasing maybe fifty cars every day but we’re also 
increasing traffic because of the beautiful park renovation and we renovated the other 
park and there’s so much traffic on South Lake Drive, I would just like this to be a smaller 
development because all of the people that live on South Lake Drive already know 
there’s a problem with traffic. We all have kids; they cross the streets and people are 
always speeding.  Maybe a stop sign gets put in at Buffington with the way that traffic is 
going to be coming in and out down those small streets.  That’s all I had to say, thank you 
so much for listening to me.   
 
Rachel Sines, 2219 Austin, said I moved to this area for the nature and in the last 5 years it 
has just been devastating watching all these trees come down.  In fact, developments at 
12 ½ and Novi Road and 13 Mile Road and Novi Road and now Old Novi Road and even 
Lakeshore Park, just everything is coming down.  There is probably more tree credits that 
you guys have than places that will ever be able to plant trees.  So my question to you is 
that this development can probably be done without many deviations and variances yet 
the City tends to bend over backwards and give the developers whatever they want.  I 
would challenge the City to hold the development to the current standards, deviations, 
and variances and limit those so our community wouldn’t be as impacted as it is now.   
 
Xiaoli Xiao, 29785 Lilley Trail, said my concern is about Buffington or Henning Road being 
pretty narrow.  Both sides are private parking so I guess that the people and traffic, at 
least a portion of the traffic, will travel through Lilley Trail, which I do not like.  The second 
concern is to the south of Lilley Trail is zoned as Residential Acreage so I would like to know 
if the City of Novi also plans to have that developed because I hope not.  Thank you.    
 
Dorothy Duchesneau, 125 Henning, said my home is also one of the homes where the 
backyard tends to flood.  It’s like an anniversary tonight.  Exactly seventeen years ago, on 
September 25, 2002 Scenic Pines Version 1 came in front of the Planning Commission as 
Site Plan 01-63.  It was the only item under Public Hearings that evening.  According to the 
minutes, the Planning Commission was here until 12:35 in the morning that night.  Many 
concerns were brought up then by the neighbors, but it was approved that night with 
certain restrictions in the Motion to Approve.   
 
Ms. Duchesneau continued, Scenic Pines Version 2 now comes before you with a different 
builder involved.  One who it seems has read the issues brought during Scenic Pines 
Version 1 and has addressed many of them up front.  There are still some issues with details 
that need to be explained and worked out.  I believe it is in the City’s and the neighboring 
resident’s best interests to still include some of the restrictions put on the development 
back in 2002 on the 2019 version.  As a Preliminary Site Plan there are still unanswered 
questions that won’t come up until further engineering work is done on the project.  The 
actual answers to these questions may dictate a change in the plans of the developer or 
the scope of the project.  For example, the recent soil borings have shown high water 
levels in several areas of build.  Planning basements in these areas even if staying within 
the two and a half story height, will require substantial grading changes to bring the 
basements underground to comply with our ordinances for building heights in an R-4 
cluster option.  At this time, all we know is the amount of fill that will be required to create 
the bridge, 2,100 cubic yards worth.  That by itself will be about twenty-five big semi-truck 
loads and trips for just that small area.  It’s approximately twenty-eight cubic yards to one 
big truck.   
 
Ms. Duchesneau said the previous motion also approved a brick screen wall and I just 



want to bring that up because at that time, at the front of the development the motion 
required in lieu of the required thirty inch tall landscape berm abutting Pembine Road a 
brick screen wall would be applied.  That helped to facilitate the continuing flow of water 
onto the City owned property of 2.4 acres on the northeast corner that had been bought 
by the City years back to help with storm water management back when South Pointe 
Condos were developed.  The same for the northwest berm, which helped the flow south 
towards the proposed retention pond area.  Even though berms are required by the City, 
the creation of berms along Pembine in this case, were deemed to hurt, not help the 
water run off by staff at that time.  There will be more than enough tree credits left over to 
more than adequately shield Scenic Pines from Pembine by creating a small forest on 
both sides of their entry road.  Additional pines in Scenic Pines would be appropriate.  
Another important condition stipulated at that time was that no lots encroach into the 
wetlands buffer.  The most important condition added to the motion at that time, the Site 
Plan shall return to the Commission for Final Site Plan approval and subject to the 
comments on the attached review letter being addressed at the time of the Final Site Plan 
review.  This is the most important to me.  By returning to the Commission for Final Site Plan 
approval rather than just as administrative approval stamp, the residents and neighbors 
will have a chance to make final comments on the rest of all those details we don’t know 
about now.  If this gets approved tonight please make these conditions as part of the 
approval.  There are too many loose details that are not required to be answered in the 
preliminary approval process especially with the location of this site.  Thank you.   
 
Tod Neff, 217 Henning, said I’m the last house on the left, which I think I will be affected 
the most because everyone around me has filled in the swamp, the condos behind me, 
everybody else, and now you’re going to push water over onto my side.  I have pictures 
on my phone of how high the water is.  I’ve never seen it this high.  My furnace is the crawl 
space and I’ve never replaced it since I’ve built that house.  I’ve been on this property for 
a long time, haven’t seen the water this high since this year.  Now we’re going to build 
and push water and affect me more.  I can’t have that.  I hold you guys responsible if my 
crawl space gets flooded.  Please don’t allow this.   
 
Mike Duchesneau, 1191 South Lake Drive, said my front door and entrance as well as my 
mailbox is on Henning Street.  You probably have received this morning the summary of 
my concerns that I have been raising and asking for answers to these questions.  The staff 
has been very helpful as far as reviewing and communicating with the developer to try to 
answer some of those questions.  There are many items that are left unanswered.  My 
letter was written at the staffs request because I have been so concerned and have been 
identifying things for months.  Many of these items have been on the original list back in 
April when we met with the developer who was very cooperative as I say in my letter and 
I’d like to make that letter a part of the record.  I’d like to see this item tabled so the 
applicant can address some of the concerns and items listed by the staff.  I recognize this 
is not a PRO, but the proposal seems to have many built in variances and items needing 
to be addressed.  The soiling borings summary should be enough to alert anybody that 
these are not typical houses with typical basements.  Side and rear elevations were not 
provided and I’ve been told the front elevations are all that’s required for this particular 
project.  The side elevations and rear elevations would have shown where the patios and 
decks and the drainage as far as the side of the hill.  Screened-in patios do not meet the 
setback requirements.  I’ve been told through staff that the applicant is proposing to not 
have any screened enclosures.  If you’re going to hold that to them, that should be part 
of the motion.  But that wasn’t my purpose as far as restricting that, my purpose was just to 
identify things so they wouldn’t have to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  My concern is 
mainly about drainage.  I’ve suggested, repeatedly, that we have a twelve foot setback 



between the edge of road and the edge of sidewalk.  I understand in talking with staff, 
that generally they follow the item that goes with the back of the curb, they use a 
different setback calculation, but there’s also in that same set of standards that there’s a 
twelve foot setback required when there is no curb.  So this is an item.  Many mentions 
were made of the previous approval.  The applicant fails to mention that the previous 
approval was for twenty-four houses not twenty-five.  The previous approval also had 
conditions in it.  The Preliminary Site Plan that was approved seventeen years ago also 
said that it was conditional on no lots encroaching into the wetlands buffer.  The 
Ordinances say that the City has to determine that this is in the public’s best interest to 
encroach into a wetlands buffer.  Proposals should also come back as was mentioned to 
the Planning Commission for Final Site Plan approval.  This was basically mentioned a few 
times, it was part of the original Preliminary Site Plan recommendation.  They’ve done a lot 
of work, don’t get me wrong, because they really have come a long way and they’ve 
addressed issues. I’m just not sure they’re there, and I would like to see, if you choose to 
push this forward today, that certain amendments be made to the motion.  I’m kind of 
disappointed that this is such a flurry right now and that the package that we are seeing 
doesn’t include the most recent changes as far as what goes to ZBA because what the 
package to the public says is that it’s going to go to ZBA for certain variances, I don’t 
understand.  I guess we should just kind of address this thing and get a good package 
and more answers.  Thank you.   
 
Tom Skrobecki, 132 Henning, said I would just like to agree with my neighbors and object 
to the development on many of the same reasons: construction traffic and construction 
noise.  Our road is unimproved.  We currently have sixteen houses on our street, it’s a very 
quiet street, and I don’t know why we would more than double that.  I also believe it is a 
very risky development.  It’s been for sale for twenty years.  No one has developed it for 
twenty years, why would that be?  We went through this in 2002, it got rejected, it never 
got built, tried again in 2006-2007 bought other lots on Buffington and I question the City’s 
value with trying to go forward with it.   
 
Chair Avdoulos said, seeing no one else wishing to speak, Member Lynch could you 
review the written responses.       
  
Member Lynch said we have a few response forms.  I’m just going to summarize these.  
We have an objection, Marc Kennedy 1201 South Lake Drive, primarily concerned about 
the traffic.  Another objection, Patricia Koonter, 29740 Lilley Trail, concerned with road 
deterioration, traffic, noise.  Ann Smith, 226 Henning, concerned about loading and 
unloading, construction site traffic, wetland concerns.  Mike Duchesneau, he just spoke 
and pretty much summarized his findings with pictures.  We have Virginia Runyon, 1155 
South Lake Drive, concerned about the wetlands and water level.  Objection from 
Gwendolyn Martin, 1127 South Lake Drive, concerned about wetlands and traffic.  Lois 
Nugent, 1155 South Lake Drive, concerned about wetlands and drainage issues and 
traffic.  They’re all objections.  To summarize the concerns: wetlands, drainage, traffic, and 
wildlife.   
 
Chair Avdoulos said those will be in our public record for anyone who wants to take a look 
at what the concerns are but I think we will be addressing mainly everything the residents 
have concerns about too.  Chair Avdoulos closed the public hearing, and turned this over 
for the Planning Commission’s discussion. 
 
Member Anthony asked if the houses include basements? 
 



Mike Noles said they will. 
 
Member Anthony said how high will you be building up fill for these homes?  Will fill be 
needed under all the homes or just a few select homes? 
 
Mike Noles said no, we will be filling the entire site, but it varies how much.  For example, 
on the very south end of the site the existing elevation is at 942 which is significantly higher 
so over there those are going to be standard basements.  This came up when one of the 
folks was trying to see if our basements are considered basements under the definition of 
basements in the Novi Ordinance.  So I picked the worst-case cross section which is a walk 
out basement and you can see the basement floor is at 936. Sri mentioned we’ll have to 
do additional piezometer readings to show what that level is.  The scientists are 
determined that the ground water is at 931. 
 
Member Anthony said so in that particular case, how much of that is built up with fill? 
 
Mike Noles said so it will be about zero at the back and then at the front it will be about 
eight feet.   
 
Member Anthony said so you will not be putting fill that will actually elevate the homes so 
that the bottom of the basements are elevated? 
 
Mike Noles said to a certain extent there will be some of that.  It varies on the grading 
plan, but we have to match the existing condition with the existing grade ten feet away 
from the house so there will be a slope down from the house but at the back of the 
property the fill is zero, at the house it’s probably a foot and at the front of the house it’s 
eight feet. 
 
Member Anthony said so it’s likely every house will have some degree of fill, but towards 
the front and no fill towards the back? 
 
Mike Noles said that’s correct. 
 
Member Anthony said so there won’t be really any adjustment to the bottom of the 
basement versus current elevation? 
 
Mike Noles said yes, but it’s tough to generalize twenty-five houses and the grading 
without actually looking at the grading plan.  Mike Noles showed a map where there was 
a higher elevation, 942, and the road at 942.  There won’t be any fill in there.  That will be 
a cut.  Where there will be walk out elevations there’s already a slope throughout there.  
He showed a line that was highlighted in blue showing a 934 elevation.   
 
Mike Noles continued to say the water does go through all these Lakewoods backyards.  
We’re not even touching that contour line with any of our development.  So if you take 
the water that naturally flows off of this property, in every direction it’s going to be seeing 
less water going into that direction.  We will capture nearly everything, not 100%, but a 
large percentage of water within the limits of disturbance.  We will put it into the detention 
basins which discharge at this location and at this location (shown on the map).  We are 
not pushing any of our water to the east, were not pushing any of our water up to the 
Lakewoods.  One of the problems is that the neighboring condo development, you can 
also see we took their engineering design and overlaid it onto a plan so people could 
understand how that was supposed to work.  They have several inlets along the property 



line, the rear yard property line that was supposed to allow water to enter into their system 
and discharge it at the south end.  All of this water drains to the south and it even has a 
drainage easement across our property in this corner to allow it to keep going across the 
property.  We’re not doing any disturbance in any of that area.  We’re not adding water 
to this area.  We’re taking water out of the area, were sending it to the west and they’re 
going to see a reduction of water going into that but their big problem is that the 
neighborhood was never graded properly.  That 934 elevation is the same from the south 
lot all the way to the very north lot, that’s not how you design a site.  This site was designed 
a long time ago without any slope to their rear yard drainage.  There are some 
maintenance issues with their neighbors with the inlets not picking up water, but this 
development has nothing to do with that.  What this development is going to do is pick 
water up in our storm system and store it in our detention basin. 
 
Member Anthony said before you go any further, I want to finish where I’m going with this.  
The outer blue line on your drawing is elevation 934.  What is the significance of 934? 
 
Mike Noles said so what I was trying to illustrate to the residents is in the area where the 
water is backing up, we don’t even hit that contour line.  Their water problem is below the 
existing conditions.  We’re capturing our storm water, were storing it, and were 
discharging it to the west.  We are treating the storm water, and storing it for the one 
hundred year event so we are not exasperating their initial problem. 
 
Member Anthony said what’s the significance of the 934?  Is that telling me that’s the top 
of the surface water?  Or are you just saying that’s the area of where the surface water 
flows? 
 
Mike Noles said what I was trying to show was that it’s flat as a pancake through there.  
When the water rises up to the level of the 934, that’s the shape of it.  It’s just a huge flat 
wet area back there with no slope to it.   
 
Member Anthony said okay I got it now.  So what is the elevation of the bottom of your 
deepest basement? 
 
Mike Noles said I just have the one example with me which was 936 as the depth of that 
basement which is five feet above the ground water table. 
 
Member Anthony said okay and just so you know, I know you guys do very good work. 
Singh is a very good developer.  So where I’m cutting you short is I’m trying to just get 
through a train of thought without going on too long.  So your bottom basement is at 936, 
so I realize different people within your team look at different parts of the reports that 
come in, are you familiar with the geotech report?  How many wells or piezometers did 
they use on this site? 
 
Mike Noles said there were six, I believe.  They were all read and were reading the 931 
elevation.  They also did a ground water study. 
 
Member Anthony said and how many episodes over what period of time did they gauge 
those wells? 
 
Mike Noles said they only read the piezometers twice.  One was at initial installation and 
really is just to make sure that the water is flowing at initial installation.  They have only had 
one additional reading since then. 



 
Member Anthony said and the time span between that? 
 
Mike Noles said so the second one was July 9th, 2019 and the first one was a couple 
months before that. 
 
Member Anthony said so you’re looking at May and July? 
 
Mike Noles said yes.  Here are the readings from the piezometers.  They had six of them.  
Piezometer number one is here in the detention pond that turned out to be all sand and 
that reading was at 93070 and that’s a good indicator because it was really sandy 
material.  Piezometer number six was of interest to us because it was right next to the 
underground storage detention area which I have highlighted in blue that was also 930.  
Piezometer number twelve was confirmation of the others and you have this all in one 
nice line all 931.  There were three others that were off slightly.  Two of them were at 93150 
half a foot higher, but they were in stiff clay so it’s harder to get a good ground water 
reading when it’s in stiff clay because the groundwater doesn’t move as well.  The 
geotech scientist with McDowell and Associates determined that number eleven, which is 
over here on the high mound - that it was actually perched water. 
 
Member Anthony said did McDowell state that they were concerned about basements 
and what the elevations of the basement would be because of the groundwater? 
 
Mike Noles said no they didn’t say that but what they did say is that it’s a challenging and 
difficult site and they recommend that their services are engaged so that we can make 
sure that we don’t have any problems.  They wanted us to be up and above the ground 
water with the basements so the sump pumps were not constantly running.  The tests that 
were mentioned earlier are standard practice, every time you dig a foundation you go 
down and test the compaction at the bottom of the hole. 
 
Member Anthony said just for clarification, there’s two separate things, one is 
compaction, it’s pretty standard that when you’re bringing in fill material you’re 
compacting in six inch lifts by achieving 95% compaction or more and you have testing 
on site.  Everyone does that.  I’ve seen Singh projects and they hit that nail square on the 
head.  The other issue though is the groundwater and that you can’t determine by a field 
observation during construction it’s something that has to occur over time.  Just so we 
don’t blend the two because I’ve noticed some of the public comment had blended the 
two together and those are distinctly separate.   
 
Member Anthony said when I first looked at this I thought this is not really intensive, I drove 
the roads and I drove the area and I thought wow this would be nice, I like the Singh 
product.  I thought the Site Plan was really quite well done in preserving all the wetlands, 
but once I got to that point I saw that the roads and the sidewalks went over one of the 
wetland areas and I’m sure that’s where the bridge is, but that immediately triggered my 
concern with shallow groundwater because beyond the bridge when we have shallow 
groundwater.  As groundwater comes up we hit the freeze/thaw cycle, we get 
liquefaction with soil.  Then you begin to get failure under your big surfaces, your 
driveways will shift, your sidewalk will crack so you do run into those problems on 
infrastructure.  Some of the concerns here were basements so that’s why I just put you 
through these questions on depth and groundwater.  One of the solutions I have seen, is  
to raise the elevation of the base of the homes, bringing it above the water table.   
 



Member Anthony said July is our dry season; five foot fluctuation in Michigan is pretty 
easy, so it is important knowing how that fluctuates throughout the interior.  The sump 
pump is not designed or intended to run 24-7.  It’s not just in old homes that are struggling 
with this, there are two brand new developments in South Lyon where this is happening in 
every home.  They didn’t have Singh or McDowell, but they are struggling with it.  The 
industry standard of checking a couple of wells or just having one episode checked in 
geotech is common, but this is a really complex groundwater site.  You can see that when 
you go through the wetlands pictures, you see the surface, you don’t know if that’s held 
up from the clay or if that’s truly the potentiometric surface.  Once you get that 
potentiometric surface, what’s our fluctuation?  And if you’re a homeowner that ends up 
with a basement flooding and your sump pump is running constantly there are all sorts of 
consequential problems. Trying to find someone that’s liable it becomes pass the hot 
potato.  I’ve been in the middle of those.  I started thinking through some mechanisms 
like, I know Singh does a one year warranty on their homes, is there a way to do a three to 
five year warranty.  But as a City we have no legal authority to require that and it really 
does take that long to sort these things out.  Then I went and I saw the regulated 
woodland and how much of the regulated woodland came up.  Then I had to ask myself 
is this really a developable site? Rick, help me with where else in the City or how frequently 
have we seen a site that is nearly 100% regulated woodland become redeveloped? 
 
Landscape Architect Rick Meader said it’s happened and there have been commercial 
sites and residential sites.  When you develop a site that’s wooded you’re going to end up 
ripping out more than half of the woods, that’s a fact of life.    
 
Member Anthony said but I’ve seen the difference between old growth that’s not the 
regulated woodland where we designate the woodland area versus that’s just an old tree 
we want to keep.  What I haven’t seen before out of the seven years of sitting here of this 
density of a regulated woodland where they have come in and removed half of it.  This I 
really the first one I’ve seen and I kind of cringe at that.  I start to go through the reasons, 
and I like the product and I’m confident in the builder but I’m not confident in the site. I 
have a really difficult time supporting the site when I look at we don’t know enough about 
shallow groundwater, and the shallow groundwater was measured in July which is our 
traditional dry season when the groundwater is at its lowest.  The construction over the 
wetland where they do the bridge will work because that’s a much deeper foundation 
but it’s going to struggle where the driveways and the sidewalks are. I worry about how 
frequently the concrete slabs will fail, and I worry about in the flat areas of the road, will 
we end up with pockets where you get sinkholes or potholes much easier. When I add all 
of that up, that’s where I struggle with the site and having it developed.  I guess with that 
I’m going to turn it over to the rest of the commissioners. 
 
Member Gronachan said I have a question for the experts.  Could you help with the 
clarification of the ZBA variances/ no variances and what we have the right to approve, 
I’m a little confused.  In our packet it said that to allow absence of a required berm, but 
then there was this eighty-five foot for the driveways, so do they need a variance, what 
variances is it that they are going to need?  
 
Planner Komaragiri said I have on the screen the section of the Zoning Ordinance that 
was compared for compliance against the Site Plan.  This is section 3.28 it talks about 
required conditions for one family clustering option.  This item talks about a minimum 
distance required between two-cluster homes.  If it’s a cluster of four homes against a 
cluster of two you would apply the minimum distance required based on the total number 
of homes.  That section says Planning Commission can approve the reduction in the 



distance.  One of the proposed clusters does not meet the required distance of 
separation of eighty-five.  But Planning Commission can approve the reduction if they feel 
like the deviation is to protect woodlands or wetlands.   
 
Planner Komaragiri said the other item is the reduction of setbacks from the front façade 
of the home to the back of curb which needs to be thirty feet.  The Planning Commission 
may approve reduction in setbacks if the Site Plan meets all the conditions.  The plan 
meets all the conditions except the one shown in green and they would have to go to 
ZBA to get relief from that item.  So the Planning Commission can go ahead and approve 
reduction in setbacks or can do it as a conditional approval at this time.  
 
Member Gronachan said thank you for that explanation.  So for clarification, somewhere 
in all of this, I read that if one house was removed and they were down to twenty-four 
then they would meet the eighty-five foot requirement, is that correct? That would be on 
the 22-25 cluster and the 1-3. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said I think that they are opposite clusters so that the distance 
between the clusters is here.  For them to meet the eighty-five feet they would have to be 
pushed further back into the woodlands. 
 
Member Gronachan said so having one more or one less house would not solve that 
problem? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said no, it would push them farther away from each other.   
 
Member Gronachan said that’s another thing that we will have to address for the resident 
that brought that up in one of the letters we received.  Overall, I concur with our first 
speaker who asked so many wonderful questions.  His experience shows at this table.  I am 
concerned about the amount of water.  I too think it’s a wonderful plan.  I feel at this point 
that more work needs to be done.  I will add to this that I have not sat at this table for a 
long time, but I have been well versed in the development arena.  My concern is that I 
think the developer has a great plan and I think he is doing his due diligence.  Lord knows 
there’s been enough time and experts looking at this but as previously spoken, I don’t 
know if we know enough about the water flow and what it’s going to do about those 
basements.  Now I will say, I am an insurance agent so when it comes to flooding 
basements, it’s not my favorite time of year.  I live in a subdivision where they couldn’t 
build basements, I’m not saying I recommend that for this project, but we don’t have 
basements in my subdivision and we have a ton of water problems.  It’s a very old 
subdivision, I don’t know what my subdivision looked like thirty to forty years ago and if it 
was sitting on wetlands or not but I know what the current drainage problems are. I 
wouldn’t want to be a part of something that could create a problem for all these new 
wonderful home owners.  I’m going to reserve any further comments at this time and wait 
to hear from the rest of my fellow Commissioners.   
 
City Attorney, Tom Schultz said that because there have been a couple of comments 
about the water table I guess I just want to make sure that were on the same page with 
what the Planning Commission’s role is in reviewing that question.  At the Preliminary Site 
Plan stage, what the developer is obligated to do is to essentially establish for your 
engineer, engineering feasibility, but not detailed engineering plans.  The developer 
comes to you with a Preliminary Site Plan that shows compliance with your Zoning 
Ordinance requirements: how big the lots are, how far setback they are from the roads, 
things like that, and as part of that they are authorized under your ordinance to ask you 



for a couple things for that you’re here holding the public hearing on tonight: clustering 
the units together instead of having them separate single family homes and in that 
process asking you for some relief from things that Sri just went through.  The engineering 
part, the water part, is really an inquiry on part of the Planning Commission at this point to 
say what does our engineer say about the likelihood that this development is going to be 
able to be built.  Your engineer at this point is essentially saying it looks like we’re going to 
be able to deal with the engineering issues and the storm drainage issues.   
 
Attorney Schultz continued, our Ordinance doesn’t really say whether or not they have 
basements, you are not the building official, and you’re not in charge of grading plans.  
You’re looking at: does the lot layout work, should we allow them to do the cluster to save 
additional natural features, does it look like they’re going to be able to deal with 
engineering issues, and are there any giant red flags about not being able to build a 
basement that somebody should know about.  So the developer has stood up and said 
were familiar with this.  We are going to have deal with your professional staff as we go on 
with the development process, but the Planning Commission doesn’t really have enough 
information -- and more importantly -- doesn’t have a standard in its ordinance to say you 
can’t have this development because you might not be able to have basements.  That’s 
just not your role here tonight.  You are detail oriented, but not every detail is yours.   
 
Attorney Schultz said, to address one Planning Commissioner’s comment, on a regular 
basis we actually see more than 53% of trees taken down from a development site, 
because if the plan meets all the setbacks and can create a buildable parcel that fits the 
Zoning Ordinance, it’s probably going to impact trees.  We do see a more significant 
number of trees taken down in other plans.  The ironic thing about that is the developer is 
here in front of you saying I’m going to cluster these homes so I don’t have to come to 
you on this piece of property with just a subdivision that has big lots and impacts even 
more trees and more wetlands.  That’s the question you’re really here for, and technically 
holding the Public Hearing on: do we like this plan better because it saves more trees than 
it might otherwise and maybe impacts less wetlands?  That’s the fundamental question.  
It’s your decision but I just want to make sure we stay focused on what that question is. 
 
Member Lynch said I do like the cluster option.  I like how it saves most of or a large 
percentage of woodlands that wouldn’t normally be saved.  I have a follow up question 
on that, for all the trees you cut down on the property, you have to put money into a tree 
credit?  Is there any way possible, I’m not a big supporter of this tree fund, instead of 
donating to the tree credit fund, you can put more trees in areas away from the homes to 
still give it that kind of rural feeling, but I don’t want too many close together that they die. 
 
Mike Noles said yes, that would be a problem, but we are using the tightest spacing that 
we could possibly use.  We would love to plant them on here because it would be 
cheaper for us to plant a tree rather than for us to pay into the fund. 
 
Member Lynch said okay I’m going to take your word for it.  I wanted you to keep the 
issue in mind, if this gets approved.  Another thing, the property that’s located by the 
condos, that’s a low area.  I didn’t want this property causing any damage to an existing 
problem, number one.  Number two is I was looking for opportunities where maybe we 
can alleviate some of the existing problem and based on what you were saying, it looks 
like the property or the way you set up the flow plus now you put the retention basins in, 
the water doesn’t actually flow in that direction.  You mentioned you were going to have 
some impact, a reduction in the amount of water that’s going to flow into the existing 
areas and also you mentioned there was a maintenance issue with water flowing out of 



this property, this condo.  There has to be an ordinance that requires maintenance of this 
drainage, we approve these drainage systems, somebody has to maintain it.  It’s not the 
City, it has to be the property owner.  What recourse do we or the home owners have to 
ensure that these drains are maintained? 
 
Staff Engineer, Kate Richardson, said I know that an ordinance officer and the 
engineering department have been involved reviewing the swale that’s back there that’s 
been clogged.  An ordinance officer recently went back there to verify what’s going on.  
South Pointe Condo ended up clearing out that swale. I believe they ended up clearing 
everything out and hopefully when we get a big rainstorm again they’ll see some benefits 
from that work, but right now it has been cleared. 
 
City Attorney, Tom Schultz, said one of the things since 2002 that the City has more 
standards on is for each development that’s approved that has a retention or detention 
basin, there’s an agreement the property owner is obligated to enter into with the City 
that says if the owner doesn’t maintain the system, the City will.   
 
Member Lynch said so that’s one of the benefits of approving this now.  If they were to 
build this in 2003 they were under a whole different set of rules.   
 
City Attorney, Tom Schultz, said I think they still had that obligation. I just like to think over 
seventeen years maybe the forms have become a little more detailed just as you 
become more developed as a City and you’ve improved a little bit.  It all helps 
engineering and helps code enforcement.   
 
Member Lynch said so I do like the cluster option and I do like the idea that you’re 
preserving as much as you possibly can.  My primary concern is if I was going to reject this 
was drainage flow.  Correct me if I’m wrong, you’re going to come in and do all these 
drawings, guarantee that the storm water performance as designed and flowing away 
from this area to somehow alleviate some of the problems there and you’re going to put 
a 120% cost in escrow.  You’re going to post a performance guarantee and what you’re 
telling us here today is that all this storm water is going to flow in these areas away from 
that area in the blue with the arrows that you’re showing on the map.   
 
Mike Noles said so the arrows that you see, if you notice none of them are inside the 
development area, that’s the existing drainage.  Those are areas that we are not 
touching so if that’s what it’s doing right now and I’m not going to touch it. 
 
Member Lynch said but what I’m getting at with the number of comments that people 
are worried about, and I would be worried too, is that here’s this development going in 
and I know I have a bad situation now and this development it’s going to make it a lot 
worse.  But we’re saying here and what we’re guaranteeing is you’re going to put in a 
storm water management system in order to accommodate this subdivision that’s not 
going to create a negative impact on the existing sites. 
 
Mike Noles said that’s right, it won’t have a negative impact.  Now I don’t want to 
broaden that out, performance guarantee is not how the system performs it’s for the 
contractor to perform to install the improvements on the plan and once you’ve complied 
with the plan you get your performance guarantee at the end.   
 
Member Lynch said okay but you won’t get your approval until the City engineer 
approves the plans.   



 
Mike Noles said so there’s a phasing in there but it’s not really performance in the concept 
of what you’re talking about.  The other thing that you should know there’s multiple 
drainage areas around the development that go into different areas.  There are some 
areas at the back of the lot by the walkouts that will continue the current drainage 
pattern so not everything within the perimeter of the development area is going to end 
up in the basin.  Some of them are going to continue on these existing drainage patterns. 
But what I’m saying is that a great bulk of that water that’s currently going that way will 
be stored, discharged at a controlled rate, and discharged on the other side of the 
problem area, and that has to help. 
 
Member Lynch said okay that was my concern.  At some point this property is going to 
get developed.  I just want to make sure with whatever we do we’re not exacerbating an 
already dicey situation.  Based on what I have heard and what I’ve read in the letters 
here, I’m comfortable with our engineering department and with the performance 
guarantees that are in here.  They won’t approve a storm water management plan that’s 
basically going to exacerbate the situation and I’m confident in that.  I guess my overall 
feeling of the site is that I like the idea of saving as many woodlands as you can, I don’t 
mind the cluster option I think it’s more efficient, I do like the idea of the storm water 
management where there is none right now.  Right now there’s no directed water flow, at 
least were going to have directed water flow now with the performance guarantees.  
That’s really a Singh issue with your guarantees and with your homeowner guarantees 
Certainly you are cognizant of that because you don’t want the blow back. Does the 
cluster option preserve more area, yes it does. I would like you to save as many trees as 
you can.  Are we causing any more harm in doing what we’re doing?  I don’t believe so, I 
think there’s some checks and balances with it, you won’t even get approval from 
engineering to build it if it doesn’t meet ordinance.  The last thing that I have written down 
is that I do share a concern with that narrow road and getting the trucks in and out.  My 
understanding is that if you cause damage the developer will have to take responsibility.   
 
Mike Noles said we have to videotape it at the beginning so we show what the condition 
is before we start.  Ted Meadows is a pretty tough guy when he goes out and does his 
final inspections and we have to put it back equal or better condition. 
 
Member Lynch said as far as traffic goes, what they do is they shut down the road so the 
developer can being in the heavy equipment.  It will be backed up, and it doesn’t last 
forever.  I’m leaning more towards approving this, I think it’s a decent plan.  I do like the 
idea based on what happened with the other project we’re working on.  Things turned 
out better than what we initially thought.  That was another tough parcel and it was all 
water drainage issues.  I think this project has some potential.  Not only do I think it fits into 
the neighborhood, I think it has the potential for reducing some of the water problems. 
 
Member Maday said I’m not as concerned about the woodlands, the clustering is going 
to help tremendously with that but I am more concerned about the water.  I’m assuming 
and I’m confident that as this project evolves that there will be work with the engineer 
back and forth to make sure you’re developing a site that’s feasible for the people that 
are potentially going to purchase the property.  How long is this taking to do the next 
phase?  Will it be in the spring when you can take some more samples? 
 
Mike Noles said if we move forward tonight we should be starting development in the 
spring and be fully permitted.  One of the conditions that the engineering review made is 
with each submittal, and we have multiple submittals to make between now and then, 



they wanted another set of piezometer readings because they wanted to see those in 
different seasons.  It’s a condition of the Ordinance.  If you were to support it and approve 
the plan, that’s already written in the Ordinance that we have to do that. 
 
Member Maday said that’s what I mean by evolving with the way that these projects 
work and evolve to work with the City and the developer to make sure it’s properly 
developed. 
 
Chair Avdoulos said before we have a motion, I wanted to respond to Ms. Duchesneau, I 
don’t know but I think I was on that Planning Commission.  I was relatively new and we 
had many late nights and I can’t think that far back to remember what was discussed, 
but you know this property obviously has a lot of concerns and is very sensitive.  There are 
issues with water and with trees and I think we’re looking at a vehicle that is offered by the 
City to create an option where we do cluster more of these homes so that we can save 
more woodlands and make it more natural.  There’s a development near my house that 
has basically done the same thing.  I know there are concerns related to construction 
traffic but I’ve been very impressed with the City and how they review those projects and 
if there are concerns from the residents, they do answer them and make sure everything is 
running the way it should be running.  I think based on what I’ve seen and I appreciate 
Member Anthony’s expertise on a lot of the environmental impacts to the site, but I have 
one question to Kate.  Based on this diagram where the outline is indicating what the 
developed area is, outside of that is basically left as natural as possible.  So this particular 
development is containing all the storm water within its own footprint? 
 
Staff Engineer, Kate Richardson, said for the most part, like what Mike Noles said, there are 
still some spots where it is sheet flowing out past its boundaries, but they’re not increasing 
the concentration, or the rate at which the storm water is discharged, or the volume.  
They are allowed to do that under Michigan Law. 
 
Chair Avdoulos said as the project progresses and we have engineering documentation 
and obviously that will be reviewed as every project is, I trust the City Engineers and City 
Landscape Architect to monitor this.  I think our due diligence is to listen to make sure that 
the project follows the process and our engineering teams, our site teams, our staff 
reviews will be looking to address all the concerns. I think up to this point and from what 
I’ve seen and read, I think we’re heading in that direction.   
 
Member Anthony said can I just get a point of clarification?  The engineering report we’re 
looking at is really just for information and that it’s done and submitted and has been 
approved.  Our vote really has no opinion on the engineering side. 
 
City Attorney, Tom Schultz, said so there are communities at the Planning Commission that 
do not ask for engineering stuff; you do want to see it, obviously.  Under the Site Plan 
section of your Zoning Ordinance says that you want to see engineering feasibility.  So 
engineering gets a copy of the plan and additional details that are shared by the 
developer, they write an initial review which is what you have in your packet and the 
planning staff’s summary of it.  For Final Site Plan, that letter is usually quite a bit more 
detailed.  You go from fifteen things to pay attention to thirty things and detailed 
engineering plans that you have to get before we give you our final stamp of approval.  
You get detail that the engineers looked at and everything seems to flow the right way. 
 
Member Anthony said so if I’m hearing you correctly then my vote simply is that the 
process of submitting to engineering and the review has been done correctly.   



 
Planner Komaragiri said that would be after the Planning Commission approves 
Preliminary Site Plan and the applicant will start working on the construction drawings. 
 
Member Anthony said I recognize that I’m just trying to clarify my vote. 
 
City Attorney Schultz said so they have submitted the plans that your ordinance requires, 
and that the engineer typically reviews and comments on for a Site Plan.  They have done 
that.   
 
Member Anthony said okay and that’s what my vote reflects.   
 
City Attorney Schultz said can I just say one more thing just because I know a number of 
people have brought it up.  I didn’t want it to look like the Planning Commission didn’t say 
anything about it.  There was a long motion that was written at the table back in 2002 and 
a number of speakers have said you should require all these things that you as a 
Commission did seventeen years ago. I think Sri wanted an opportunity to generally say, in 
the way your motions are set up now, you’re generally doing that because you’re 
referring back to your detailed staff reports which pick most of those things up.  There are 
a couple of things that you should know are not in the motion that were in the motion 
before. 
 
Planner Komaragiri said so there were two items which we did not carry forward from the 
last motion.  The one is the condition that no lots would encroach into the wetland buffer. 
They are proposing buffer impacts in three locations.  They are very minor.  Only one of 
the impacts is permanent and the rest are temporary.  They’re going to seed and put 
them back so we did not carry that forward because it’s only happening with one unit, 
unit 16, where the impact is permanent and because the applicant noted they were 
trying to make a choice between moving a tree as opposed to impacting the buffer.  The 
other one is the Site Plan shall return to the Commission for the Final Site Plan approval and 
subject to the comments on the attached review letters being addressed.  At that time, 
after going through the minutes at the moment I think that discussion was brought forward 
because there were many other Preliminary level concerns that were not addressed so 
the Planning Commission wanted an opportunity to review it one more time.  They have 
to deal with some additional ZBA variances which are no longer needed because they 
are proposing to demolish those buildings and some retaining walls and a few other items 
which were within the scope of Planning Commissions review which was not addressed at 
that time.  Because that didn’t happen this time we didn’t recommend that as part of the 
motion. 
 
City Attorney Schultz said but just to be clear, in your Ordinance you are allowed to ask for 
a Final Site Plan. 
 
Member Anthony said so we would have to amend this motion to see a Final Site Plan? 
 
Planner Komaragiri said yes if you choose to do so. 
 
Member Lynch said before you do that, Mr. Noles there’s something I want to address.  
There’s something on here about the future use of a parcel, what is that? 
 
Mike Noles said that is a parcel that is out on the lake that is not subject to this Site Plan 
request.  There was a lot of concern from the residents in Lakewood that somehow this 



property would get rights to be able to use that parcel because one of the parcels where 
the detention basin is located had a right to use it.  That is by the parcel number and that 
parcel number will go away once the property is combined.  We have assured them that 
in no way does authorization of this plan have anything to do with lake access. 
 
Member Lynch said okay, before you made the motion I wanted to make sure that was 
clear.   
 
City Attorney Schultz said, through the Chair, the motion that is in front of you tonight, 
because of the questions that were raised over the last few days it is specifically called 
out in what you have in front of you for the first motion the Special Land Use where you 
have the most discretion.  You are essentially making a finding that that parcel on the 
lake is not a part of this development and isn’t going to become a part of it.  I assume 
that the developer is fine with that from what he just said. 
 
Mike Noles said we are aware, and it was never part of it.  It was a legitimate concern 
that the residents had because it could be a possible connection to it.  
 
Member Anthony said I’ll make a motion.   
 
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Lynch.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT MADE MY MEMBER ANTHONY AND 
SECONDED BY MEMBER LYNCH. 
 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Special Land Use 
Permit based on and subject to the following: 

1. The proposed use will not cause any detrimental impact on existing thoroughfares 
(based on the Traffic review); 

2. The proposed use will not cause any detrimental impact on the capabilities of 
public services and facilities; 

3. The proposed use is compatible with the natural features and characteristics of the 
land (because the applicant is proposing to preserve 53% of qualifying area that 
includes regulated woodlands and wetlands);  

4. The proposed use is compatible with adjacent uses of land (because the subject 
property is surrounded by single family residential uses.  Façade review notes that 
the proposed elevations portray an overall architectural standard equal or higher 
than the existing homes in the surrounding neighborhood); 

5. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, objectives, and recommendations of 
the City's Master Plan for Land Use (because the development is age-targeted. The 
proposed floor plans indicate first-floor master); 

6. The proposed use will promote the use of land in a socially and economically 
desirable manner;  

7. The proposed use is (1) listed among the provision of uses requiring special land 
use review as set forth in the various zoning districts of this Ordinance, and (2) is in 
harmony with the purposes and conforms to the applicable site design regulations 
of the zoning district in which it is located;  

8. The approval shall be subject to the following conditions at that time:  
a. The Planning Commission finding that Parcel ID No. 22-03-327-004, mentioned in 

the notes to the Site Plan, located on the north side of South Lake Drive, is not 
part of this development and shall not become or be made part of this 



development, as it does not comply with Sec. 36-62, Lakefront use standards, of 
the City Code of Ordinances as relates to lakefront recreational parks;  

b. Maintenance and reconstruction of the roads during and after construction, 
dust maintenance control and the stipulation that the roads be videotaped 
before and after construction to determine reconstruction requirements; 

c. Limit Construction times with respect to elementary school bus schedule; 
d. Construction traffic to comply with the City load limits; and 

9.  Final Site Plan shall come back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.   
Motion Carried 6-0. 
 
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan.  
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN WITH ONE-FAMILY CLUSTERING 
OPTION AND THE SITE CONDOMINIUM MADE MY MEBER ANTHONY AND SECONDED BY 
MEMBER GRONACHAN.   
 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Preliminary Site Plan 
with One-family clustering option and the Site Condominium based on and subject to the 
following: 

1. Planning Commission’s finding per Section 3.28.1.B, that in all one-family residential 
districts, the clustering of one-family dwellings may be permitted, provided that the 
land consists of an unsubdivided area and the proposed Site Plan and, that the 
conventional approach to residential development would destroy the unique 
environmental significance of the site, and that the use of the cluster option is a 
desirable course of action to follow based on the following condition.  
a. The majority (fifty (50) percent) of the net site area (defined as the area which is 

delineated by parcel lines, exclusive of rights-of-way as shown on the adopted 
master plan) is composed of lands that are within jurisdiction of Woodland 
Protection Ordinance, as amended, Chapter 37 of the Code of Ordinances, or 
within the jurisdiction of the Wetland and Watercourse Protection Ordinance, as 
amended, Chapter 12, Article V of the Code of Ordinances, or any combination 
of such lands. The applicant is proposing to permanently preserve up to 53% of 
qualifying area on site.  

2. Planning Commission approval for reduction of minimum distance between the 
clusters, based on the finding, subject to conditions listed in Section 3.28.5., that the 
strict application of the distance in this instance would destroy a natural amenity 
such as regulated wetlands and woodlands. This is required for the Units 1-2-3 
cluster and the Units 22-23-24-25 cluster.  A minimum of 85 feet is required, 
approximately 78 feet is proposed; 

3. Planning Commission approval of reduction of front building setbacks from the 
streets as listed in Section 3.28.4.D. A minimum of 30 feet is required from the edge 
of Private drive, the plans currently propose 25 feet in order to protect regulated 
woodlands in the back yards; this is based on the following findings listed in Section 
3.28.6.C:  
a. All the conditions listed in Section 3.28.6.C. from i thru iv are met with the 

exception as noted below;  
b. A Zoning Board of Appeals variance from Section 3.28.6.C.iv.a to allow absence 

of required berm along the east, west and south property boundaries adjacent 
to other single-family residential districts;  

4. Planning Commission waiver  for reduction of the minimum distance for opposite-
side spacing requirement, Design and Construction Standards Section 11-216(d),  
for the roadway spacing between Pristine Lane and Henning Street( A minimum of 



200 feet is required, 117 feet is proposed, due to estimated low volume of vehicles 
expected from the proposed development, which is hereby granted;  

5. A landscape waiver for absence of  three required street trees  along Pembine 
Street Frontage , as listed in 5.5.3.E.i.c and LDM 1.d., due to lack of space between 
the edge of pavement and the future Right-of-way ad conflicts with other required 
proposed utilities and swales, which is hereby granted;  

6. A landscape waiver from Section 2.1 of Landscape Design Manual to allow some of 
the proposed trees to be located outside of the space between the sidewalk and 
the curb due to conflicts with proposed utilities, which is hereby granted. This 
waiver is supported as most of the proposed trees are located within 15 feet from 
the curb, with an exception of three trees;  

7. Administrative approval from Engineering for variance from Engineering Design 
Manual Section 7.4.2.C.1 for not meeting the minimum distance of 15 feet from 
back of curb to outside edge of sidewalk; 

8. The applicant shall revise the woodland replacement plan at the time of Final Site 
Plan to avoid the conflict between the proposed tree replacement locations and 
the existing overhead electric line along the western property boundary;  

9. The applicant shall obtain necessary approvals from all related outside agencies 
for the proposed location of storm water pond and related landscape under the 
existing overhead lines prior to approval of Final Site Plan;  

10. Assurance of the permanence of the open space and its continued maintenance 
shall be submitted for review and approval by the City Attorney at the time of Final 
Site Plan approval.  

11. The findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff and consultant 
review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters, as well as all of 
the terms and conditions of the PRO Agreement as approved, with these items 
being addressed on the Final Site Plan; and 

12. The Final Site Plan shall come back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.   
Motion Carried 6-0. 
 
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE WETLAND PERMIT MADE MY MEMBER ANTHONY AND 
SECONDED BY MEMBER GRONACHAN.   
 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Wetland Permit 
based on and subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff 
and consultant review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being 
addressed on the Final Site Plan. Motion Carried 6-0. 
 
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan.   
 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE WOODLAND PERMIT MADE MY MEMBER ANTHONY AND 
SECONDED BY MEMBER GRONACHAN.   
 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Woodland Permit 
based on and subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance standards in the staff 
and consultant review letters, and the conditions and items listed in those letters being 
addressed on the Final Site Plan.  Motion Carried 6-0. 
 
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan.   



ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN PERMIT MADE MY 
MEMBER ANTHONY AND SECONDED BY MEMBER GRONACHAN.   
 
In the matter of Scenic Pines Estates, JSP 18-76, motion to approve the Storm water 
Management Plan, based on and subject to the findings of compliance with Ordinance 
standards in the staff and consultant review letters, and the conditions and items listed in 
those letters being addressed on the Final Site Plan; and the Final Site Plan must come 
back to Planning Commission for Final Approval.  Motion Carried 6-0. 
 
MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION  
 

1. APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 28, 2019 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES     
Motion made by Member Anthony and seconded by Member Gronachan. 

 
ROLL CALL VOTE TO APPROVE THE AUGUST 28, 2019 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
MADE MY MEMBER ANTHONY AND SECONDED MY MEMBER GRONACHAN. 
 

Motion to approve the August 28, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.  
Motion carried 6-0.  

 
SUPPLEMENTAL ISSUES 
There were no supplemental issues.  
 
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION  
 
Mike Duchesneau, 1191 South Lake Drive, said I’m really appreciative of you adding the 
coming back for Final Site Plan approval.  I am disappointed in the response from staff as 
far as the cluster spacing.  If one of the houses was taken out between clusters 1, 2, and 3 
and 22, 23, and 24 the required setback would change from eighty-five feet to seventy-
five feet and then it would be up to the applicant to decide whether to eliminate a house 
or whether to redesign a lot.  I thought that answer was off base.  The other question that I 
had is we looked at a packet and in that packet, Scenic Pines was going to the ZBA.  Now, 
the ZBA is going to be looking at some other things that were listed but not the things in the 
packet.  I find it a little disappointing that the motion went forward without the information 
available to the public as to what it is we’re looking at today.  I do thank you for what 
you’re doing and your process and I do respect that you are all residents and are very 
concerned about what happens in Novi and how it happens.  Thank you.  
 
Howard Katz, 1155 South Lake Drive, said there are only two more things I want to say.  I 
don’t know what you hired an engineer for because McDowell came back and said 
you’re going to have problems with this site, he says it right here in your letter and he says 
they’re going to do a lot of things that the builder’s not doing, but that’s going to fall upon 
you.  The other thing I have an issue with when you look at the Site Plan is that no one 
seemed to address when they talked about the water dispersal system.  There are seven 
houses on the east side, those houses are not connected to that system, their sump 
pumps are going to run 24/7 and they’re going to shoot water into that pond which is wet 
enough as it is and when the builder says the water is going to the south, it’s not, it’s just 
going to fill up that pond and by definition it’s not a part of the water retention, at least 
according to the plan unless they’ve changed it.  The sump pump will be running 24/7 
and you didn’t address that.  You’ve got all this water going underground to the west but 
that’s to the houses on the west side, that’s a problem you’re going to have to deal with 
and nobody said that but I thought you should know.  Thank you.   



 
Gerry Cooper, 155 Buffington, said I just find something confusing.  Mr. Schultz is saying the 
only reason that you guys are here is to say that the engineering did the paperwork.  Why 
do you have all of us come down here and actually think that we have input?   You said 
all you people are here to look at the documentation and say if it’s put together correctly 
per the ordinance.  If that’s all you guys get to look at and that’s all you judge the 
approval by, we don’t have any input.  You gave them that direction, you guys don’t get 
to make any decisions, you look at the engineering package and you approve it based 
upon does it meet the ordinance?  But you brought all the people down here and say 
come down here we really want to hear from you and that’s not true according to the 
way that your process works.  Think about that because that’s the way it happened here 
today and you know I’m right.   
 
ADJOURNMENT  
Moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member Anthony. 
 
VOICE VOTE ON THE MOTION TO ADJOURN MADE BY MEMBER LYNCH AND SECONDED BY 
MEMBER ANTHONY. 
 

Motion to adjourn the September 25, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting.  Motion        
carried 6-0. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:41 PM. 
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ELEV.=933.43
BANKFULL ELEVATION

2' SUMP

ELEV.=932.00
DETENTION BASIN BOTTOM

TOP OF BERM
ELEV.=936.00

58-LF OF 15" RCP SEWER

#4 BAR GRATE
SPACED 4" O.C.
BOTH DIRECTION TYIPICAL
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EXHIBIT 'A'
PHYSICAL LIMITS OF STORM WATER

MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Engineer:
The Umlor Group
49287 West Road
Wixom, MI 48393
Phone: (248) 437-7803
Fax: (866) 690-4307

SCALE: 1 inch =          ft.
0

SITE MAP
N.T.S.

11/23/2019
Property Information:
Scenic Pines Development
Pembine Rd
Oakland County, MI

PROPERTY OWNER:
Singh Development, LLC
7125 Orchard Lake Rd,
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48322
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EXHIBIT B - STORM WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE PLAN
CITY OF NOVI DPS PERMIT NO. :
CITY OF NOVI DPS PLAN REVIEW NO.:

A.  Physical Limits of the Storm Water Maintenance System
The storm water management system (SWMS) subject to this long-term maintenance plan (Plan) is depicted on Exhibit A to the permit and includes without
limitation the storm sewers, catch basins, manholes, inlets, water quality structures, swales, buffer strip, spillways, forebay, detention basin, subsurface
detention, outlet control structure and the outlet pipe that conveys flow from the detention basin to the natural drainage course to the XXXX. For the purposes
of this plan, this storm water management system (SWMS) and all of its components as shown in Exhibit A is referred to as "Scenic Pines Final Planned
Development", Pembine Road, City of Novi, Oakland County MI.

B.  Time Frame for Long-Term Maintenance Responsibility
Singh Development, LLC is responsible for maintaining the "Scenic Pines Final Planned Development", Pembine Road, City of Novi, Oakland County MI., including
complying with applicable requirements of the local or City of Novi soil erosion and sedimentation control program until City of Novi  releases the construction
permit. Long-term maintenance responsibility for the "Scenic Pines Final Planned Development", Pembine Road, City of Novi, Oakland County MI., commences
when defined by the maintenance permit issued by the County. Long-term maintenance continues in perpetuity.

C.   Manner of Insuring Maintenance Responsibility
City of Novi  has assumed responsibility for long-term maintenance of "Scenic Pines Final Planned Development", Pembine Road, City of Novi, Oakland County
MI. The resolution by which the City of Novi has assumed maintenance responsibility is attached to the permit as Exhibit C. Singh Development, LLC through a
maintenance agreement with Canton Township, has agreed to perform the maintenance activities required by this plan. City of Novi retains the right to enter the
property and perform the necessary maintenance of the "Scenic Pines Final Planned Development", Pembine Road, City of Novi, Oakland County MI. if Singh
Development, LLC fails to perform the required maintenance activities. To ensure that the "Scenic Pines Final Planned Development", Pembine Road, City of
Novi, Oakland County MI. is maintained in perpetuity, the map of the physical limits of the storm water management system (Exhibit A), this plan (Exhibit B), the
resolution attached as Exhibit C, and the maintenance agreement between the City of Novi and the property owner(s) will be recorded with the Wayne County
Register of Deeds. Upon recording, a copy of the recorded documents will be provided to the County.

D.  Long-Term Maintenance Plan and Schedule
Table 1 identifies the maintenance activities to be perform, organized by category (monitoring /inspections, preventative maintenance and remedial actions).
While performing maintenance, chemicals should not be applied to the forebay, detention basin, buffer strip or watercourses. Table 1 also identifies site-specific
work needed to ensure that the storm water management system functions properly as designed.
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Inspect for sediment accumulation **/clogging of stone filter
Inspect for floatables, dead vegetation and debris
Inspect for erosion and integrity of bank and berms
Inspect all components during wet weather and
compare to as-built plans
Monitoring planting/vegetation
Ensure means of access for maintenance remain clear/open

Monitoring /Inspection

Preventative Maintenance
Mowing

Remove accumulated sediment

Remove floatables, dead vegetation and debris

Replace or wash/reuse stone riser filters
Remove invasive plant species

Remedial Actions
Repair/stabilize areas of erosion
Replaced dead plantings, bushes, trees
Reseed bare areas
Structural repairs
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Make adjustments/repairs to ensure proper functioning

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE SCHEDULE
TABLE 1
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Annually
Annually and after major events
Annually and after major events
Annually

2 times per year
Annually

Up to 2 times/year, select
areas only*

As needed**
As needed
Every 3 years; more frequently
as needed***
Annually

As needed
As needed
As needed
As needed
As needed

As Specified (e.g. recommendations by Manufacture) As neededX

Notes:
*Not to exceed the length allowed by local community ordinance.
**Forebays, open detention basins, and retention basin to be cleaned whenever sediment accumulates to a depth of 6-12 inches or  if sediment
resuspension is observed.
***Replace stone if it cannot be adequately cleaned.
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     3.   ALL MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL COMPONENTS OF THE
     PUMPING SYSTEM MUST BE LISTED AND LABELED WITH THE (UL) LABEL
     FOR OPERATION IN A CLASS I, GROUP D, DIVISION 1 LOCATION.

     4.   ALL ELECTRICAL CONNECTIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH NEW
     WASTEWATER PLANT PLANS.

     5.   AN AUTO DIALER SYSTEM SHALL BE INSTALLED IN THE CONTROL
     PANEL.  ANY ALARM CONDITION FOR THE LIFT STATION SHALL INITIATE
     THE AUTO DIALER SYSTEM TO A MINIMUM OF FIVE (5) NUMBERS.

     6.   A SHOP DRAWING OF LIFT STATION INCLUDING ALL PIPING, CONTROL
     PANEL, VALVE AND PUMP INFORMATION MUST BE PROVIDED TO
     ENGINEER AND APPROVED PRIOR TO LIFT STATION AND
     APPURTENANCES CONSTRUCTION.

PUMP AND ACCESSORIES

FOR EASE OF PURCHASE/INSTALLATION, A PACKAGE DUPLEX PUMP SYSTEM
SHALL BE REQUIRED.  THE PACKAGE SYSTEM SHALL INCLUDE TOTALLY
SUBMERSIBLE EXPLOSION PROOF CENTRIFUGAL PUMPS DESIGNED FOR
PUMPING RAW, UNTREATED SEWAGE, A DISCONNECT SYSTEM WHICH PERMITS
INSTALLATION AND REMOVAL OF EACH PUMP WITHOUT THE NEED FOR
PERSONNEL TO ENTER THE WETWELL, TIGHT CONNECTION AT PUMP MOTOR,
JUNCTION BOX, CONTROL FLOATS AND CONTROL PANEL, MOUNTING
HARDWARE, PIPING, VALVES AND FITTINGS.

     1.   THE SUBMERSIBLE PUMPS SHALL PROVIDE 26 G.P.M. AT A TOTAL
     DYNAMIC HEAD OF 12.0 FEET.  THE PUMP SYSTEM SHALL OPERATE BASED ON THE

DEMAND OF FLOW.  PUMP MOTORS SHALL BE 1.0 H.P., EXPLOSION
     PROOF, DESIGNED FOR OPERATION ON 230 VOLT, I PHASE, 60 HERTZ
     POWER.

     2.   A COMPLETE CONTROL PANEL SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR AUTOMATIC
     OPERATION OF THE DUPLEX PUMPING SYSTEM.  ALL CONTROLS SHALL
     BE MOUNTED IN A NEMA 3R METAL ENCLOSURE.  THE CONTROL PANEL
     SHALL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING: A) THE CONTROL PANEL AND ALL
     ELECTRICAL COMPONENTS SHALL BEAR THE (UL) LABEL; B) ALL
     CIRCUIT BREAKERS SHALL HAVE OPERATORS EXTENDING THROUGH THE
     DOOR OF THE ENCLOSURE, WITH INTERLOCKS TO PREVENT PANEL
     ACCESS WHEN CIRCUITS ARE ENERGIZED; C) ALL RESETS, SELECTOR
     SWITCHES, PUSH BUTTONS, AND PILOT LIGHTS SHALL BE MOUNTED ON
     THE DOOR OF THE ENCLOSURE AND LABELED PROPERLY TO PERMIT
     NORMAL OPERATION OF THE SYSTEM WITHOUT OPENING THE
     ENCLOSURE DOOR; D) THE CONTROL FOR EACH PUMP SHALL INCLUDE A
     THERMAL MAGNETIC CIRCUIT BREAKER, ROTARY H-O-A SWITCH, AND A
     MAGNETIC MOTOR STARTER WITH AMBIENT COMPENSATED OVERLOAD
     RELAYS AND QUICK-TRIP HEATERS; E) PUMP OPERATION SHALL BE
     CONTROLLED BY TWO BULB-TYPE LIQUID LEVEL SENSORS, A THIRD
     LEVEL SENSOR SHALL ALSO BE PROVIDED FOR INDICATION OF A
     HIGHWATER ALARM CONDITION.  THIS ALARM SHALL BE INDICATED BY
     AN EXTERNALLY MOUNTED PILOT LIGHT AND A EXTERNAL AUDIBLE
     ALARM WITH SILENCE BUTTON.  AN INTRINSICALLY SAFE PILOT CIRCUIT
     SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR EACH LEVEL SENSOR; F) AN AUTOMATIC
     ALTERNATOR SHALL BE PROVIDED TO ALTERNATE THE LEAD/LAG
     SEQUENCING ON EACH SUCCEEDING PUMP CYCLE; G) AN OUTER PUMP
     SEAL LEAKAGE DETECTION SYSTEM SHALL BE INCLUDED IN THE
     ENCLOSURE FOR EACH PUMP; H) A NON-RESETABLE METER SHALL BE
     PROVIDED FOR EACH PUMP TO RECORD OPERATING TIME, TO THE
     TENTHS OF AN HOUR; I) ALL MOUNTED CONTROLS SHALL BE
     CONCEALED BEHIND A LOCKABLE TAMPER PROOF FRONT.

Know what's below.
      Call before you dig.

AS NOTED

----

 ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS NOTES:

1. A.R.I. D025 CAV 2" MIPT INLET WITH NYLON BODY COMBINATION
AIR RELEASE VALVE OR  EQUIVALENT SHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR
WASTEWATER APPLICATIONS, RATED TO 150PSI WITH ROLLING
SEAL ASSEMBLY.

2. ENDRESS & HAUSER PROMAG W400 FLOWMETER OR SIMILAR
SHOULD BE PROVIDED, WITH REMOTE TRANSMITTER.(REMOTE
FLOW INDICATION IN THE CONTROL PANEL)

3. CUMMINS 20KW BACKUP GENERATOR WITH NATURAL GAS FUEL
AND UP TO 200A TRANSFER SWITCH OR SIMILAR SHOULD BE
PROVIDED.
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WETLAND
"A"

0.14  AC.

WETLAND
"C"

0.74  AC.
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"C"

0.54  AC.

WETLAND "A"
23 Sq ft
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SYMBOL DESCRIPTION

PR SIGN

PR CROSS WALK

NORTH

Know what's below.
      Call before you dig.
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ELEVATION "A"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "B"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "C"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

Know what's below.
      Call before you dig.



ELEVATION "2200-A"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2200-B"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2200-C"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2300-A"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2300-B"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2300-C"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

Know what's below.
      Call before you dig.



ELEVATION "2400-A"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2400-B"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

ELEVATION "2400-C"
BUILDING HEIGHT MAX. 35'

Know what's below.
      Call before you dig.










